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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

At the moment of the Hawaiian attack, December 7, 1941,
some 120,000 persons of Japanese extraction resided in the
United States. Approximately 112,000 were inhabitants of
Pacific coastal states. During the spring and summer of
1942, these men, women, and children, both alien and citizen,
suffered the brunt of governmental action which has been
branded in the post-war years as ' , . . hasty, unnecessary,
and mistaken.'l This act was the incarceration of all western
Japanese residents behind barbed wire enclosures for the du-
ration of World War II.

The process of evacuation, this "trek to the interior"
and the resultant confinement, has generally been recognized
as one of the most disgraceful govermmental acts in United
States history. Possibly the only comparable situation was
the mass movement of Indians into the Oklahoma territory
under provisions of the Indian Exchange of Lands Act of 1830.2
In both instances the government's action was based on race

alone and not on individual criminal guilt. Certainly, in

lEugene V. Rostow, The Sovereign Prerogative: The
Supre%g Court and the Quest for Law, (New Haven, L962),
pa 193.

2y. $. statutes at Large, IV, Part 1, 411(1830).

1
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the case of the Japanese, charges were never filedjy no one
identified their orime. The test was ancestry.

Aliens within this Japanese wminority, excluded from
citizenship by national law and restricted in property owner-
ship by state legislation, had accepted American values and
social traits. Families appreciated the American way of
life. They had achieved varying degrees of economic status.
However, within seven months after the Pearl Harbor bombing,
the complete group was under armed guard.

Some have suggested that the major importance of this
action was the legal precedent that it established, This
position was based at least in part on the majority opinion
in the United States Supreme Court decision in Korematsu v,

U, S.a In this ruling the Court in effect accepted the

judgment of the military that a Japanese relocation program
was necessary for successful prosecution of the war, A
projection of this philosophy would mean that future crisis
periods could produce identical, or at least related, ex-
tensions of military power beyond normal civil investigative
and judicial processes.

This study is not primarily concerned with the consti-

tutional or legal aspects of the Japenese evacuation nor of

the economic suffering of these people., These areas have

3Korematsu v, U. S. 323 U. 5., 314 (1944),
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been extensively examined in previous studies.“ The present
essay, studying the historical, social, political, and mili-
tary factors, traces the development of ideas culminating in
the detention., Consgidering the affair in this manner should
more clearly explain the 'why'" of Japanese removal, Particu-
larly, the concept of '"military necessity,!" the Army's major
reason for evacuation, is considered with emphasis on factors
which contributed to the development of this position., The
role of Lieutenant General John L. Dewitt,s the primary advo-
cate of removal based on necessity, is explored,

Unquestionably, matters appear much clearer after the
event, Therefore, some concluding suggestions are offered
which possibly would have established a more satisfactory
national program than the one the United States used, given
the values inherent in a democratic society,

In Chapter Two the historical position of the Oriental
in western United States society is developed., Japanese-~
American problems are viewed as the product of domestic
Oriental-American clashes which extend to the earliest peri-

od of each group's settlement in the continental Pacific

uThe major economic study is Leonard Bloom and Ruth
Riemer, Removal and Return, (Los Angeles, l949), Consti-
tutional studies are identified in the final paragraph of
the Introduction.

SDeWitt was the Commanding Officer of the United States
Western Defense Command during the period of the Japanese
removal,
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region., It is concluded herein that American’anti~3apanese
attitudes developad historically as an outgrowth of hos-
tilities directed initially toward Chinese and later toward
all Orientals.

This chapter proved particularly difficult in that one
is obviously hampered when attempting to analyze a problem
directly connected with a distant region without visiting
the locale., Undoubtedly, primary source materials would be
available at libraries in this region which would strengthen
the chapter in several areas,

Chapter Three examines the role of resident Hawalian-
Japanese in the Pearl Harbor bombing and the relationship
of this incident to a revival of anti-Japanese attitudes on
the United States meinland, The regional sabotage threat
and various arguments advanced to support it are explored.
The position and activities of the United States House Un-
American Activities Committee, as they relate to the Japanese
question, are presented and evaluated.

Pertaining not only to Chapters Two and Three but also to
the paper in general, the advantage of hindsight should not
be overlooked or underrated. Certainly the sgituation can be
viewed with greater clarity after the lapse of twenty-five
years. Materials are now available which were not at hand
carlier., In 1942 Japanese Pacific advances raised the

pogsibility of a VWest Coast invasion. Fear and hysteria



clouded the public viesion snd affected policy formulated
by military es well as cilvil officilals. Steps to prevent
Japenese-Americans from joining hands with their Pacific
brother seemed a logical if not necessary course of action.

Chapter Four analyzes the role of Congress and the
extent of legiglative involvement in evscuation - detention.
The activities of the House Jelect Committee Investigating
National Defense Migration and hearings held on the West
Coast recelve some attention. The primary purpose of the
hearings was to determine the extent of Japanese involvement
in the economic structure of the western United States. Com-
mittee members were ceoncerned zbout the effect of mass re-
moval on the war oriented regional eccnomy, Evidence
presented not only provided answers to this question but
alse identified individuals and groups in the western states
who favored Japenese removal as well as their reasons for
supporting this position.

L requirement for protection against sabotage reaching
beyond that which could be provided by the U, 8. Department
of Justice stimulated Presidential action which transferred
the responsibility for resident Japanese control £from the
Attorney General's O0ffice to the military establishment.
Chapter Five traces the emergence of the Commander of the
U. S. Fourth Arny, VWestern Defense Command, as the official

responsible for the evacuation., This section also delineates
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the administrative formation of various detention centers,
in conclusion, so that the incarceration story will be com-
plete, the chapter provides a limited discussion of center
facilities and the Japanese reaction to them.

Primary sources were used whenever available, Of par-
ticular value were the three volumes of testimony before the
House Coumittee that investigated national defense migration.
The Committee's final report was also very helpful. Another
valuable primary volume was the United States Fourth Army's

Final Report - Japanese Evacuation f£rom the West Coast. Thise

work presents, from the wmilitary position, the argument for
a policy of confinement, the development of the evacuation
process, and the formation of detention facilities to imple-

ment the confinement policy. The Congressional Record, the

New York Times, and various California newspapers, were

useful in the analysis of public opinion and areas of Con-
gressional concern.,

Several secondary sources which relate to the detention
topic have also gulded my research. Sociplogical studies
conducted within the confines of various relocation centers
should be cited in this listing. Primarily, these are
attempts to discover the reactions of detainees to one
another and to persons in authority, yet they also give
much insight into the numerous administrative problems in-

volved in the development of a mass evacuation - detention



progran along racial lines., Possibly the most noted in

this connection is Alexander H. Leighton's, The Governing

of Men, A related study, conducted under the auspices of
the University of California, is a three-volume set, The

Salvage, Dorothy S. Thomas; The Spoilage, Dorothy S. Thomas

and Richard §. Nishimoto; and Prejudice, War, and the Consti-

tution, Jacobus tenBroek, Edward N, Barnhart, and Floyd W.
Matson.

Volumes which are concerned primarily with the legal-
Constitutional aspects of detention are Morton Grodzins'

Americans Betrayed, and portions of Eugene V. Rostow's The

Sovereign Prevogative: The Supreme Court and the Quest for

Law, Clinton Rossiter’s The Supreme Court and the Commander-

in-Chief, Edward S. Corwin's Total War and the Constitution,

as well as Preijudice, War, and the Constitution, cited above.

Another volume, The Alien and the Asiatic in American Law,

by Milton R, Konvitz, is a thorough study of how the U. 3.
Supreme Court has traditionally reacted to the alien and the
American citizen of Asgiatic descent. Also, one early source,

The Law of Martial Rule, by Charles E, Fairman, first appeared

as an article in a 1942 edition of the Harvard Law Review.

under the title, The Law of Martial Rule and the National

Emergency.




CHAPTER II
PACIFIC COASTAL STATES - AN ANTI-JAPANESE HERITAGE

The historical agitation against the Oriental in the
West, to be viewed in proper perspective, must be set upon
a stage of racial conflict and indiscriminate antiforeignism
which was identifiable as early as the renowned Gold Rush
era of the 1840's -~ 18350's. Forty-Niners, migrating to
weatern regions during this period, carried with them not
only aspirations for abundant wealth but also clearly de-
fined attitudes regarding the subordinate role of nonwhite
racial groups. Among the alien group were minority elements,
notably Frenchmen, Chileans, Mexicans, and Chinese, who were
classed as "foreigners'" and were either excluded from mining
camps or forced to submit to various restrictions on their
conduct and movement. Ironically enough, those frequently
most active in enforcing restrictive measures on aliens were
often themselves only recent arrivals in the United States.

Prejudice against "outsiders" led to such restrictive
practices as the Californla Foreign Miners Tax Law of 1850,
the avowed purpose being to exclude foreigners from the

mining trade, The major provision of the statute levied a
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tax of thirty dollars per month, through the sale of monthly
licenses, upon ecach alien resident engaged in mining.l
The "eitizen miner' was frequently either of Southern
stock, accepting the doctrine of white supremacy, or a previ-
ous resident of a border gtate, possibly Missouri. Either
individual had survived the trek across the plains, including
the perils of Indian attack, and often tended to subjugate
beings whose skin was a shade darker or whose speech varied
from the norm. Persons of this type, identified by one his-
torian as "low-grade southerners" and "border ruffians,"
comprised the bulk of the gold rush population and generated
"a general sense of irresponsibility and . . . a diseased
local exaggeration of the common national feeling towards
foreigners,“z
Perticularly during the Gold Rush period newcomers to
the western states came into immediate contact with native
Indians and residents of Mexican and Spanish extraction.
During this same era the Chinese arrived, coming at f£irst in
small numbers to serve as laborers at the diggings. Combined
with these ethnic groups were numerous Europeans who tended

to enkindle traditional fires of white superiority, nation-

alistic sentiments, and in some instances, greed.

Lyosiah Royce, California, (New York, 1948), p. 282,

21bid., p. 275.
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During these years Americans held a distinct sense of
patriotic pride. The desire to plant the flag on the Pacific
shores had been fulfilled; the Nation's manifest destiny had
been realized., With Mexican influence reduced, vast western
areas were available to be incorporated into the Union,
Citizen and alien alike competed to achieve economic success
in the region; however, attitudes and actions of Oriental
immigrants in particular seemed to run cross-grain with much
that was America.

An early study of California history has cited one
William Downie, founder of the city of Downieville, as stating
that his first involvement with a group established to drive
away Asians was during October, 1849, near Bullard's Bar on
the Middle Pork of the Yuba River. An assemblage of some
twenty to thirty men approached him carrying a small U. S.
flag. When they stopped, he queried them as to their purpose.
One individual, who proved to be a recent immigrant from
Ireland, answered that they were marching along both sides of
the river to "drive off foreigners.'" Several of the self-
appointed cluster were German, unable to speak intelligible
English. The foreign constituents they were concerned about
were Orientals (Kanakas), migrants from certain South Sea

ialands.3

STheodore H. Hittell, History of California, (San Fran-
cisco, 1898), p. 705,
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The estimation has been offered that by mid-1849 there
were about 20,000 persans‘working coastal mines, and that not
more than one-fourth of them were American citizens., Of the
gold mined to this period, three-fourths went to the non-
citizen element., These percentages altered rapidly after
1849 as the number of Americans increased and as foreigners,
particularly Asiatics, motivated either by hostility, wealth
gained, or abject failure, departed the region, Those who
remained were to incur the continuing wrath of persons ob-
jecting to their residence., The native "Digger' Indians,
Mexicans, Spanish Americans, "Kanakas" from the south seas,
"Ragheads" from India, and the multiplying Chinese, "'In-
fernals,' 'celestials,' and 'greasers,'" commented one
observer, "“or black men, yellow men, and Mexicans, it is
hard to say which are most despised by the American whites
in Galifernia*"u

Hostility toward the Japanese, the subject of this
chapter, undoubtedly had its foundation during these years,
In the main, such attitudes developed during the later years
of an anti-Chinese movement, around the turn of the twentieth
century., Inasmuch as there appeared to be a relationship be-

tween American Chinese and Japanese racial hostility, some

uJasebua tenBroek, Edward N, Barnhart, Floyd W. Matson,
Prejudice, War, and the Constitution, (Los Angeles, 1954),
P %3

L]
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reference to the extent and consequences of nineteenth
century Chinese immigration should be made.

Charles Crocker, a California railroad construction
engineer, was apparently responsible for the introduction
of Chinese labor forces into the Pacific region, He al-
legedly employed '"cooclies™ in the construction of the
Central Pacific Rallroad during the 1860's at forty dollars
a month., Subsequently, Chinese agencies, maintaining head-
quarters in San Francisco, brought in laborers under contract
whereby the '"coolie agreed to relumburse the contracting firm
for the cost of passage by having a specified amount withheld
from his wonthly earnings. Such companies guaranteed em-
ployment and retuin of the worker to China, in some instances
evenn after death, in order that he might be buried with his
ancaat@rs.ﬁ

As the number of Chinese immigrants increased, econowmic
competition increased, correspondingly, opposition and hos-
tility toward the Chinese grew. It was claimed that wide-
apread unemployment in the 1870's resulted from cheap Chinese
labor. Mob violence occurred in several Llocations, The

death of one policeman in Los Angeles was & result of a mob's

invagion of the Chinese quarter and indiscriminate lynching

Spichard C. Woed, Leon G, Bush, The California Story,
(Ban Francisco, 1957), pp. 143, 157,
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of twenty-two Chinese.® A similar incident occurred during
March, 1877, when five Chinese clearing land near Chico,
California, were attacked by a gang of whites and, for no
apparent reason, shot. A sixth, who escaped by feigning
death, informed local authorities that the murderers burned
the victims' buildings and crops and then fled., During this
same month, and possibly related to this incident, numerous
S8an Francisco residents employing Chinese received threatening
letters stating in part, "get rid of your Chinese help within
fifteen days or suffer the consequanaas."7
Thies anti-Chinese sentiment seemed to stem from several
factors., Traditionally, Chinese immigrants tended to isclate
themselves from other ethnic groups. Whenever present in
sufficient numbers they formed their own communal quarters
within cities. One Californian reported these "Chinatowns"
as areas where the overcrowded residents
« + » Lived in aﬁualor and stench, spoke an outlandish
Jargon, worked with a patience and industry beyond com-
prehension, worshipped strange gods, suffered from
strange diseases, practiced strange vices, ate strange
foods, regarded China as the land of the blessed, thrived
under standards of living no white man could endure, ad-
ministered his own law in his own way through his own

agents without much regard for the officials and statutes
of the State of California.8

61bid., p. 157.

?New York Times, March 16, 1877, Sec. 1, p. l; March 18,
1877, Sec. L, p. L.

8Elmer Sandmeyer, The Anti-Chinese Movement in California,
(Chicago, 1939), p, 24.
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No charge was made against the Chinese more frequently,
nor had a wmore sympathetic hearing from westerners who favored
Chinese exclusion, than that relating tc their low standard of
living. Many resided in restricted communal quarters which
constantly made inroads on the white sections of cities.
Senator Aaron A. Sargent (Rep., Calif.), in a Congressional
floor speech urging the enactment of Chinese exglusion legis-
lation, described his impression of the San Francisco Chinese
quarter,

In my excursions through the Chinese quarters in San

Francisco, under the protection of the police, 1 have

penetrated two stories underground, into opium and

gambling dens, where the stench was almost unendurable,
reached by passages where a man cannot walk erect, be-
tween walls dripping with the exhalations of neighboring
sewers ., . . . Here I found swarms of Chinamen, thick
as maggots in cheese, smoking opium, cooking or eating
rice, or lying in their bunks or squattin%, indifferent
to the invasion of their horrible domain.

Many of these aliens were unmarried males who entered
the United States not to reside permanently, but rather to
accumulate a degree of wealth whereby they might return to
China and live the remainder of their lives in comparative
comfort, With a tradition of living on only a few cents a
day, the laborer could avail himself of the higher wage scale
of western areas and attain his goal in a relatively brief

period. Hence the American laborer, considered as a desirable

QU. 3,, Congregsional Record, 44th Cong., lst Sess., 1876,
iv, p. 2851,
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influence in the West, who required a higher salary to main-
tain his customary living standard, could not compete with
his Oriental counterpart.lo

Chinese morality was also the target of much American
criticism, In some instances the complaint was simply that
they were dishonest and unreliable, that they had no regard
for legitimate business practices. Other vices which at-
tracted some attention were practiceg such as opium smoking,
gambling, and prostitution, generally recognized in the
United States as socially degraeding. Particularly, games
of chance were alleged to be the chief means of recreation
for Chinese. During the 1890's the charge was made that
within the San Francisco Chinatown there existed one hundred
fan-tan games, nine organized lottery cowpanies with three
hundred agencies and two lottery drawings daily. Police,
accuged by some of conniving with the gambling element,
claimed that inasmuch as gambling was a natural passion of
Chinamen, they evaded every legal restriction, to the extent
that games of chance were conducted behind heavily barred
door@.ll

It would seem obvious, considering the economic problem

presented by Chinese, that a leading force in any exclusion

loSandmeyer, op. cit., p. 29.
M1pid,, p. 34.
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movement would be labor organizations. Such was the case,
Organized labor appeared in California within a few years
after statehood. The stimulus for this development came
from such groups as the Knights of Labor, the International
Workingmen's association, the Federated Trades of the Pacific
Coast, and the California Federation of Labor.lz One analyst
of California labor problems during this period summarized
the union attitude toward the Oriental as follows:
The trade unilonist first realized the possible menace
of the overwhelming numbers of workers who, through
many generations of discipline in the crowded Orient,
have learned to live under conditions impossible to
the working men of a younger civilization. This long
camping in front of what was felt to be a common enemy
has contributed wmore than any other factor to the
strength of the California labor movement, . . . It
is the one subject upon which there has never been the
slightest difference of opinion, the one measure on
which it has always been possible to obtain concerted
action.l3
Californians initially resorted to local legislation to
solve problems arisging from the presence of Chinese, These
attempts to maintain contrel were aimed at Chinese residents
of mining districts. Later, as economic problems shifted
correlating to an increase in urbanization, ordinances were
adopted at the city level with concurrent legislation from

the State., License taxes on miners, fishermen, laundrymen,

lzzbié!‘ﬂ ¥ pn L*O[

L3Lucile Eaves, A History of Califormia Labor Legislation,
(Berkley, 1910), II, p. 5-6.
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construction and operation of businesses, measures regulating
residence locations, areas for recreation, and discriminatory
poll taxes were a few of the approaches taken. In almost
every instance these measures proved ineffective either be-
cause of enforcement difficulties or because they were not
sustained in resultant court action.lu

Pailing in these variocus regional regulatory attempts,
westerners appealed to the ational government. A complete
history of state legislation as well as the corresponding

ational approach which ultimately resulted in Chinese ex-

clusion would be unnecessary and somewhat unrelated to this
study. It would appear in order, however, to at least
identify those national statutes which established the ex-
clusion process and which, in reality, demonstrated that an
attitude of oriental debarment existed during the years when
the number of Japanese in coastal regions was negligible.

The Scott Act of 1882, sponsored by Representative
William L., Scott (Dem., Penn.), was in effect for a period
of ten years and applied to both skilled and unskilled
Chinese workers. The preamble to this statute explained its
scope and purpose:

» s+ « in the opinion of the Government of the United

States the coming of Chinese laborers to this country
endangers the good order of certain localities within

l“Sandmeyer, op. cit., p. 110,

ngm——
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the territory thereof; therefore , . ., the coming of

Chinese laborers to the United States be, and the same

is hereby suspended.l5

Debarument was extended for an additional ten year period
by the Geary Act of 1892, and indefinitely by Public Law 90,
57th Congress, This latter act was entitled, "An Act to
prohibit the coming into and to regulate the residence within
the United States, its territories, and all territory under
its jurisdiction, and the District of Columbia, of Chinese
and persons of Chinese deacent."16

By 1900, the Chinese prohibition had been in effect
approximately twenty years, Within the State of California
alone, during the period 189%0-1900, the population of these
Orientals declined from 72,656 to 5L,024.Y7 Although the
national immigretion policy was undoubtedly only one factor
in this decline, the importance of the point is that ex-
clusion created a noticeable labor shortage through which
the Japanese could become a substitute for their Oriental
neighbors,

It was not until 1885, however, that the Japanese
government even authorized the emigration of its subjects.

At this time it stipulated that emigrants should forever

15y, s. Statutes at Large, XXII, Part 1, 59(1882).
161pid., XXXII, Part 1, 176(1902),

17y, s., Bureau of the Census, Thirteenth Census of the
United States: 1910, Population, I, A833.
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retain their allegiance to the Mikado regardless of their
national residence, Each subject was required to register
in his native region, from which he could depart only with
the consent of local authorities. To travel or emigrate
from the country it was necessary to secure a passport which
included the provision that the National return within three
years.la

Following traditional mores of paternal feudalism, the
Japanese Parliament enacted an "Emigrants' Protection Law"
in 1896, which endeavored to assure that persons abroad would
properly represent the homeland. This statute provided that
every laborer departing the country wmust maintsin some £i-
nancially responsible party in Japan to provide for return
passage in case he became destitute abroad. The "protection
law," in a manner, stimulated immigration to the United States.
Inasmuch ag only a limited number of laborers could provide
such guarantees, emigration companies were formed which
furnished the surety, transportation, and, working through
labor contractors in the United States, employment upon

arrival.Lg

lgRaymand L. Buell, "The Development of the Anti-Japanese

Agitaticen in the United States,' Political Seience Quarterly,
XXXVii, 1922, p. 607.

191p14.
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The overall result was a sizeable increase In Japanese
emigration to the United States and Hawaii., The Census
Bureau in Washington, D. C., reported the Japanese population
in California during 1900 to be 10,151 including alien and
American born., This represented a substantisl increase over
the initial reported figure of 33 in 1870. Subsequent de-~
cennial population statistics aspiralled upward to 41,356
in 1910, to 71,952 in 1920, and to 97,4536 in 1930, before
dropping slightly to 93,717 in 1940.%0

‘hat were the fundamental causes for this transfer to
a new world across the Pacific? Within the Japanese nation
there was no racial prejudice; apparently religious perse-~
cutions were nonexistent. There was no political pressure
on immigrants. It has been suggested that rather than racial,
political, or religious, the wmajor causes were three: (1)
population pressures; (2) economic pressures; (3) inducement
or attraction of a more rewarding life in the United States. 2l

During the early twentieth century, as nations coupeted
for positions of dominant power, rapid population growth

could be viewed as desirable. Within an island empire,

20Uﬁ S., Bureau of the Census, Sixteenth Census of the
United States: 1940. Population, II, p. B5l6.

21Y0$aburo Yoshida, "Sources and Causes of Japanese

Emigration,' The Annals of the American Academy of Political
and Social Science, XAXIV (Qdeptember, 1909), pp. 157-160.
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however, with no internal expansion possible, the increase
had a detrimental effect on the masses who toiled at the
base of the economic ladder. A Japanese proverb stated,
"The more poor the more babies.!" It was from the peasant
class that the greatest number of children came; consequently,
the increase in population brought more laborers. The labor
competition, in a nation of limited land with no national
labor organization, resulted in thousands of struggling
creatures in a hopeless and striken condition.2%2

In 1903, the earliest date available, Japan's popu-
lation was reported as 46,732,140; a density of 316.9 persons
per square mile. Among the world nations this figure ranked
only behind England, Holland, Belgium, and Egypt, areas which .
imported, to a great extent, food for national consumption,
Japan was feeding her millions.23

The United States did not follow a general policy of
advertising for Oriental immigrants., More attractive, how-
ever, than any such advertising process were accounts of
the experiences of successful migrants published journal-
istically, communicated privately, or related by visiting

Japanese returning to Japan from tenure in America, Thus,

221b1d., pp. 159-160

23Auguatus D. Webb, The New Dictionary of Statistics,
(Landﬁn, lgll)’ P. “68:
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for those who were adventuresome by nature, had suffered an
agricultural or business failure, or desired to join rela-
tives and friends, the attraction of a new life in America
outweighed immeasurably any anticipated hardships.gﬂ

Before turning to an examination of the historical
development of opposition to Japanese migrants, a general
comparison between Chinese and Japanese laborers by a
California analyist during the 1920's provides a glimpse
of attitudes which were to develop. This Californian was
of the opinion that coastal sentiment was biased; that of
the two groups, the Chinese simply f£itted wmore closely into
the pogition which Americans along the West Coast desired
that they occupy - the ideal domestic or industrial machine,
the "human ox" pressed into service for the white man's
benefit.

He will transform less food into more work, with less

administrative friction, than any other creature . . . .

They are patient, docile, industrious, and above all

honest in a businees senae and keep their contracts.

+ » » The Chinese contractor delivers the agreed number

of men, at the agreed time and place, for the agreed
price, and if any one drops out he finds another in

its place,25

The Japanese came to be viewed differently. As laborers

they were less patient than the Chinese, but they were

2“Yoshida, op. cit., pp. 163-L64,

23Ghester H. Rowell, "Chinese and Japanese Immigrants -
A Compariaon,' The Annals, XXX1V (Sept., 1909), pp. 222-225,
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generally more alert. They appeared to have no compre-
hension of a business contract and the obligations involved.
To cite an example, fruit gatherers would agree to gather a
crop at a stated price, Before the work was completed, if
an opportunity for increased wages became available else-
where, the Japanese would move on. Should impending in-
clement weather require increased aspeed, the cost of
Japanese labor would rise to the blackmail level. Though
business practices were only one of numerous complaints
registered against the Japanese, this point was frequently
cited by those who resented oriental competition or who had
suffered some injustice at the hands of Mongolian labor, 26

Raymond L. Buell, in a treatment of United States anti-
Japanese agitation, traced original protests to March, 1900,
During this period a controversy grew from their alleged
contribution to the existence and spread of the bubonic plague
in San Francisco. The Qity Board of Supervisors, acting

through Mayor James D. thl.&m,zy

quarantined only areas of
the city populated by the Chinese and Japanese, The re-
striction was imposed on May 19, 1900, and remained in effect

for several weeks. Of the nine deaths attributed to the

26Ibid., p. 223,

27phelan later served as a U. S. Senator from California
and has been identified with elements favoring Japanese ex-
clusion. Buell, op. cit., p. 608,
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disease, all were Chinese, News coverage of this situation
did not substantiate the charge that Japanese had contributed
in any way to the plague. Apparently there was no evidence
that Japanese were involved even through illness. Neverthe-
less, they were not allowed to depart their communal area
during the quarantine periad.zg The Japanese branded the
action discriminatory, and the incident served as one basis
for the creation of the Japanese Agsociation of America,
whose major organizational goal was, and continues to be,

the protection of Japanese interests throughout the United
$tatas.29

During February, 1905, the San Francisco Chronicle

analyzed the Japanese question in several editions, the
articles beginning on the paper's front page. Although

the author of the articles was not identified, the position
taken was highly critical of continued Japanese immigration
to the United States. The series stressed the rise in
Japanese immigration, that they were beginning teo flood
California and were ethnically maladjusted in America due

to their "very nature." Further, they constituted a social

285ew York Times, March 13, 1900, Sec., 1, p. 8; May 20,
1900, Sec. 1, p. 1l4; May 27, 1900, Sec, L1, p. 3; May 31, 1900,
Sec. L, p. 7.

zgﬂuell, op._cit., p. 608,
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and industrial menace just as the Chinese did. The articles
explained that both races were adept in quickly learning the
skills of white laborers and securing positions in the labor
market.so

As noted above, Japanese-Americans were in many instances
a group residentially segregated. Because of social and eco-
nomic pressures, and possibly by preference, they tended to
dwell apart in separate city sections. Even in rural agri-
cultural locations there appeared to be a high degree of
geographic concentration. The February 23rd edition touched
on this nonassimilability argument with the charge that the
Japanese

+ « » will never be more than an Asiatic, however much

he may imitate the dress of the white man, learn his
language and spend his wages. Nor will he ever have
the slightest concern with our laws except to evade
them, nor with our Government except to cajole it and
deceive it. The Japanese in California is just as
intensely, eternally and essentially Japanese as
though he had never left Yokohoma , . . . 7The Japanese
will not mix or merge; all the documents %§ the world

will not make of him an American citizen.

A second Chronicle edition insisted that increased
Asiatic immigration was a major factor in an apparent up-
swing in criminal activity among the San Francisco white
population, PFigures were presented to demonstrate that the

city experienced twice as many arrests on charges of

305an Francisco Chronicle, February 23, 1905, Sec. 1,
p. 1.

3

Lbid.
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intoxication, burglary, grand larceny, and vagrancy in 1899,
as Cleveland, Ohio, a city of comparable size, did. The
assumption made was that caucasian workers were unable to
compete with cheap oriental labor and were then forced to

resort to criminal aativity.32

In an obvious plea for either State or National legis-
lative assistance to combat this "Oriental horde' with ex-
clusion legislation, and as an attempt to solidify labor
agitation for such measures, the concluding article ex-
pressed the opinion that

« o« » The leﬁislaturas will not fight battles for the

working man he is too apathetic to fight for himself;

they will not remove barriers from his path unless he
himself attacks those barriers . . . the white men of
the Pacific coast have now to ask themselves what is
their duty in the present crisis; not to themselves
alone and to their wives and famé%ias, but also to

the Nation to which they belong.

This anti-Japenese series, receiving banner headlines
attention in a major California newspaper, was appsarently
the first major journalistic effort openly hostile to the
Japanese immigrant. Those elements in California who
desired to eliminate regional Japanese influence undoubtedly
received some encouragement from this position taken by one

of the State's largest news organs. Years of agltation for

321pid., Pebruary 24, 1905, Sec. 1, pp. 1, 13.

331bid., February 27, 1905, Sec. 1, pp. 1, 9.
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the exclusion of "ecoolie" labor seemed to condition Cali-
fornians to rapildly respond whenever the oriental question
wes ralsed. Although Chinese immigration to this country
was terminated in 1882, anti-Chinese opinions were not un-
known in 1905, Opposition to the Chinese became, then,
gradually associated with the Japanese; and, actually, with
all Oriental racial groups,
The Exclusion League and Early
Anti-Japanese Proposals

On May 7, 1900, the San Francisco Labor Council, the
representative organ for the various labor units within the
city, met to formulate a definite program opposing further
United States Japanese immigration. Among the more influ-
ential speakers was Edward A, Ross, a professor of sociology,
at Stanford University. His comments before the meeting
included some of the same stock arguments used earlier
against the Chinese, Briefly, these points were (1) Japa-
nese could not be assimilated into American life; (2) They
could be employed for wages which would undermine the existing
labor standard of American workers; (3) They could exist on
a living standard below that of the American workman; (&)
They held political attitudes inconsistent with American

democratic inatituticns.gu

akcary McWilliams, Prejudice -~ Japanese Americans,
Symbol of Racial Intolerance, (Boston, 1944), pp. 16-17.
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The theme evident here, and which carried through much
that Ross wrote concerning immigration, was opposition to
the idea that the alien could contribute significantly to
the improvement of the American society. UWriting in one
volume relative to the social effects of immigration on the
United States, he commented:

By their presence the foreigners necessarily lower
the general plane of intelligence, gelf-restraint,
refinement, orderliness, and efficiency [of a com~
munity], With them comes an increase of drink and
of the crimes from drink. The great excess of men
among them leads to sexual immorality and the dif-
fusion of private diseases., . . . The women go
about their homes barefoot and their rooms and
clothing reek with the odors of cooking and un-
cleanness, , . . The foreign wen, three-eights of
whom are illiterate, pride themselves on their physi-
cal strength rather than on their skill, and are
willing to take jobs requiring nothing but brawn.3?

At the Labor Council meetiny a resolution was passed
which urged extension of the Chinese Exclusion Act to the
Japanese. Subsequently, Representative Julius Kahn (Rep.,
Calif.) submitted the resolution to the United States House
of Representatives. A resultant House Resolution, 242, was
referred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs but was never

reported from Oommittae.36

SsEdward A, Ross, The 0ld World in the New, (New York,
1914), pp. 228-229.

36U‘ 8., Congressional Record, 56th Cong., lst Sess.,
1900, XXXIII, Part 5, pp. 4505, 4956,
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Early ‘'feelers" for Japanese exclusion were not limited
only to the labor family., Following the publication of the
Chronicle articles, the California legislature during March,
1905, voted 28-0 in the Senate and 70-0 in the Assembly for
a resolution urging the National Congress to exclude the
Japanege, During the summer of 1905, the Japanese and
Korean Exclusion League (later renamed the Oriental Ex-
clusion League) was formed in San Francisco, Reportedly,
after one year the organization had enrolled 78,000 members.
A majority of the membership lived in the San Francisco Bay
area, where a majority of California's Japanese lived.3’

The first major coastal anti-Japanesge organization, the
League soon affiliated with more than 200 local California
labor organizations plus numerous fraternal, civic, and
political groups, Offices were established in Stockton,
Portland, Seattle, Denver, and various other Western mu-
nicipalities. 1In the preamble of the League's constitution,
it was asserted that the Caucasian and Oriental races were
unassimilable, and that the organization's major goal was to
preserve present and future generations of Americans from the
Oriental, Reportedly, the League position and its influence
was commented upon, as followas, in a 1911 report of the

United States Immigration Commission:

37McWilliams, op. ¢it., p. 19,



30

The lLeague has always been dominated by organized labor

and the position taken by it has always had the support

of organized labor in general. . . , It has frequently
emphasized that its opposition to Asiatics was not alone
on industrial but on racial and political lines as well.
¢« » « By its agitation no doubt, the League has done
much to inerease the opposition to Japanese, especially
in California.

The Exclusion League provided substantial support for
legislation proposed in December, 1905, by Representative
Everis A. Hayes (Rep., Calif,), Known as H, R. 8975, it was
a measure " , , , to prohibit the coming into and to regu-
late the residence within the United States , . , of all
Japanese persons and persons of Japanese descent and Korean
persons and persons of Korean descent."39 As in the previous
instance the proposal was referred to the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs and was not reported out of Committee.

In comments before the House on the bill, Hayes explained
the economic and social problems interwoven in the California
Japanese problem, Claiming to speak for 95 percent of Cali-
fornians who supported the measure, he stated that because
of population pressures in Japan, Japanese laborers were
arriving in California at the rate of 1,000 per month and

were taking employment that could otherwise be filled by
white Americans, He cited the 1904 report of the California

38ten§roek, op. ¢it., p. 36.

3QU. 8., Congressional Record, 59th Cong., let Sess.,

1905, XL, Part 1, p. 568.
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Commissioner of Labor reflecting 93 percent of the State's

Mongolians as employed.

In fact, every industry necessary to maintenance of
urban life has its Japanese representatives. They
buy and sell and trade with each other, and no white
storekeeper, not even a saloon, benefits one dcllgg
by their presence in San Francisco or California.

Hayes went on to consider some of the moral and social

traits of Japanese:

« + » that unblushing lying is so universal among the
Japanese as t¢ be one of the leading National traits;
that commercial honor even among her commercial classes
is 80 rare as to be only the exception that proves the
reverse rule, and that the vast majority of the Japanese
people do not understand the meaning of the word 'mo-
rality', but are given up to the practice of licentiousness
more generally than any nation in uue world making any
pretense to civilization, . . . Viewed from our stand-
point they have no social standard; they have no morals,
their women occupy a very inferior position; many of them
are held merely as chattels and for immoral purposes just
as long as they are profitable to their masters.4l

In view of these comments one might question whether
Hayes maintained a personal prejudice against the Japanese
race., Though it would appear that such was the case, it is
interesting to consider his observations on prejudice in
America:

It may be that the time may come when men of all nations

will recognize the man of alien race as their brother and

live with him in love and harmony, But that time is not
yet, If it ever comes it will be far in the future. Race

AOM’: XL) Pﬁrt ii" p. 3752¢

“lipid., pp. 3749, 3752-3753.
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prejudice seems to be planted firmly in the average

human nature. You may inveigh against it as barbaric

and un-Christian, but that does not eradicate it. It
would be foolish to shut our eyes to its almost uni~
versal presence,

To make only passing reference to California oriental
legislation at the State level, largely as a result of
presaure from labor and the Exclusion League, several anti-
Japanese proposals of various typee were introduced into the
legislature during the first quarter of the century, 1In 1909
alone, seventeen measures were discussed that related to the
Japanese in one manner or another. Possibly the most noted
piece of State legislation during the period was the 1913
California Alien Land Law (The Webb-Henley Act), which barred
aliens ineligible to citizenship from landed property owner-
ship in California.3

This act provided that aliens eligible to citizenship
might enjoy the same property rights as citizens or as
specified in existing treaties. Japanese aliens could not
own residences, commercial buildings or agricultural land
within the States. QOorporations, a majority of whose members
were aliens ineligible to citizenship or whose stock was owned
by ineligibles, were likewise affected by the act.

It is generally recognized that the Japanese, by several

devices, were successful in circumventing the provisions of

421pi4., p. 3753. “3tenBroek, op. cit., p. 37.
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the Webb-Henley Act. Some purchased property in the name of

a minor child born in the United States; others paid American
citizens to purchase land for them and to allow them to reside
on and utilize the property. A third method was the formation
of pseudo-corporations in which possibly 51 percent of the
stock was held by a caucasian citizen, an attorney perhaps,

or by a Japanese-American «3:‘1‘:i.s:em.tm

San Prancisco 1906-1908: Restaurants,
Schools, and Limited Immigration

On April 18, 1906, San Francisco suffered the historic
earthquake and fire which isolated the city for several days.
During the period the city experienced some interruption in
normal municipal governmental activities, particularly trans-
portation, electric, and water facilities., Although these
problems were immediately more important than alien influences,
developments during months of reconstruction renewed under-~
lying racial quarrels, Several thousand Japanese were
rendered homeless by the tragedy and in an effort to locate
available residences and business locations, many of them
moved to western sections of the city where damage was less
severe. Racial friction became tense, gince this area had
previously been "white man's land."

During the reconstruction period other irritations

developed. Before the earthquake, less than ten Japanese

blipnig,
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restaurants served meals to white citizens. As the period
of rebuilding began, approximately thirty restaurants opened
in the areas of destruction and temporarily developed a
clientele from workmen involved at construction sites. A
reaction to the proliferation of Japanese eating establishments
came in the form of a boycott by members of the local Cooks
and Waiters Union. Although no formal resolution to that
effect was passed by the Union, the suggestion was offered
that members should urge the public to refrain from patron-
izing Japanese restaurants, Further, during early October,
Union employees distributed in front of Japanese restaurants
match boxes containing a label, "White men and women, patron-
{ize your own race.““s

Minutes of an executive board meeting of the Japanese
and Korean Exclusion League during June, 1906, illustrated
that organization's discontent with union men patronizing
Asiatics. The League minutes were reported in the San

Francisco Chronicle of June 25, 1906,

To Send Protest to Labor Unions -~ Exclusion League
Complains that White Men Eat in Japanese Restaurants

The executive board of the Japanese and Korean Exclusion
League at the meeting held Saturday evening listened to
complaints that many wage earners, laborers, and wmechanics

QSU. 5., Congress, Senate, Report of Victor Metcalf,
Secretary, Department of Commerce and Labor, Japanese in the
City of S8an Francisco, California, 59th Cong,, 1 e88., LoC.
Ro. 1B7, (Washington, 1306), p. 8.
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patronize Japanese restaurants, while eating houses
conducted by white persons are in easy access and more
inviting than those of Mongolians. . ., . None among
the patrons are supposed to be men who hold membership
in unions affiliated with central councils. The League
requests the councils to urge upon all affiliated unions

to enforce the penalties im%osed by their laws for patron-
izing Japanese or Chinese.l

The League was concerned not only about restaurant
patronage but also other Japanese commercial enterprises. Al-
though the following quotation is somewhat unrelated, it illus-~
trated the degree of League concern over Japanese food contri-
butions in general.

The attention of the councils and unions is also directed

to the fact that many berries sold in San Prancisco are

grown and shipped to market by Japanese and Chinese, and
wage earners are cautioned against the danger of their
health and that of their families in eating berries %

picked and packed by unclean and unhealthy Asiatics. 7

For several years prior to 1906, the San Francisco
Board of Education had under advisement the possibility of
establishing separate schools for Asiatics. During August
of that year the Exclusion League petitioned the Board pro-
testing the alleged crowded conditions caused by the inter-
mingling of Japanese students within the local school system,
Reportedly, prior to the League's complaint, similar protests
to the Board were received from citizens whose children at-

tended the system. It was particularly disturbing to them

that Japanese boyes and men of ages 16-24 years were attending

46114a. %7 1bid.

Wsvap———
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primary classes populated with caucasian children in the
7-12 year age group. Difficulties of a social nature which
could arise from these relationships were obviously of some
parental aoneern.“&

The Board reacted to these complaints with a resolution
issued QOctober 11, 1906, which transferred all Agiatics to
the City's one oriental school. The resolution stated:

Resolved that in accordance with Article X, Section

1662, of the school law of Califormia, principals are

hereby directed to send all Chinese, Japanese, or

Korean children to the oriental public school, situ-

ated on the south side of Clay Street between Powell

and Mason Streets, on and after Monday, October 15,

1906 .49

In July the city schools, which had been closed for
several months as a result of the fire, were reopened with
a total attendance of about 25,000, Allegedly, the board
president announced within a few days that there was little
over-crowding., Three monthe later, it seemed, matters were
different, The resolution of October 11 affected only 93
Japanese students, and it received little attention in local
newspapers, The secretary of the Japanese Agsociation of
America, however, immediately protested to the Board, A
refusal to modify the order led the Secretary to then com-

municate this information to the newspapers in Japan.

481pid., p. 4. 891hi4., p. 3.



37

It was the adverse reaction of the Japanese press and
embagssy officials to the Board's directive which first
attracted California, in actuality the United States, to
the action of school authorities, To Japan the act consti-
tuted a major insult as well as a violation of treaty pro-~
visions which accorded Japanese immigrants identical treat-
ment with those from other nations. In an October meeting
between Japanese Ambassador Viscount Aoki and U, 8. Secretary
of State Elihu Root, Aoki requested that the United States
comply with the Japanese-American treaty of 1894, and extend
to Japanese aliens in California their rights under the treaty
which guaranteed equal migrant treatment. This, in the Japa-
nese view, included the right of attendance in state public
50

school systems,

The New York Times reported that the question did not

concern only the education of

» « +» & few young Japanese, It is the question of social
equality that has been raised in San Francisco. The
Japanese have smarted for years under the imputation of
racial inferiority, and no single wotive has so influenced
their amazing progress in Western civilization as their
determination to prove gh&maalves the equals at all points
of any people on earth,2l

30New York Times, October 27, 1906, Sec. 1, p. l.

Slipid,, October 28, 1906, Sec. 1, p. 9.
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Further, the Times opined that the school board response
stemmed from the anti-Oriental atmosphere in California and
from commente expressed in exclusion campaigning of labor
unions, The paper considered the school issue as possibly
an initial step in " , . . an organized attempt to obtain a
law barring the Japanese."52

Due to the seriousness of the issue and as a consequence
of ambassadorial involvement, President Theodore Roosevelt
dispatched Victor Metcalf, Secretary of the Department of
Commerce and Labor, to San Francisco to investigate and
report on the situation. Additionally, in his annual message
to Congress during December, the President expressed concern
for the present condition of Japanese aliens and recommended
that appropriate national statutes be amended to enable ex-
ecutive enforcement of the rights of aliens under treaties
when such rights have been abridged at the state level., The
President expressed his personal concern over the

. » « most unworthy feeling which has manifested itself

toward the Japanese - the feeling that has been shown in

shutting them out f£rom the common schools in San Francisco

and in mutterings against them in one or two other places,

because of their efficiency as workers., To shut them out
from the public schools is a wicked absurdity.53

521hid., October 26, 1906, Seec. 1, p. 9.

33y. 8., Congressional Record, 59th Cong., 2d Sess,, 1906,
XLI, Part 1, p. Sl.
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To further illustrate the concern of President Roosevelt
over this matter it ie interesting to note his reference to
the problem in a personal letter to his son Kermit dated
October 27, 1906,

I am horribly bothered about the Japanese business,

The infernal fools in California, and especially in

S8an Francisco, insult the Japanese recklessly, and

in the event of war it will be the Nation as a whole

which will pay the consequences,

During mid-December, Roosevelt forwarded to Congress the
completed Metcalf report, indicating that the overcrowded
argument was somewhat exaggerated. Of the 93 Japanese stu-
dents in the 23 city public schoole, all were in the primary
grades and were between the ages of 7-20 years, Metcalf
reported that the sentiment in the State was '"very strong"
against the Japanese young men attending the schools., He
commented that many persons interviewed said that they would
take the same stand against caucasian males of similar ages
in the primary grades. The report stated that the press of
San Francisco

. « » pretty generally upholds the action of the board

of education, Of the attitude of the more violent and

radical newspapers it is unnecessary to speak further
than to say that their tone is the usual tone of hos-

tility to 'Mongol hordesg,' and the burden of their
claim is that Japanese are no better than Chinese, and

SMWill,Irwin, Letters to Kermit from Theodore Roosevelt,
{(New York, 1l946), p. 163,
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that the same reasons which dictated the exclusion
of the Chinese call for the exclusion of the Japanese
as well,35

Interestingly, teachers interviewed who were responsi-
ble for educating the Japanese failed to indicate a hostile
reaction., The report stated that those interviewed held the
opinion that Japanese students, " . . . were among the very
best of their pupils, cleanly in their persons, well behaved,
studious, and remarkedly bright.”56

In summary, the Metcalf document agreed with San Francisco
school officlals, that several of these students were beyond
the normal age for primary students. It concluded, however,
that if the Board feared the association of older Japanese
males with younger white students, the proper remedy would
have been a rule to limit the age of pupils in primary
grades.57

The school question was eventually solved during Febru-
ary, 1907, when Roosevelt invited San Francisco officials to
Washington, In a conference attended by the School Board
members, San Francisco's mayor, the school superintendent,
the President, and the Secretary of State, an agreement was
reached which called for the withdrawal of the school ordi-

nance and for negotiations between the United States and

5y, s. Congress, Senate, Japanese in the City of San
Francisco, p. 6. ‘

561pid., p. 7. 37 1bid,
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Japan to seek a solution to the problem of increasing labor
immigration to the United States. Roosevelt was of the
opinion that, with the elimination of the school question,
he could negotiate directly with the Japanese government for
an exclusion treaty to keep Japanese laborers, skilled and
unslkilled, out of the country in returm for the exclusion of
American labor from Japan.>°® During the latter months of
1907 the U, 8, Department of State entered into negotiations
with the Japanese embassy relative to the labor problem. For
some unknown reason Ambassador Aokl was recalled to Tokyo
during December, 1907, and upon his departure issued a public
statement indicating that the Japanese Government itself had
assumed strict control of emigration by the labor clase, an
intimation not at the time confirmed by the U, 8. Department
of State., Clarifying the matter on January lst, the Japanese
forwarded to the American Embassy a memorandum stating in part:

The Japanese Government through careful investigation,

discovered the cause of the failure of former plans to

regulate emigration and is determined to demonstrate

its ability to effectively prevent the emigration of

laborers who are needed in the development of Japan,->

Though only obascure information concerning the negoti-

ation of this arrangement (the "Gentleman's Agreement") has

ngew York Times, February 16, 1907, Sec, L1, p. 1;
February 20, 1907, Sec. L, p. l.

591bid., January 2, 1908, Sec. 1, p. 4.
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been historically provided, the Japanese government did
apparently agree to limit passports of laborers desiring to
emigrate to the United States. As procedures developed,
exemptions from restrictions were granted to those who had
an established United States domicile, were seeking to join
a parent, wife, or child in the United States, or who were
agsuming the control of a previously acquired agricultural
enterprise in the United States.50

Any publicity the Agreement received did not affect
anti-Oriental agitation. As early as February, 1908, a
general conference of Exclusion League representatives in
Seattle addressed a protest to Congress charging that the
Agreement permitted a foreign ruler to stipulate the class
and number of persons allowed to emigrate to the United
States. In the League's opinion, such a topic should be
the matter of domestic congressional legialatien.el

Although under attack from the exclusion £ront, the
Agreement did undoubtedly have some effect on immigration
to the West Coast, Authoritative figures for the year 1908,
(exclusive of immigration to Hawaii) cite the number of

adult Japanese immigrants to the United States at 7,250, a

60y, 5., Congress, House, Select Committee Investigating
National Defense Migration, Fourth Interim Report, 77th Cong.,
2d Sess., 1942, p, 75.

61y, S., Congress, Senate, Report of the U, 8, Immigration
Commission, The Japanese Immigrants in the United States, 6lst
Cong., 2d Sess., Doc. 663, (Washington, L9L0), p. L170.
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figure rather consistent with years since 1900, In 1909,
and 1910, immigration fell off considerably, to 1,593 and
1,552, respectively. The annual report of the Commissioner
General of Immigration for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1910, indicated satisfaction with the degree to which Japa-
nese officials had provided a "limiting influence' on pro-
spective emigrants.62
Other Sources of Leadership in the
Exclusion Movement

An indication that a major portion of California in-
habitants were definitely opposed to further Japanese labor
increases is evidenced in the Republican and Democratic State
party platforms of 1910 which contained "“exclusion planks",
Republicans stated, '"We declare our faith in the unswerving
opposition of the people of California to the further ad-
mission of oriental laborers, and we urge upon Congress and
the President the adoption of all necessary measures to guard
against this evil."63 The Democratic platform contained
statements in item 7 favoring the exclusion of all Asiatic
labor, and in item 20 it called for the adoption of State
legislation which would prevent Asiatics not eligible for
citizenship from owning land. As noted previously, this

latter goal was achieved in 1913 with the enactment of the

62yh14., p. 5. 631bid., p. 173.
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Webb-Henley Act. Candidates for both parties pledged to
work for the elimination of oriental labor competition, a
point alleged to have been discussed extensively during
campaigns.sn

Although California recognized the immigrant problem
as one of commanding importance, let it not be said that the
Japanese molded smoothly into the social and economic struc-~
tures of other Western states., During 1909, the Nevada
legislature attempted to pass strong resolutions commending
a Japanese alien land bill and the abortive school segregation
in California. Both resolutions were passed by the Nevada
House but met defeat in the Senate by a narrow margin. Their
defeat was allegedly brought about through the influence of
United States Senators from Nevada. In the same year, a
resolution was introduced in the Oregon legislature and
narrowly defeated which called upon Congress to expand the
scope of the Chinege Exclusion Act to include all Asiatics.
Similar attitudes were evident among Montana lagi&lators.65

In addition to anti-Japanese responses from State legis-
lative bodies many govermnmental officials, business, labor
and journalistic leaders during the first half of the century
were members of, or in sympathy with a California historical

and racist organization, The Native Sons of the Golden Weat.

6hypid, 651pid., p. 172,
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The general immigration philosophy of this organization and
its sister establishment, the Native Daughters of the Golden
Vest, was to " . . . keep California white; to greater and
more united efforts to stop the advance of the Japanese
Government's peaceful invasion army,"éﬁ Membership was
limited to caucasian men and women born in the State of
California, The group gloried in the history and traditions
of California, and acquired a degree of political power by
stressing that the State, in essence the Nation, was being
lost to the '"yellow boxrde',

Members in good standing received a monthly copy of

The Grigzly Bear, alsc available on newstands, which con-

tained California historical articles as well as racist
information relating to problem areas, and current legis-
lative proposals for and against Oriental citisenship, alien
property ownership, and exclusion, Membersghip roles included
such personalities as United States Senators Hiram Johnson
(Rep., Calif,), James D, Phelan (Dem., Calif.), newspaperman
V. 8. McClatchy, California State Senator, and for a period
preasident of the Oriental Exclusion League, J. W, Imman, and
Anthony Camenetti, formerly a California State Senator and

U. S, Commissioner of Immigration during 1913.87 A review

66yative Sons of the Golden West, The Grizzly Bear, XXIV
(May, 1923), p. 17.

67Mewilliams, op. egit., p. 22,
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of several editions of The Grizzly Bear during 1922-23 did

not reveal the Association's total membership. From several
general comments relative to the membership of larger city
"parlors™, however, one could conservatively estimate organi-
zational strength at 10,000,

The May, 1923, issue of The Grizzly Bear contained a

lengthy article by McClatchy entitled "Japs Organizing to
Force Racial Equalifty". An accompanying editorial comment
described the narrative as

. +» «» revealing some of the methods employed by the
Japs to gain control of California and the Western
part of the United States for theilr worshipped emperor
which should stir the Native Sons and Daughters and all
others who are keeping California white, to greater and
more united efforts to stop the Japanese invasion,68

McClatchy, apparently a frequent source for Grizzly Bear

material, exerted considerable political influence in the San
Joaquin Valley through ownership of three newspapers, the

Sacramento Bee, the Fresno Bee, and the Modesto Bee., One

analyist has alleged that McClatchy solidified his anti-
Oriental attitudes during a trip to Japan in 1919, after
which he returned to California, his native State, and was
influential in the formation of the California Joint Immi-
gration Committee. This organization was sponsored by, or

at least had a very close working relationship in matters

68Native Sons of the Golden West, op. eit., XXXII
(M&rﬂh, 1923)7 pv 90
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concerning Oriental immigration with racially like-minded
groups, the Native Sons, the California Grange, the Cali-
fornia Federation of Labor, and the newly founded American
Legion., McClatchy withdrew from his newspaper involvement
during the 1920's and devoted his remaining years to anti-
Japanege propaganda. In an article printed in the January,

1921, issue of the Annals of the American Academy of Political

Science, he summarized his personal views on the menace of
Japanese immigration in the following manner:

1, The non-aseimilability of the Japanese race; the
practical impossibility of making out of such
material valuable and loyal American citizens.

2. Their unusually high birth rate per thousand popu-
lation, notwithstanding that the estimated proportion
of adult females to males among the Japanese is only
1L to b4, while among the whites it is, say, 1 to 1,

3. The great advantages which they possess in economic
competition, partly due to racial characteristics,
partly due to standards of living, crganéﬁatien,
direction and aid from their government,©?

MeClatchy, reportedly, was a most influential member of
the Joint Immigration Committee, an organization which in-
creased its influence after August, 1924, when it assumed
possession of the San Francisco office, records, and funds,
of the old Oriental Exclusion League. The organizational aim
of the Joint Committee wae to support and lobby for state

and/or national legislation which would provide for the

69V. S, McClatechy, "Japanese in the Melting Pot: Can

They Assimilate and Make Good Citizens?' The Annals, XCIII
(January, 1921), p. 23.
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exclusion of Oriental immigrants. It successfully lobbied
for the deletion of passages favorable to the Japanese in
textbooks used in California and Hawaii, They also en-
couraged passage of anti-Japanese coastal fishing laws as
well as regulatory legislation within the California alien
land law program. The organization was most influential
during the late 1920's and early 1930's but lost most of its
potency after the death of McClatchy in 1938.70

The Drive for Exclusion

Between 1910-1920, Japanese migrants entered the United
States in increasing numbers. Their total plus that of
resident alien and American born Japanese reached 110,010 in
1920.71 New arrivals included numerous women and children.
Families emigrated to join the head of the household, a fact
which possibly indicated the accumulation of a measure of
economic security by their predecessors. The quest for a
more settled life caused many to send for wives and children;

others selected so-called "picture brides. /2 During the

YOGrcdgins, op. cit., pp. 10-11.

71U. 8., Bureau of the Census, Fourteenth Census of the
United States: 1920, Population, IIT, p. 19,

72y, s. Congress, House, Select Committee Investigating
National Defense Migration, Fourth Interim Report, p. 79.
Males were acquainted with a prospective bride only through
photograph exchange. A marriage ceremony was conducted in
Japan which did not require the presence of the groom. The
bride, considered legally married upon departing Japan, was
entitled to U. 8. entry under the terms of the Gentleman's
Agreement.
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period that the female population was increasing there seemed
to coincide a transfer in Japanese occupational standing; from
farm laborer to farm owner-operator. The wife was an asset in
farm operation, an extra worker in the field,

World War 1 increased national industrial and agricultural
requirements which correspondingly intensified the labor de-
mand. Many agriculturalists left the land and relocated in
industrial districts; others who continued to till the soil
were encouraged to expand their agricultural holdings because
of higher food prices. 1In 1920, Toyoji Chiba, Managing Director
of the Japanese Agricultural Association, stated in an Associ-
ation annual report that 58 per cent of the Japanese in the
State were in some manner involved in agricultural production.73
It was reported that land farmed by Japanese increased during
the period 1910-1920 by 217,9 per cent,7u Certainly there
were those in California, particularly caucasian farm associ-
ations, who viewed this rapid increase in agricultural lands
occupied by Orientals with alarm. During the war years some
land owners apparently took a different view of the Japanese
farm laborer. A white farmer in 1920 commented,

Speaking as an orange grower, 1 will say we were mighty

glad to get these Japanese laborers during the war when
it was practically impossible to obtain men to pick our

73U. 5., Congress, House, Report of John B. Trevor to

Committee on Immigration and Naturalization, Japanese Exclusion
68th Cong., 2d Sess., Doc. No, 600, (Washington, 1925), D. 13.

7“Ibidt ’ p. 1“0
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fruit and work our orchards. There was nothing said
about menaces or yellow perils in those days.’

The climax of the Great War witnessed an intensification
of anti-Japanese attitudes., Their agricultural progress during
the war years drew the attention of white planters who were no
longer preoccupied with war production. Returning soldiers,
anxious to secure civilian employment, resented the heavy in-
flux of Japanese into industrial positions., The wider utili-
zation of Japanese labor suggested the charge that the Gentle-~
man's Agreement was not being rigidly enforced.

John 8. Chambers, California State Controller, believed
the accusation was a fair one. Commenting in 1921, he noted
that of the 100,000 Japanese in California, 50,000 represented
an increase since enactment of the Agreement.

Before the Agreement, the Japanese population was not

quite 30,000 and the births, less deaths, up to last

year [1920] were 20,000, making 50,000. 1t is obvious,

therefore, that the other 50,000, or the bulk thereof,

must have come in under the 'Gentlemen's Agreement?®,

and, as the large majority of these arrivals were

laborers, in violation of that agreement; or else were

smuggled across our borders or landed along our coast-
line, also a clear violation of the law,76
Chambers' figures on the number of Japanese in California are

inaccurate, however, if one relies on United States Census

73y, S., Congress, House, Select Committee Investigating
National Defense Migration, Fourth Interim Report, p. 80,

7650hn 8. Chambers, '"The Japanese Invasion,'" The Annals,
XC1I1 (January, 1921), p. 26.
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Bureau repeorts. According to the latter, the Japanese popu-
lation in California in 1921, was 71,952, not 100,000, and
did not approach the latter figure until 1930, when the
State's Japanese population was reported to be 97,456.77

Galifornia's Senator Phelan, testifying before the
House Committee on Immigration and Naturalization, charged
that Japanese laborers entered the country under the Gentle-
man's Agreement disguised as students, professional wmen, and
merchants., He also condemned the "picture-bride' concept as
a means of evading international accord. These women, in the
Senator's mind, were the medium for "Japan's plan of peaceful
penetration' through colonization. "The women work in the
fields,'" he said, "and so circumvent the Agreement and then
give birth to children and thus defeat the purpose of the
Agreement by increasing the horde of nonassimilable aliens
who are crowding white men and women off the land."’8

Prior to Phalen's testimony, the Joint Immigration
Committee had developed a four point program designed to

golve California's Japanese problems. These suggestions

77y, 8., Bureau of the Census, Fifteenth Census of the
United States: 1930. Population, I1II, p. 27.

78As reported in New York Times, July 7, 1919, Sec, 1,
p. 18. Agitation against the "picture-bride" system became so
intense that Japan entered into an agreement with the U, S.
Government, referred to as the "ladies' agreement," which termi-
nated the issuance of passports to Japanese picture-brides after
February 23, 1920. Complaints then developed over the "Kankodan'"
process whereby males returned briefly to Japan, married, and
immeﬁ%ately returned with a wife., (See Fourth Interim Report,
p. 84).
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were (1) Cancellation of the Gentleman's Agreement; (2) Ex-
clusion of picture-brides; (3) Agitation for exclusion of all
Japanese immigrants; (4) Development of a constitutional
amendment to deny citizenship to children born in the United
States of parentage ineligible to citizenship.79

Operating within the spirit of this platform, the Com-
mittee supported in 1922 the passage of an amendment to the
existing California alien land law. By its provisions, Japa-
nese migrants were deprived of agricultural land leasing
privileges, and could not act as a guardian for a native-born
minor who owned property which the Japanese could not hold
under the law., Similar debarment precluded their entry into
corporations whereby property was purchased for their use by
American agents, In addition to California, land laws with
similar stipulations were enacted in Oregon in 1923 and in
Washington in 1921 and 1923.%0

The 1922 United States Supreme Court decision, Ozawa v.

United States, provided some legal justification for these

land laws through its declaration that the Japanese were
Youtside the zone'" of those immigrants eligible for natural-

ization.81 This decision also supported the contention of

79Buell, op. ¢it., pp. 68-69.

80y, 8., Congress, House, Select Committee Investigating
National Defense Migration, Fourth Interim Report, pp. 85-86,

a%ggggg v. United States, 43 U. S., 65(1922).




exclusionists that the Japanese were not satisfactory ma-
terial for American citizenship, and thus, should be excluded
from American society. A further step toward the denial of
entry to Japanese occurred shortly therecafter and was fostered
by the actions of the Japanese embassy. On the basis of sug-
gestions in the press that national exclusion legislation was
a distinct possibility during the 1924 congressional session,
the Japanese Embassy sent a note to the United States Depart-
ment of State citing the grave consequences which would result
from the passage of such legislation. The use of this termi-
nology aroused the indignation of Washington officials, par-
ticularly Congressmen, and provided fuel for the claim that
the Japanese Nation was attempting to unduly interfere with
United States domestic affairs.S?

The climax of a quarter century of prejudice toward the
Oriental came in 1924 when an immigration bill, including an
amendment for Japanese exclusion, came before Congress. Anti-
Japanese organizations and legislators of like mind were instru-
mental in its passage. Guiding the measure through Congression-
al channels had been a major agenda topic of a San Francisco
exclugionist meeting in October, 1923, Members of the Cali-

fornia congressional delegation, State Representatives of the

82y, 3., Congressional Record, 68th Cong., lst Sess.,
1924, 1XV, Part 6, pp. 6073-b07%,
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American Legion, the Grange, and the Natlve Sons of the Golden
West were present, and they united under the chairmanship of
¥McClatchy.

The following March, McClatchy, California Attorney
General U. S. Webb, and former California Senator Phalen ap~
peared before the Senate Immigration Committee hearings in
support of the legislative proposal subsequently to be known
as the Quota Immigration Act of 1924, McClatchy, as spokesman
for the group, expressed views which have been touched upon
previously -- the Japanese cannot merge with the American so-
ciety, they are rapidly increasing their population percentage
in western states, and their continued presence results in
economic competition. He argued that if immigration ﬁas to
be restricted, the logical beginning point would be the ex-
clusion of Orientals who, under American law, could never
become citizens.33

In the House this legislation, H. R, 7993, was sponsored
by Representative Albert Jolmson (Rep., Wash.) and in the
Senate, S. 2576, by Senator David A. Reed (Rep., Penn.).
Senator Samuel Shortridge (Rep,, Calif,) secured the amend-
ment to the Senate version designed to exclude Orientals from

the United States.

33as reported in New York Times, March 12, 1924, Sec. 1,
p. 13,
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In a speech before the Daughters of the American Revo-
lution in April, 1924, Johnson stated that his support for
the exclueion provision was based on the "endless misunder-
standing" arising from the Gentlemen's Agreement whereby
American-~Japanese immigration was regulated by Japan, Circum-
venting a major issue, the possibility of discrimination against
the Japanese immigrant, Johnson ewphasized United States sover-
eignty and the "grave consequences' statement of the Japanese
Embassy.

It is our sovereign right to regulate immigration to

our shores. Our right to say who shall live among us

and be of us has been challenged, and our Nation has

been threatened with ‘grave consequences'. I say to

you that this Nation will not compromise its sover-

eignty.84

The "Shortridge Amendment! was discussed at length on
the Senate f£loor, April 14, 1924, Shortridge, claiming to
express the view of the complete California delegation, cited
social, economie, and racial problems as the basis for ex-
cluding Orientals, namely, Japanese. Senators George G,
Moses (Rep,, N. H.) and Thomas Sterling (Rep., S. D.)
questioned the legality of such a process, in view of the

existing Gentleman's Agreement, and they also questioned a

national policy which would discriminate against the Japanese

84U. S. Congressional Record, 68th Cong., lst Sess., 1924,
LXv, Part 7, p. 668/.
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nation while establishing a quota system as the controlling
basis for immigration from non-Asian countries. Also
stressing sovereignty Shortridge retorted,
. «» o We are in the exercise of a sovereign power, . . .
1 say now that in this contemplated legislation, we
intend no offense. . , . We are not covetous of any
designs against her [Japan] . We wish her peace., . . .
We wish for her sovereign Independence, . . . We wish
in a word, that she may prosper, that her people may
be happy; but we do not propose to shape our legislation
in any other fashion than as shall seem for the best
interests of the men, women and children of America.85
A further review of positions of individual Congressmen
in relation to this bill is unnecessary. Climactically, it
might be stated that a conference committee considered the
proposal and retained Section 13(¢) which provided that '"No
alien ineligible to citizenship shall be admitted to the
United States. . . ."8® (Certain exceptions were provided
for near relatives of oriental residents in the United States.
Final passage was secured on May 15, 1924 by a Senate wvote of
69-9.87
During the final days of debate, several letters were

entered in the Congressional Regord, which further identify

additional individuals and groups who favored the rejection

of oriental immigration. California Attorney General Webb

851bid., Part 6, pp. 6305-6306,
861bid., Part 8, p. 8571.

871pid., Part 9, p. 8589.
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expressed his support for Secticn 13(¢) in a letter to Repre-
sentative John E. Raler (Dem., Calif.). Clarence Hunt, editor

of the Grizzly Bear, corresponded with Raker stating, " . . .

1f Congress is American it will insist on immediate exclusion.
Delay means surrendering the Pacific Coasgt to Orientals. Ve
want protection now. 88  Morton Keaton, Departmental Adjutant
of the California American Legion, forwarded the following

telegram to Raker:

The legiomnaires in California urge you to be present
when immigration bill ccmes up on f£loor as reported by
conferees, and want you to know that we are standing
behind you 100% in your fight to make this coast a
white man's country. To defer effective date of in-
eligible alien exclusion until March 1925 [as had been
proposed ] is to provide open season on influx of Japa-
nese., If the entire effort is one to avoid shocking
sensibilities of the people of another nation, let us
not forget that our own people still have sensibilities.
It is probable that in its final action Congress will
determine whether its action will be so framed as to
please and satisfy people of another nation or preserve
the interests of this Nation., In such event the de-
cision should not be long delayed, not difficult to
reach. Let us have dignified firmness and not vacil-
lating weakness,.89

To demonstrate the general exclusionist attitude of the
American Legion, earlier during the legislative session the
National Headquarters had submitted a statement of policy to
Senator William J. Harris (Dem., Geo.) which supported his

proposal to terminate all alien entry into the United States

881pid., Part 8, p. 8234,

891bid.
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for a period of five years., The Legion expressed concern
for the preservation of American governmental institutions
and principles which it believed were in jeopardy because
of the 'unassimilable and menacing alien population.,”" These
persons, the Legion claimed, did not understand and appreci-
ate the American political method. Legislation forbidding
entry was urged, specifically the five year suspension on
all immigration, followed by a program which would lead to
immigration only from nations possessing ideals kindred to
those of the United Statea.ga

Legionnaire involvement in this issue was ostensibly an
aspect of its genersl oppesition to 'the foreigner.' It would
appear that the Legion associsted the alien with "subversive"
national elements. They seemed suspicious of persons who
failed to contribute militarily to the American effort in
World War I. In its first convention the organization had
established a Matiomal Americanism Commission to combat anti-
American tendencies, activities, and propaganda, and to work
for the patriotic education of immigrants. Working then con-
sistently for immigration restriction it was not particularly

surprising that Legionnaire Albert Johnson sponsored the 1924

gﬁIbid,, Part 1, pp. 580-581,
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measure in the House resulting in debarment of Asiatics f£rom

the United States. t

The Period After Exclusion

As the years transpired between adoption of the national
exclusion policy and World War II, certain tranaformations
occurred which had a limiting effect on United States Japanese
resentment. Land laws and immigration restriction caused some
decline in agricultural activity, a trend reinforced by young
Japanese leaving the farms, Cultivated land controlled by
the Japanese throughout the Nation diminished from 491,625
acres in 1920 to 324,300 acres in 1930.92 Paralleling the
decline in agriculture was the rapid industrialization of the
coastal economy to the point where it was capable of absorbing
laborers regardless of race or nativity, These transpositions,
of course, were a gradual process during the 1920's and 1930's,

Of some importance during this period was a second identi-
fiable change, the Americanization of Japanese residents., Al-
though the early immigrants tended to cling to their traditional
native customs, second and third generations born in the United
States departed from 0ld World moréa,thareby partially dis-
proving the allegation that Asiatics could not be molded into

9ltanBroak, op. cit., p. 44,

22y, 8., Bureau of the Census, Fourteenth Census of the
United Statee: 1920. Agriculture, IL, p. 31L3; Fifteenth
Census of the United States: 1930. Agriculture, 1V, p. 296.




60

the American social structure. A survey of the Japanese
district in Los Angeles during 1935 manifested Japanese
characteristics highlighted by a curious mixture of American
cultural influences. Restaurants served hamburgers and hot-
dogs as well as soya bean curd and rice. Retail drug firms
advertised American cosmetics in addition to Japanese beauty
aids, Assimilation was achieved even on the first day of
the week because " . , ., on Sunday morning amall Japanese
children (who spoke better English than Japanese) [would]
gather in the Buddist churches and sing, 'Stand Up, Stand
Up for Buddha,' and 'Buddha Loves Me, This I Know.'"?3

After 1924 and the victory of exclusion, those who had
agitated for the elimination of Japanese influence were
content to merely pass resolutions or privately affirm their
hostility. By 1930, even much of this had disappeared. 1In
reality, anti-Japanese incidents were infrequent in the
western United States in the 1930's, With this decline in
open hostility, there was a corresponding decline in material
written concerning Japanese-American immigrant relationships.
To an extent, this lack of information makes it difficult to
truly evaluate the years just prior to World War II.

Some useful information is provided, however, by soci-

ologist John A, Rademaker, While a member of the University

BNew York Times, January 6, 1935, Sec. &4, p. 1,
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of Washington faculty during 1934, he observed that with the
exception of public school experiences the coastal Japanese
population continued to form a separate social segment. As
a unit well integrated internally, they existed, in the wmain,
gseparate from the dominant white population for political,
religious, recreative, kinship, and fraternal functions.

In answer to the question, '"Why this racial separation?’,
Rademaker cited historical factors previously explored in
this chapter, language differences, racial characteristics,
and differing customs and cultural values. He observed that,
generally, it was groups within the white population who
were interested in erecting and maintaining this barrier
because they believed they would benefit by opposing the
Japanege. Their efforts instilled anti-Japanese attitudes
into virtually every aspect of life in the west coast region,

The point should certainly be stressed, and Rademaker
did, that the movement toward social acceptance was rapidly
accelerated during the 1930!'s by the maturity of second
generation Japanese. Children of both races, because of
integrated attendance in public school systems, mutual
associations, and experiences, were frequently unwilling to
accept the slanted racial observations of their parents.

Language barriers were reduced, Japanese cultural beliefs
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and habits were yilelding, and harmonious social relationships
between the youth were strengthened.gu

Any new tolerant mood, to the extent that one could be
legitmately recognized, certainly did not represent social
acceptance by the majority of the coastal population. Socio-
logical surveys conducted during the mid-1900's suggested that
prejudicial hostilities remained deep seated. Such studies
tended to indicate a general public recognition that the
proper role for the Oriental in western society closely
paralleled the traditional position of the Negro in southern
regions. 1In thie way interracial marriages were banned, and
the Japanese were denied membership in fraternal organizations.
They could not purchase residential property in caucasian
areas, and certain employment restrictions applied only to
tham.gs

One particular study, conducted among west coast cau~
casian subjects, required the selection from a list of adjec-
tives those which best described a variety of ethnic groups,

The most popular choices for the Japanese race were the words,

9“J0hn A. Rademaker, "The Japanese in the Social Organi-
zation of the Puget Sound Region," The American Journal of
Sociology, XL, (November, 1934), p. 3h1°

95Emory 8. Bogardus, "Social Distance: A Measuring
Stick," Survey, LVI (May, 1926), p. 170.
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cruel, deceitful, treacherous, sly, shrewd.gﬁ It would seem,
then, that the decades of racial strife had distinetly em-
bedded in the public mind a Japanese stereotype which still
existed in the 1940's,

Individual reasons for the development of this stereo-
type and the resultant social distance between the races were
undoubtedly varied. Possibly an unpleasant experience with
a single Japanese, or "hearsay' cxperiences, could change an
opinion from favorable to less favorable, If the immigrant
were an illiterate peasant and the citizen a person of
culture, an adverse view might result. Undoubtedly, opinions
acquired during youth, the result of anti-racial or immigrant
traditions in the home, the influence of newepapers, schools,
churcheg, these and other sources could contribute to racist
viewg, One individual explained, when queried about anti-
Japanese attitudes, that

My prejudice against Japanese dated from the night we

heard terrible sounds coming from a Japanese farm

house., My father went to investigate, and I was afraid

my father would be killed, Many nights after that 1

would jump from my sleep, believing that the Japanese

were attacking me,97

Regardless of prevalent white hostilities, if any over-

reaching conclusions can be drawn, it would seem that in 1941

QGDDrothy W. Seago, "Stereotypes: Before Pearl Harbor

andégfter," The Journal of Psychology, XXIII (January, 1947),
p‘ -

97Bogardus, op. ¢it., p. 208.
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social integration was at least foreseeable, Although, in
general, social contacts were limited to youth and the edu-
cation processes, barriers were being lowered, 0ld World
traditions were giving way, and a degree of free soecial
intercourse, given a period of years, was a definite possi-
bility. There remained, nonetheless, a deep fissure in the
regional social structure. Like o volcano potentially active,
hostility could break forth if there were provocation. That

provocation came on December 7th.



CHAPTER IIL

WORLD WAR II: THE SOLIDIFICATION OF
ANTI-JAPANESE ATTITUDES

Hawaiian-Japanese-The Traditional American View

Radio announcements on December 7, 1941, described for
the American public a scene of complete destruction at Pearl
Harbor. The Sunday morning attack shattered the concept of
Hawali as a "first line of defense" for the United States in
the Pacific. That such awesome destruction could come to
this presumably well fortified installation without the aid
of "internal enemies! seemed unbelievable, Thus, from the
outset suspicious glances were directed toward Island resi-
dents of Japanese ancestry.

Regardless of the particular view held by individual
Americans concerning Hawaii -- that it was a resort area, a
complex of pineapple and sugar plantations, or a military
fortress -- years of tension between the United States and
Japan tempted one to wonder how Japanese migrante to Hawaii
would react in case of war involving America and Japan as
adversaries, Those who considered the loyalty question
during and since World War II have reached different con-

clusions.

65
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One group observed the Island minority as a peril of
great proportions and opposed the freedom permitted Hawaiian-
Japanese as a manifestation of govermmental negligence sur-
passed only by the December bombing incident, Finding
followers both in the United States and Hawaii, these were
the people who cried, '"Once a Jap always a Jap," and who
assumed that no Japanese should be trusted in or near stra-
tegic military areas.l

A second, and probably less vocal, group pointed to
the population of Hawaii as demonstrative of the success of
American democratic principles under trying conditions,
William Allen White held such a view, characterizing Hawaii as
¥ . . . the one place in the world where race antipathies have
disappeared and race injustices are not in vague,"z This
philosophy considered Hawaii as a miniature sample of global
democracy, and cited the americanization of the Japanese and
their contributions before and during World War I as evidence

of this fact.

13, Garner Anthony, Hawaii Under Army Rule, (Stanford,
1947), p. 2.

2poremus Scudder, "Hawaii's Experience with the Japanese, "
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Selanae,

, (January, “”‘Iﬁp “Will{am Allen White, (1868-
l96h), was a life long resident of Emporia, Kansas, editor and
publisher of the Emporia Gazette. He was the Author of several
biographical works including the Life of Woodrow Wilson, 1924,
and the Life of Calvin Coolige, 1925, "He was a member of the
Institute of Pacific Relations from 1925-1940,
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One exponent of this position as early as 1921 stated
that the assimilation of the Japanese into the Hawalian
culture was due in large part to Christian teaching within
the Islands., Christian concepts included a plea for national
loyalty by all racial groups. The Japanese were urged to
depart from their traditional heritage and to embrace Hawaii
and the Island culture on a permanent basis. Possibly this
movement paralleled a similar call voiced by Americans to
mainland aliens; that is, that the non-gitizen surrender all
thought of returning to his homeland, and approve of and
adopt the culture, the pace of life in the United States.3

Sugar and pineapple interests in Hawaii were chiefly
responsible (beginning about 1880) for the importation of
Japanese lLaborers into the Islands. The plantation environ-
ment served as the home for the majority of these immigrants
for some years, and during this initial pexriod their reception
was apparently cordial. Observers noted that the Japanese
readily assumed the customs and habits of local plantation I
life, that they were willing, energetic workers, and that
traditional prejudices against Chinese coolies did not seem

to apply to the Japanese.“

31bid., p. 112.

L Handrew W. Lind, Hawaii's Japanese, (Princeton, 1946),
p. ll.
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The cordiality of this initial reception during the late
1800's apparently cooled as Japanese migrated to Hawaili in
increasing numbers. Within a decade after the United States
had annexed the Islands, their ratio to the total population
had increased to over 40 percent, or approximately 100,000,
By 1900, they were the most numerous ethnic group and re-
mained so until after Pearl Harbor. Public resentment and
hostility toward them also increased, in part because of the
migration of Japanese from plantation labor into those skilled
and semi-gkilled occupations usually associated with urban
1ife.5

Ill-feeling toward Hawaiian-Japanese after 1900 was
also directly related to hostility toward the Japanese nation,
a feeling which was influenced, in part, by Japan's militarist
policy in the Far East., The program outlined in 1915 by which
Japan proposed to absorb the territory of China, the secret
agreements with England and France in 1917, the Shantung
articles of the Versailles Treaty, these factors tended to
encourage an attitude of distrust and dislike toward the
Japanese naticn‘é

For an extensive period prior to December 7, 191, a

popular subject for after-dinner conversation among non-

SEdwin G. Burrows, Hawaiilan Americans, (New Haven, 1947)
pe 7.

6Scudder, op. cit., p. 1ll&4.
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Japanese in Hawaii was speculation about Japanese conduct
on the Islands should hostilities erupt with Japan. During
the 1930's, as Japan pursued expansionist policies in the
Orient, and as the United States countered by increasing its
military expenditures and personnel in Hawaii, the question
of Japanese loyalty assumed national importance. The boy
from San Francisco, the Hawaiian plantation owner, the
Chinese laundry employee, each felt qualified to voice his
opinion., Ultimately one view gained strong support: the
Japanese, whether alien or of Hawaiian birth, retained that
mysterious, elusive, oriental quality which left their loyal-~

ty during a state of war open to conjectura.7

Hawaiian~Japanese and the Pearl
Harbor Bombing
Subsequent to the Pearl Harbor attack, Blake (Clark,
professor of English literature at the University of Hawail

from 1930-1942, end author of the volume, Remember Pearl

Harbor!, published some interesating observations relative to
the American image of the Japanese in Hawaii. 1In his analysis
Clark noted that after the bombing raid he was consistently
asked the following two questions during trips to the United
States mainland: 'What are you people in Hawaii doing with

all those Japs out there? Have you got them in concentration

7Lind, op. ¢it., p. 38.
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camps?" 1In view of the frequency of such questions Clark
suggested that a prevailing American attitude in 1942 was
that Hawaiian-Japanese constituted a massive f£ifth column
organization which provided active support for Japanese
militarists during the Hawaiian raid and, as a result,
should be incarcerated,8 In view of later events this
was a valid observation.

The reality of the sgituation was that America was
basically unprepared for war, Distances were suddenly
reduced, Honolulu had previously been too Ffar removed from
the mainland for a vacation cruise. Now the peak of Diamond-
Head seemed almost visible over the horizon. Coastal resi-
dents drove along the beaches imagining that they could see
periscopes and smell bomb smoke in the air, This lack of
preparation was not only illustrated in mental attitudes but
also through the lack of physical readiness for armed con-
flict. The necessity for the development for restrictive
economic measures, ration coupons, strategic material lists,
and numerous others were, in part, examples of this lack of
preparation.

Unlike America, Hawaii had not been so completely un-

prepared. In 1939, Honolulu city officials, in cooperation

8plake Clark, "The Japanese in Hawaii," The New Re-
public, CVII (S8eptember, 1942), p. 308,
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with the army, organized and conducted a blackout training
program, The following year a comprehensive Emergency
Disaster Plan was drafted which created a council of national
guard and civilian personnel charged with the responsibility
for administering and coordinating essential civilian activi-
ties in the event of war.

A volunteer police force of Honolulu citizens augmented
the city's regular force. Further preparatory action was
taken during September, 1941, when Governor Joseph B.
Poindexter called the Hawaiian legislature into special
session and urged the enactment of legislation which would
grant extraordinary power to the governor during emergency
periods. His plea resulted in passage of the Hawaiian De-
fense Act, October 3, 1941, a weasure which outlined emergen-~
cy powers for the territorial executive, including the power
to establish martial law and to appoint a military official
to serve as military govarner.g

At ll:BO’A. M. on December 7th, following the Japanese
raid, Poindexter acted in accordance with this Act by issuing

a proclamatian which suspended the writ of habeas corpus,

placed the Islands under martial law. The Governor's order

further authorized and requested the regional U. S.‘Army

QAnthony, op. eit., pp. Ll-&.
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Commanding General to assume the position of military
governor.lﬂ Immediately thereafter, Lieutenant General
Walter C. Short issued a public proclamation declaring:

I announce to the people of Hawaii, that, in com-
pllance with the above request of the governor of
Hawaii, I have this day assumed the p081tlan of
military governor of Hawaii, and have taken charge
of the government of the territory. . . . T shall
therefore shortly publish ordinances governlng the
conduct of the people of the Territory with respect
to the showing of llght&, circulation, meetings,
censorship, possession of arus, ammunition, and
explosives, and the sale of intoxicating liquors
and other subjects.

In order to assist in repelling the threatened
invasion of our island home, good citizens will
cheerfully obey this proclamatlon and the ordi-
nances to be published; others will be required
to do so. Offenders will be severely punished by
military tribunals or will be held in custody
until such time as the civil courts are able to
function.ll

While the flames of ships still flickered at Pearl
Harbor, the Federal Bureau of Investigation and intelli-
gence organizations of the Army and Navy rounded up
numerous suspect Japanese aliens, officials of the Japa-
nese consulate, and a score of others who were considered
as potentially dangerous. On December 23, 1941, Short

testified before the Presidential Commission to Investigate

ll"Proclamation, United States Army," Headquarters,
Hawaiian Department, Port Shafter, December 7, 1941. A
photo~copy of the original document is reprinted 1ibid.,
p. 128,
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the Japanese Attacklz of December 7, 1941, on Hawaili, that
Bureau agents and G-2 military intelligence representatives
utilized previously prepared suspect lists and immediately
arrested 370 Japanese, 98 Germans, and l4 Italians. The
persons were incarcerated on Sand Island in the Hawaiian
group, and, according to Short, were not released unless
they could " . . . prove absolutely that they are not
dangerous and should be released., . . . As far as I know,"
he noted, '"most of these people are still there, "3

Robert L. Shivers, Special Agent in Charge, Hawaiian
Territory, Federal Bureau of Investigation, corroborated
this part of Short's testimony when he told the Commission
on January 6, 1942, that suspect alien Japanese had been
interned, and, that to his knowledge, none of those origi-

nally detained had been released, The Lliberation of

120n December 16, 1941, President Roosevelt appointed
this Commission to investigate the circumstances surrounding
the Japanese attack; to determine whether evidence existed to
indicate negligence on the part of any military element which
resulted in undue loss of life or excessive damage to U, S,
facilities or property, If negligence existed, responsibility
was to be affixed accordingly. Chariman of the Committee was
U. 3. Supreme Court Justice Owen J. Roberts, Other members
were Admiral William H. Standley, U. 8. N., retired, Admiral
Joseph M. Reeves, U. S. N., retired, General Frank R. McCoy,
U. S. A,, retired, and General Joseph T. McNarney, Army Air
Corps. This Commission will herecafter be cited as the Roberts
Commission.

13y. s., Congress, Joint Committee on the Investigation
of the Pearl Harbor Attack, Proceedings of the Roberts Com-
mission, Part 22, 79th Cong., Lst sSess., L945, p. 63.
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prisoners supposedly depended upon the ruling of a five -
member hearing board appointed by the military governor.
According to Shivers, some Italian and German detainees were
released by Hawailan police prior to case consideration by
the hearing board upon representations of friends willing
to "wouch for them.'' All Japanese, he said, were still in
detention status on January 6th, in that the review panel,
if appointed, had held no seasiana.lu

Granted, the pericd was chaotic, Additional testimony
by Shivers would seem tc indicate, however, that the basis
for alien arrests was questionable., He explained that prior
to the Pearl Harber attack F, B. I, activity in Hawaii ex-
tended only to August 24, 1939. Before this date, intelli-
gence matters were controlled and coordinated by U. 8. Army
and Navy Intelligence units. When Shivers opened the
Honolulu Bureau Office in 1239, he learned, through the
coordination of organizational investigative interests with
military intelligence units, that the latter detachments had
accunulated names and identifying data of numerous Japanese
and other Axis suspects who should probably be interned in
the event of hostilities. Shivers concluded, after numercus
inquiries throughout the Islands, that the Hawaiian white

pepulation was in no position to give credible intelligence

l“The Federal Bureau of Investigation will be hereafter
cited as the F. B, I. 1Ibid., p. 867,
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information about resident Japanese, in view of the limited
intercourse between these racial groups.

They could only give you surmises, they could only

tell you what they thought would happen, but for

factual information, it didn't exist., . . . To a

large extent the average haole lcaucagiang does not

know the Japanese psychology, he does not know the

Japanese mind, and for that reason he did not know

what was going on within the inner circles of the

Japanese community.l5

Shivers also observed that truly valid intelligence
information could not be secured from local Japanese eithere.
Noting that they were a very close ethnic group, he replied
that, "It is next to impossible to get one resident Japanese
on whom you could rely who is sufficiently well informed or
close enough to the alien enemy to actually be in a position
to know what is going on, 16

Even as late as December 7th, Shivers testified, the
F. B. I. had not assumed complete investigative responsi-
bility for the alien minority, but his staff of approximately
twenty-five agents and clerks worked in close collaboration
with Army and Navy intelligence. As of the bombing date,
his local office was in the process of revising an alien
suspect list based on reinvestigation of individuals identi-

fied by military intelligence. Names supplied to Shivers'

office by the military contained some 700 Japanese on an

L31pid., pp. 857-858. 161hid., p. 866.
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"AM 1ist, or persons who were to be interned in the event
of hostilities with Japan. 1In addition, some 1000 names
constituted a "B'" list: those who were to be kept under
surveillance in the event of war with Japan.17

In the hours following the air raid these lists pro-
vided the basis for Japanese arrests. From his testimony
it was apparent that Shivers questioned the true reliability
of data compiled by another investigative agency, by unknown
military investigators under unknown circumstances. However,
the F., B. I. used the lists because no better guides were
available and because it seemed to be a normal requirement
during wartime to detain those persons who could be expected
to participate in fifth-column activities, 3Some Japanese
were undoubtedly arrested and detained for extended periods
who should have been free. Some were eventually released,
and others were transferred during 1942 to the Japanese
detention centers constructed on the mainland,

Were acts of sabotage actually committed by the Japanese
during the Pearl Harbor disaster? This is the important
question, and available evidence indicated that there was
not a single verifiable incident. Shivers commented before
the Roberts Commission that his office had primary investi-
gative responsibility for such matters and that he had no

personal knowledge of any acts of sabctage.la Blake Clark

L71bid., p. 858. L81pbig.
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supported this statement in an article in The New Republic

in 1942. He was personally advised, he wrote, by the Chicf
Agent of the F, B. I. in Hawaii (not identified by name,
though possibly Shivers) that, "You can say without fear of
contradiction that there has not been a single act of sabo-
tage either before December 7th, during the attack, or at
any time since, "9

It would seem appropriate at this point to consider
some of the major allegations of dicloyal actions against
Hawaliian-Japanese. Certainly public opinion could be molded
by proven incidents, but it could also be formed by a suf-
ficient number of news reports which simply related alle-
gations of hostile Japanese actions, Such stories about
internal subversive activity began to circulate throughout
Hawaii within hours after the attack, and they had an effect
on the status of alien Japanese both in the Islands and on
the mainland. Obviously there was much in the chaotic after-
math which could give rise to distortions of fact, and it
was probably remarkable that no more '"tales of sabotage' were
reported.

A widely circulated report was that one Japanese flier
downed during the raid was wearing a graduation ring from

McKinley High School, Honolulu. It was also reported that

lgClark, op. cit., p. 309.

wev——————
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a large arrow had been cut in a canefield along the coast
to guide planes in the direction of military installations.
Honolulu police officials were informed that enemy para-
chutists were descending on the Islands and intermingling
with local Japanese residents. Stories were circulated of
Japanese citizens blocking vital roadways during bombing and
strafing passes. In every instance official sources reported
that such allegations were nothing more than fabrications, the
product of fear and hysteria resulting from the surprise raid. 20

Clark, in Hawaii during the bombing, has noted several
heroic deeds performed by local Japanese. Among the incidents
he referred to was one situation wherein two Japanese boyes at
work on a Hickam Field defense project asgisted in the defense
of the field during the attack. Seeing that a machine gunner
was having difficulty getting his weapon into operation, they
ran to his aid, helped to anchor it, and fed ammunition into
the gun as it was fired, Because of the rapid loading and
firing both later received emergency treatment for burns. 2%

The House Select Committee Investigating National De-
fense Migration also heard testimony relating to the possi-

bility of an organized Hawaiian fifih column. Membership

20U. S., Congress, House, Select Committee Investigating
National Defense Migration, Fourth Interim Report, pp. 48-58,

21p1 ake Clark, Remember Pearl Harbor!, (New York, 1942),
pp. 95-96. '
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of this Committee included John H. Tolan (Nem,, Calif.)
Chairman, John J. Sparkman (Dem., Ala.) Laurence F. Arnold
(Dem., Ill.) Frank C. Osmers (Rep., N.J.) and Carl T. Curtis
(Rep., Neb.).?22

The Committee was formed originally during the 76th
Congress as the Select Committee to Investigate the Inter-
state Migration of Destitute Citizens. In hearings which
began during July, 1940, it completed a comprehensive study
of the economic causes and effects of movements of destitute
families across state lines during the 1930's. Of primary
interest was the national effect of agricultural migration -
people departing a location because they could not maintain
a satisfactory living standard and relocsting elsewhere,
frequently urban areas, hoping to f£ind employment. During the
eight months tenure of this study the Committee recognized a
new movement, that of the defense migrant, Population seg-
ments were rushing to the sites of various industrial and
defense projects in search of employment, with a resultant
strain on schoolg, housing capabilities, and other facilities
necessary to community life.23

\ During Mairch, 1941, the House increased the investi-

gative scope of the Tolan Committee to include the present

22y, S., Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 2d Sess., 1942,
XXCV1i1i, Part 3, p. 2730.

231bid., pp. 2730-2731.
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and potential consequences of migrations caused by the
national-defense program. Correspondingly, its title was
changed as noted above. It was in this context that the
Committee entered the Japanese controversy; namely, to study
the effect of Japanese inland removal on the industrial and
agricultural economic structure of western states. A series
of public hearings was conducted in the states of Washington,
Oregon, and California during the months of February and
March, 1942, During the proceedings Chairman Tolan requested
affidavits from various persons in authority in Hawaii who
might be in a position to provide factual information con-

24 None of the evidence was

cerning sabotage allegations,
detrimental to the loyalty of the Hawaiian Japanese to the
United States.

Honolulu Police Chief W. A. Gabrielson forwarded to the
Committee an affidavit drafted by Police Captain D. 0. Mookini
of the city patrol division. Mookini, who was on patrol
during the bombing, stated that there was traffic congestion,
but the Japanese did not purposely add to the congestion.

He personally investigated several reported incidents of

parachutists descending on the city and they all proved to

be false. 1In one instance, he said, children playing on a

24y, s. Congress, House, Select Committee Investigating
National Defense Migration, Fourth Interim Report, 1942,
p. 48,
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hillside some distance from the city served as the basis

for the repert.zs

John A, Burns, Captain of the Honolulu Police Vice
Squad and personally in charge of the Espionage Bureau, sub-
mitted a statement to the committee dated April 10, 1942,

He reported that since December 7, 1941, his department had
investigated numerous reports of flares, parachute troops,
unauthorized short wave radio sets, collections of guns,
ammunition, and other war materials. These alleged sub-
versive activities, reported by military personnel, police
officers, and the general public, were, on every occasion,
proved to be false., 1In one instance a Japanese junk dealer
was found to have buried 10,000 rounds of .22 ammunition.
Investigation disclosed that fear of arrest and conviction
prompted his action.26

Statements to the Committee by prominent United States
government officials only served to verify other testimony
noted above. According to Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson,
"The War Department has received no information of sabotage
committed by Japanese during the attack on Pearl Harbor . "%7
The Department of Justice took the same position in a letter

to the Committee dated April 20, 1942, James Rowe, Jr.,

fod
231pid., pR 54-57. 26

S——————r—-

Ibid., p. 48.

Ibid., pp. 57-58.
27
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Assistant to the United States Attorney General, wrote that
"Mr. John Edgar Hoover, Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, has advised me there was no sabotage committed
prior to December 7th, on December 7th, or subsequent to that
time . "8

The Roberts Commission completed its work and published
its findings in January, 1942, and, like the Tolan Committee,
it was unable to identify resident Haweiian-Japanese with an
organized f£ifth column. What the Roberts Commission did re-
lease and what was apparently taken by the press and elements
of the American public as indictive of subversive activity,
was testimony which related to espionage by Japanese consular
officials.

F. B. 1. agent Shivers branded the Japanese Consulate

in Honolulu as the center of Japanese Hawaiian espionage.
Participating in a raid on the Consulate subsequent to the
air attack on December 7th, he found its officials burning
Japanese documents. The raiding party seized all available
papers, decoded them, and discovered that some of the material

related to a system of signals to off-shore Japanese farcas.zg

281pid., p. 49.

29y, s., Congress, Joint Committee on the Investigation
of the Pearl Harbor Attaclk, Proceedings of the Roberts Com-
mission, 1945, p. 827.
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A German agent, Otto Kuhn, (subsequently sentenced to death
by a military commission and then commuted to £ifty years
in prison) apparently prepared the coded signal system and
had a role in carrying it out. No other persons were ever
charged with having had any definite function in the plot,
In addition, the tapping of consular telephone lines by the
F. B. I. and Naval Intelligence produced information prior
to the December raild, when consldered after the attack,
indicated that consular officials were forwarding information
to Japan concerning, in particular, military sea patrol plane
routes, and the number and location of U, 8. naval vessels at

gea and in part,sg

On December 24, 1941, Lieutenant Colonel Kendall J.
Fielder, Chief Intelligence Officer, United States Army
General Staff, Hawailan Department, further clarified the
activities of the Japanese Consulate for the Roberts Com-~
wmigsion, Fielder was first aware that Consulate documents
were being destroyed in excessive quantity on December 6th
and admitted that such action could have been progressing
for several days. He did not correlate this fact to the

possibility of a Japanese attack until sfter the bombing

303. 5., Congress, Joint Commlttee on the Investigation
of the Pearl Harbor Attack, Proceedings of the Army Pearl

%&rbﬂr Board, Part 29, 79th Uong., LBt sess,, LOU5, DD. L666-
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because various governmental agencies frequently burned
classified waste in quantity.sl

Fielder, now retired, recently placed himself in the
camp of those who hold that no local Japanese disloyalty
occurred during the Pearl Harbor raid, He commented that
not a single act of sabotage could be traced to the 160,000
citizens of Japanese ancestry in Hawaili of whom about 28,000
were citizens of Japan and considered pro~3apanese.32

The most prominent dissenter, publicly, to this line of
reasoning was the Secretary of the Navy, Frank Knox. During
December, 1941, prior to publication of the Roberts Com-
mission report, Knox went to Hawaii to examine conditions
as they existed after the Japanese assault. 1In a press
release of December 15th, he stated that the invaders had
extensive knowledge of naval and military concentrations in
the Islands, and he proclaimed that " . . . £ifth column
activity was the most effective since Norway.“33 This obser-
vation by a high ranking United States official, issued only

one week after the attack, apparently received wide circu-

lation in the American press and was undoubtedly a major

3ly, 3., Congress, Joint Committee on the Investigation
of the Pearl Harbor Attack, Proceedings of the Roberts Com-
mission, 1945, p. 178,

328ased on an interview reported in The Dallas Morning
News, December 7, 1966, Sec. 1, p. 9.

33New York Times, December 16, 1941, Sec. 1, p. 1.




85
factor in influencing an American view of resident Japanese
as pawns of the Japanese government.

Blake Clark was one of the contemporaries who was not
persuaded by such reasoning. He admitted that the truth
would probably never be completely known regarding the
sources and extent of advance information possessed by
Japanese militarists. However, he rejected the f£ifth
column thesis for the simple reason that an espionage
organization was not necessary in order for the Japanese
to achieve their objectives on December 7th. Realistically
appraising the matter he commented:

Once the Japanese knew where Pearl Harbor is -~ which

any tourist map of Hawaii shows -~ they did not need

to know the berth each battleship normally took. The
attackers struck at every battleship in the harbor,
regardless of size or age. . . . nor was any special
information needed by the Japanese pilots in order to
locate the hangers at Hickam Field. . . . There they
lay, not only the biggest objects on all the island
but painted white and gleaming in the sunlight., They
were an invitation whieh Japanese pilots could see for
more than twenty miles. The attackers apparently
needed no more information than an observant person

in the Japanese Consulate could have furnished in one

week's time.34

The January 8, 1942, issue of the New York Times,

carried an interesting report under the headline, "Whites
in Hawaii Arm for Defense in Fear of Japanese Residents,"

relating to the possibility of local Japanese involvement

34B1 ake Clark, "The Japanese in Hawaii," The New Republic,
p. 308.




86
in disloyal activity. On December 7th, as a result of the
air attack, the Territorial Guard was mobilized around a
nucleus of University of Hawail Reserve Officer Training
Corps cadets. These University unit members were pre-
dominently Japanese. Further, initial enlistees in the
Territorial Guard immediately after the attack, came mainly
from the Japanese population segment. Resulting in part
from the white population reaction to this situation, the
Hawaiian Adjutant General, on January 7, 1942, activated
an inactive reserve infantry company. This, the Times
reported, followed " , ., . days of agitation by white
residents against the possibility of hostile actions by
the Territorial Guards of Japanese extraction.'" The
newspaper summarized the Hawaiian attitude, stating, "It
is an indication of the feeling of civil and military in-
habitants of the Islands that they are sitting on a racial
Valaame."BS

Stories of 'what happened at Pearl Harbor" generally
began to circulate during late December, 194l. "Aiding
and abetting' the enemy by local Japanese received ample
Jjournalistic attention and was frequently charged in

Congressional floor speeches during the first three months

35New York Times, January 8, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 5.
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of the w&r.36

Once the sabotage portralt was painted, it
wag a short step between what was alleged to have happened
at Pearl Harbor and what possibly could occur on the Pacific
Coast.
Disloyalty Allegations Concerning
Wegt Coast Japanese

From the initiation of hostilities until the Japanese
were secured in detention camps the gpecter of posaible
£ifth column actions hung over the West Coast. A variety
of sources kept the issue alive: radio, newspapers, peri-
odicals, statements by congressmen, and congressional
hearings.

During the first months of the war there appeared to
be a close identification in newspaper reports between
resident Japanese and the foreign enemy. It became in-

creagingly common to use the term '"Jap', instead of

"Japanese', to designate either, or both of the group&.37

36U. 5., Congressional Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess.,
1941, XXCVI1, Part 9, p. 9808; 77th Cong., 2d Sess., 1942,
AXCVIIL, Part 1, pp. 779, 1332-1333, 1415,

37Apparently the New York Times did not use the ab-
breviated form. Numerous 1L941-1943 editions were researched
and they failed to produce a single instance of the use of
the term "Jap", either in relation to the foreign enemy or
Japanese in the United States. Conversely, The Dallas Morning
News used the abbreviated form on an almost daily basis, 10
adequately determine national or coastal trends would, of
course, require the examination of many more newspapers and
editions than were available.
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An example of this "term abbreviation' and application of
the word "Jap'" to both racial elements can be seen in the
following series of headlines, sll of which appeared on the
front page of one newspaper:

Anerican Guns Destroy Jape Massed to Rald Corregidor

U, S. Fleet Wrecks 6 Jap Isle Bases

Singapore Guns Shell Japs Massing Along Jahore Strait

Dutch Batter Jap Forces to Blunt Invasion

Bayonet-Wielding Imperials Wipe Out Whole Jap OQutfit

The following headline referred to coastal Japanese
Japs Rounded up for Running Radio at Pacific Port38

Coastal newspapers ran such headlines as, "Los Angeles has
the Largest Jap Papulatiany"Sg and "Numerous Japs have been

arrested,"

Even the Dallas Morning News did not miss an editorial

opportunity to match disloyalty allegations against Hawaiian-
Japanese with the possibility of United Statcs internal sub-~
version, Under the headline, "750 Axis Aliens in the Dallas
Area; How Many are Loyal to the U, 8,?", the paper expressed

the following opinicn.

There are men in a position to know who believe Dallas
and North Texas will wake up to the real danger of
sabotage only after somt catastrophe like Pearl Harbor
jolts citizens out of their complacency. . . . Where
will the thrust -~oae? Nobody knows. When? ¥Nobody
knows that either. It may be a rapid series of fires,
explosions, pollutions. It may be a single well timed

38 1he pallas Morning News, February 2, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 1.

3108 Angeles Times, December 30, 1341, Sec, 1, p. 2.

aOLoa Angeles Examiner, December &, 1941, Sec, 1, p. 1.
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attack by all the tools of the saboteur on dozens of
different objectives. . . . The men who are in a
position to know point to Pearl Harbor as a case of
almost unrestricted fifth column activity. It could,
they say, happen here, 4l

During the winter of 1942 an issue of Readers Digest

contained an article entitled, "Japanese Saboteurs in Qur
Midst.' The author questioned the wisdom of allowing
3500-5000 Japanese fishermen and cannery employees in the
Los Angeles harbor area circumsceribed with shipyards, dry-
docks, o0il storage tanks, and aviation gasoline. Japanese
farmers who ''seem to be located near every California £lying
field and seem rather indifferent about soil fertility! were
also considered as subversive threats. The writer questioned
the loyalty of American Japanese in that many recognized a
Japanese ~Americen dual citizenship status, Further questioned
were the nationalistic sympathies of Japanese fraternal organi-
zations and Japanese Buddhist adherents within the United
States.“z
American journalists were not only influenced by the

success of the Hawalian attack, other Japanese successes in

4lPhe Dallas Morning Hews, February 1L, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 1.

h25tanley High, "Japanese Saboteurs in Our Midst,"
Reader's Digest, XL, (January, 1942), p. 12. This article is
cited neither because new arguments are presented nor because
of the credence of the report; rather, it is included because
the broad circulation of the leader's Digest placed such in-
formation before a wide segment of the American population.




90
the Pecific, and questions of local Japanese loyalty raised
by public efficials, but zlso by the somewhat sensational
alien investigations and raides conducted by the F. B. I.
Results of these raide on Japanese regidences and business
establishments immediately attracted the attention of high
governmental officiale. ¥. B. I. Director Hoover commented
during a radic interview that "In our searches of the pre-
mises af alien enemieg we have uncovered thousands of guns,
ampunition, dynamite, shortwave radio receiving sets, and
a multitude of other contraband articles which will never
be used against the American cause."us In this same radio
interview, U. 8. Representative Fred V. Bradley (Rep., Mich.)
commended the Bureau for efficiency in apprehending enemy
suspects and in the conduct of related inveatig&timns.qa

Asgsistant Attorney General James Rowe reported in a
nationwide radio address on February 20, 1942, that 2,192
suspect Japanese agents had been apprehended and contraband
items in their custody had been seized. He urged the con-
tinued cooperation of citizens in reporting suspicious

actions to the proper authorities,™3

“3Taken from text of a radio interview over station WS00,
Sault Marie, Mich., October 18, 1942, entered in the Con-
gressional Record, Appendix, 77th Cong., 2d Sess., XXCOViiI,
Part 10, pp. A3/35-A3736.

Bhypid,

“5Based on text of a nationwide radio address, February
20, 1942, entered in Ibid., XXCVIII, Part 8, pp. A667-A668.



91

U, 5. Representative BEmanuel Celler (Dem., N. Y.)
particularly followed F. B. I. activity. He commented on
the House floor on July 27, 1942, that searches of the
4,756 Japanese aliens apprehended to that date produced

+ « » vast quantities of prohibited materials , . .

this contraband included 3,008 guns, 210,000 rounds

of ammunition, 1,652 sticks of dynamite . . , 1,600

radio sets, 2,400 cameras, . . . hundreds of charts,

maps, and documents relating to American forts, b6

cantonments, stations, and various other defenses.

Celler's contention that "vast quantities of prohibited
materials' were seized in F. B. I. raids was the subject of

a news item in the New York Times on February 12, 1942, The

release reported that two days of F. B. I. raids in the

Monterey Bay region alone netted
¢ « « 60,839 rounds of rifle ammunition, 18,907

rounds of shotgun ammunition, thirty one shotguns,
rifles and revolvers, four knives, twelve bincculars,

twelve cameras, nine radio receivers, and wmore than 47
a score of assorted signal devices and other articles.

It would be well to keep in mind, however, that in-
correct inferences could be drawn from the above and similar
information if facts harmful to the writer's intent were
excluded or if the reader did not follow the material closely.

Several examples might be cited. For instance, buried deep

Qﬁu. 5., Congresgsional Record, 77th Cong., 2d Sess., 1942,
XXCVIII, Part 10, A2980.

“7New York Times, February 12, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 10.
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in the Times news item was the comment that a portion of
this contraband constituted part of the stock of a sporting
goods stove operated by an alien Japanese. Furthermore in
a news release in a West Coast newspaper, items which had
been rather sensationally described as "aerial bombs!" were
subsequently identified in a much smaller news item as "bomb
casings" with no explosives included.ua In znother news
story firecrackers, flashlights, Lnives, and camerss made
up the contraband described as " . . . potentially dangerous
waapons,“ug Material thus identified indicated that sonme
contraband articles were in the possession of all American
citizens, and that the seizure of these and other items such
as road maps, ceremonial robes, and signal flags, constituted
a rather liberal definition of "contraband." These raids,
in retrospect, rather than producing evidence to indicate an
internal Japanese conspiracy, demonstrated a singular lack
of such evidence, The dissemination of such information,
with the public very conscious of the war effort, nurtured
the "sabotage hysteria'" and had its ultimate effect on the
evacuation program,

The question which should still remain to haunt those

who waved "'contraband as evidence of conspiracy" before the

4@ﬂacramento Bee, January 17, 1942, Bec. 1, p. 10.

%91bid., February 18, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 2.
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American public 1s, Why was no Japanese, alien or citizen,
ever convicted in a court of law for a treasonous act or a
conspliracy to commit ezpionage?

Morton Grodszins, while researching the legal basis for
F. B, I, searches of Japanese property, acquired a Department
of Justice memorandum written by Attorney General FPrancils
Biddle to President Roosevelt in May, 1942, According to
this document, contraband had been loosely defined so that
law enforcement officers could detain individuals possessing
anything which, under the broadest definition, might be con-
sidered contraband, and particularly if it were deemed ad-
vigable to detain such a person. Biddle wrote that the
Justice Department was " . . . frequently aware that this
procedure might well be in violation of the Fourth Amendment
to the Constitution and certainly violated the historic right
to be f£ree from search except by search warrant."?C The
Attorney General rationalized the wisdowm of the official
position, and explained in his memorandum to the President
that

1 do not regret having made this decision since I feel

that every possible step must be taken to protect this

country from the fifth column, even if necessary at the

cost of some of cur constitutional rights., I am sorry

to say, however, that so far as I am aware searches
without warrants conducted on the West Coast were without

Seﬂradzinﬁ, op. cit., p. L34,

I——
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utility in tracking down Japanese. No Japanese sabo-
teurs were uncovered in this manner and no illegal
radio transmitters were found at all,3l
No Sabotage Means Future Sabotage

Many public officials, after the attack on Pearl Harbor,
became increasingly apprehensive because of the obvious lack
of west coast sabotage incidents., Highly publicized F. B, I.
raids produced little evidence to indicate the likelihood of
a mass Japanese uprising. Thus, the thesis subscribed to by
some was that Japanese-Americans had intentionally refrained
from subversive activity, that they were awaiting instructions
from Tokyo which would "call forth" the mass uprising at a
future and wmore opportune date. Three of the more prominent
individuals who held this view were California Attorney
General Earl Warren, lLos Angeles Mayor Fletcher Bowron, and
news columnist Walter Lippmann.

Warren described his position in detail before the Tolan
Committee on February 21, 1942, He expressed his concern
that Americans might coneclude that as no £fifth column ac-
tivity had occurred, it was not likely to occur. '"But I
take the view," he said,

« . o« that that is the most ominous sign in our whole

situation. It convinces me more than perhaps any

other factor that the sabotage that we are to get,
the f£ifth column activities that we are to get, are

Slipid., p. 135.
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timed just like Pearl Harbor was timed and just Llike

the invasion of France, and of Denmerk, and of Norway,
and all those other countries,22

Mayor Bowron's testimony before the Committee on March 6,
1942, was in general agreement with that rendered by Warren.
Even though no sabotage had occurred in the Los Angeles area,
the Mayor reported that a city departmental inquiry revealed
that many sensitive posts were held by Japanese with tenure,
positions which would enable them to sabotage the city electri-
cal system, gather maps and certain defense data, and gain
useful information concerning the city water supply. The
Mayor's solution was an all-inclusive city departmental
program which

+ + » suggested rather forcibly to all these employees

that they should immediately ask permission to retirve

from city service by asking for a leave of absence.

While it was voluntary, it wasg suggested to them in

such a way that all applied for such leaves and we have

o Jepanese employess ot this time.53

Bowron was one of thoe early supporters of an evacuation
progran for the Japanese. He suggested during February, 1942,
that the National Govermment select agricultural sites distant
from coastal defense systems or transcontinental railroad lines

and detain alien and resident Japanese at these locations. The

52y, S., Congress, House, select Committee Investigating
Haticonol Defense Migration, Problewme of LEvacuation of Ene
Aliens and Others frow Prohibited MiLitary Zones, Part . 77th
cong., 44 Sess,, L4, pp. LLOLL-11I01Z,

53

ibid., Part 31, pp. LLO44-11645,
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Hayor specifically mentioned one suitable area, the Parket
Indian feservation, along the Colorade River in Arirona,
as the Indians cultivated only 2,000 acres of the 187,000
available. According to Bowren, the srea constituted
o, . . some of the finest vegetable land in the United States,
and 12,000 scres of it could be eazily irrigated."su

Walter Lippmann also vraised the question of possible
future sabotage in his news columr, "Today and Tomorrow,'
Given the wide circulation of Lippmann's syndicated writings,
his opinion undoubtedly reached a broader segment of the
population with greater impact than the less widely circulated
views of public officials such as Bowron and Warren., Lippmann's
article of February 12, 1942, entitled, "The Fifth Column on
the West Coast," assailed Japancse residents in the Western
United Statee ag a particulsrly serious domestic problem.
In essence, he feared that the enemy might attack the United
States, utilizing forces both from within and without the
rational border.3® The following quotstion illustrated this

fear of attack, the extent to which he was convinced that

Shyew York Times, February 20, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 1l.

55&ccordinﬂ to the Congressional Record, Lippmann's column
Q&Lg‘ wally aapgared in the Washington Post and the Los Angeles
Tigmes on February 12, 1942, but newspaper section and pages are
not recorded. On F@bruary 18, 1942, Representative Harry R.

Sheppard (Dem,, Calif.) antared the column in the CO%%“@S&iOHal
Record, 77th Cong., 2d Sess., {XCVI11I, Part 1, p. .
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£ifth column incidents contributed to the Hawailan disaster,
and his tendency to accept the thesis, '"no sabotage means
future sabotage.'

It is a fact that communication takes place between
the enemy at sea and enemy agents on land., . . . 1t
is also a fact that since the outbreak of the Japanese
war there has been no important sabotage on the Pacific
Coast. From what we know about Hawaili and about the
£ifth column in Europe this is not, as some have liked
to think, a sign that there is nothing to be feared.
It is a sign that the blow is well organized and that
it is held back until it can be struck with maximum
effect . 56
Lippmann's article cited no incident to demonstrate
that "communication takes place between the enemy at sea
and enemy agents on land" or what it is that "we know about
Hawaii." Rather, he apparently based his position on what
now appear to be assumptions, misrepresentations of fact,
and rumors stemming from the Hawailian attack. In reality,
his argument concerning possible future sabotage rested not
on fact but on the absence of fact, This approach would
seem to directly contradict the American legal principle
that individuals are innocent until proven guilty. Even
if one assumed that this tenet of law did not apply under
wartime conditions when suspicious actions were evident,

the question which would still remain unanswered in relation

to domestic Japanese is, '"UWhat suspicious actions?"

561pid.
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Thomas C, Clark, Enemy Alien Control Officer for the
U. S. Army Western Defense Coummand, challenged Lippmann to
answer this question, and to substantiate his [Lippmann?s
observations that the coast was in danger of imminent attack,
and that Japanese residents on the mainland were communicating
with Japanese naval units. Clark publicly requested Lippmann
to '"give us the names and places" (in reference to the com-
munications allegation) and termed his statement that the
coast was in imminent danger as a "'gross exaggeration."57
This challenge apparently did not receive the journalistic
attention which accompanied Lippmann's syndicated column,

The February 15, 1942, issue of the New York Times did

publish a news item concerning Clark's query, on page
thirty, section one!
Geographical Distribution of
Japanese Aliens

Another major charge against coastal Japanese during
the early war months was that they intentionally settled
close to West Coast defense areas. This argument is merely
a corollary of the "potential sabotage' position. Several
American military and civil officials equated domicile with
potential sabotage and expounded this "truiem' as a major
reason for the military necessity of evacuating the Japanese

from coastal regions,

37New York Times, February 15, 1942, Sec. L, p. 30.
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On July 19, 1843, the United States Fourth Army for-

warded to the Secretary of the Army its Final Report -Japanese

Evacuation from the West Coast. Submitted through General

DeWitt's office, the document summarized the role of the Army
in the execution and administration of evacuation, '"Dispersed
residence’ was cited as a major factor contributing to the
evacuation decision. The fact that thousands of Japanese
resided adjacent to strategic points seemed to werify, for
the military, the existence of some vast conspiracy to which
all resident Japanese were parties.>8

Colonel Karl R. Bendetsen, Assistant Chief of Staff,
Western Defense Command and Fourth Army, similarly touched
upen this point in a speech before the Commonwealth Club of
San Francisco in May of 1942, 1In hie address, presented as
a summation of the military position relative to the coastal
Japanese problem, Bendetsen noted that either "By design or
by accident, substantial numbers of the Japsnese coastal
frontier communities were deployed through very sensitive
and very vital areas.>?

Attorney General Warren of California was a leading

civilian advecate of this viewpoint, During his appearance

ng. S. Fourth Army, Headquarters Western Defense Com~
mand, Final Report - Japanese Evacuation from the West Coast,
(Washington, D. C., lﬁﬁg), pPp. 9~-10.

%arl R. Bendetsen, '"The Japanese Evacuation," Vital
Speeches of the Day, VII, (June 15, 1942), p. 541,
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before the Tolan Committee he presented maps that depicted
"every Japanese ownership and occupancy in the 3tate," and
remarked that

These maps tell a story, a story that is not very
heartening to anyone who has the responsibility of
protecting life and property either in time of peace
or in war. To assume that the enemy has not planned
£ifth column activities for us in & wave of sabotage
is simply to live in a fool's paradise,60
Warren further advised the Committee that the maps
were the product of his request to California district
attorneys that they prepare county maps to illustrate land
owned, controlled, or occupied by Japanese. The completed
waps pinpointed Japanese all along the coast, from Marian
County in northern California to the Mexican border, and
always in the immediate vicinity of every important defense
installation. A similar population distribution existed in
the interior, particularly in Sacramento, the San Joagquin
Valley, and in San Bernardine, Riverside, and Imperial
counties. The Attorney General specifically directed the
attention of Committee members to the distribution near air
fields, railroads, power lines, gas pipes, oil fields, water
reservoirs, radio stations, water conduits, and telephone

transmission lines. According to Warren, all of these areas

were locations of strategic importance.6l

—

50y, S., Congress, House, Select Committee Investigating
National Defense Migration, Evacuation of Enemy Aliens, Part 29,
1942, p. 11011,

6l1pid., p. L0974.
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Warren concluded that the Jdemographic pattern was more
than mere coilncidence. However, bhefore the validity of his
presentation could be szssessed, one should consider additional
factors, other than population distribution charts, Ap-
parently this weas not done. 1In the firet instance, it would
geen illogical that all locations mentioned in Warren's testi-
mony were truly aveas of "strategic importance.! Webster has
defined strategic as " . . . critical, of great or vital
importance within an integrated whole or to the taking place
of a planned or unplanned cccurrence."62 Water veservoirs,
radio stations, and water condults wmight well be strategic
but selectivity would be essential in identifying them as
such, In essence, Warrven seemed to apply Websterts defi-
aition in a rather broad manner, Cansideﬁatian should also
have been given to the possibility that Japanese land owners
occupied the property in question before construction of an
installetion, Were there strategic areas where no Japanese
resided? The Committee record did not indicate that these
possibilities were examined,

Two other regional officials who supported the demo-
graphic theory were the California Gowvernor, Culbert L. Olson,

and Los Angeles Mayor Bowron, Both wmen testified before the

62%abster'8 Third International Dictionary, (Springfield,
Ili., 196L), p. 2256,
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Tolan Committee that they feared a concerted internal sabo-
tage program utilizing the dispersal of Japanese as an added

advantage.63

U, 8. House Un-American Activities Committee -
Report on Japanese Activity

Representative Martin Diee (Dem., Tex.) was one of the
most unrelenting Congressional opponents of the Japanese-
Americang. As the first chairman of the House Un-American
Activities Committee, he stirred controversy both inside and
outside governmental circles., The Committee itself became
a center of controversy, with a divergence of opinion on
whether ite life should be extended. Numerous newspaper

editorials entered in the Congressional Record revealed the

oppas:'H::i.o:nrl.6"4 Nevertheless, the House voted in 1940 to
continue appropriations for Committee investigations with
only 21 representatives opposed to the measure. Opposition
dwindled in 1941 as the minority was reduced to six.6”

As early as the summer of 1941 the Committee claimed

that it had uncovered evidence of Japanese espionage

63y, S., Congress, House Select Committee Investigating
National Defense Migration, Evacuation of Enemy Aliens, Part
31, 1942, p. L1645,

64U. 8., Congressional Record, Appendix, 77th Cong.,
lst Sess., 1941, %XCVTI, Part 10, p. All162; 77th Cong., 2d
Sess., 1942, XXCVIII, Part 8, pp. A928-A929,

63y, s. Con%ressional Record, Appendix, 77th Cong., lst
Sess,, 1941, , rart L0, p. A1162. Created as a special
committee in May, 1938, it was given permanent status as a
Standing Committee in 1945,
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in Pacific Coast states. Dieeg and various news organs
particularly streassed the importanc& of additional public
inquiries to explore the nature and extent of such ac-

tivities. 1In July, 1941, the Los Angeles Evening Herald

and Express noted that proposed hearings would follow a

" . . . long secret investigation by a corps of Committee
investigators. , . . it is asserted that many Japanese
socleties are under the control of Japanese propaganda
agenciles and are actively engaged in promoting the interests
of a foreign power.”66 Later in the month the paper quoted
Committee investigatoras as declaring that they had 'sen-
sational evidence'" concerning propaganda and "other ac-
tivities" of Japanese agencies in this ccuntry.67

Under a page one headline, '"Japanese Spying Faces Dies
Quiz - -Coast Fishing Fleet Called Cover for Navy Plot,' the

Los Angeles Examiner stressed that the United States was

"Literally pockmarked" with foreign agents promoting Axis
interests. "Japanese companies and socleties,” according
to the Examiner, "are working actively for foreign powers
under the command of the Japanese Governments Nazis, and

Fascists have increased their membership and their espionage

66L0s Angeles Evening Herald and Express, July 5, 1941,
Sec. 1, p. 1.

©71pid., July 22, 1941, Sec. 1, p. 2.
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to a highly dangeraus,degree‘"ég A statement by Dies, quoted
in the December 8th edition of the paper, enabled both to
claim consistency in their views. 'We are," Dies said,

going to face serious trouble unless we clear up this

whole situation at once. The Japanese and Nazis in

this country have been working in close collaboration.

We should proceed immediately not only to round up

Japanese aliens known to be potential saboteurs, but

also should clean out the Nazis from our defense in-

dustries.69

On December 17th two days after Secretary of the Navy,
Frank Knox, released a statement to the press that coincided
with Dies' views, the latter was quoted as stating that the
United States Government " . . . had not been alert in dealing
with £ifth columnists in the Hawaiian Islands."’0 oOn January
28, 1942, Dies again touched upon the issue. Speaking on the
House floor in support of an smendment to the Foreign Agents
Registration Act, he stated that more than 2000 American
soldiers died at Pearl Harbor because of f£ifth column ac-
tivity in Hawaii which his committee had " . . . fully docu-

mented two or three months before."’! Though not recorded

in the Congressional Record, Dies is reported by the New York

Times as having added that " . . . the West Coast is likely

68Loa Angeles Examiner, July 6, 1941, Sec. L, p. 1.
69

Ibid., December 8, 1941, Seec. 1, p. 2.
70New York Times, December 17, 1941, Sec. 1, p. 7.

Tly, 8., Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 2d Sess.,
1942, XXCVIII, Part 1, p. 800.
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to see a tragedy that will make Pearl Harbor sink in com-
parative insignificance' unless the United States gives this
matter more attention.’?

Newspaper coverage such as this undoubtedly influenced
the formation of an anti-Japanese atmosphere, given the trend
of events, the tenor of the times, and the fact that the
loyalty of Japanese-Americane was questioned by a Congressional
investigating committee, Dies was not content, however, Jjust
to have press coverage., He wanted official auppori, and,
more importantly, action. With this objective in mind, he
had corresponded with the United States Attorney Genéral in
the summer of 1941, seeking executive sanction for his pro-
posed Committee hearings. By letter dated September 8, 1941,
Matthew F. McGuire, assistant Attorney General, replied that
"The matter was discussed with the President and the Sécratary
of State, both of whom feel quite strongly that hearings such
as you contemplate would be inadvisable. The Attorney General
is of the same opinion, and accordingly is unable to approve
the course which you have in mind."’3 The letter did not
specify why this negative position was taken, and Dies later

charged before the House that the Executive Department

’2New York Times, January 29, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 15.

,,,,

73y, 8., Congress, House, Specilal Committee on Un~
American Activities, Report on Japanese Activities, 77th Cong.,
lst Sess., 1942, p. L1727,
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n . ., . assumed this attitude because of a fear of displeasing
foreign powers and a meudlin attitude toward f£ifth columnists.
. +» « If our committee had been permitted to reveal the facts
last September [lth] the tragedy of Pearl Harbor might have
been averted."H During subsequent House debate Dies further
explained that his committee had not conducted hearings, but
if it had it would have " . . ., arranged to subpoena and
bring to Washington 532 witness," including a former member
of the Japanese consulate in Honolulu. '"Their taatimény,"
he said, "would comprise the major part of the evidence which
our Committee had assembled, ">

Rebuffed by the White House, but undaunted, the Con-
gressional probers compiled the evidence in their files and
released their veport to the nation several months after the
Pearl Harbor attack. Though their work had been done without
the aid of public hearings, the Committee believed that its
report would have an ¥ . , . important educational advantage
since the people of this country have yet much to learn about
the operations of the f£ifth column in the U, S."76

With knowledge of the pending Committee release, an item

in the New York Times of February 5, 1942, stated that the

7“U. 5., Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 2d Sess.,
1942, XXCViii, Part 1, p. 800.

731pid., Part 2, p. 1922.

76U. 8., Congress, House, Special Committee on Un-
American Activities, Report on Japanese Activities, 1942,
p. 1726.
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report purported to disclose every phase of Japanese espio-
nage in the United States. Dies was quoted as stating that
" . . « 150,000 American-Japanese have banned together in
an organization for the advancement of the Rising Sun - an
espionage agency for Toyko.77 In late February the Times
reported that the Dies Committee claimed to have seized maps
which revealed a planned Japanese invasion of the United
States through Alaska and Cannda, utilizing to the fullest
advantage the internal Japanese apy natw&rk.78

A summation of the major items of evidence collected
by the Committee and published in its Report of Japanese

Activities, appeared in the February 28, 1942, edition of

the New York Times. C. P. Trussell, Times Washington corre-

spondent at the time, reported that

it [Committea Report] is a story of knowledge, on the
part of the Japanese, of virtually every navy vessel
of our fleets, and of effective means, as disclosed

by diagrams and accompanying photographs, of attacking
them from the surface, under the sea and from the air.
. . . supposedly, [these] innocent Japanese fishermen
working by hundreds off the West Coast gre secret
battle formations, accurate in detail,’®

Section IV of the Committee's report was particularly

revealing. Entitled "Techniques for Japanese Espionage,' it

7TNew York Times, February 5, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 7.

781bid., February 24, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 1ll.

791bid., February 28, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 1.
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included pictorial illustrations of spy techniques allezedly
followed by those who were engaged in clandestine activities,
such as the concealing of documents in secret compartments
of handbags, inside bars of soap, boxes of matches, mechanical
pencils, fountain pens and minute compartments in phonegraph
records, Other examples of this technology were coded
messages embroidered on hankerchiefs and engraved on ciga-
rette ca&es‘go

A criticism of the entire Committee report and one
particularly applicable to this section iz that sources
from which the evidence was gathered were not always identi-
£ied., The validity of such information cannot be accurately
accessed without some knowledge of its source. The subjects
pictured were certainly not Japanese; rather, they were
caucasian. From the style of dress they appeared to be
European, possibly German or Italian., The Dies Report did
not indicate that such techniques were at any time actually
used by Japanese, No specific incidents were mentioned,
The document etated that the illustrations were included

. « » in order that some light may be thrown on the

way in which & vast amount of information has been

transmitted by Japanese spies to their home govern-
ment .81

80U. 3., Congress, House, Special Committee on Un-
American Activities, Report on Japanese Activities, 1942,
pp. L739-1749,

8lipid., p. 1750.



109

This section of the report also treated an issue which
has previously been discussed at some length-- the threat
to American national security posed by the residence of
Japanese around strategic areas in the western United States.
Referring to them as "potential saboteurs,” the Committee
eriticized the national government for permitting Japanese
to farm or operate a business in the immediate viecinity of
important defense establishments, 82 Though numerous pictures
were used to demonstrate that Japanese resided near defense
and supply locations, no specific allegations, acts of sabo-
tage, or espionage were cited,

In Section V the Cowmmittee contended that the operation
of the United States resident Japanecse fishing fleet in and
about Los Angeles harbor was a menace to port security. The
success of the Hawaiian attack was attributed in part to
similar observations and collection of information for the
foreign enemy by Hawaillan Japanese f£ishing vessels in the
Pearl Harbor area. In both instaunces, the United States
Government was accused of negligence. Again, no evidence
was included to support such a claim, unless photographs of
fishing boats and two telegrams from Committee investigators
indicating the extent of resident Japanese fishing along the

Pacific Coast could be classified as incriminatingﬁgs

821pid., p. 1798. 831bid., pp. 1808-1811.
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it would appear that the Dies Committee had f£allen
conslderably short of preparing an objective document, an
error which was repeated in the cther sections of the report.
For example, one chapter was a reproduction of a list of
Japanese foreign merchants who operated In the United States,
accompanied by the unsubstantiated accusation that " . . .
many of these Japanese treaty merchants were engaged in

8k in addition

espionage work for thelr howe government,!
there was a list of Japanece in the United States who had
received decorations (both wmilitary and civilian) from the
Japanese Lmperor., Another section of the report charged
that Japanese language schools in the United States were
the major sources of Japanese nationaliswm, aepecifically
among the younger Japanese-Americans. In all of these
instances, as in those previously referred to, the infor-
mation was neonspecific. The document contained little more
than vague generalizations from "fairly reliable sources.!
In reality, many of the charges made could equally have been
made about aliens of other enemy nations.

Representative Vito Marcantonio (Amer. Lab., N. Y.) and
Thomas H. Eliot (Dem,, Mass.) attempted during March, 1942,
to expose the shallow nature of the Dies Report and to

influence the House to terminate its support of the Committee.

£l

“*ibid., p. 1841,
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In a speech before the House membership of March 7th,
Marcantonio charged that portions of the Japanege Report
were copied verbatim from a publication entitled News
Letter, published by the News Research Service of Los
Angeles, California. He read inte the record extensive

passages, alternatingly, from the News Letter and from The

Report of Japanese Activities. The latter apparently had

been plagiarized, Much of the information Marcantonio cited
related to the Committee’s contention that the curriculum in
Japanese-American schools was pro-Japanese. Marcantonio's

point, however, was that the identical information could be

secured from the News Letter, a periodical selling for " . . .
$5.00 per year; .10 cents per copy. The Committee Report is
the report of a committee which has cost $385,000 to date. ">
On the same date Eliot took the House floor to demonstrate
further emptiness in the Report. He charged that the Com~
mittee's findings revealed "nothing new or even anything im-
portant® about the possibility of a Japanese £ifth column,
Describing much of its contents as "background material,” he

observed that it merely referred to the extent of Japanese

fishing along the West Coast, evidence to indicate that Japan

85y. 8., Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 2d Sess., 1942,
XXCVILI, Part Z, p. 2059. Portions of the Japanese Report
alleged to be copled from the News Letter are reprinted in this
volume of the Congressional Record, pages 2058-206L. Descriptive
data concerning the News Letter 1s not included.




112
wag a member of the Awis powers, and the presence of several
hundred treaty merchants in the United States.aﬁ

In relation to a Japanese map reproduced in the report
purporting to illustrate Japanese plans for the conquest of
Hawaii and the United States, Eliot introduced a duplicate
copy which was printed in a West Coast Japanese periodical,
King. Far f£rom being secret, the magazine was registered as
second clase mail in the Los Angeles Post 0ffice and could
be purchased on California newsstands., According to Eliot,
the map in King was entitled, "An Overall View of National
Defense in Time of Crisis." Committee investigators claimed
that this evidence was acquired under extraordinarily diffi-
cult circumstancas.gy

The charges by Eliot and Marcantonio were only part of
what had become an annual House debate over the continuation
of the Un-American Activities Committee. As in the preceding
years, the dissidents lost. On March 11, 1942, only four
days after these vather serious criticisms, the House voted

331 to 46 to extend the Committee's life for a £ifth year,ga

If this vote of confidence could be taken as an indication

86y, 8., Congressional Record, Appendix, 77th Cong.,
2d Sess,, 1942, XXCVIII, Part 8, p. A891,

87

Ibid.,

88y. s., Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 24 Sess.,
1942, XXCVIII, p. 2297.
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of House support, the comments of Representative Leland A.
Ford (Dem., Calif,) in the closing winutes of debate might
best sum up the views of those 331 legislators who voted to
continue the Committee's investigative activity:

Mr, Dies, I commend you, I congratulate you and your

comnittee of real, courageous, red-blooded Americans

for the splendid work you have done; I am surprised

to know that any man in this House would ever come out

and take up the other side of this question. I may be

prejudiced, but I cannot see anything but the American

side on your side of the question.

in contrast to the rather extensive coverage given the

Dies Japanese Report, the New York Times, stated in a single

one column news item that Representatives Eliot and Marcantonio
had charged the committee with 'some plagarism" and had cited
a few limited examples to that effect.?9 After the House vote
of confidence, the Times reported that the majority vote was
" . . . somewhat of an ovation for Representative Dies of
Texas, the Committee chairman."gl
In summation, the Dies report of several hundred pages
contained a lengthy list of posesible charges against the
Japanese in both Hawaii and the United States. Committee
members could gee disloyalty in virtually every aspect of
Japanese life in the United States. Maps, charts, lists,

pictures, and testimony were included to present the Japanese

891pid., p. 2295.

90%ew York Times, March 7, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 5.

911bid., March 12, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 1.
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ag a deadly enemy of the West Coast. The document received
more publicity than was accorded evidence which might have
indicated a gross exaggeration of the Japanese peril. It
would seem that the relecasme of this information during the
spring of 1942 simply aided the cause of those who favored
a program of Japanese detention and thus served as another

foundation pier for incarceration,



CHAPTER 1V
JAPANESE EVACUATIOR - THE ROLE OF CONGRESS

While the Dies Committee report was a major aspect of
congressional involvement in the Japanese-American contro-
versy, other legislative action more closely governed the
development of the evacuation - detention program. In the
77th Congress measures were introduced which legalized the
removal of coastal Japanese and prescribed penalties for
those persons who might refuse to be removed,

Although the Executive role is more closely examined
in Chapter V, it is necessary at this point to state that

Executive Order 9066, Authorizing the Secretary of War to

Prescribe Military Areas, directed the Secretary of War and

subordinate military commanders to designate restricted areas
from which any or all persons might be excluded. Further,
entry into or departure from these areas was subject to re-
strictions imposed by the Secretary of War or the appropriate
military commander. Under the terms of this order, issued
February 19, 1942, the authority and responsibility previously
exercised over aliens by the Department of Justice under simi-
lar Presidential orders of December 7 and 8 were directly

trangferred to the War Eepartmamt.l

1y, S., Federal Register, National Archives, Washington,
D. C., February 25, l@ﬁi, Vii, No. 38, p. 1407.

115



116
President Roosevelt issued Executive Order 9066 by
virtue of his authority as commander-in-chief. No statute
exieted to cover this specific action, and Congress was not
requested to enact such legislation prior to February 19.
Soon after this date the War Department, apparently desiring
to strengthen the legal position of evacuation, requested
Congress to, in effect, sanction military directives issued
in accordance with the President's February order., A draft
of suggested legislation, with Justice Department concurrence,
was simultaneously forwarded to the Chairwan of the Senate
Military Affairs Committee and to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives., The letter of transmittal outlined the
character of the military proposal.
There is enclosed herewith the draft of a bill entitled,
'A bill to provide a penalty for violation of restrictions
or orders with respect to persons entering, remaining in
or leaving wmilitary arveas or zones, 'which the War Depart-
ment recommends to be enacted into law.

The purpose of the proposed legislation is to pro-
vide for enforcement in the Federal Criminal Courts of
orders issued under the authority of Executive order of
the President No, 9066, dated FPebruary 19, 1542,2
On March 9, 1942, the Chairman of the Senate Military

Affaire Committee, Robert R. Reynolds (Dem., N. C.) intro-

duced the proposed measure in the Senate,s and on the

2y. S. Fourth Army, Final Report, 1942, pp. 29-30.

3u. 8., Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 2d Sess., 1942,
X{CVIIL, Part 2, p. 2071.
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following date Representative John M. Costello (Dem., Calif.)
introduced the bill in the House.® These bills, 5. 2352 and
H, R, 6738, were referred to the Military Affairs Committees.
Given only brief committee consideration, from which there
came no published record, the measures received unaminous
approval in both houses on March 19 after only limited floor
debat@,s This legislation, Public Law 503, as enacted, read:

An Act

To provide a penalty for violation of restrictions
or orders with respect to persons entering, remaining
in, leaving, or committing an act in wmilitary areas or
zonesa.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States assembled, that whoever shall
enter, remain in, leave, or commit any act in any wmili-
tary area or military zone prescribed, under the authority
of an Executive order of the President, by the Secretary
of War, or by any military commander designated by the
Secretary of War, contrary to the restrictions applicable
to any such area or zone or contrary to the order of the
Secretary of War or any wmilitary commander, shall, if
it appears that he knew or should have known of the
existence and extent of the restrictions or order and
that his act was in violation thereof, be guilty of a
misdemeanor and upon conviction shall be liable to a
fine of not to exceed $5,000 or to imprisonment for
not more than one year, or both, for each offense,b

The unchallenged comments of Reynolds, as he urged
passage of the bill, illustrate the extent to which Con-

gressional opinions and attitudes were apparently influenced

H1bid., p. 2230,
SIbid., pp. 2722-2726.

6public Law 503 was signed March 21, 1942, U. S.,
statutes at Large. LVI, Part 1, 866(1942).
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by the rumors and hysteria which emerged from the Pearl
Harbor bombing. The Senator wmade several allegations
against Hawailian-Japanese, most of which have been previously
mentioned in this paper. In summation, however, he cited
reports of errows cut in cane fields pointing to military
objectives; that vegetable merchants kept records of U. 8.
Naval supplies purchased in order to ascertain the number
of Naval personnel in Hawaii; that coastal Japanese fishing
vessels communicated with the Japanese fleet; that Hawilan-
Japanese, on December 7, wrecked sutomobilesz along major
arteries in efforts to obstruct traffic; that Japanese
pilots downed asbove the island of Oahu were wearing United
States and Hawaiian school and college insignia; and that
one highly regarded Japanese Honelulu citizen of twenty
years was immediately arrested for espionage activity. 1In
relation to the howme front, the Senator cited reports that
", . . West Coast raids on Japanese colonies have yielded
truckloads of guns, ammpunition, dynemite, and bombs, as well
oo cameras and radio sets in various quantities and numbers,
Bven Japanese Army and Navy uniforme have been found."7

Reynolde then stated that his proposed bill was neces-
sary for the enforcement in Federal Courts of orders issued

under the Presidential proclamation. Again and again

7U, 5., Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 2d Sess.,
1942, XXCVIII, Part 2, pp. 2722-2723.
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the Senator referred to the problem of enemy aliens. At
no point, however, did he mention or discuss the possi-~
bility of evacuation. Rather, he emphasized that the
measure, if enacted, would provide the War Department with
authority to establish restrictions for entering and de-
parting military zones. In one instance, after a lengthy
definitive statement concerning dual citizenship, Reynolds
remarked, '"This explains evacuation plans which I shall
later mention."® His remaining published comments contain
no further reference to evacuation.

The atmosphere in the House was similar, Representative
Andrew J. May (Dem., Ken.) requested consideration of the
bill on March 19. During the brief floor discussion on this
date, May explained that the legislation was required in
order " ., . . to protect any citizen of the country against
being caught up who is unaware of the order or of the re-
strictions or regulationz made by the Secretary of War, "2
He emphasized the positive protection the bill afforded
the innocent individual who might unknowingly "wander" into
a restricted area, rather than the possible utilization of
the proposed measure as a nmeans under which an evacuation
program could receive congressional sanction. Regarding a

comment of Representative Earl C. Michener (Rep., Mich.)

8Ibid., p. 2723. 21bid., p. 2729.
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that bills which interfered with or protected the rights of
citizens should be thoroughly understood and debated prior
to passage, Mays commented, "It [H. R. 6758] is intended to
apply particularly to the situation that exists on the West
Coast at this time. The gentleman knows the purpose of the

nl0 Representative Robert F. Rich (Rep., Penn.)

legislation,
questioned May concerning the extent to which the restricted
zones would be marked, and he again commented, "Citizens of
this country will never be questioned about them, as a
matter of fact. This is intended for a particular situation,
about which the gentleman xnows ., "11

With the introduction of 8. 2352 and H. R. 6758, the
77th Congress was actually being asked to approve a program
of limitations affecting a sizeable group within the American
society. From the questions put to those who spoke in favor
of the measure it seems logical to assume that either the
Congressional membership was not aware of the ultimate
purpose of the legislation or they were not particularly
concerned about the welfare of regident minorities from
enemy nations. One might further question the true ne-
cessity for such legislation given the Executive order
which had previously authorized the military to act. 1In

other words, was it necessary that legislation follow an

101pi4., p. 2730. 1lipia.
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Executive Order which was apparently a proper esercise of
Pregidential military power? Asauming that the legislation
was advantageous to the development of security in and about
military areas, one might further question the speed with
which the measure moved through the Congressional body.
Could not public hearings have been held to explore further
the effect of this legislation on alien subjects before the
final House and Senate votes were taken?

It would seem that Congressional representatives during
these initial war months were reflecting the same attitudes
and fears that affected regioneal officials, journalists,
military leaders, and the American society in general. The
uncertainty and concern which stemmed from early Japanese
successes in the Pacific wmotivated Congress to react rapidly
and provide what was considered a system of wmawimum internal
security regardless of the cost. Apparently the only im-
portant argument used in support of Public Law 503 was that
it was recommended and considered essential by the military.
No indiwvidual member, or Congressional committee forvthat
matter, fully investigated the reasonableness of this claim.
Congressional members were either anxious to provide the
executive branch with legislative justification for wilitary
restrictions, or they were indifferent to or completely mis-
understood the problems involved in the mass removal of

an alien minority.
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One duty of the legislature is continual examination
of power exercised by adwinistrative units, This role,
which one might term legislative criticism, is both necessary
and a mark of strength under a matured concept of democracy.
During a war period, Congressional functions, particularly
that of legislative criticism, assume an increasingly im-
portant position in the process of continual examination
of powers assumed by the Executive branch.

It should be noted further that military action did not
awalt the outcome of legislative consideration of Public Law
503. On March 2, seventeen days prior to the statute's

approval, General DeVWitt issued Fourth Army Public Procla-

mation No. 1, which brought the military into direct in-
volvement with evacuation. This order designated the western
half of Washington, Oregon, California, and southern Arizona
as Military Area No. 1, and prescribed within this area
various restricted zones adjacent to strategic locations,
Japanese aliens residing in this region were required to
voluntarily move from the military area, L2

The role of individual West Coast Congressional repre-

sentatives in the formation of the overall Japanese detention

project is a most difficult one to evaluate., Apparently, with

L2rhe proceas of evacuation will be more thoroughly
examined in Chapter V. U. S. Fourth Army, Final Report, 1942,
p. 32.
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the exception of Representative John M. Coffee (Dem., Wash.)
each approved the military program while it was being formu-
lated., Whether these opinions had as their basis a pre-
judicial attitude toward Japanese, were developed because
of pressure from constituents, or were merely attempts to
"ool on the bandwagon! after the program was in the formative
stages seems relatively unimportant. The delegations from
Galifornia, Washington, and Oregon did, however, form an ad
hoc bipartisan group vitally interested in all aspects of
war activity affecting the Western region., As early as
February, 1942, this political group backed the mass evacu-
ation of the Japanaae.ls

Congressman Coffee's wmoderate position was the exception
to the general anti-Japanese attitude. He clearly illus-
trated his attitude on December §, 1941, when he made the
following statement:

It ig my fervent hope and prayer that residents

of the U, 3, of Japanese extraction will not be made

the victim of pogroms directed by gelf-proclaimed

patriots and by hysterical self-anointed herces, It
would be a shame and a travesty on democracy if bla-
tant and excited vigilantes should raid the homea of

Japanese-Americans, without first according the victim

due process of law. As one who hae lived as a neighbor

to Japanese-Americans, I have found these people, on a

whole, to be law-abiding, industrious, and unobtrusive.

Let us not make a mockery of our BLill of Rights by mis-
treating these folks., Let us rather regard them with

13Grodzins, op. cit., p. 63.
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understanding, remewbering they are the victims of a
Japanese war machine, with the making of the inter-
national policies of which they had nothing to do.l%
Representative Leland M, Ford {Rep., Calif.) was the
firet to state on the floor of the House that Japanese
coastal evacuation was a necessity. Reporting that he had
information regarding Japanese propaganda radio broadcasts
from Western states, on January 20, 1942, he stated to the
House thet any patriotic American born Japanese who desired
to make a contribution to his Nation would willingly depart
from strategic regions and submit himself to a "concentration

nl3 He further elaborated on the topic in a radio ad-

camp.,
drees delivered February 23, In this statement he concluded
that alien and citizen evacuation would be a "humanitarian®
approach to the total problem in that if only aliens were
removed those who remained wmight be children unable to
properly care for themselves. According to Ford, total
evacuation was necesseary primarily to avold separating

families. ®

luU. 5,, Congressional Record., Appendix, 77th Cong.,
lst.3ess., 1941, XXCVII, Part 1h, p. AS554,

L5
p. 502,

Ibid., 77th Cong., 2nd Sess., 192, XXCVIII, Part 1,

lslbid., Appendix, Part 8, pp. AGBL-AG62,
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The Tolan Congressional Committee

while the House 3elect Committee headed by Representative
Tolan was in the procesg of investigating and assessing the
effect of a Japanese removal program on the coastal economy,
Congress passed Public Law 503. Even though the activities
of this Committee were not directly related to the language
of the act, both ultimately involved the future of resident
Japanese in the Pacific states. Passage of this legislation
then, weeks before the Congressional membership had an oppor-
tunity to review the Tolan Committee's final report, negated
the possible influence the Committee's effort could have had
on the voting position of members. Further, when the group
convened in San Francisco on February 21, General DeWitt had,
a week previously, made his decision to evacuate the Japanese.
On February 19, the War Department authorized him to execute
this decision. Therefore, the possibility that Committee
resulte could have effected executive or military policy was
equally remote.l7

Evidence presented to the group was, however, valuable
because it served to identify individuals and arguments in
support of evacuation., Witnesses testified at hearings

held in San Francisco, Los Angeles, Portland, and Seattle

17The basis for the formation of the Tolan Committee is
discussed in Chapter 111, pages 78-82,
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between February 2L - March 12, 1942, At these sessions
the majority of leading pro-evacuation voices were heard:
governors, state attorneys-general, county officials,
mayors, city managers, chiefs of peolice, representatives
of the American Legion, spokesmen for agricultural interests,
and journalists‘lg

An analysis of the arguments favoring evacuation, either
on a mass scale or through some selective process, demon-~
strated that the wmajor position, by a wide margin, was fear
of £ifth column activity (see graph, page L27). Other argu-
ments frequently mentioned during testimony were wvigilante
possibilities, difficulties in segregating loyal elements
from the disloyal, support for Japanese nmilitarism, and
pro-Japanese training in Japanese language schools,

Of the forty-three persons who orally testified in the
3an Francisco sessions, nine were of Japanese ancestry. In
the Portland and cseattle hearings there were four Japanese
witnesses f£rom £ifty; in Los Angeles six were heard from
forty-£four witnesses. 2 It is difficult if not impossible

at thie date to determine whether the lack of Japanese

testimony resulted from their reluctance to testify or from

Loy, 5., Congress, House, Select Committee Investigating

National Defense Migration, Evacuation of Enemy Aliens, Parts
29, 30, 31.

19

Ibid.
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Times Argument
Suggested

55 -

50 t
45 ¢
40 -
35 1
30 1
25 4
20 ¢

15 4

10

5 1

Fifth- Vigi«v Difficulty in Support Jap. Lang. Other
Column Llantism Establishing for Jap. Schools
Danger Loyalty Military

Fig. l--Acguments for Japanese evacuation - Tolan
Coumittee testimony.¥®

*This chart was devised by condensing the three volumes of
testimony before the House Select Committee Investigating
National Defense Migration into a one page chart. The chart
represents the division of both oral and written evidence into
the various suggested arguments for Japanese removal and in-
carceration. inasmuch as numerous witnesses were called to
provide the answer to a specific question or to furnish techni-
cal information (number of Japanese involved in various agri-
culture pursuits, coastal fishing, etc.), or because Committee
questioning did not lead them to the detention topic, the graph
does not represent the total number of witnesses called. Also,
of course, the points offered by those witnesses who opposed
evacuation are not included as they do not relate to the
chart's purpose.
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some limitation on the number of individuale allowed to
testify, There were, of cmuﬁaa, various caucasian witnesses
who spoke in opposition to evacuation. These persons did
not, however, cowmpare in number with those whoe favored Japa-
nege removal.

Mike Masaoka, national secretary of the Japanese-American
Clitizens League, was one Japanese-American who testified.
His comments illustrated the official position of the League
and also thet the Japanese were, in general, willing to co-
operate with the spirit of Executive Order 2066, He stated
that the League was in complete agreement with any policy
of evacuation definitely arising "from reasons of wmilitary
necessity and national safety." But if evacuation were
" . . . primarily a measure whose surface urgency cloaks
the desires of political or other pressure groups who want
us to leave merely from motives of self interest," then
members of the League f@kt that they had every right to
protest and to demand judgement on their merits as American
citizens, 20
Janes M. Onura, a florist and part-tise editor of a
Japanese-Anerican magazine, presented testimony in opposition
to the position of Masaoks. He was astrongly opposed to mass

evacuation and stated that such a policy would strip Jananese

2011hid,, Part 29, pp. 11137-56.
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citizens of their opportunity to prove their loyalty. He
read into the record his statement which declared that
" . . the forceful evacuation of citizen Americans on
the synthetic theory of racial fidelity -- 'Once a Jap
always a Jap' -- would be an indictment against every
racial minority in the United States." Such a policy
would introduce " . . , the bigoted and misguided belief
that Americanism is a racial attribute and not a national
symbol," The remaining "scar'" would be 'broad and deep -

a stigma of eternal shame.'" Omura pleaded: '"Has the
Gestapo come to America? Have we not risen in righteous
anger at Hitler's mistreatment of the Jews? Then, is it
not incongruous that citizen Americans of Japenese descent
should be similarly wmistreated and persecuted?"zl

The testimony of these individuals served to indicate
a weakneas in the resident Japanese ranks; namely, that
the Japanese themselves were divided over the proper course
of action the National government should take relative to
evacuation. Should the Japanese oppose the action and risk
further condemnation? Or, should their posgition be one of
cooperation as an attempt to demonstrate loyalty to the
national cause? This lack of agreement limited the forceful-

neas which could have come from a united front.

2l1pid., pp. 11229-32.
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Cthers who presented testimony, orally or in written
statements, favorable to the Japanese were in the majority
of instances either private individuals or representatives
of non-governmental organizations. These persons were
usually members of religious organizations (ministerial
associations, Young Voman's Christian Association, religious
conferences), or civil liberties groups such as the American
Civil Liberties Union and the American Friends Service Com-
uittee,
At the opening Ccmmittee session the first witness was
San Francisco' mayor, Angelo J. Rossi, an individual of
Italian extraction. Rosei's testimony set the general tone
of the Tolan hearings; he was quick in his condemnation of
the Japanese. He observed that the seriocusness of having
alien enemies circulating f£reely should be self-evident.
Their presence might not only affect the property of
our citizenry and our Government, but it might also
affect the very lives and welfare of all of our people.
+ +» « The activities of the Japanese saboteurs and
£ifth columnists in Honolulu and the battle fronts
in the Pacific have forced me to the conclusion that
every Japanese alien should be removed from this com-
munity. I am also strongly of the conviection that
Japanese who are American citizens should be subjected
to a more detailed and all-encompassing investigation.

After investigation, if it is found that these citizens

are not loyal to this country, they too should be re-
moved.22

221bid., Part 29, pp. 10966-10967.
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Rossi's attitude toward German and Italian aliens was
somewhat different. He was of the opinion that problems
involving these persons should be considered separately
from those of the Japanese., Rossi was concerned about the
Yeyxtreme hardship and mental anguish” which Germans and
Iltalians would suffer, many of whom, he noted, were in
business occupations which they had pursued for years.
His statement did not mention the hardships for Japanese
who similarly had pursued occupations in the San Francisco
area for years.23

One major Committee objective was to determine the
regional economic effects of removing the Japanese. As a
result, some pro-evacuation witnesses attempted to refute
a strong anti-evacuation argument, that Japanese removal
would disrupt the agricultural economy of the West Coast.
Witnesses favoring removal, particularly from Southern Cali-
fornia, held that figures regarding the dominant Japanece
agricultural pursuit, vegetable production, were misleading.
They argued that such production consisted wainly of non-~
essential vegetables, that is celery, escarole, chard, water-
cress, and leéks.zﬂ

A report submitted to the Committee by the U. S. Depart-

ment of Agriculture failed to support this "nonessential®

231pbia.

zulbid., Fourth Interim Report, 1942, p. 118,
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argument, Statistics introduced es evidence indicated that
the Jeponese portion of California's £resh vegetable pro-
duction included 67 percent of the utate's tomato crop, 40
percent of the green peas, 95 percent of the green beans,

L percent of the onions, and 34 percent of the cabbage.
The Departmental report contended that the knowledge, ex-~
perience, and managerial skill of Japenese agriculturalists
could only be acquired by years of competing on the market,
Their skill in soil preparation, crop selection, planting,
spraying, and cultivation were talents which could not be
immediately replaoed.25
Witnesses who touched upon this topic generally agreed
that agricultural production should not affect evacuation
policy either in reference to the selection of areas to be
evacuated or to persons selected. Certainly, differences
did exist as to the degree to which vegetable production
would be affected by the transfer. Food producers' associ-~
ations, generally the group adversely affected by Japanese
competition, tended to winimize the importance of the Japanese
role. Their contention was that by eliminating Japanese agri-
cultural interests, caucasians previously forced to discontinue
vegetable production because of Japanese competition would

reenter the vegetable market. A second point frequently

251pid., p. L18-119.
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atresged was that any loss of production ceused by evacuation
weuld enist only for a short pericd. If temporary shortages
did occur, the increased demand to meet war needs would simply
mean that additicnal acreage would be utilized for vegetable
production,

The Committee, in finsl, wade several recommendations
designed to alleviate certain problem areas encountered in
the development of the removal program. These, of course,
were suggestions only. One should keep in mind that evacu-
ation did not follow s2g a result of action by the Tolan group,
Rather, the program, during the period of the hearings, was
being implemented by the War Department and was proceeding
in its normal course.

Probably the most notable Committee contribution was
the suggestion that a council be established to examine pro-
cedures for disposing of real and personal property owned by
evacuees. This proposal suggested that such a body should
conaist of representatives frowm the various agencies involved
in evacuation and detention. The recommendation specifically
mentioned that council wmembership should be selected from the
Federal Security Administration, the Farm 3ecurity Adminis-
tration, and the Federal Reserve Board, each of which was
responsible for some aspect of property disposition or
security. Other members, it was stated, should come from

the Wartime Civil Control Administration, responsible for
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the Japenese Lvacuation, and the Var Relocation luthority,

The report specifically cited the need to examine
nolicies being followed in tronsferring and disposing of
vehicics and farm machinery. Because of the developing
transportation shortage as wilitory requirements increased,

the Committee ouggested that individuals, especially farmers,

s

I3

he extended the opportunity to purchase vehicles owned by

the Japenese which were not desired by the militsry or other
governmental agencles. These autonobiles and other items of

machinery, according to the report, should bhe disposed of by
27

3

public sale at market value prices.
The existing prograem fov the protection of the property
»f evacuees was based oun Duxecutive Order 3064, As implemernted,
the FPederal Reserve Board aund the Federal 3ecurity Agency
dointly participated under the supervision of the U, 8. Treas-

&

,,.,4

wry Depactment. Basically, the Federal Reserve Board was re-
gponsible for the disposition of wrban property, and the Federal

Gecurity Agency was asthorised U2 Jdispose of sgricultur:

property. The report criticized what the Committee termed a

£6The Activities of the Wartime Civil Control Adminis-
ration and the War Relocation Authm*“tj will be examined in
Ghapter ve U, 8., Gangres@, House, Select Committee Investi-
gating National Defense Migration, Fourth Interim Report, 1942,
p}?q 3&”33

v

“/1pid,, p. 32.
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"lack of planning and coordination' between each of these
agencies and the federal agencies established to evacuate
and detain the Japanese., Particularly, the Committee study
noted that the Federal Reserve banks seemed to emphasize a
policy of immediate liquidation of property rather than
storage, Such a policy, the report held, would hinder
eventual resettlement, Assuming the rapid curtailment of
nanufactured consumer household goods and appliances, it
would be extremely difficult to supply required items either
to the detention sites or to evacuees under any future plan
of reaettlem&nt.zg Because of these suggestions the Division
of Evacuee Property was created as a Department within the
War Relocation Authority, during May 1942, to coordinate
and improve the property storage and liquidation prmgram.zg

In addition to property considerations, the Committee's
final recommendatione stated that it would be unwise, in
view of prevailing hostile public attitudes, for Japanese
evacuees to be privately employed without military guards
in interior communities in the vicinity of detention centers.
Noting that to provide guards for such an undertaking would
constitute a sizeable manpower drain, the Committee suggested
that the War Relocation Authority should give priority to

public projects within the confines of the various centers.

281p1d., p. 13. 221bid., p. 1b.
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Work projects should be selected which would provide a
maximum contribution to the war effort and, to the extent
possible, make the camps self-sustaining.

One final matter receiving attention was what the com-
mittee termed the "grave responsibility" of the War Relocation
Authority to prowmote and provide the '"proper detention atmos-
pherc" for the detainees because a majority of them were
Admerican citizens., The Committee emphasized the serious
obligations that responsible agencies faced in connection
with Japanese removal. Appropriate governmental units, it
was stated, were obligated to provide opportunities for
productive employment that would enable the detainees both
to earn their livelihood and to contribute to the war effort.
Furthermore, at a subsequent date, governmental organs would
be honor-bound, if not legally so, to assist the uprooted
persons in re-establishing their position in post-war Ameri-

can aociaty.so

301hid., pp. 32-33.



CHAPTER V
EXECUTIVE AUTHORITY AND THE EVACUATION PROGRAM

The United States Department of Justice had been in
charge of the enemy alien program from December, 1941, to
February 19, 1942, when President Roosevelt issued Execu-
tive Order No. 9066, As a result of the United States
declaration of war against Japan, the President announced,
on December 7-8, 1941, a series of orders for controlling
enemy aliens residing in the continental United States.

The Attorney General was responsible for implementing the
orders identifying zones from which aliens were excluded,
searching for contraband articles, and interning enemy
aliens whenever their free movement was regarded as danger-~
ous to national aecurity.l

Armed with this authority, the F. B. I. and military
security agents began on December 7 the apprehension of
some two thousand aliens along the West Coast. These
arvests were based on suspect lists compiled by the arresting
agencies prior to the Pearl Harbor attack. The fact that

such arrests were made tended to create an attitude of

lu. 5. Fourth Army, Final Report, p. 3.
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suspicion and added to the uneasiness of residents in
California, Oregon, and washingtcn.z

Numerous attacks on ships leaving Pacific ports further
heightened regional anxiety and led to the suspicion that a
hostile ship-to-shore submarine communications system was
in existence. General DeWitt urged the War Department to,
through coordination with the Justice Department, establish
a program of spot ralds on alien residences in an effort to
seize radio equipment which could be used for this purpose.

Based on this request, representatives of the Justice
and War Departments conferred during January 2-5, 1942, and
established a program whereby searches would be conducted
under the guidance of the ¥. B. 1. To support the issuance
of a warrant to conduct these raids it was necessary to
state only that the premises belonged to an alien anemy.3

The initial handling of enemy alien affairs by ¥. B. I.
agents did not satisfy General DeWitt. His office complained
soon after the establishment of the program that restrictions
on alien travel and contraband possession were not being en-
forced, Representatives at the January conference had also
agreed on the necessity to establish prohibited zones around
strategic locations in the Western Defense Command region.

DeWitt was particularly concerned that such a program was

2Ibid. S1bid., pp. 4-5.
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not being rapidly established. The Department of Justice
apparently realized at the outset that creation of these
restricted areas implied the possibility of a mass mi-
gration of aliens to inland areas. U. 3. Attorney General
Francis Bidlle indicated even prior to the Jsnuary confer-
ence that his organization was iIn no position to direct such
a macs movement. F. B, I. personnel limitations and the
questionable legality of cowplets evacuation apparently in-
fluenced the Department of Justice to take little action.

In any event by mid-January this inaction was producing
gserious interdepartmental conflicts.”
Utilizing procedures outlined in the January meeting
znd relying upon surveys conducted by subordinate commanders,

DeWitt recommended the establishment of 99 prohibited =zones
throughout Qalifornia. Based upon these suggestions, Biddle
degignated the areas "off limits" to enemy aliens and notified
the public through a series of press releases. Subsequently,
DeWitt prepared and submitted similar proposals for additional
prohibited zones in Arizona, Oregon, and Washington. Pending
Departwental study of the need for additional security, Biddle
declined to act immediately on the latter requeata.s Ulti-
mately, on February 9, he advised the Secretary of Var that
Witt's recommendations could not be accepted. His letter

stated in part:

B1pid. S1bid., pp. 6-8.
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Your recommendation of prohibited areas for Oregon
and Washington include the cities of Portland, Seattle
and Tacoma and therefore contemplate a mass evacuation
of many thousands. . . . No reasons were given for
this mass evacuation. . . . I understood that . . .
Lieutenant General DeWitt has been requested to supply
the War Department with further details and further
material before any action is taken on these recom-
mendations. 1 ghall, therefore, awalt your further
advice.

« v+ « The evacuation . ., . from this area would,
of course, present a problem of very great magnitude.
The Department of Justice is not physically equipped
to carry out any mass evacuation. It would mean that
only the War Department has the equipment and personnel
to manage the task,

The proclamations directing the Department of

Justice to apprehend, and where necessary, evacuate

alien enemies, do not, of course, include American

citizens of the Japanese race. If they have to be
evacuated, I believe that this would have to be done

as a military necessity in these particular areas.

Such action, therefore, should in my opinion, be taken

by the War Department and not by the Department of

Justice.

In compliance with Biddle's request for additional sup-
porting data, DeWitt submitted a resume of various military
considerations prompting his proposals. His reply, in effect,
outlined the concept of "military necessity" and spanned
several problem areas relating to Japanese residents. He
particularly cited the failure, or at least inability, of
the ¥, B. I. to enforce contraband regulations.

In reality, searches to discover prohibited items were

frequently difficult to conduct because many alien residences

6‘Ibidd ] ppo 7“‘8.
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were owned and inhabited by Japanese-American citizens and
required the use of a warrant issued in the normal manner.

In some instances the period required to secure such warrants,
according to the F. B. 1., reduced the effectiveness of the
raids. High officials in Fourth Army Headquarters were dis-
turbed by the limited results; however, the spectacular news
releases about F. B. I. raids conducted which produced pro-
hibited items contributed to coastal anti-Japanese attitudes,
The Fourth Army's final report noted not only military concern
for security but also fear that vigilante activity might begin.7

Another stated justification for the "military necessity”
argument wae the often repeated argument-- the geographic
location of Japanese adjacent to military installations. The
military believed that some vast conspiracy planted Japanese
in these areas to secure important defense information. There
seemed to be no means whereby loyal Japanese could be separated
from the disloyal. Customs and the bond of common tradition
made the Japanese society, in the military view, 2 tightly
knit racial group.s

In addition to these factors the numerous Japanese organ-
izations in the Western Defense Command region had engaged in
an assortment of pro-Japanese activities varying from Emperor

worshipping ceremonies to the collection of funds for Japanese

[#]

71bid., pp. 8-9. %1bid., p. Ll.
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army and naval units. The prospectus issued by one of

these fraternal organizations, the Heimusha Kai, advertised

the following goals,

The world should realize that our military action
in China is based upon the significant fact that we
are forced to fight under realistic circumstances. As
a matter of historical fact, whenever the Japanese
government begins a military campaign, we, Japanese,
must be united and everyone of us must do his part.

As far as our patriotism is concerned, the world
knows that we are superior to any other nation, How-
ever, as long as we are staying on foreign soil, what
can we do for our Mother country? . . . Today, we
Japanese in the United States, who are not able to
sacrifice our lives for our National cause are now
firmly resolved to stand by to settle the present war
as early as possible, Ve are proud to say that our
daily happy life in America is dependent upon the
protective power of Great Japan. We are facing a
critical emergency, and we will take strong action
as planned. We do hope and beg you all to cooperate
with us for our National cause,9

This particular concept, the personal identification of
migrant Japanese with the cause of Japan, was a point fre-
quently cited in news articles, speeches, and congressional
coumittee testimony by those fearful of the latent possi-
bility of £ifth column incidents. Of course, organizations
such as the above, submitting a prospectus which very well
may have been drafted in Japan, had no guarantee that each
member in a foreign territory would subscribe to every con-
cept emitted from the homeland. Secondly, the prospectus

discussed and urged support for Japanese military action in

I1bid., pp. 11-12.
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China. Immigrants, because of racial ties, might be willing
to support Japanese militarism, both financially and spirit-
ually, in Asia. On the other hand, they might be quite un-
willing to support such militaristic activities when directed
toward their new homeland, a nation which offered many oppor-
tunities for property ownership, basic freedoms, and an im-
proved living standard, When United States military authori-
ties observed unification between Japanese-American fraternal
organizations, this-- the initial appeal of the United States
and the opportunities it offered-- was an aspect of the matter
which was possibly overlooked,

The Army's f£inal report stressed several additional
reasons for the conclusion that the evacuation of Japanese
from designated areas was a military necessity, As the
resume noted, it was particularly important that steps be
taken to provide maximum security against internal uprisings
in the Western United States,

That part of the States of Washington and California
which lies west of the Cascade and Sierra Nevada Ranges,
is dominated by many waterways, forests, and vital in-
dustrial installations. Throughout the Puget Sound area
there are many military and naval establishments as well
as shipyards, airplane factories and other industries
essential to total war., . ., . The lumber industry is
of vital importance to the war effort. The State of
Washington, with Oregon and California close seconds,
produces the bulk of sawed lumber in the United States.
The large area devoted to this industry affords sabo-
teurs unlimited freedom of action. . . . The petroleum
industry of California and its great centers of pro-

duction for aircraft and shipbuilding are a vital part
of the life blood of a Nation at war,lO

1pid., pp. 15, 17.
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Such points correlated with the Japanese dispersal
argument as it related to the possibility of £ifth column
activity, and further served to illustrate why sabotage was
a regional fear. This anxiety was a summation of not only
the possibility of hostile internal Japanese actions but
also the horror of external invasion.

One writer, touring western cities during February,
1942, to observe coastal war attitudes, reported a "jittery"
atmosphere. Wealthy families, expecting war damage along
the coast, departed urban centers for the relative security
of Arizona and Nevada. Another example of this hysteria
was the victory garden program which in California received
added support from housewives fearful that Japanese truck
farmers would poison vegetables prior to store d&livery.ll

Returning again to the military argument that a hostile
ship~to-~shore cowmmunications system existed, the question
arises as to whether the evacuation of all persons of Japanese
ancestry provided a solution to the signaling problem. During
the early war months news sources reported sightings of signal
lights at sea visible from the coast as well as interceptions
of unidentified radio transmissions. The Army noted in its
final report that " . . . following the evacuation, inter-

ceptions of suspicious or unidentified radio signals and

llLouis Fischer, '"West Coast Perspective,” The Nation,
CLIV (March 7, 1942), p. 277.
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ghore-to-ship signal lights were virtually eliminated and
attacks on outbound shipping from West Coast ports appreci-
ably raduceﬁ.“lz

The Army related the signaling to the hostile actions
of enemy forces in the coastal region. There is an inter-
esting relationship between the West Coast attack incidents
and the evacuation of resident Japanese, Three hostile
actions were perpetrated against the continental United
States in the Pacific coastal region during the course of
the war, The first incident was the submarine shelling of
the Ellwood oil field, twelve miles west of Santa Barbara,
California, on February 23, 1942.13 A similar shelling
occurred in the vicinity of Fort Stephens along the northern

coast of Oregon on June 23, 1942.1h

On September 9, 1942,
an unidentified seaplane was observed flying inland over
the northern Oregon coast line. Several hours after the
sighting United States Forest Service personnel recovered
incendiary boub fragments bearing Japanese markings from a

small crater near the center of a small forest fire in the

area of Brookings, Oregan.ls Damage in all instances was

12y, 5. Fourth Army, Final Report, p. 8.

L3New York Times, February 24, 1942, Sec. 1, p. l.

t41bid., June 23, 1942, Sec. 1, p. L.

151pid., September 15, 1942, Sec., 1, p. L.
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minimal; however, there were rumors of coastal signaling
in connection with each event., 1n all cases police authori-
ties inveetigated the claims and were unable to verify that
eignaling had occurred.

The Fourth Army £inal report made an identification

between signaling and these incidents. The report stated

that

+ » «» the geveral incidents of enemy attacks on West
Coast points . . . were evidences of the successful
comnunication of information to the enemy, information
regarding positive knowledge on his part of our in-
stallations. . ., . The Commanding General, charged as
he was with the mission of providing for the defense
of the West Coast, had to take into account these and
other military considerations. He had no alternative
but to conclude that the Japanese constituted a po-
tentially dangerous element from the viewpoint of mili-
tary security - that wmilitary necessity required their
immediate evacuation to the interior., The impelling
military necessity had become such that any mneasures
other than those pursued along the Pacific Coast might
have been too little and too late.lb

DeWitt could not have ftaken into account" these inci-
dents in making the removal decision because his final recom-
mendation to the Secretary of War which outlined the evacuation
program was dated and forwarded to the Secretary of War on
February 14, 1942, over one week prior to the first coastal

attack.lV Apparently, subordinate military officials drafting

16y, 5. Fourth Army, Final Report, pp. 18-19.

Y71vid., p. a3,
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the final report inclgded the above argument as merely an-
other justification for Japanese removal.

Further, in relation to the two Oregon incidents, Fourth
Army Japanese removal schedules indicated that evacuees were
removed from the Portland assembly point to the various de-~
tention centers during the period, May 26, 1942-- August 10,

194218

Agsuming these dates to be correct, resident Japa-
nese involvement, through signaling or radio communication,
in the incendiary bombing action, would have been impossible
as all Japanese had been removed from the area.

Some who have considered the constitutional implications
of the Japanese episode have discounted the validity of the
official explanation, military necessity, as the basic reason
for evacuation. Rather, the hypothesis has been advanced
that relocation measures resulted from "pressure' on national
officials, particularly on DeWitt and members of hie staff.
Remnants of anti-Japanese groups as well as western state
and local officials have been cited as the source of this
pressure,

Several sources illustrate this suggestion. Bradford

Smith, in his volume, Americans from Japan, states that

. « « the preponderantly loyal Japanese minority were
rounded up in an illegal fashion, chiefly in response
to pressure from a bluntly intolerant, grasping ele-
ment on the Pacific Coast. . . . it was not even

181bid., pp. 282-283.
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mistaken patriotism that caused evacuation but greed
masked as patriotism.l9

Similar views were held by Eugene Rostow. He stated
in 1945 that

The program of excluding all persons of Japanese an-

cestry from the Coastal areas was conceived and put

through by the organized winority whose business it

has been for forty-five years to increase and exploit
racial tensions on the West Coast.20

Morton Grodzins also accepted this analysis. He noted
that the hatred for the Japanese held by large segments of
the West Coast population made evacuation a popular issue.
The war provided an excellent opportunity for pressure to
rid the West of its Japanese population.2l

Grodzins, Rostow, and Smith identified numerous groups
which favored the removal of the Japanese minority from the
Western region. They are not, however, successful in corre-
lating this "pressure'" with the developing process of evacu-~
ation. Smith attempted a correlation with the observation
that the Tolan Committee provided a field day for the special
interests which desired the removal of the Japanese. On the
date that the Tolan Committee ended its hearinge, according
to Smith, DeWitt announced that he would evacuate all Japanese
from the Western Defense Command region. Smith then concluded

that

5 27é93radford Smith, American from Japan, (New York, 1948),

20postow, op. cit., p. 204.
2lGrodzins, op. cit., p. 88.
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. » « the actions of General DeWitt were increasingly

those of a man not sure of himself, or being subjected

to pressures he could not withstand. . . . If the

evacuation was as DeWitt claimed, a military necessity,

why was it necessary on March l2th, but not March 7th?

« « « How did it happen that DeWitt's decision corres-

ponded with the end of the Tolan hearings?22

Smith's analysis was only correct in part. DeWitt's
public announcement of evacuation did correspond with the
conclusion of the Tolan Committee investigation; however,
this did not necessarily mean that DeWitt was influenced by
the activities and results of the Congressional Committee,
Apparently DeWitt's decision was formulated much earlier,
Coastal defense problems were outlined and the exclusion
concept was described in his memorandum of February 14, 1942,
forwarded by DeWitt to the Secretary of War. The document,
sent several days prior to the first Tolan Committee hearing,
contained the recommendation that prohibited zones be created
and that the War Department be empowered to remove both Japa-
nese aliens and citizens from these zones.23

Evidence also indicates that the Western Defense Command
had emergency plans providing for Japanese removal which had
been drafted as early as December, 1941, During May, 1942,

Lieutenant Colonel Bendetsen, DeWitt's Assistant Chief of

Staff, mentioned the existence of such a plan which would

223mith, op. cit., p. 265,

23y, 8. Fourth Army, Final Report, pp. 33-38.




150
have moved Japanese ''practically overnight.” On one
occasion he stated that

Plans were made to move the 113,000 Japanese into al-
ready established Army cantonments in a mass movement
which could have [in the event of an emergency] been
undertaken immediately., Prepared in this manner
against the possibility of fifth column activity, or
for any outbreaks of anti-Japanese feeling, the Army
continued with its plan for a permanent program.2“

Reference to such an emergency arrangement was also

made in the Army volume, Command Decisions. On December 10,

1941, a United States Treasury agent reported to the Army's
Ninth Corps Headquarters in San Francisco that 20,000 Japa-
nege residents in the local area were ready for "organized
action." Reportedly, the Ninth Corps Staff worked until
"Late that night" on a plan for Japanese evacuation, This
incident was reported to Waghington with the " . , . recom-
mendation that plans he made for large scale internment . 2>
The actual extent to which military decisions were
influenced by regional demands will probably never be known.
Until his death in 1962, DeWitt consistently recognized the
position taken in the Fourth Armmy's final report, "military

necessity," as the only factor which brought about the inland

quxnerpted from the Colonel's speech before the Common-
wealth Ciub, 3an Francisco, California, on May 20, 1942, as
cited in Vital Speeches of the Day, VIII (June 15, 1942),
p. S41.

25The Ninth Corps was a subordinate unit of the Fourth
Army. Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Mili-
tary History, Commend Decisions, (Washington, 1960), p. 127.
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transfer, His limited references to the topic after re-
assignment as Cowmandant of the Army and Navy Staff College,

did not deviate from this poaition.ze

The General retired
in 1947 and lived the remainder of his days in Washington,
D. C., undoubtedly aware that the Japanese-American Citizen
League held him primarily responsible for the detention
program. Allegedly, the League planned a sizeable libel

sult against him for his role in the evacuation should he

have ever returned to California.27

Establishing Military Control

The wemorandum, Evacuation of Japanese and Other sub-

versive Persons from the Pacific Coast, submitted by DeWitt

to the Secretary of War on February 14, 1942, recommended
that some method be established whereby the national govern-
ment would provide for total evacuation of all Japanese from
sensitive areas.2® Prior to receiving this communication the
War Department had submitted the following questions in writing
to the President:

1. Is the President willing to authorize us to move

Japanese citizens as well as aliens from restricted
areas?

26New York Times, June 21, 1962, Sec. 1, p. 3l.

27511en R, Bosworth, America's Concentration Camps, (New
York, 1966), p. 247.

28y, 8. Fourth Army, Final Report, p. 25.
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2. Should we undertake withdrawsl from the entire
strip DeWitt originally recoumended, which in-
volves a number of over 100,000 people, if we

included both aliens and Japanese citizens?
5. 5should we undertake the intermediate step in-
volving, say 70,000, which includes moving
Japanese from large communities such as Los
Angeles, San Diego, and Seattle?
4. Should we take any lesser step such as the
establishment of restricted areas around air-
plane plants and critical installations, even
though General DeWitt states that in several,
at least, of the large communitiees this would
be wasteful, involve difficult administrative
problems, and might be a source of more con-
tinuous irritation and trouble than 100 percent
withdrawal from the area?29
On February 11, 1942, Secretary of War Stimson met with
the President to obtain an answer to these questions., During
this meeting Roosevelt expressed complete confidence in mili-
tary planning and told Stimson to do 'whatever is necessary"
under the circumstances. The Presgident authorized the Army
to proceed with citizen and alien evacuation with the cbser-
vation that in all probability there would be repercussions.
He noted, however, that "military necessity'" must remain the
primary consideration. Reportedly, his only qualification
was, '"Be as reasonable as you can.' After the conference

Assistant Secretary of War, John J. McCloy, who alsc attended

the meeting, informed military subordinates, '"We have carte

zgﬂepartm@nt of the Army, Command Decisions, p. 142,
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blanche to do what we want to as far as the President’'s
concerned.”sa

in this respect, Executive Order No., 9066 issued one
week iater werely confirwed the position taken by the Presi-
dent at the conference. The Order further auvthorized the
military to provide transportation, food, shelter, and other
such accomodations as necessary for evacuees., The term "mili-
tary area' was inserted to supercede previously used terms,
"prohibited" or Yrestricted' areas. Further, the document
relieved the Department of Justice of all responsibility for
removal and control of civilians within these zones. The
F. B, 1. did retain investigative respongibility with respect
to specific allegations of sabotage or espionage regardless
of the location within the continental United States, tafriw
tories, or the individuasals involved.3t

In a subsequent press release Attorney General Biddle
stregsed that the Order was issued only after joint War and
Justice Department conferences and upon the recommendation
of each of these agencies. He also emphasized that the Order
did not imply a condition of martial law, that in this instance
there was no abolition of civil rights, and that no civil

processes, including the right to seek a writ of habeas corpus,

301pid.

3ly, 3., Federal Register, February 25, 1942, p. 1407,




had been suspended. Biddle further justified military
intervention by emphasizing the scope of the undertaking.

It was '"perfectly obvious,”" he said, that the Justice Depart-
ment was in no position to cope with the problem as only 350

F. B. I. agents operated along the West Ca&st.az

The Evacuation Program

2
General DeWitt's Fourth Army Public Proclamation No. é?“

was followed by a similar order on March L&, 1942, which
designated the remaining geographical area within the states
of California, Washington, Oregon, and Arizona as Military
Area Number Two. Additional orders issued at later dates
established Idaho as Military Area Number Three, Montana as
Military Arvea Number Four, Nevada as Military Area Number
Five, and Utah as Military Area Number Six. These regions
and the restricted zones created thrrein, were identifiable
by signs erected along roadways in order that persons con-
cerned could be placed on proper naticze‘sq
The military evacuation procedures subsequently developed

ordered the exclusion of the following groups from Military

Area Number One: (A) Japanese aliens; (B) Japanese-American

32New York Times, February 21, 1942, Seec. 1, p. 1.

3“U. 8. Fourth Army, Final Report, p. 32.
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citizens; (C) Enemy aliens other than Japanese aliens; and
(D) All other persons suspected for any reason by the ad-
ministering military authorities to be actual or potential
saboteurs, espionage agents, or fifth columni&ts.ss

Directives initially iesued called for persons in
categories (A) and (C) to be evacuated and interned under
guard at designated locations, Individuals in category
(B) were to be offered an opportunity to accept voluntary
confinement at the time of evacuation and, if they accepted,
to be delivered to the internment centers. Japanese~-American
citizens who rejected the offer were to be excluded from the
region and left to their own resources. Persons in category
(D) were also excluded and could accept internment or re-
settle on their own initiative when insufficient evidence
existed to justify their arrest in relation to fifth column
activity.36

Two points should be emphasized. First, that the
portion of the program which called for the internment of
enemy aliens other than Japanese did not materialize. Second,
that the plan as outlined permitted the voluntary departure
of Japanese-American citizens. The voluntary exodus, which

began on March 2, proved unsatisfactory. Many Japanese

could not afford an inland journey, nor did they know where

351bid., p. 36. Sﬁlbi&., pp. 36-37.
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to relocate, Reports of hostility in central regions created
an attitude of apprehension, State governors and local of-
ficials issued public statements that Japanese, regardless
of citizenship status, were not welcome., Some were turned
back by armed posses at the Nevada border, others were jailed,
and numerous communities posted '"No Japs Wanted' signs. The
Governor of Kansas, Payne Ratner, ordered the state highway
patrol to turn back any Japanese attempting to enter Kansas.37

A similar opinion was expressed by the chief executive
of Arizona. During the Tolan Committee hearings, Governor
Sidney Osborn wrote a letter to the Congressman, dated
February 28, 192, in which he stated that

We do not propose to be made a dumping ground for

enemy aliens from any other state., We do not only
vigorously protest but will not permit the evacuation
of Japanese, German, or Italian aliens to any point
in Arizona. 1 cannot too strongly urge that such
aliens be placed in concentration camps east of the

Rocky Mountains,38

Because of this animosity and the relatively limited

success of the voluntary approach, DeWitt issued Fourth Army

Public Proclamation No. 4 on March 27, 1942, which abruptly

altered Japanese treatment, Whereas the initial wmilitary

order had inatructed them to leave Military Area Number One,

37New York Times, April 2, 1942, Sec. 1, p. 3.

38Grodzins, op. cit., p. 248,
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they were now directed to remain in their home community.
The edict, effective at midnight, March 23, 1942, declared
that

. + o it is necessary in order to provide for the
welfare and to insure the orderly evacuation and
resetilement of Japanese voluntarily migrating
from Military Area No. 1, to restrict and regulate
such migration, . . . the present situation requires
as & matter of military necessity that all alien
Japanese and persons of Japanese ancestry who are
within the limite of Military Area No. 1 . . . are
hereby prohibited from leaving for any purpose until
and to the extent that a future proclamation or order
of this Headquarters shall so permit or direct.39
Proclamation Number Four authorized a2 few exceptions
to its provisions. Doctors, nurses, students and faculty
members of interior universities, and those who had pur-
chased homes outside the military area and were caught by
the freeze could leave Military Area Number One. 'The order
further exempted those persons who desired to join their
immediate families who had previously departed the zone and
also miwed families if either husband or wife was caucasian.
Regarding race, command policy varied. Initially, the
regulations were rigid so as to include those who were only
part Japanese. This policy was altered in the late spring
of 1942 to allow persons of mixed blood (one-half Japanese

or less) to return to, or to remain in the evacuated area

with approval of the intelligence services.*0

393, 5. Fourth Army, Final Report, p. 43.

“GtanBrooak, op. git., p. 122,
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This "freeze deadline produced an immediate large
scale exodus of residents hurrying to take advantage of an
apparent final opportunity for freedowm of movement. With
household goods piled high on automobiles and trucks, Japa-
nese residents slowly wmoved frowm various communal areas such
as San Francisco's "Japantown". HMerchants who had been
liquidating merchandise at a leisurely pace were forced to
8211 the remainder at sacrifice prices. A drugglst, one of
many such cases, reportedly sold his $2,000 stock for $250
in an effort to freely depart the California area and escape
eventual detention.“l A Japanese-American University pro-
fessor, not identified by ﬁame, commented on similar inei-
dents:

I was down there then. A woman would come into a

house without even asking and demand, 'What you

got to sell?' If the people didn't want to sell,

they tried to force them to. Buyers were everywhere,

offering small prices for things. People would try

to keep them out but they would force their way in. 42

Such examples have been frequently cited by authorities
who have examined the economic effects of internwent on the
Japanese. The comments of an unidentified college student

interviewed at the Poston, Colorado, detention center illus-

trated that Japanese problems prior to evacuation were not

all economically oriented.

4lyew York Times, March 29, 1942, BSec. 1, p. 40.

42¢0ited in Alexander H. Leighton, The Governing of Men,
(Princeton, 1945), p. 39.
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Coming howe from school I was told that all
Buddhist reverends had been taken to the city jail
and the wife of one preacher was also taken, leaving
behind their two small daughters without any care.

It was hard to explain such 'Gestapo' methods to my
parents and other older people to whom I had often
said that the American Government would not be unjust
in whatever it did. The strain and the tension on

the men in the community was terrific, Most of thenm
had a little parcel of food, night shirt, etc., ready
in case they were next on the list. It was a pathetic
sight to see their facea., It was as if they were
awaiting en execution,43

As noted previously evacuation centered almost ex-
clusively on persons of Japanese ancestry. Although the
early military regulations required the remowval of alien
enemies other than Japanese, the Fourth Army did not remove
either Italian or German aliens or citizene. Reasons for
this diversity in treatment were several and revolved around
the image of resident Germans, Italians, and Japanese held
by Americans in 1942, As far as the administration of the
military's removal program was concerned, residents of
Buropean extraction were not disturbed on orders from the
Secretary of War., On Pebruary 20, 1942, Secretary Stimson
forwarded a comnunication to General DeWitt which read in
pact:

I desire, so far as military requirements permit,
that you do not disturb, for the time being at least,

Italian aliens and persons of Italian lineage except
where they are, in your judgement, undesirable or

“31pid., p. 19.
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constitute a delinite Jenger to the performence of

your mission to defend the West Coast. . . . I

consider such percons e be potentially less darger-

OUSs » . & Because of the size of the Italian popu-

lation . . . their inclusion in the general plan

would greatly overtax our strangth.“ﬁ

To carry the evacuation program to completion it was
obviously necessary to create appropriate administrative
machinery for assistance to, and control of, persons removed
from restricted locatione. Thus, on March 10, DeWitt created
by military order the Wartime Civil Control Administration
(hereafter cited as the W. C, C. A.). Lieutenant Golonel
Karl R. Bendetsen was appointed to head the organization.
This agency was responsible for the actual physical removal
of Japanese and for coordinating the activities of other
agencies seeing to their welfare.

in total, forty-eight W. C. C. A. offices were eventu-
ally established within Military Area Number One near lo-
cations of high Japanese concentration. 1In addition to the
military personnel assigned to duty with the organization,
the U, 3. Departments of Agriculture, Treasury, Commerce,
Interior, the Office of Emergency Management, and other
agencies all provided staff assistance and representatives,

Not only did the W. C. C. A. direct the transfer, but they

were also avallable for guidance in property storage or

““U. 5. Fourth Army, Final Report, p. 25.
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disposal, financial or social welfare assistance, and coun-
seling on other individual problems potential evacuees might

exparience.uﬁ

Japanese Detention

The establishment of detention facilities constituted
a separate phase in the overall relocatlon program. After
Executive Order 9066 was issued during February, 1942, Justice
Department and military officials conferred in Washington rela-
tive to the possibility of establishing a separate agency to
undertake Japanese detention after the Army completed the
evacuation. A primary Army econce.n was that military resources
should not be used for purposes not actually essential to the
successful conduct of the war. Based then, upon the recommen-
dation of the Justice and War Departments, President Roosevelt
issued Executive Order 9102, March 18, 1942, which established
the War Relocation Authority as an agency within the Office
of Emergency Managament.“é Milton 8. Eisenhower, an official
of the U, 5. Department of Agriculture, was appointed di-

rector of the newly created mrganizatien.“y The mission of

#51bid., pp. LLl-43.

bérnig agency will hereafter be cited as the W. R, A,
U, 5., Federal Register, March 20, 1942, p. 2165,

uyﬂew York Times, March 14, 1942, Seec, 1, p. 14,
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the W. R, A. was to provide for the detention of evacuees
and to agsume responsibility for theilr personal needs during
the period. The organization supervised their activities
and employment in industrial, commercial, agricultural, and
public works projects, and established a program for their
£inal relocation and reaettlamant.“g

Prior to the issuance of Proclamation Number Four, when
it was assumed that the evacuation would be a voluntary one,
at least for the Japanese-American citizeng, DeWitt had d4i-
rected the establishment of two detention facilities, at
Manzanar, California, in Owens Valley, and the Colorado
River War Relocation Center, This second site was situated
oni the Colorado River Indian Reservation in Arizona, along
the Arizona-California border., The original plan was that
each of these centers would have a capacity of 10,000 persons,
and would provide quarters for all eneumy aliens, those Japa-
nese-American citizens unable to provide for their personal
evacuation, and other individuals who were forcibly removed
from restricted areas, When total evacuation under military
supervision became the policy, it wae obvious that two re-
location centers would not be sufficient., Accordingly, the

We G, C. A. sought the assistance of R. L. WNicholson, Western

“8y, 8., Federal Register, March 20, 1942, p. 2165,
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U, 8. Regional Director for the Works Progress Adminis-
tration, in the selection and construction of additional
internment faciliti&@.qg

The scope of the program, as it developed after Procla-
mation Number Four, established the impracticability of
attempting evacuation and relocation in the same operation.
It became evident that intermediate assembly facilities
were necessary. Therefore, assembly centers were selected
within each zone to be evacuested, near Japanese communities,
to provide a central point for military vehicles to load
evacuees, Falrgrounds and race tracks were primarily chosen.
Fifteen locations were sclected, twelve in California, and
one each in the states of Washington, Uregon, and Arizona,>0
California's famed Santa Anita Park was utilized chiefly
because of its proximity to Los Angeles., Evacuees were
either transferred or came on their own volition to these
areas, and, as permanent detention centers were completed
by advance parties of Japanese workmen or Works Progress
Administration construction personnel, they were moved to
their permanent facilities,.

The task of the ¥. R. A., as initially seen by its

officials, was two-fold, First, the organization would

%%y, s. Fourth Army, Final Report, pp. 44-46.

901pid., r. 48.
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provide financial assistance to Japanese during the transfer
period, and, secondly, it would establish small work camps
of the CGivilian Conservation Corps style throughout the
Nation. Such sites were to contain from 1,000 to 1,500
evacuees, The administration thought that at each of these
locations some of the camp residents could be employed in
nearby communities within commuting distance of the de-
tention center. Hopefully, some might eventually be re-
settled in these locations, Others would be employed on
public works projects such as land development, farm pro-
duction, and the wmanufacture of war materials all within
the confines of the center.>l

Eisenhower announced this small camp program on April 2,
1942; however, the plan had to be abandoned during mid-April
when it became evident during a conference of W, R. A., state,
and military officials that state authorities were unwilling
to suppoert it. 3Some governors charged that West Coast states
were merely attempting to eliminate long standing social
problems by transferring Japanese inland. Others suggested
the possibility of civil reaction in the form of vigilanti&m.sz
Because of this adverse criticism the ¥W. R. A. developed the
program of mass detention. While formulating this change,

Eisenhower report.dly informed the President that "A

51tenBroek, op. eit., p. 122, 52Ibici.
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genuinely satisfactory relocatlon of the avacuees into
American Life must awalt the end of the war when the pre-
valling attitudeg of incressing bitterness have been re-
placed hy tolersnce and uméav&tanﬂimg.“ﬁg

The "mass detention” solution was particularly peopular
with militery authorities, Hvacuation and transfer could
remaln simple. With limited dispersion, fewer troops could
effect the move. Alao, a limited number of army personnel
would be required to police the detention centers,

During the late spring of 1942 the W, R. A. established
several large relogation aites. The Manzenar Center, built
by the Army prior to the creation of the V. R. A., was
tranaferred to the new agency’s jurisdliotion on June 1,
1942, 'The Colorado Aramy Center was s2lso eventually re-
leased to the W, R, A, Light additlonal sitea wevre se-~
lected, and all were in operation by November, 1942, Be-
cange of gome difificulty in securing sulteble locations, es
well as the Low pricrity glven the agency for secouring wna-
terials and equipment, the final transfer from the assembly
areas to the permanent facilities was deleyed in some in-

& 4
stances te four montha. ot

>Jhs cited in Ibid., pp. 123-134,

Shphese Logations are identified and briefly descoribed
in Appendix I, p. 196. U, &, Fourth Army, Final Report, p. 5L.
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Camp Facilities and Evacuee Reaction

The overall design of the centers, as well as that of
individual barracks, presented a problem as no precedent
for such housing existed. 1In devising a construction fore-
mat, authorities determined that permanent buildings were
neither necessary nor desirable., Construction should be as
economical as posgsible to avoid the utilization of critical
materials and should proceed without delay as it was obvi-
ously desirable to relocate the Japanese from the assembly
locations as quickly as possible. Camps bore sowme similarity
to military installetions; however, an unylelding, standard-
ized use of military construction planes was not considered
satisfactory. The requirements for quartering troops differed
from those of housing women, children, and elderly persons
on a semi-permanent basis, Building plans were ultimately
developed by the Wartime Civil Control Administration and
provided the basis for the trend toward uniformity in con-
struction at the various locationg.>>

The centers provided the necessities of life but Ffew
of the comforts. There was some limited diversity in con-
struction and equipment because of material shortages, but
in most instances housing consisted of barracks structuves,

twenty by one hundred feet, These were usually divided into

S31bid., p. 264.



one room "apartments," twenty by twenty feet, with one
family assgigned to each apartment. Exterior walls and

roofs were commonly of shiplap or other sheathing material
covered with tarpaper. Toilet, bath, and laundry facilities
were included in a separate building and served all barracks
in one block, Centers designed for 10,000 persons usually
contained thirty-six housing blocks, Inside the individual

56

rooms one drop light was provided. A resident commented

that the roomsg contained only
« « « bare boards, knct-holes through the £loor and
into the next epartment, heaps of dust, and for each
person an army cot, & blanket and a sack which can be
filled with straw to make a mattress. There is nothing
else, no shelves, closets, chairs, tables, or screens.
In this space five to seven pecople, and in a few cases
eight men, women and their children are to live in-
definitely,.57
Mess halls with facilities for seating three hundred
persons were standard., A kitchen equipped with three ranges,
electric refrigeration, sinks and hot water was included in
each wess ball. OUne recreation building was constructed for
each block of twelve barracks. A central hospital was in-
stalled in each center and consisted of gurgical rooms and
equipment, x-ray units, a dental clinic, wards including an

isolation section, and a wmortuary. BEach was provided with

drug and medical supplies requisitioned through the Office

561bid., p. 243,

57y, 8. Fourth Army, Final Report, pp. 265-275.
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of the Surgeon General, Western Defense Command. Bedding,
foodstuffs, and other subsistence items were furnished by
the Quartermaster of the Western Defense Command. Many of
these supplies came from the assenbly points as these areas
were cleared of evacuees and ceased to be necessary.

An administrative section for each project contained
buildings which served as non-evacuee resident dormitories
for supervisory personnel, offices, warehouses, post office,
fire station, and a camp exchange. The residence area for
military police was separated from the center proper, and
the necessary wmilitary buildings, headquarters, wmess hall,
and barracks, were consolidated in this sector,>8

Throughout the program, and particularly during the
early months, there were seemingly insurmountable problenms
relating to construction, material procurement, and co-
operation between the several participating agencies. De-
cisions to obtain certain items of equipment were frequently
delayed because of uncertainties as to whether the particulsar
wmatter was within the jurisdiction of the Var Relocation
Authority, the Wartime Civil Control Administration, the
Office of Emergency Management, or some other orgenization.
Considering the sheer size of this governmental undertaking,

the speed with which the program was instituted, and the

381p1d.
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general war-induced emergency atmosphere of the peried, such
confusion seems understandable,>’

The reception process at each relocation project became
known by administrative personnel as "intake' and imprinted
a lasting impression on all who witnessed or participated
in it., Alexander Leighton, an dwminiastrator at the Poston,
Colorado, detention center recalled that as

« « o the bus stops, ite forty occupants quietly peer

out . . . a friend is recognized and hands wave . . . .

the people look tired and wilted . . . they have been

on the bus for twenty-four hours and have been hot
since they crossed the Sierras ., . . they begin to

file out of the bus, clutching tightly to children

and bundles, Military Police escorts anxiously help

and guides direct them in English and Japanese, They

are sent into mess halls where girls hand them ice
water, salt tablets and wet towels. 1In the back are
cots where those who faint can be stretched out, and
the cots are usually cccupied,60

The Project Director of the Colorado River Center com-
mented that recollections of the "intake!" process would
remain with him longer than any of his varied experiences
with the project., The arrivals appeared lost, not knowing
what to do or think. On one occasion he observed a woman
standing, holding her four-day-old baby, and he sent her
with the child to his roowm to rest. Another official from
this Center recalled a vivid picture of new arrivals in an

"apartment.” The elderly mother, who had been in a hoaspital

9eighton, op. cit., p. 91. 6015i6., pp. 63-64.

i
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some years, was propped on her baggage being fanned by
daughters, while the son was hurriedly attempting to set up
a bed., Shortly thereafter the elderly woman died.al

Another reaction to detention appeared in The Nation

during June, 192. Marion R. Parsons, a faculty wmember in
the Department of Home BEconomics, University of California,
forwarded to the editor a letter from a previous student.
Parsons did not identify the student or the center, stating,
"1 do not know how the neighboring American citizens would

be disposed toward criticism of their local assembly center.”
The letter read in part:

We are now in our 'apartwent' . . . having arrived

here yesterday after a heavy shower. . . . lunch was

2 horrid affair - one frankfurter, a mess of overbeiled
cabbage, white bread and rice. . . . The apartments
are rooms with four, six, and eight beds. Usually they
assign one apartment to a family . . . since they will
not allow less than four in one room my brothers are
living with me., . . , My parents feel humiliated but
are quite resigned. I admire their stoicism or what-
ever it is that enables them to hold up under so wmuch.
. « « Last night it rained -- for many people on their
beds. Our head nurse says she cries every night when
she thinks of the old folks, many of whom will most
Likely die here very soon, and of the children, who
don't understand why they can't leave this horrid
place., . . . Until our dying day we'll not forget.62

A similar letter from a detainee, Ted Nakashima, appeared

in The New Republic. He described the plight of his family,

6lieighton, op. cit., p. 66.

63Amonymoum, The Nation, LCV (June 6, 1%42), p. 666.
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thoroughly American in background, and their early period
in and initisl reaction to an unidentified assembly center.
After the usuel complaints in reference to facilities and
food, the writer mentioned his personal feelings:

It all seems so futile, struggling, trying to live

our lives under this useless, regimented life. The

senselessness of all this inactive manpower, Elec~

tricians, plumbers, draftsuen, mechanics, carpenters,

painters, farmers -- every trade -~ men who are able

and willing . . . thousands of men in these camps,

energetic, quick, alert, eager for hard constructive

work, « « » I left a fine American home which we

built with our own hands. I left a life, highballs

with our American friends on weekends, a carpenter,

lLaundry truck driver, architect, airlines pilot --

good friends, friends who would swear by us.03

There are other reports of Japanese attitndes and re-
actions recorded in sociological investigations conducted
at the centers. The author of one such study reported that
some detainees simply considered the total program un-
necesgsary because Japanese had not engaged in £1ifth column
activity. These persons thought that they were the victims
of racial prejudice and war hysteria, Many were fearful that
they might eventually be required to return to Japan., Others
envigioned thirty or forty years of economic struggle de-
stroyed by the requirement to depart their houwe ragiwn.ég
A report from an individual who was detained at the

Tule Lake detention site described some of the social problems

63Teﬁ Nakashima, "Concentration Camp: U, 8, 3tyle,”
The New Republic, CLIV (June 15, 1942), pp. 822-823.

64L@ightom, op. cit., pp. 45-36.
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and group conflicts among the Japanese during confinement.
in this study interviewees were identified only by code
number -- in this instance, CH-6L,
We hear all this talk about cooperative camp living,
Camp living was an utter failure as there were too
many factions and jealousies. . . . There were con-
flicts between J. A, C, L. vs. non-J. A. C. L. members,
apanese-American Citizen League] fights between
church groups, and fights between Nisei cliques [second
generation Japanese]. Some of these small groups formed
coalitions with each other and Tule Lake was a hotbed of
group struggles., 1 was pretty diegusted with the con-
stant complaints of the Issei [first generation Japanese].
The Issei tended to be anti-administration on every
issue, even those which would have benefited them. My
ownt reaction to all these conflicts was to withdraw

into my private life and do as little as possible for
the community.65

Puring the war years the American public did not, in
many instances, receive an accurate picture of center fa-
cilities and living conditions. Journalistic evaluations
tended to gloss over some of the undesirable aspects of camp
1ife, One such repart,as relating particularly to the
Manzanar site, emphasized the opportunity for detainees to
cultivate vast arid western lands, locations such as the
Colorado River Deltae in Arizona previously untilled and "as
rich as the fabulous valley of the Nile." In an obvious

reference to the patriotic aspects of detention and food

65ﬁ0rothy S. Thomas, The Salvage, (Los Angeles, 1952),
p. 560.

66Lawrence Davig, "Japanese at Vork for the United
States," New York Times Magazine, Cune 21, 1942) p. 172,
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production, the article stressed the wartime emergency,

the necessity to wmobilize America's resident Japanese to
"make the deserts blossom.” In the case of facilities, it
was stressed that Manzanar contained "700 one story buildings,
ineluding recreation halls, arts, crafts, and hobby centers."
Pictures of cheerful, smiling Japanese were included which
could give a reader the impression that govermmental concern
Eor detainee welfare resgulted in the creation of a western
regort atmosphere.

Colliers examined detention in a feature article complete
with color photographs on location and a panoramic snow-topped
mountain background. This article stressed the absence of
military restrictions inside the camp area, and the friendly
attitude of inhabitants. Center life was compared with life
in the average American small town.

YTou wander around, up and down the streets, noting

what you see, and suddenly you realize there is almost

nothing very unusual here, It's just another typical

American city - the sort of boom town the West has

been familar with for decades.67

An article in Business Week, and to a lesser extent one

in Life, also noted the more acceptable conditions of re-
ception centers. Few references were made to miseries created

by impreper shelter, limited interior furnishings, shortages

67Jim4Marshall, "The Problem People,'" Colliers, CX
(August 15, 1942), p. S50,
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of building materials, limited farm equipment, improper
food, unpaved streets, and barbed wire which enclosed the
compaumd*ég

At least one official governmental report should be
included in this group. In 1943 the U, 3. O0ffice of War

Information, Domestic Branch, produced a motion picture en-

6
titled, Japanese Relocation. 9 The £ilm, narrated by Milton

Eisenhower, was made available for public viewing through

the U, S, Office of Education, In some areas the f£ilm was
inaccurate, Eisenhower reported that the Army provided

vans to transport household goods for evacuees to assembly
and detention centers. According to the Fourth Army Final
report, evacuees could take with them only what they could
hand carry. Further, the f£ilm reported that assembly centers
provided "excellent housing and plenty of healthful food For
all." This last point cannot be correlated with the experi-

ences of many detainees.

68"Businasa in Evacuation Centers,' Business Week, (July
18, 1942), pp. 19-20, "Coast Japs are Interned in Mountain
Gamp, " Life, XII (April 6, 1942), pp. 15-19. Articles in
Colliers, Business Week, and Life are cited only to illustrate
a popular journalistic method of portraying camp life to the
American public. Realizing that many articles appearing in
such sources are not scholarly efforts, they are nevertheless
an important media affecting the formation of American atti-
tudes.

£
6jU. 5. Office of War Information, Japanese Relocation,
Motion Picture, (Washington, D, C., 19437,
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For instance, Mime QOkubo and her brother entered the
race track assembly center at Tanforan, California, during
June, 1942, and remsained there for several weeks. When
they departed the bus at Tanforan they were searched for
knives and razors and examined to see whether they had been
vaccinated. They were then nssigned to stable 16, stall 350.
The floor was covered in manure, After standing in the mess
line for an hour they received boiled potatoes and two slices
of bread, After supper the two were issued bed ticking bags
and told to "stuff them with straw." They stated that for
a long time they " . . . Jjust sat on these, listening to
the gradually subsiding murnur of hundreds of bewildered
93091@"70

Japanese student relocatees were instrumental in calling
attention to the plight of the internees and improving the
image of Japenese in the United States. Some had voluntarily
trangferred from western universities prior to the exclusion
order, Others were relessed 2fter a period of detention to
continue their education at universities in the interior,
Reports which reached center authorities indicated that

their treatment was vastly different than that received on

70B03wnrth, op. ¢it., pps 116-117. The previously cited

studies of Leighton and Thomas include numerous examples of
treatment similar to that experienced by Okubo.
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the Coast. One girl reported that the President of the
college to which she transferred was waiting in the rain
upon her arrival at three o'clock in the morning at the
local railway station. The student advisor at the Manzanar
center reportedly informed departing students that in their
future conversations they should stress the contributions of
their people to the Nation's war effort; Japasnese in the
United 3tates Army, the agriculture and wanufacturing ac-
tivities of the detainees, This approach, according to the
adviscr, would do the Japanese in America more good than
discussions about injustices and discriminatory treatment.’ Lk

Even more significant in "image portrayal” were the

¥ -

achievements of the two World Var II Japanese-American Army
units, The first, the 100th Infantry Battalion made up of
Hawalian national guardsmen, was a leading component in the
United States advance into Italy. Of the 1000 men assigned
to the unit, approximately 300 were killed and 650 were
wounded during the Italian campaign. The second organization,
the 442nd Regimental Cowbat Team, was formed during 1943 of
volunteers from the various internment camps. Operating alsc

in the Buropean theater, with the normal complement of anprowi-

mately 35000 troops, it reportedly suffered 4500 casualities,

/iCitad in Leonard J. Arvington, The Price of Prejudice,
(Utah State University, 1962), p. 35.
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over 500 were killed in action, and received unit and indi-
vidual citations to the extent that it has the distinction
of being the wmost decorated unit in United States military

hiatary.72

721bid., pp. 35-36.



CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSTION

Three years after Pearl Harbor the Western Defense
Command terminated their rule in the evacuation-detention
program, The policy change became effective on January 2,
1945, CQCorrespondingly, on this same date the War Relocation
Autheority announced a decision to close all relocation centers
during 1945, Instructions were forwarded to these sites ad-
viging administrators to terminate crop production, industrial
activity, and to prepare to close the center schools by the
end of the spring term.l

The Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation was the agency
directly responsible for disposition of center property. As
an example, at the Topaz location, after wmovable property had
been inventoried and in some instances transferred to other
federal units, the center was processed for liquidation.
Eventually it was sold for one dollar per acre; buildings
valued at $4.5 million were purchased at nominal fees by
Utah State Agricultural College, public achools, agricultur-
aliste, or Utah businessmen. Camp residents were returned
to the main stream of American society. Topaz returned to

the desert from which it came. Today zll tha* has remained

lyew York Times, December 18, 1944, Sec. 1, p. 1.
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is a laundry boiler smokestack and a maze of concrete foun-
dations.?

In the intervening years, assimilation, one historic
complaint against Japanese-Americans has occurred. "Little
Tokyos'", in the main, have digsolved, The residents of these
locations, possibly in part due to wartime confinement, have
developed a spirit of independence and have merged into
American society. Entering all walks of life, both pro-
feszione and trades, this wminority has left its permanent
mark, one not achieved by parade, placard, or rict, but
rather through dedication, the silence of confinement, and
the passage of time., Undoubtedly one could find along the
West Coast segregated churches, communities, or social
groups. These, however, are less frequently observed in
the modern period. 3ince World War II the Japanese have
found friendliness, freedom of occupation, and relatively
few barriers to community integration., In this context,
as harsh, disruptive, and inconvenient as coastal removal
was, it can, to an extent, be viewed as a "blessing in dis-
guise,”

ITwenty-six years after the fact, if one considers the

evacuation as simply an incident on the stage of history,

g&rrington, op., cit., p. 4l.

Wresistormr——
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it would be difficult to contest the govermmental action as
other than a tragic and costly blunder. In evaluating causes,
it seems evident that underlying public acceptance of and
support for the program were prejudices and discriminatory
treatment which extended to the earliest years of Oriental
immigration into western states., The immediate reasons for
these prejudices were varied and numercus. They included
economic competition, differing physical, traditional, and
moral characteristics, a language barvier contributing to
the lack of association between caucasian and Japanese, and
the fear that the inereasing '"Oriental horde' would restrict
western territorial development as "truly American.”

Such attitudes established the Oriental, ultimately
the Japanese, as a stereotype wherein the yellow man was
concelved as a sub-human whose economic and social position
was beneath that of the white American. State alien land
legislation, the San Francisco school incident, the "Gentle-
man's Agreement” excluding Japanese labor, early Chinese
exclueion measures, and Japanese exclusion under the 192k
Inmigration Act were major examples of discriminatory treat-
ment.

White supremacy was publicized and advocated by individual
exclusioniste, such as McClatchy and Phalen. Organizations

including the Oriental Exclusion League, the Joint Immigration
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Committee, the Native Sons, and in later years the American
Legion, attempted to iwmpress on the American public various
moral, soclal, and economic dangers inherent in Asian immi-
gration, During the years 1300-1941, advocates of these
views unknowingly created an atmosphere whereby, given the
proper conditions, a resident Japanese removal program could
be developed with general public approval. World War IIX
provided those conditions.

During the years after exclusici, hostility toward
Japanese-Americans decreased but did not vanish. This trend
developed because the passage of exclusion legislation repre-
sented victory to the anti-Japsnese groups and resulted in
a temporary loss of interest in further restrictions. During
the period 1924-1%41, Japanese achieved only limited social
and economic integration., Causes were undoubtedly cowmmunal
Japanese living and remaining regional animosity based on
the tradition of anti-Oriental sentiment.

The force of this regionsl animosity was released after
the 1941 Hawaiian disaster. Initiaslly, the existence or
extent of local Japanese involvement in the Pesrl Harbor
bowmbing was unknown. There were conflicting reports, Coastal
hysteria received some nourishment f£rowm hearszy, false reports,
rumors emitted by governmental officials or from journalistic

sources. HNavy Secretary Knox advanced the theory, immediately
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after viewing damage to American-Hawaiian facilities, that
a £ifth column ring wae in operation, Hie hypothesis and
investigation received widespread attention in the press,
Along the West Coast, as suspects were arrested and "contra-
band" seized, the public clamor increased for restrictions on
Japanese-~Americans.

Amnplifying the importance of these factors were news
reports from the Pacific., Guam, Hong Kong, and Manila fell
to the Japanese. Wake Island, Bztaan, and other island
aveas were under heavy attack. Sowme form of Japanese action
against the Awmerican mainland seemed a definite possibility.
Given this background, many white citizens, naturally and
logically, began to question the loyalty of a minority which
could be racially identified with the enemy. The allegations
of disloyalty were well circulated before Hawaliian investi-
gative authorities were able to refute the argument that
local Japanese were involved in the December disaster.

No one factor seemed to place the American-Japanese in
this difficult position, though some wmight be classed as
primary. A damaging blow was struck by the investigation of
the U. 5. House Un-American Activities Committee and the

release of its Report on Japanese Activities. Purporting

to demonstrate the extent of a fifth column within the United

States, the study pictured numerous techniques which the
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Committee identified as being used by Japanese agentes in
the conduct of esplonage and sabotage.

The fact that prominent figures, including California
Attorney General Warren and news columnist Walter Lippmann,
could take the absence of mwainland sabotage as an indication
that resident Japanese were refraining from violations of
internal security while awaiting Tokyo instructions, illus-
trated the hopeless paradox Ffacing Japanese in America.
American harbingers seemed to assure the public that sabo-~
tage would occur. After World War II and from the vantage
point of hindeight, some of the outspoken were able to re-
congider their position. Los Angeles Mayor Bowron was one
such person, Appearing before a Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee of the Judiciary, House of Representatives, which
held hearings during 1954 for the purpose of examining
Japanese-American property claims, he testified:

I was wmayor during all of the war period , . . and I

know of the hysteria, the wild rumors, the reports,

that pexrvaded the atmosphere and worried a great many
of us in responsible positions. We were quite dis-
organized, . . . There were wmany rumors £loating
around, as a result of which, this order of evacuation
was made. . . . I rather hold myself somewhat re-
sponsible, with others. . . . I realize that great
injustices were done. . . . I thought it was the
right thing to do at the time; in the light of after
events, I think it was wrong, now . . . I have been
impressed with the fortitude of the Japanesze people,

the way they took it, and then how they came back and
reestablished themselves in this community.3

3u. 8., Congress, House, Subcommittee No. 5 of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, Hearings: Japanese-American Evagu-~
ation Claius, 83rd Cong., 2Ind sess., y D. 232.
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Otheras, among them the present Chief Justice of the United
States Supreme Court, have aimply shrouded their opinions
in silence aince the war.

During the early war months public feeling and official
orders seemed to be a reaction to the realization that the
Japanesce were dispersed, through residence or employment,
near most strategic locations and defense installations.

In fact, several coastal authorities took the position that
this development had been planned and had fifth column impli-
cations. Therefore, it was argued, since loyal Japanese
could not be distinguished from the disloyal, evacuation and
detention were the logical course of action. To those who
favored removal, anything less than total segregation and
incarceration was '"too little and too late."

A most valuable source for measuring coastal reaction
toward local Japenese in 1942 was the heerings conducted by
the Tolan Committee. The region's major pro-evacuation
advocates appeared, including state and local officials,
Jjournalists, representatives of agricultural, laber, and
business interests, and the agents of various patriotic
groups. They argued for removal based chiefly on the common
fear that widespread sabotage and espionage would erupt 1if
this course of action were not taken., Other supporting

argunents which were mentioned, the posgibility of vigilante
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reprisala against the Japanese minority, Japanese-American
support for Japan's militarism, and the basic argument, the
difficulty of separating the loyal from the disloyal.

One who reviews the transcript today is asmazed at the
lack of a non-questioning attitude on the part of Committee
members, Social contributions of Japanese-Americans were
not recalled. The fact thsat they had been lLaw-ablding and
that none had been tried on f£ifth column charges was ap-
parently forgotten., Committee members simply sgeemed to be
immune te these arguments and unable to consider the possi-
bility that continued Japanese residence in the Western
bDefense Command region would be peaceful.

In addition, the fact that an evacuation-~detention
program could be formulated under executive and legislative
sanction without knowledge or consideration of evidence
presented before the Tolan group is a sad commentary on
coordination and cooperation between governmental units
during time of war. If the Committee had convened several
weeks earlier, if a final decision on the question had been
delayed until the hearing results were evaluated and published,
or if Committee members themselves had not held preconceived
attitudes, they umight have forestalled, reduced in scope, or
even eliminated the entire evacuation program,

None of these things happened, however, and the removal

policy was formulated during the tense, early period of
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hostilities, Uppermost in the mnivds of authorities was the
apparent effectiveness of the £ifth column as it existed in
the Buropean theatre. Parther, the war at first was a losing
struggle and the Pearl Harbor disaster had been a serilous
setback. Because of the uncertainties of the f£inal cutcome
it was understandably difficult for civilian officials to
question and overrule respongible decisions of the Army.
When the latter explained the situstion in military termi-
nology, the requirement for Japanese removal became simply
"military necessity," and steps were taken to make it
official policy.

After this recommendation was forwarded to Washington,
higher officials approved it for a number of reasons, Some
may have found it difficult to oppose a military leader
during time of war, others possibly feared civil reaction to
the continued integration of the Japanese minority in the
West Coast region. Authorities may have identified Japanese
successes in the Pacific with the likelihood of an organized
internal conegpiracy, or they may have been convinced of the
neceasity of a security protection program bhecause of Euro-
pean experiences with Nazi intelligence agents. These
explanations were, however, no justification for the de-
tention program implemented.

What then would constitute justification? It would

seem that a nation contemplating such a task should have
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strong evidence to indicate that an organized fifth column
exists. Dispersed residence of long standing in strategic
areas, possible external attacks, the existence of racial
fraternal organizations and language schools remotely related
to the enemy, and the possession of cameras, radios, and
weapons when all wembers of the national society owned such
items were, in this instance, given too much weight in
reaching a decision. Before any group within a democratic
society is required to sacrifice freedom of movement or of
residence, that nation should have experienced some internal
sabotage which can conclusively be attributed to some national
segment or should have direct evidence that such action is
contemplated and is imminent. At this point a decision should
be made to effect either a condition of wmartial law or to in-
vestigate and prosecute persons involved in sabotage-espionage
congpiracies on an individual basis,

Following this reasoning the 1942 evacuation was certainly
not militarily necessary. One hypothesis advanced since World
War I1II has held that this judgment was reached only after
responsible wmilitary officials succumbed to regional pressure.
Certainly these pressures existed either as the result of long
range racial difficultles or were based on attitudes formu-
lated as a result of the immediate confrontation with Japan.
But, to explain the detention program in this manner is in-

complete, if not incorrect.
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One could defend the position that, rather than
"preasure," exclusion activists produced a background, an
atmosphere of approval, whereby the wmilitary, specificsally
DeWitt and Bendetsen, could create a plan for solving a
problem of internal security with regional applause.
Regional hostility, then, would constitute civilian support
for a program which the army could justify as a wise and
necessary course of action. The initial emergency Japanese
removal plan, drafted by the Western Defense Command during
December, 1941, would strongly support this positi@n.q

A formal recommendation sent from DeWitt's office to
Army General Headquarters further i1llustrates the minimal
effect of regional pressure, In this letter DeVitt suggested
that all alien subjects of enemy nations, fourteen years of
age and over, be removed to inland locations, It is interesting
to note that the term "alien subjects'" was used. One would
assume, then, that the General was referring to Japanese,
German, and Italisn aliens., The letter, however, further
stated:

Records indicate that there are approximately 40,000

such enemy aliens and it is believed that they con~

gtitute an immediate and potential menace to vital
neasures of defense.d

bsee Chapter Five, p. 149,

sbepartment of the Army, Coumand Decisions, p. 142,




189
The figure, 40,000, was the approximate number of Japanese
aliens in the Western Defense Command region and the number
who were eventually placed in relocation camps. Apparently
army officiale were either improperly informed azs to the
total number of enemy alien subjects in the wvegion, or they
planned £rom the beginning to evacuate only wmembers of the
Japanese race,

Regardless which above position is wvalid, the "military
expedlency” of evacuation further negated the role of public
pressure, The primary wmilitary mission of the Western Defense
Command was the defense of the Western United States. The
major threat to the successful execution of this objective
was the dquestionable loyalty of the Japanese in the area,
Hence, elimination of this Orientel faction served to ad-
vance the security of the region and aided the accomplish-
nment of the Command mission,

DeWitt was certainly aware of the consequences of poorly
planned defense efforts. The effects of the Hawalian attack
were immediately before him. General Walter €. Short and
Admiral Husband E. Kimmel, responsible commanders in Hawaii,
ag a result of the conclusions and recommendations of the
Robert's Commission, were pressured into retirement for lack
of foresight in militery plenning., In a period when the

Nation had suffered the most serious defeat in its history
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because of a lack of preparedness, DeWitt undoubtedly
profited from the experiences of his peers. Any coumander
would be inclined to take precautions not only in the best
interest of national defense but also in the best interest
of his command. For DeWitt these precautione happened to
be the "final solution" to the Pacific Coast's Japanese
problem,

This solution was both a departure from basic American
philosophy and a disturbing precedent for the future., Yet,
thorough consideration of the merits of detention, with due
emphasis on national welfare, was frustrated at wmany levels
of the policy making process., Regional considerations, half-
truths, and racial prejudices took their toll among those
who might have otherwise opposed DeWitt's proposal. Simi-
larly, these and other factors clouded the public discussion
and, ultimately, the final decision. At no point during the
entire history of the process did the actual necegsity of
the move receive full, impartial, discussion and evaluation.
Throughout the decision making process, detention was never
honestly balanced against the facts of Japanese loyalty.
Further, responsible officials seem to have given only mini-
mum consideration to alternative methods of control or to
the long range implications for American democracy inherent

in the incarceration of a racial minority.
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One who has criticized & public program while suggesting
the possibility of an alternative approach is obligsated to
complete his analysis by identifying and outlining the al-
ternative(s). It has been suggested that Japanese detention
should have been based on individual guilt ascertained by
individual investigation. The question, it seemsthen, is,
How could a workable program of investigation have been
developed, given the requirements of speed and ¥, B, I, limi-
tations?

In the first instance, responsible authorities-- the
U. 8, Department of Justice or the military-- coculd have
divided reeident Japanese into three zrsups, (1) first
generation Japanese, aliens born in Japan, (2) second gener-
ation Japanese, those born in the United States, (3) second
generation Japanese born in the United States but who had,
for some purpose, temporarily resided in Japan, It should
be noted that Japanese-Americans thewmselves make a social
distinction along these lines, referring to the firet group
as Issei, the second as Nisei, and the third ze Kibei.

Congidering the Nisei, the United States government had
extended to these people the rightes and privileges of citigzen-
ship., Hence, it should have been assumed that they would
reciprocate with a recognition of their corresponding duties

and obligations, In short, their loyalty should not have
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been questioned any more than the loyalty of other American
citizens,

0f the Issei, undoubtedly the large majority were at
least passively loyal to the United States, Most were
elderly persons, and none had entered the United States
since the 1924 Immigration Act imposed Oriental exclusion.
It was an illogical approach to assume that a sizeable
portion of these persons would have maintained connections
with Japanese intelligence services for the eighteen years
that had elapsed since the 1924 Act,

Possibly the Kibel were the most potentially dangerous
of all Japenese-Americans. Many of these citizens had been
educated in Japan and had served in the Japanese military
service. Others maintained business connections in the
Orient. Conceivably any number of them could have been
returned to the United States to act as agents for the Japa-
nese government.

Although figures are not available, this growwould have
constituted only a small segment of the total Nisei popu-
lation. Undoubtedly the identity of these personsg could
have been ascertained through publicly requesting their
registration and through review of the records of the U. S.
Department of State, Passport O0ffice. It is obvious that
some loyal and honest persons would have fallen into this

category, and they could have been given ai. opportunity to
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make an application for a change of status. On the basis
of information submitted in request for this change, a
complete inquiry into background, reputation, and employment
could have been conducted along the lines of loyalty-security
employment investigations, Certainly, if loyalty could not
have been established, a review of the results would have
given some indication of probable menace in the majority
of instances.

If the investigation demonstrated beyond reasonable
doubt that the individual was trustworthy, he could have
been placed in the non-suspect group. A person whose back-
ground remained questionable could have appeared before a
permanent secreening committee couprised of Nisel members of
the Japanese American Citizen's Leegue. This group could
have been permanently established to review such cases and
recommend detention or freedom for the party involved. Some
form of League surety could have been established whereby a
committee of its members could have stated in writing whether
they would be willing to sponsor the individual.

Similar tests could have been established for Issei who
regided in Japan into maturity, served in its military
services, or made frequent or extended trips to their native
homeland. Determining factors could have been age at the
time of U, S. entvry, number and duration of trips to Japan,

membership in nationalistic Japanese societies, contributions
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to past Japanese war funds, kinship with relatives in Japan,
and reputation among caucasian-American friends., Questionable
Issei could likewise have been passed upon by the League Com-
mittee described above.

In addition to this process, the United States govern-
ment could have publicly stated that Japanese residents who
desired to be recognized as Japanese nationals should =0
identify themselves. Such persons could have been given
assurances that this admission would not result in bodily
harwm, that they would be interned, have their American
citizenship revoked, and returned to Japan as soon as
possible,

If the American public had been assured through a
strong and vigorous publicity campaign by the national govern-
ment that these programs were in being and were effective,
much of the hysteria and resentment evident in the Pacific
region probably never would have developed., If£ this approach
had been used, much suffering and economic less could have
been averted, Constitutional implications could have been
avoided, and the Nation would have recognized an appreciable
saving in governmental funds and effort.

In conclusion, one should recall that during time of
war United States military representatives have traditionally
presented posthumous awards to the familiee of fallen service-

men. To military officers responsible for the presentation
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of such awards, this obligation has forever been recognized
as a sad and depressing tasgk. If the American nation had
selected some approach other than mass incarceration, mili-
tary officers who presented numerous purple hearts to mothers
and wives in Minidoke, Manzanar, Tule Lake, and other de-
tention camps, in clear view of machine gun guard and search
light watch towers, would have been spared a wartime memory

which, above all others, they will surely never forget.



APPERDIX

The following summaries describe the ten Japanese de-
tention locations which were constructed to house, in total,
approximately 120,000 persons., Building and equipment costs
for center operation was reported by the War Relocation
Authority to be, $56,482,0638.81, The total amount expended
by the Army and other national agencies, with the exception
of the War Relocation Agency, was, $88,679,716.69., The
total expenditure for Japanese evacuation and relocation was
then, $lﬁ5,162,355.50.1

Abraham, Utah, This location congisted of approvimately

19,000 acres in Millard County, Utah. The area contained

1400 acres of public domain, 3,000 acres county property,

and the remainder was secured from private sources., The

land was generally quite level and was covered with greasewood
brush, Average rainfall in the region was eight inches per
year which fell, in the main, during the winter months. Irri-
gation was necessary for successful crop production. The
facilities contained some 10,000 evacuees,

Gila River, Arizona. This center was some 16,000 acres

on the Gila Indian Reservation in Pinal County, Arizona,

lU. &, Fourth Army, Final Report, pp. 249-264, 350,
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The soil was exceptionally fertile, so much so that by uti-
lizing irrigation procedures excellent crops of cotton,
alfalfa, vegetables, and melons could be produced, Water
for irrigation was obtained from the Gila River Reservoir
through canals developed by the Indian Service. The capacity
of the site was 15,000 Japanese.

Granada, Colorado. The Granada Relocsation Project com-

prised approximately 10,500 acres chiefly in Colorado; however,
some acreage extended into Kansas. A portion of the land was
gecured from the American Sugar Beet Company and, although

not an extremely fertile region, the site produced vegetable
crops with irrigation. The capacity was &,000 detainees.

Heart Mountain, Wyoming. This property, located in

Park County in northwestern Wyoming, was previously under
the jurisdiction of the U. 3. Bureau of Reclamation. Soil
varied from light sand to heavy clay and was suitable for
vegetable production, primarily beans, peas, sugar beets,
and potatoes. Conditions were generally favorable for
dairying and peultry productionj however, temperature was a
factor in that the range in this region was from 10l degrees
above zero to 30 degrees below. The site's capacity was
11,000 evacuees,

Jerome, Arkansas. Jerome was a 10,054 acre project

adjacent to the town of Jerome, Arkansas. The land, within

the Missilssippi River Delta, was obtained from the U. S.
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Farm Security Administration and was suitabhle for cotton
and vegetable production., The number of Japanese detained
at Jerome was 10,000,

Manzenar, California, This location was one of two

secured f£rom the Western Defense Command which had originally
been selected as reception centers under Army control, The
60,000 acres were in Inyoc County and were leased from the
city of Los Angeles, Previously this region had been farm
and ranch territory; however, during the approximately thirty
vears of City ownership, the area reverted to desert con-
ditions. The Japanese were successful, through irrigation,
in producing excellent vegetable crops on the land. Manzanar
contained 10,000 Japanese,

Minidoka, Idaho. Minidoka was a 33,000 acre projeot

obtained from the U, 5. Department of the Interior. The
terrain was rolling and the soil was well suited to the
production of vegetables, particularly potatoes, beets, and
peas, Minidoka housed 10,000 evacuees,

Rohwer, Arkansas. This project site was adjacent to the

town of Rohwer in Desha County, Arkansas. Of the 10,161

acres, 9,560 were secured from the Farm Security Administration.
The balance had been privately owned. Cotton was the chief

crop in this region also located in the Mississippi Delta.

Much of the center land was heavily wooded and some was quite

swampy. Again, the capacity was 10,000 persons.
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Tule Lake, California. The U. 3. Bureau of Reclamation
had previously céntrall&& the land in this site. Situated
in Modoc County, California, approximately forty miles south
of Klamath Falls, Oregon, the region was formerly the bed
of a lake. Bumper crops of garden vegetables and barley
could be raised on the sandy loam soil. There were 7,400
acres in the tract which contained 16,000 Japanese.

Pogton, Arizona. Known alsoc as the Colorado Relocation

Center, this project was previously under Army jurisdiction.
The site was situated on lands controlled by the U. 5. Indian
Service and was part of the Colorado River Indian Reservation
at Poston, Arizona., The area consisted of 71,000 acres in
the Japanese center of which only a part was suitable for
irrigation. Much of the acreage was high in alkali and

salt content and was virtually worthless under cultivation.

There were 20,000 evacuees detained at Poston,
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