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[I]t remained a fact that to loyal citizens'this forced 
evaCuation was a personal injustice, and Stimson 
fully appreciated their feelings. 

-Henry L. Stimson and McGeorge Bundy. 
On Active Service in Peace and War 
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Prologue 

We often take our civil rights and civil liberties for granted. When we 
vote, we go to a polling place and privately vote our conscience, casting 
our ballot for a candidate or issue of choice. We are free to express our 
opinions on any controversial issue among friends, family, or others. 
We also can go to an after-hours grocery store to pick up something for 
a late-night snack. Moving about freely and expressing our opinions are 
not only socially acceptable, they are guaranteed under the Constitu­
tion and Bill of Rights. 

But how would you respond if your civil liberties were taken 
away? How would you feel if the police arrested you because you were 
wearing a certain color shirt that was coincidentally the color worn by a 
local street gang? What if the minister at your neighborhood church 
were suddenly taken away for questioning because he was a respected 
leader in your community? What if vandals broke into your home, 
sprayed graffiti, and ransacked your property simply because of your 
race, gender, or religious affiliation? You would be angry and stunned! 
Yet these were exactly the outrages directed against an innocent group 
of American citizens and legal residents during a period of wartime 
hysteria. They happened during World War II, and could happen 
again, not just to citizens and permanent resident aliens of Japanese 
ancestry but to any other group, for an arbitrary reason, if we fail to 
learn the lessons of history. 

ix 



x PERSONAL JUSTICE DENIED 

That is why Personal Justice Denied is an important document for 
all Americans. We need to understand that our civil and constitutional 
rights, however precious and important they may be to us, are vulnera­
ble to arbitrary intrusion from our own government, especially during 
times of crisis. 

In many ways this publication was an extension of the Civil Rights 
Movement of the 1960s, which helped raise the nation's consciousness 
about the negative effects of racial prejudice and discrimination. In the 
sixties, nearly all segments of the country were struggling to under­
stand the seeds of prejudice and hatred. For the Japanese American 
community, this period was also an opportunity to raise issues regard­
ing its identity, culture, and experience in America. Through its own 
initiative and leadership, the community struggled to learn more 
about the wartime experience of Japanese Americans forced to leave 
their homes and businesses. Americans of Japanese ancestry struggled 
to understand issues of forced detention without due process, the 
rationale of military necessity and racial discrimination, and the emo­
tional pain and suffering of those detained while their sons were serv­
ing in the military, defending the very rights their families were being 
denied. 

The learning process was both enlightening and empowering. The 
lessons from this experience were important not just for one commu­
nity but for the general population. In bringing this issue to the fore­
front of national attention, the Japanese American community sought 
to educate the American public about the violation of constitutional 
rights and the potential for abuse of power by the government and the 
military. They also appealed for redress for those directly affected. 

In response to the advocacy for redress by a broad spectrum of the 
Japanese American community, Congress created the Commission on 
Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians (CWRIC) to review 
and analyze the official government contention, historically accepted, 
that the exclusion, forced removal, and detention of Americans of Japa­
nese ancestry were justified by military necessity. The Commission was 
charged with issuing a report to Congress and with making appropriate 
recommendations based on its findings. One of the Commission's rec­
ommendations was to establish a program to educate the American 
public on the issues involved. 

Based on CWRIC recommendations, the Congress adopted, and 
the President signed into law, Public Law 100-383 (The Civil Liberties 
Act of 1988), which created The Civil Liberties Public Education Fund 
(CLPEF). Specifically, the legislation mandates the CLPEF: 
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to sponsor research and public educational activities, and to pub­
lish and distribute the hearings, findings, and recommendations of 
the Commission, so that the events surrounding the evacuation, 
relocation, and internment of United States citizens and perma­
nent resident aliens of Japanese ancestry will be remembered, and 
so that the causes and circumstances of this and similar events may 
be illuminated and understood. 

Our collaboration with the University of Washington Press to publish 
the second edition of Personal Justice Denied partially fulfills the Con­
gressional mandate. However, the CLPEF's interests were not limited 
to compliance with the mandate. 

We collaborated on republishing this book because we believe it 
contributes to the advancement of knowledge about civil and human 
rights in general, as well as it illuminates the specific injustice aimed at 
Americans of Japanese ancestry. The wartime treatment of Japanese 
Americans was promulgated under Executive Order 9066, which was 
signed by President Franklin Roosevelt on February 19, 1942. After 
extensive hearings and deliberations, the Commission published its 
findings and conclusions in Personal Justice Denied, which stated: 

In sum, Executive Order 9066 was not justified by military neces­
sity, and the decisions that followed from it-exclusion, detention, 
the ending of detention and the ending of exclusion-were not 
founded upon military considerations. The broad historical causes 
that shaped these decisions were race prejudice, war hysteria and 
a failure of political leadership. ("Recommendations," p. 459) 

This conclusion and the supporting documentation contained in 
the publication are important in many respects. First, Personal Justice 
Denied was the catalyst for a series of historic public policies that 
addressed the violation of constitutional rights of a segment of its citi­
zenry. Utilizing the findings and recommendations of the Commission 
on Wartime Relocation and Internment of CiVilians, Congress, in its 
lOOth session, deliberated upon and adopted House Resolution 442, 
which offered an apology to those whose constitutional rights were 
violated during World War II. Not only was this resolution adopted by 
Congress, but the legislation implementing it was signed into law by 
President Reagan at a ceremony in which he stated that "this is a great 
day for America." Civil rights attorneys used the testimony to the 
CWRIC as a basis to vacate U.S. Supreme Court convictions based on 
military necessity in the exclusion, forced removal, and detention of 
U.S. citizens during times of crisis. 

Second, Personal Justice Denied is a record of injustices. It is 
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based on countless hours of testimony, and it documents human suffer­
ing and the waste of human resources. In 1983 dollars, the Commission 
estimated that between $810 million and $2.0 billion was lost in income 
and property ("Recommendations," p. 459). In the detention centers, 
families lived in substandard housing, had inadequate nutrition and 
health care, and had their livelihoods destroyed; many continued to 
suffer psychologically long after their release. As their parents and 
families were detained in the camps allegedly because of military neces­
sity, young men volunteered or were drafted to defend their country in 
the war. Others spent three years in the federal penitentiary after the 
camps because of their resistance to the incarceration and their insis­
tence that the camps were a violation of their constitutional rights. 

Third, Personal Justice Denied is a case study of the violation of 
constitutional rights of American citizens and of how to remedy those 
violations when they occur. The story of the Commission is not simply 
about redressing the past. It is a story about a free society's ability to 
recognize the vulnerabilities and frailties of a democracy. The Commis­
sion's effort recognizes that from time to time in America's history 
mistakes have been made, and that in the case of the detention of 
Americans of Japanese ancestry, a clear violation of constitutional rights 
occurred. 

Fourth, Personal Justice Denied reminds us that this travesty of 
justice could easily happen to any other group, especially at times when 
certain groups are perceived to be unpopular: during periods of social 
unrest, during political crises, during war, or during economic reces­
sion. Educating people about the incarceration of one group will help 
prevent its happening to other minorities in our American democracy. 

Personal Justice Denied was the foundation for these historic find­
ings and conclusions. It provided a paper trail of compelling evidence 
to document the serious violations of rights inflicted upon Japanese 
American citizens and legal residents. With mountains of evidence and 
detail, the book effectively refutes the rationale used to justify the 
incarceration. It not only serves as an informative case study, it pro­
vides a framework for understanding how to deal with future attacks on 
human rights. 

The education of the American public regarding the exclusion, 
forced removal, and detention of Americans of Japanese ancestry does 
not begin, nor will it end, with this publication. There are now other 
tools to educate the public on this shameful episode in American his­
tory. Some local school boards have adopted resolutions calling for 
their schools to recognize February 19 as an official "Day of Remem-
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brance." Museums sponsor exhibits capturing portions of the incarcera­
tion experience. State legislatures encourage textbook publishers to 
include in their textbooks more than just one sentence about the incar­
ceration as a violation of human and civil rights and not an act of 
military necessity. Workshops are sponsored by community organiza­
tions to encourage the teaching of these valuable lessons. Still, igno­
rance persists. Many are not aware of the terrible story; others deny 
that the incarceration ever happened. The Civil Liberties Public Edu­
cation Fund itself will sponsor a grants program aimed at educating the 
public in an effort to remind Americans that such events must never be 
allowed to happen again. 

We hope that making Personal Justice Denied available to a wide 
audience will provide the foundation for a legacy that will be ingrained 
in American history and culture, and in the minds of the American 
people. We firmly believe that the lessons from the incarceration are as 
important as the lessons of the Revolutionary War, of slavery, of the 
Civil Rights Movement. We firmly believe that we should treat the 
Day of Remembrance as we do every other national holiday. We firmly 
believe that it should be common knowledge that the detention of 
Americans of Japanese ancestry during World War II was not an act of 
military necessity but an act of racial discrimination. 

The republication of Personal Justice Denied is only one part of the 
education process. But we hope that in its new form, this important 
government document can stimulate other projects and further 
thought on the protection and strengthening of the civil rights of all 
Americans. 

The Civil Liberties Public Education Fund 
January 1997 





Foreword 

From December 7, 1941, through September 29, 1947,1 the United 
States used its warpowers to incarcerate more than 110,000 American 
citizens and resident aliens. It confined most of them in barbed wire 
centers, under armed guard, where they were held for an unspecified 
time. This action was taken against Americans ofJapanese ancestry and 
their parents-a group who had not committed any crimes or been 
accused of taking any action to warrant such adverse treatment. 

Most other Americans were unaware of this facet of the wartime 
years. Among the Japanese Americans themselves, there was a notice­
able reluctance from the mid-1940s through the 1950s to talk openly 
about their incarceration. 2 Then, in the 1960s, a noticeable change 
occurred, as first a few, then many, Japanese Americans became increas­
ingly involved in various social and political movements. In 1967, for 
example, many Japanese Americans became involved at the national 
level in a movement to repeal Title II of the Internal Security Act of 
1950. When it was repealed in 1971, the outcome offered proof to 
numerous Japanese Americans that a national social movement could 
be successful. 3 It was during this time that other Japanese Americans in 

I am indebted to Judith Dollenmayer, Jack Herzig, Elsa Kudo, Dale Minami, 
Don Nakanishi, Shirley Shimada, Aiko Yoshinaga-Herzig, and other members 
of The Civil Liberties Public Education Fund Board for their comments and 
assistance. 

xv 
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be raised and heard in the government. Key legislators were in place 
who could become interested and instrumental in gaining the atten­
tion of the rest of the nation. Through their local and national organi­
zations, Japanese Americans approached various political leaders for 
their support. 7 Eventually Senators Daniel K. Inouye, the late Spark 
Matsunaga, the late Samuel I. Hayakawa, and Ted Stevens agreed to 
co-sponsor Senate Bill 1647 (proposed on August 7, 1979); Representa­
tives James Wright, Norman Mineta, Robert Matsui, and 114 others 
introduced House Resolution 5499 (on September 28, 1979). In re­
sponse to these bills, Congress proposed the creation of the Commis­
sion on Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians (CWRIC) , 
which President Jimmy Carter signed into law (Public Law 96-317) on 
July 31, 1980. 

Commission on Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians 

The CWRIC had three charges: First, to "review the facts and circum­
stances surrounding Executive Order Numbered 9066 [signed by Presi­
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt, EO 9066 was used to exclude and incarcer­
ate the vast majority of persons of Japanese ancestry] . . . and the 
impact of such Executive Order on American citizens and permanent 
resident aliens." Second, to "review directives of United States military 
forces requiring the relocation and, and in some cases, detention in 
internment camps of American citizens, including Aleut civilians, and 
permanent resident aliens of the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands"; and, 
third, "to recommend appropriate remedies." 

The CWRIC Commissioners held twenty days of public hearings 
from July to December of 1981, in ten locations, mainly on the East 
and West Coasts. 8 They heard testimony from over 750 witnesses, most 
of whom were formerly incarcerated Japanese Americans and Aleuts or 
Pribilof Islanders, but who included as well former internees brought 
up from Peru, noted scholars, and a few apologists of the incarceration 
or internment experience. The Commission and its staff also perused 
extensively the available government archival materials, investigated 
other sources such as the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, and examined 
numerous secondary source materials. It issued its report, Personal 
Justice Denied, on February 24, 1983; its Recommendations appeared 
on June 16, 1983. Both reports are included in this volume. 

Also in 1983, the CWRIC issued a third publication, Papers for 
the Commission, with limited distribution. In it was an Addendum to 
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tions and continues to influence subsequent writings and scholarship 
on the incarceration. Let us examine each of these points. 

Imprimatur 

For more than forty years, most writers and students of the wartime 
incarceration, although never a large group, condemned the actions of 
the United States government. There were some important works that 
examined critically the actions of the United States government during 
the War. Carey McWilliams, Dorothy Thomas and Richard Nishimoto, 
Morton Grodzins, Jacobus tenBroek with Edward Barnhart and Floyd 
Matson, and Charles Allen, to name a few, wrote influential books 
during this period. 13 Yet their criticisms of the government's actions 
remained almost buried and unrecognized. Most textbooks up to the 
1980s did not mention the Japanese American incarceration. When 
they did so, the perspective taken was that during World War II the 
government did "evacuate" persons of Japanese ancestry and place 
them in "relocation" centers because of a military necessity. 14 By impli­
cation then, all Japanese Americans were considered to be "danger­
ous." The contrary view, that this group did not constitute such a dire 
threat, was never given the same emphasis in such influential sources. 

Why the contrary view received so little attention is in part a 
reflection of life in the United States during those times. Expressing 
opposition toward the government was much more difficult from the 
1940s to the mid-1960s than it was to become later. Soon after World 
War II and the post-war adjustment phase, America entered into the 
Korean War. Senator Joseph McCarthy's anti-Communism/infiltration 
crusade and the start of the Cold War reflected-or resulted in-a 
national attitude that discouraged criticism of the government. This 
attitude continued until the late 1960s and early 1970s, when the social 
climate dramatically changed. Then, in a time of social upheaval and 
protest, individuals could be more outspoken and could more freely 
voice their opinions. It was in this changed atmosphere that the 
CWRIC was conceived and Personal Justice Denied issued. 

The vital point here is that the CWRIC report represents the 
government's own findings. The same entity that initiated and justified 
the incarceration forty years earlier now concluded that it had erred in 
its basic assertions. The Commission not only declared that there was 
no military necessity, it recommended a public apology and monetary 
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restitution to those affected by EO 9066. The Commission's findings 
rightfully became front- and editorial-page material because they drasti­
cally altered an official position held for some four decades. In one 
volume, the United States government publicly repudiated the ratio­
nale of those who had conceived the expulsion and carried out the 
incarceration. 

Solidity 

Personal Justice Denied is also significant as sound scholarship. It is 
based on eighteen months of investigation by the Commission mem­
bers and their impressive staff. IS They listened and talked to numerous 
witnesses, examined publications and resources from a vast number of 
governmental and non-governmental files resting in the National and 
other archives. This effort resulted in an exhaustive study whose basic 
facts have been overwhelmingly accepted. No other volume on the 
wartime incarceration experience has had the benefit of drawing from 
such an extensive array of materials, investigatory skill, and assistance 
from witnesses and other scholars. 16 

As a highly readable work of scholarship, the CWRIC report suc­
cinctly condensed important aspects of this tremendously difficult 
time. Few persons have challenged its data and presentation. 17 More­
over, it is eminently interesting, skillfully interweaving gripping stories 
of human suffering and political intrigue. 

In8uence 

The third reason for the significance of Personal Justice Denied has to 
do with its impact. Rarely has a government report had such far­
reaching repercussions in so many areas affecting social policies and 
actions. Let us take only four areas of in8uence to illustrate this: eco­
nomics, law, international affairs, and the academic arena. 

There is little doubt that this CWRIC report and recommenda­
tions were crucial to effecting the passage of the presidential apology 
and monetary restitution bills in Congress. Implementing the recom­
mendations was by no means an easy task IS Eventually, however, 
Congress sent to the President for his signature House Bill 442-
numbered in honor of the famed Nisei 442nd Regimental Combat 
Team-which allotted more than 1. 2 billion dollars to a fund from 
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which each surviving Japanese American affected by EO 9066 would 
receive $20,000,19 with additional sums for the Aleuts and Pribilof 
Islanders. As part of its recommendations, the Civil Liberties Public 
Education Fund was to be created from the unused moneys allocated 
for the survivors. This latter fund was dedicated to support research 
and to undertake a public educational program to be administrated 
and directed by a Board of Directors. The CWRIC report was not the 
sole reason for this turn of events, yet its straightforward, unequivocal 
conclusion and the unanimous stance20 taken by the CWRIC mem­
bers helped to preclude the introduction of other interpretations or 
positions. 

The report had an impact on the law as well. During World War II, 
the Supreme Court found constitutional the curfew and exclusion or­
ders enforced against persons ofJapanese ancestry. Three major cases of 
those who resisted the curfew and exclusion orders involve Gordon 
Hirabayashi, Fred Korematsu, and Minoru Yasui. Legal scholar Peter 
Irons, in 1981, uncovered internal Justice Department documents writ­
ten during the war years charging that high-ranking officers knowingly 
suppressed vital evidence and misrepresented facts in parts of their 
presentations of these cases to the Supreme Court.21 Irons presented 
his findings to the Commission and to the individuals and civil rights 
attorneys who worked to overturn the original convictions of these 
three persons. Later, when these cases were re-opened through a writ 
of error coram nobis, the evidence that Peter Irons and Aiko Yoshinaga­
Herzig22 had discovered, along with that in Personal Justice Denied and 
Recommendations, was entered directly into the legal debate. For exam­
ple, in Korematsu v United States the Court took judicial notice of 
certain conclusions of the CWRIC that credible evidence contradicted 
the assertions of the Commander of the Western Defense Command 
that military necessity justified the exclusion and detention of all per­
sons of Japanese ancestry. 23 

In the international arena, during World War II, Canada also ex­
cluded and/or incarcerated almost all of its residents who were of Japa­
nese ancestry. One phase of the Japanese Canadian redress movement 
ended successfully in 1988 when Prime Minister Brian Mulroney is­
sued an "Acknowledgment" and ordered an individual payment of 
$21,000 to those survivors affected by Canada's exclusion order. Numer­
ous Japanese Canadians who worked on their redress campaign point to 
two factors that positively influenced their government's actions to­
ward the Japanese Canadians: the first was the upcoming general elec­
tion, and the second was the passage of the redress bill in the United 
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States. Many Japanese Canadians believe that their own redress efforts 
would have been greatly hampered if Japanese Americans had failed to 
win redress. 

Finally, based on its present influence, Personal Justice Denied 
will undoubtedly have an impact on all future scholarship done on the 
incarceration experience. It has already become a bench mark that 
present writers cannot ignore, since almost everything written on the 
incarceration after 1983 refers to this report. It has also sparked addi­
tional academic and media interest in the Japanese American World 
War II experiences; since its release, numerous books have been issued 
detailing previously unknown and unexamined facets of the wartime 
experience. It would be fair to state that many more studies will be 
forthcoming and that the CWRIC report will be one important stan­
dard by which newer volumes will be judged and appreciated. 

The entire redress movement, in which Personal Justice Denied 
has played such a key role, has also helped to heal the social wound 
opened a half century ago. As President George Bush wrote in his 1990 
letter of apology to each recipient of a redress payment: "A monetary 
sum and words alone cannot restore lost years or erase painful memo­
ries; neither can they fully convey our Nation's resolve to rectify injus­
tice and to uphold the rights of individuals. We can never fully right 
the wrongs of the past. But we can take a clear stand for justice and 
recognize that serious injustices were done to Japanese Americans dur­
ing World War II." Behind these few words, the United States helped 
to rectify its grievous wartime error; Personal Justice Denied was an 
important factor in this process. 

NOTES 

Tetsuden Kashima 
University of Washington 
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Introduction 

The Commission's report is rooted in both its hearings and in archival 
research. Between July and December 1981, the Commission held 20 
days of hearings and took testimony from more than 750 witnesses: 
Japanese Americans and Aleuts who had lived through the events of 
World War II, former government officials, public figures, interested 
citizens, and other professionals who have studied the subjects of the 
Commission's inquiry. Between July 1981 and December 1982, the 
Commission staff collected and reviewed materials from government 
and university archives and read and analyzed the relevant historical 
writing. 

The account of decisions made by officials of the federal govern­
ment is primarily drawn from contemporaneous memoranda, writings 
and transcribed conversations with a lesser reliance on memoirs and 
testimony before the Commission. 

The account of public events outside the federal government as 
well as those chapters which deal with background before Pearl Harbor 
or events in Hawaii or the First World War experience of German 
Americans, cited for comparison, rely more heavily on secondary sources. 
For instance, while many of the working papers at the University of 
California which analyzed press attitudes in the first months of the war 

xxvii 



xxviii PERSONAL JUSTICE DENIED 

were reviewed by the staff, no effort was made to collect and reread 
the entire range of press coverage and comment. 

The account of the experiences of Japanese Americans and Aleuts 
relies heavily on the personal testimony given in the Commission 
hearings, although substantial support is also provided by contempo­
raneous government reports. It has been suggested that some of these 
accounts suffer from the fading of memories over forty years; but it is 
difficult to give greater weight to accounts by a captive population 
which may well have believed that fully candid statements accessible 
to .Q hostile public or government were not in its best interest. The 
Commission proceeded carefully to develop out of the testimony a fair, 
accurate account of the experiences of exclusion, evacuation and de­
tention. 

The Commission has not attempted to change the words and phrases 
commonly used to describe these events at the time they happened. 
This leaves one open to the charge of shielding unpleasant truths 
behind euphemisms. For instance, "evacuee" is frequently used in the 
text; Webster's Third International Dictionary defines an evacuee as 
one "who is removed from his house or community in time of war or 
pressing danger as a protective measure. " In light of the Commission's 
conclusion that removal was not militarily necessary, "excludee" might 
be a better term than "evacuee." The Commission has largely left the 
words and phrases as they were, however, in an effort to mirror ac­
curately the history of the time and to avoid the confusion and con­
troversy a new terminology might provoke. We leave it to each reader 
to decide for himself how far the language of the period confirms an 
observation of George Orwell: "In our time, political speech and writ­
ing are largely the defense of the indefensible. . . . Thus political 
language has to consist largely of euphemism, question-begging and 
sheer cloudy vagueness." 

* * * 
As Special Counsel to the Commission, I wish to extend deep 

thanks to all the consultants, volunteers and members of the staff of 
the Commission throughout its existence. They have borne the burden 
of a difficult and sensitive task with unfailing diligence and patience. 
They deserve the entire credit for the additions to knowledge and 
understanding which the Commission's report provides: Paul T. Ban­
nai, Mark Baribeau, Kate C. Beardsley, Donald R. Brown, Jeanette 
Chow, Michelle Ducharme, Donna H. Fujioka, Aiko Herzig-Yoshi­
naga, Jack Herzig, Helen Hessler, Toro Hirose, Stuart J. Ishimaru, 
Gregory G. King, Key K. Kobayashi, Donna Komure, Barbara Kraft, 
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Musto, Raymond Y. Okamura, Thomas M. Powers, Kenneth A. Ringle 
and Michi N. Weglyn. 

Roger Daniels and Bill Hosokawa undertook to read the historical 
part of the report in draft form and offered innumerable useful sug­
gestions. They bear no responsibility for the content or conclusions of 
the report in its final form. The Commission staff undertook the re­
search and review of documents and testimony from which the report 
wfS written, and any errors or omissions are the responsibility of the 
staff. 

Great contributions to the editing and production of the report 
were made by Judith Dollenmayer. 

Last, but by no means least, 1 wish to thank my wife, JoAnn, for 
her understanding and support throughout the time which 1 have 
devoted to the Commission's work. 

Washington, DC. 
December, 1982 

-Angus Macbeth 
Special Counsel 
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Summary 
The Commission on Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians 
was established by act of Congress in 1980 and directed to 

1. review the facts and circumstances surrounding Executive Or­
der Numbered 9066, issued February 19, 1942, and the impact 
of such Executive Order on American citizens and permanent 
resident aliens; 

2. review directives of United States military forces requiring the 
relocation and, in some cases, detention in internment camps of 
American citizens, including Aleut civilians, and permanent res­
ident aliens of the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands; and 

3. recommend appropriate remedies. 

In fulfilling this mandate, the Commission held 20 days of hearings 
in cities across the country, particularly on the West Coast, hearing 
testimony from more than 750 witnesses: evacuees, former government 
officials, public figures, interested citizens, and historians and other 
professionals who have studied the subjects of Commission inquiry. 
An extensive effort was made to locate and to review the records of 
government action and to analyze other sources of information includ­
ing contemporary writings, personal accounts and historical analyses. 

By presenting this report to Congress, the Commission fulfills the 
instruction to submit a written report of its findings. Like the body of 
the report, this summary is divided into two parts. The first describes 

1 
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120,000 people without individual review, and exclusion was continued 
virtually without regard for their demonstrated loyalty to the United 
States. Congress was fully aware of and supported the policy of removal 
and detention; it sanctioned the exclusion by enacting a statute which 
made criminal the violation of orders issued pursuant to Executive 
Order 9066. The United States Supreme Court held the exclusion 
constitutionally permissible in the context of war, but struck down the 
incarceration of admittedly loyal American citizens on the ground that 
it was not based on statutory authority. 

All this was done despite the fact that not a single documented 
act of espionage, sabotage or fifth column activity was committed by 
an American citizen of Japanese ancestry or by a resident Japanese 
alien on the West Coast. 

No mass exclusion or detention, in any part of the country, was 
ordered against American citizens of German or Italian descent. Official 
actions against enemy aliens of other nationalities were much more 
individualized and selective than those imposed on the ethnic Japanese. 

The exclusion, removal and detention inflicted tremendous human 
cost. There was the obvious cost of homes and businesses sold or 
abandoned under circumstances of great distress, as well as injury to 
careers and professional advancement. But, most important, there was 
the loss of liberty and the personal stigma of suspected disloyalty for 
thousands of people who knew themselves to be devoted to their 
country's cause and to its ideals but whose repeated protestations of 
loyalty were discounted-only to be demonstrated beyond any doubt 
by the record of Nisei soldiers, who returned from the battlefields of 
Europe as the most decorated and distinguished combat unit of World 
War II, and by the thousands of other Nisei who served against the 
enemy in the Pacific, mostly in military intelligence. The wounds of 
the exclusion and detention have healed in some respects, but the 
scars of that experience remain, painfully real in the minds of those 
who lived through the suffering and deprivation of the camps. 

The personal injustice of excluding, removing and detaining loyal 
American citizens is manifest. Such events are extraordinary and unique 
in American history. For every citizen and for American public life, 
they pose haunting questions about our country and its past. It has 
been the Commission's task to examine the central decisions of this 
history-the decision to exclude, the decision to detain, the decision 
to release from detention and the decision to end exclusion. The Com­
mission has analyzed both how and why those decisions were made, 
and what their consequences were. And in order to illuminate those 
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events, the mainland experience was compared to the treatment of 
Japanese Americans in Hawaii and to the experience of other Americans 
of enemy alien descent, particularly German Americans. 

The Decision to Exclude 
The Context of the Decision. First, the exclusion and removal 

were attacks on the ethnic Japanese which followed a long and ugly 
history of West Coast anti-Japanese agitation and legislation. Antipathy 
and hostility toward the ethnic Japanese was a major factor of the public 
life of the West Coast states for more than forty years before Pearl 
Harbor. Under pressure from California, immigration from Japan had 
been severely restricted in 1908 and entirely prohibited in 1924. Jap­
anese immigrants were barred from American citizenship, although 
their children born here were citizens by birth. California and the 
other western states prohibited Japanese immigrants from owning land. 
In part the hostility was economic, emerging in various white American 
groups who began to feel competition, particularly in agriculture, the 
principal occupation of the immigrants. The anti-Japanese agitation 
also fed on racial stereotypes and fears: the "yellow peril" of an unknown 
Asian culture achieving substantial influence on the Pacific Coast or of 
a Japanese population alleged to be growing far faster than the white 
population. This agitation and hostility persisted, even though the 
ethnic Japanese never exceeded three percent of the population of 
California, the state of greatest concentration. 

The ethnic Japanese, small in number and with no political voice­
the citizen generation was just reaching voting age in 1940-had be­
come a convenient target for political demagogues, and over the years 
all the major parties indulged in anti-Japanese rhetoric and programs. 
Political bullying was supported by organized interest groups who 
adopted anti-Japanese agitation as a consistent part of their program: 
the Native Sons and Daughters of the Golden West, the Joint Immi­
gration Committee, the American Legion, the California State Fed­
eration of Labor and the California State Grange. 

This agitation attacked a number of ethnic Japanese cultural traits 
or patterns which were woven into a bogus theory that the ethnic 
Japanese could not or would not assimilate or become "American." 
Dual citizenship, Shinto, Japanese language schools, and the education 
of many ethnic Japanese children in Japan were all used as evidence. 
But as a matter offact, Japan's laws on dual citizenship went no further 
than those of many EurQpean countries in claiming the allegiance of 
the children of its nationals born abroad. Only a small number of ethnic 
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Japanese subscribed to. Shinto., which in so.me fo.rms included vener­
atio.n o.f the Empero.r. The language scho.o.ls were no.t unlike tho.se o.f 
o.ther first-generatio.n immigrants, and the return o.f so.me children to. 
Japan fo.r educatio.n was as much a reactio.n to. ho.stile discriminatio.n 
and an uncertain future as it was a co.mmitment to. the mo.res, much 
less the po.litical do.ctrines, o.f Japan. Nevertheless, in 1942 these po.p­
ular misco.nceptio.ns infected the views o.f a great many West Co.ast 
peo.ple who. viewed the ethnic Japanese as alien and unassimilated. 

Seco.nd, Japanese armies in the Pacific wo.n a rapid, startling string 
o.f victo.ries against the United States and its allies in the first mo.nths 
o.f Wo.rld War II. On the same day as the attack o.n Pearl Harbo.r, the 
Japanese struck the Malay Peninsula, Ho.ng Ko.ng, Wake and Midway 
Islands and attacked the Philippines. The next day the Japanese Army 
invaded Thailand. On December 13 Guam fell; o.n December 24 and 
25 the Japanese captured Wake Island and o.ccupied Ho.ng Ko.ng. Ma­
nila was evacuated o.n December 27, and the American army retreated 
to. the Bataan Peninsula. After three mo.nths the tro.o.ps iso.lated in the 
Philippines were fo.rced to. surrender unco.nditio.nally-the wo.rst 
American defeat since the Civil War. In January and February 1942, 
the military po.sitio.n o.f the United States in the Pacific was perilo.us. 
There was fear o.f Japanese attacks o.n the West Co.ast. 

Next, co.ntrary to. the facts, there was a widespread belief, sup­
po.rted by a statement by Frank Kno.x, Secretaryo.f the Navy, that the 
Pearl Harbo.r attack had been aided by sabo.tage and fifth column 
activity by ethnic Japanese in Hawaii. Sho.rtly after Pearl Harbo.r the 
go.vernment knew that this was no.t true, but to.o.k no. effective measures 
to. disabuse public belief that dislo.yalty had contributed to. massive 
American lo.sses o.n December 7, 1941. Thus the co.untry was unfairly 
led to. believe that bo.th American citizens o.f Japanese descent and 
resident Japanese aliens threatened American security. 

Fo.urth, as anti-Japanese o.rganizatio.ns began to. speak o.ut and 
rumo.rs fro.m Hawaii spread, West Co.ast po.liticians quickly to.o.k up 
the familiar anti-Japanese cry. The Co.ngressio.nal delegatio.ns in Wash­
ingto.n o.rganized themselves and pressed the War and Justice De­
partments and the President fo.r stern measures to. co.ntro.l the ethnic 
Japanese-mo.ving quickly from co.ntrol o.f aliens to. evacuatio.n and 
remo.val o.f citizens. In Califo.rnia, Go.verno.r Olso.n, Atto.rney General 
Warren, Mayo.r Bo.wro.n o.f Lo.s Angeles and many lo.cal autho.rities 
jo.ined the clamo.r. These o.pinio.ns were no.t info.rmed by any kno.wledge 
o.f actual military risks, rather they were sto.ked by virulent agitatio.n 
which enco.untered little o.ppo.sitio.n. Only a few churchmen and aca-
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demicians were prepared to defend the ethnic Japanese. There was 
little or no political risk in claiming that it was "better to be safe than 
sorry" and, as many did, that the best way for ethnic Japanese to prove 
their loyalty was to volunteer to enter detention. The press amplified 
the unreflective emotional excitement of the hour. Through late Jan­
uary and early February 1942, the rising clamor from the West Coast 
was heard within the federal government as its demands became more 
draconian. 

Making and Justifying the Decision. The exclusion of the ethnic 
Japanese from the West Coast was recommended to the Secretary of 
War, Henry L. Stimson, by Lieutenant General JohnL. DeWitt, 
Commanding General of the Western Defense Command with re­
sponsibility for West Coast security. President Roosevelt relied on 
Secretary Stimson's recommendations in issuing Executive Order 9066. 

The justification given for the measure was military necessity. The 
claim of military necessity is most clearly set out in three places: Gen­
eral DeWitt's February 14, 1942, recommendation to Secretary Stim­
son for exclusion; General De Witt's Final Report: Japanese Evacuation 
from the West Coast, 1942; and the government's brief in the Supreme 
Court defending the Executive Order in Hirabayashi v. United States. 
General DeWitt's February 1942 recommendation presented the fol­
lowing rationale for the exclusion: 

In the war in which we are now engaged racial affinities are not 
severed by migration. The Japanese race is an enemy race and 
while many second and third generation Japanese born on United 
States soil, possessed of United States citizenship, have become 
"Americanized," the racial strains are undiluted. To conclude 
otherwise is to expect that children born of white parents on 
Japanese soil sever all racial affinity and become loyal Japanese 
subjects, ready to fight and, if necessary, to die for Japan in a war 
against the nation of their parents. That Japan is allied with Ger­
many and Italy in this struggle is no ground for assuming that any 
Japanese, barred from assimilation by convention as he is, though 
born and raised in the United States, will not turn against this 
nation when the final test of loyalty comes. It, therefore, follows 
that along the vital Pacific Coast over 112,000 potential enemies, 
of Japanese extraction, are at large today. There are indications 
that these were organized and ready for concerted action at a 
favorable opportunity. The very fact that no sabotage has taken 
place to date is a disturbing and confirming indication that such 
action will be taken. 

There are two unfounded justifications for exclusion expressed 
here: first, that ethnicity ultimately determines loyalty; second, that 
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"indications" suggest that ethnic Japanese "are organized and ready 
for concerted action"-the best argument for this being the fact that 
it hadn't happened. 

The first evaluation is not a military one but one for sociologists 
or historians. It runs counter to a basic premise on which the American 
nation of immigrants is built-that loyalty to the United States is a 
matter of individual choice and not determined by ties to an ancestral 
country. In the case of German Americans, the First World War dem­
onstrated that race did not determine loyalty, and no negative as­
sumption was made with regard to citizens of German or Italian descent 
during the Second World War. The second judgment was, by the 
General's own admission, unsupported by any evidence. General 
DeWitt's recommendation clearly does not provide a credible ration­
ale, based on military expertise, for the necessity of exclusion. 

In his 1943 Final Report, General De Witt cited a number off actors 
in support of the exclusion decision: signaling from shore to enemy 
submarines; arms and contraband found by the FBI during raids on 
ethnic Japanese homes and businesses; dangers to the ethnic Japanese 
from vigilantes; concentration of ethnic Japanese around or near mil­
itarily sensitive areas; the number of Japanese ethnic organizations on 
the coast which might shelter pro-Japanese attitudes or activities such 
as Emperor-worshipping Shinto; and the presence of the Kibei, who 
had spent some time in Japan. 

The first two items point to demonstrable military danger. But 
the reports of shore-to-ship signaling were investigated by the Federal 
Communications Commission, the agency with relevant expertise, and 
no identifiable cases of such signaling were substantiated. The FBI did 
confiscate arms and contraband from some ethnic Japanese, but most 
were items normally in the possession of any law-abiding civilian, and 
the FBI concluded that these searches had uncovered no dangerous 
persons that "we could not otherwise know about." Thus neither of 
these "facts" militarily justified exclusion. 

There had been some acts of violence against ethnic Japanese on 
the West Coast and feeling against them ran high, but "protective 
custody" is not an acceptable rationale for exclusion. Protection against 
vigilantes is a civilian matter that would involve the military only in 
extreme cases. But there is no evidence that such extremity had been 
reached on the West Coast in early 1942. Moreover, "protective cus­
tody" could never justify exclusion and detention for months and years. 

General DeWitt's remaining points are repeated in the Hiraba­
yashi brief, which also emphasizes dual nationality, Japanese language 
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schools and the high percentage of aliens (who, by law, had been barred 
from acquiring American Citizenship) in the ethnic population. These 
facts represent broad social judgments of little or no military signifi­
cance in themselves. None supports the claim of disloyalty to the 
United States and all were entirely legal. If the same standards were 
applied to other ethnic groups, as Morton Grodzins, an early analyst 
of the exclusion decision, applied it to ethnic Italians on the West 
Coast, an equally compelling and meaningless case for "disloyalty" 
could be made. In short, these social and cultural patterns were not 
evidence of any threat to West Coast military security. 

In sum, the record does not permit the conclusion that military 
necessity warranted the exclusion of ethnic Japanese from the West 
Coast. 

The Conditions Which Permitted the Decision. Having concluded 
that no military necessity supported the exclusion, the Commission 
has attempted to determine how the decision came to be made. 

First, General DeWitt apparently believed what he told Secretary 
Stimson: ethnicity determined loyalty. Moreover, he believed that the 
ethnic Japanese were so alien to the thought processes of white Amer­
icans that it was impossible to distinguish the loyal from the disloyal. 
On this basis he believed them to be potential enemies among whom 
loyalty could not be determined. 

Second, the FBI and members of Naval Intelligence who had 
relevant intelligence responsibility were ignored when they stated that 
nothing more than careful watching of suspicious individuals or indi­
vidual reviews of loyalty were called for by existing circumstances. In 
addition, the opinions of the Army General Staff that no sustained 
Japanese attack on the West Coast was possible were ignored. 

Third, General DeWitt relied heavily on civilian politicians rather 
than informed military judgments in reaching his conclusions as to 
what actions were necessary, and civilian politicians largely repeated 
the prejudiced, unfounded themes of anti-Japanese factions and in­
terest groups on the West Coast. 

Fourth, no effective measures were taken by President Roosevelt 
to calm the West Coast public and refute the rumors of sabotage and 
fifth column activity at Pearl Harbor. 

Fifth, General DeWitt was temperamentally disposed to exag­
gerate the measures necessary to maintain security and placed security 
far ahead of any concern for the liberty of citizens. 

Sixth, Secretary Stimson and John J. McCloy, Assistant Secretary 
of War, both of whose views on race differed from those of General 
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DeWitt, failed to insist on a clear military justification for the measures 
General DeWitt wished to undertake. 

Seventh, Attorney General Francis Biddle, while contending that 
exclusion was unnecessary, did not argue to the President that failure 
to make out a case of military necessity on the facts would render the 
exclusion constitutionally impermissible or that the Constitution pro­
hibited exclusion on the basis of ethnicity given the facts on the West 
Coast. 

Eighth, those representing the interests of civil rights and civil 
liberties in Congress, the press and other public forums were silent 
or indeed supported exclusion. Thus there was no effective opposition 
to the measures vociferously sought by numerous West Coast interest 
groups, politicians and journalists. 

Finally, President Roosevelt, without raising the question to the 
level of Cabinet discussion or requiring any careful or thorough review 
of the situation, and despite the Attorney General's arguments and 
other information before him, agreed with Secretary Stimson that the 
exclusion should be carried out. 

The Decision to Detain 
With the signing of Executive Order 9066, the course of the Pres­

ident and the War Department was set: American citizens and alien 
residents of Japanese ancestry would be compelled to leave the West 
Coast on the basis of wartime military necessity. For the War De­
partment and the Western Defense Command, the problem became 
primarily one of method and operation, not basic policy. General DeWitt 
first tried "voluntary" resettlement: the ethnic Japanese were to move 
outside restricted military zones of the West Coast but otherwise were 
free to go wherever they chose. From a military standpoint this policy 
was bizarre, and it was utterly impractical. If the ethnic Japanese had 
been excluded because they were potential saboteurs and spies, any 
such danger was not extinguished by leaving them at large in the 
interior where there were, of course, innumerable dams, power lines, 
bridges and war industries to be disrupted or spied upon. Conceivably 
sabotage in the interior could be synchronized with a Japanese raid or 
invasion for a powerful fifth column effect. This raises serious doubts 
as to how grave the War Department believed the supposed threat to 
be. Indeed, the implications were not lost on the citizens and politicians 
of the interior western states, who objected in the belief that people 
who threatened wartime security in California were equally dangerous 
in Wyoming and Idaho. 
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The War Relocation Authority (WRA), the civilian agency created 
by the President to supervise the relocation and initially directed by 
Milton Eisenhower, proceeded on the premise that the vast majority 
of evacuees were law-abiding and loyal, and that, once off the West 
Coast, they should be returned quickly to conditions approximating 
normal life. This view was strenuously opposed by the people and 
politicians of the mountain states. In April 1942, Milton Eisenhower 
met with the governors and officials of the mountain states. They 
objected to California using the interior states as a "dumping ground" 
for a California "problem." They argued that people in their states 
were so bitter over the voluntary evacuation that unguarded evacuees 
would face physical danger. They wanted guarantees that the govern­
ment would forbid evacuees to acquire land and that it would remove 
them at the end of the war. Again and again, detention camps for 
evacuees were urged. The consensus was that a plan for reception 
centers was acceptable so long as the evacuees remained under guard 
within the centers. 

In the circumstances, Milton Eisenhower decided that the plan 
to move the evacuees into private employment would be abandoned, 
at least temporarily. The War Relocation Authority dropped resettle­
ment and adopted confinement. Notwithstanding WRA's belief that 
evacuees should be returned to normal productive life, it had, in effect, 
become their jailer. The politicians of the interior states had achieved 
the program of detention. 

The evacuees were to be held in camps behind barbed wire and 
released only with government approval. For this course of action no 
military justification was proffered. Instead, the WRA contended that 
these steps were necessary for the benefit of evacuees and that controls 
on their departure were designed to assure they would not be mis­
treated by other Americans on leaving the camps. 

It follows from the conclusion that there was no justification in 
military necessity for the exclusion, that there was no basis for the 
detention. 

The Effect of the Exclusion and Detention 
The history of the relocation camps and the assembly centers that 

preceded them is one of suffering and deprivation visited on people 
against whom no charges were, or could have been, brought. The 
Commission hearing record is full of poignant, searing testimony that 
recounts the economic and personal losses and injury caused by the 
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exclusion and the deprivations of detention. No summary can do this 
testimony justice. 

Families could take to the assembly centers and the camps only 
what they could carry. Camp living conditions were Spartan. People 
were housed in tar-papered barrack rooms of no more than 20 by 24 
feet. Each room housed a family, regardless of family size. Construction 
was often shoddy. Privacy was practically impossible and furnishings 
were minimal. Eating and bathing were in mass facilities. Under con­
tinuing pressure from those who blindly held to the belief that evacuees 
harbored disloyal intentions, the wages paid for work at the camps 
were kept to the minimal level of $12 a month for unskilled labor, 
rising to $19 a month for professional employees. Mass living prevented 
normal family communication and activities. Heads of families, no 
longer providing food and shelter, found their authority to lead and to 
discipline diminished. 

The normal functions of community life continued but almost 
always under a handicap---doctors were in short supply; schools which 
taught tYPing had no typewriters and worked from hand-me-down 
school books; there were not enough jobs. 

The camp experience carried a stigma that no other Americans 
suffered. The evacuees themselves expressed the indignity of their 
conditions with particular power: 

On May 16, 1942, my mother, two sisters, niece, nephew, and I 
left ... by train. Father joined us later. Brother left earlier by 
bus. We took whatever we could carry. So much we left behind, 
but the most valuable thing I lost was my freedom. 

* * * 
Henry went to the Control Station to register the family. He came 
home with twenty tags, all numbered 10710, tags to be attached 
to each piece of baggage, and one to hang from our coat lapels. 
From then on, we were known as Family #10710. 

The government's efforts to "Americanize" the children in the 
camps were bitterly ironic: 

An oft-repeated ritual in relocation camp schools ... was the 
salute to the flag followed by the singing of "My country, 'tis of 
thee, sweet land ofliberty" -a ceremony Caucasian teachers found 
embarrassingly awkward if not cruelly poignant in the austere 
prison-camp setting. 

* * * 
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the threat of Japanese attack in early 1942, then a program to release 
those considered loyal should have been instituted in the spring of 
1942 when people were confined in the assembly centers. 

Neither position totally prevailed. General DeWitt and the West­
ern Defense Command took the first position and opposed any review 
that would determine loyalty or threaten continued exclusion from the 
West Coast. Thus, there was no loyalty review during the assembly 
center period. Secretary Stimson and Assistant Secretary McCloy took 
the second view, but did not act on it until the end of 1942 and then 
only in a limited manner. At the end of 1942, over General DeWitt's 
opposition, Secretary Stimson, Assistant Secretary McCloy and Gen­
eral George C. Marshall, Chief of Staff, decided to establish a volunteer 
combat team of Nisei soldiers. The volunteers were to come from those 
who had passed a loyalty review. To avoid the obvious unfairness of 
allowing only those joining the military to establish their loyalty and 
leave the camps, the War Department joined WRA in expanding the 
loyalty review program to all adult evacuees. 

This program was significant, but remained a compromise. It pro­
vided an opportunity to demonstrate loyalty to the United States on 
the battlefields; despite the human sacrifice involved, this was of im­
mense practical importance in obtaining postwaJ;" acceptance for the 
ethnic Japanese. It opened the gates of the camps for some and began 
some reestablishment of normal life. But, with no apparent rationale 
or justification, it did not end exclusion of the loyal from the West 
Coast. The review program did not extend the presumption of loyalty 
to American citizens of Japanese descent, who were subject to an 
investigation and review not applied to other ethnic groups. 

Equally important, although the loyalty review program was the 
first major government decision in which the interests of evacuees 
prevailed, the program was conducted so insensitively, with such lack 
of understanding of the evacuees' circumstances, that it became one 
of the most divisive and wrenching episodes of the camp detention. 

After almost a year of what the evacuees considered utterly unjust 
treatment at the hands of the government, the loyalty review program 
began with filling out a questionnaire which posed two questions re­
quiring declarations of complete loyalty to the United States. Thus, 
the questionnaire demanded a personal expression of position from 
each evacuee--a choice between faith in one's future in America and 
outrage at present injustice. Understandably most evacuees probably 
had deeply ambiguous feelings about a government whose rhetorical 
values of liberty and equality they wished to believe, but who found 
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atives against relatives, and friends against friends. So bitter was 
all this that even to this day, there are many amongst us who do 
not speak about that period for fear that the same harsh feelings 
might arise up again to the surface. 

The loyalty review program was a point of decision and division 
for those in the camps. The avowedly loyal were eligible for release; 
those who were unwilling to profess loyalty or whom the government 
distrusted were segregated from the main body of evacuees into the 
Tule Lake camp, which rapidly became a center of disaffection and 
protest against the government and its policies-the unhappy refuge 
of evacuees consumed by anger and despair. 

The Decision to End Exclusion 
The loyalty review should logically have led to the conclusion that 

no justification existed for excluding loyal American citizens from the 
West Coast. Secretary Stimson, Assistant Secretary McCloy and Gen­
eral Marshall reached this position in the spring of 1943. Nevertheless, 
the exclusion was not ended until December 1944. No plausible reason 
connected to any wartime security has been offered for this eighteen 
to twenty month delay in allowing the ethnic Japan-ese to return to 
their homes, jobs and businesses on the West Coast, despite the fact 
that the delay meant, as a practical matter, that confinement in the 
relocation camps continued for the great majority of evacuees for an­
other year and a half. 

Between May 1943 and May 1944, War Department officials did 
not make public their opinion that exclusion of loyal ethnic Japanese 
from the West Coast no longer had any military justification. If the 
President was unaware of this view, the plausible explanation is that 
Secretary Stimson and Assistant Secretary McCloy were unwilling, or 
believed themselves unable, to face down political opposition on the 
West Coast. General DeWitt repeatedly expressed opposition until he 
left the Western Defense Command in the fall of 1943, as did West 
Coast anti-Japanese factions and politicians. 

In May 1944 Secretary Stimson put before President Roosevelt 
and the Cabinet his position that the exclusion no longer had a military 
justification. But the President was unwilling to act to end the exclusion 
until the first Cabinet meeting following the Presidential election of 
November 1944. The inescapable conclusion from this faCtual pattern 
is that the delay was motivated by political considerations. 

By the participants' own accounts, there is no rational explanation 
for maintaining the exclusion of loyal ethnic Japanese from the West 
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Coast for the eighteen months after May 1943---except political pres­
sure and fear. Certainly there was no justification arising out of military 
necessity. 

The Comparisons 
To either side of the Commission's account of the exclusion, re­

moval and detention, there is a version argued by various witnesses 
that makes a radically. different analysis of the events. Some contend 
that, forty years later, we cannot recreate the atmosphere and events 
of 1942 and that the extreme measures taken then were solely to protect 
the nation's safety when there was no reasonable alternative. Others 
see in these events only the animus of racial hatred directed toward 
people whose skin was not white. Events in Hawaii in World War II 
and the historical treatment of Germans and German Americans shows 
that neither analysis is satisfactory. 

Hawaii. When Japan attacked Pearl Harbor, nearly 158,000 per­
sons of Japanese ancestry lived in Hawaii-more than 35 percent of 
the population. Surely, if there were dangers from espionage, sabotage 
and fifth column activity by American citizens and resident aliens of 
Japanese ancestry, danger would be greatest in Hawaii, and one would 
anticipate that the most swift and severe measures would be taken 
there. But nothing of the sort happened. Less than 2,000 ethnic Jap­
anese in Hawaii were taken into custody during the war-barely one 
percent of the population of Japanese descent. Many factors contrib­
uted to this reaction. 

Hawaii was more ethnically mixed and racially tolerant than the 
West Coast. Race relations in Hawaii before the war were not infected 
with the same virulent antagonism of 75 years of agitation. While anti­
Asian feeling existed in the territory, it did not represent the longtime 
views of well-organized groups as it did on the West Coast and, without 
statehood, xenophobia had no effective voice in the Congress. 

The larger population of ethnic Japanese in Hawaii was also a 
factor. It is one thing to vent frustration and historical prejudice on a 
scant two percent of the population; it is very different to disrupt a 
local economy and tear a social fabric by locking up more than one­
third of a territory's people. And in Hawaii the half-measure of exclu­
sion from military areas would have been meaningless. 

In large social terms, the Army had much greater control of day­
to-day events in Hawaii. Martial law was declared in December 1941, 
suspending the writ of habeas corpus, so that through the critical first 
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months of the war, the military's recognized power to deal with any 
emergency was far greater than on the West Coast. 

Individuals were also significant in the Hawaiian equation. The 
War Department gave great discretion to the commanding general of 
each defense area and this brought to bear very different attitudes 
toward persons of Japanese ancestry in Hawaii and on the West Coast. 
The commanding general in Hawaii, Delos Emmons, restrained plans 
to take radical measures, raising practical problems of labor shortages 
and transportation until the pressure to evacuate the Hawaiian Islands 
subsided. General Emmons does not appear to have been a man of 
dogmatic racial views; he appears to have argued quietly but consis­
tently for treating the ethnic Japanese as loyal to the United States, 
absent evidence to the contrary. 

This policy was clearly much more congruent with basic American 
law and values. It was also a much sounder policy in practice. The 
remarkably high rate of enlistment in the Army in Hawaii is in sharp 
contrast to the doubt and alienation that marred the recruitment of 
Army volunteers in the relocation camps. The wartime experience in 
Hawaii left behind neither the extensive economic losses and injury 
suffered on the mainland nor the psychological burden of the direct 
experience of unjust exclusion and detention. 

The German Americans. The German American experience in the 
First World War was far less traumatic and damaging than that of the 
ethnic Japanese in the Second World War, but it underscores the power 
of war fears and war hysteria to produce irrational but emotionally 
powerful reactions to people whose ethnicity links them to the enemy. 

There were obvious differences between the position of people of 
German descent in the United States in 1917 and the ethnic Japanese 
at tqe start of the Second World War. In 1917, more than 8,000,000 
people in the United States had been born in Germany or had one or 
both parents born there. Although German Americans were not mas­
sively represented politically, their numbers gave them notable polit­
ical strength and support from political spokesmen outside the ethnic 
group. 

The history of the First World War bears a suggestive resemblance 
to the events of 1942: rumors in the press of sabotage and espionage, 
use of a stereotype of the German as an unassimilable and rapacious 
Hun, followed by an effort to suppress those institutions-the language, 
the press and the churches-that were most palpably foreign and per­
ceived as the seedbed of Kaiserism. There were numerous examples 
of official and quaSi-governmental harassment and fruitless investiga-
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tion of German Americans and resident German aliens. This history 
is made even more disturbing by the absence of an extensive history 
of anti-German agitation before the war. 

* * * 
The promulgation of Executive Order 9066 was not justified by 

military necessity, and the decisions which followed from it-deten­
tion, ending detention and ending exclusion-were not driven by analysis 
of military conditions. The broad historical causes which shaped these 
decisions were race prejudice, war hysteria and a failure of political 
leadership. Widespread ignorance of Japanese Americans contributed 
to a policy conceived in haste and executed in an atmosphere of fear 
and anger at Japan. A grave injustice was done to American citizens 
and resident aliens of Japanese ancestry who, without individual review 
or any probative evidence against them, were excluded, removed and 
detained by the United States during World War II. 

In memoirs and other statements after the war, many of those 
involved in the exclusion, removal and detention passed judgment on 
those events. While believing in the context of the time that evacuation 
was a legitimate exercise of the war powers, Henry L. Stimson rec­
ognized that "to loyal citizens this forced evacuation was a personal 
injustice." In his autobiography, Francis Biddle reiterated his beliefs 
at the time: "the program was ill-advised, unnecessary and unneces­
sarily cruel." Justice William O. Douglas, who joined the majority 
opinion in Korematsu which held the evacuation constitutionally per­
missible, found that the evacuation case "was ever on my conscience." 
Milton Eisenhower described the evacuation to the relocation camps 
as "an inhuman mistake." Chief Justice Earl Warren, who had urged 
evacuation as Attorney General of California, stated, "I have since 
deeply regretted the removal order and my own testimony advocating 
it, because it was not in keeping with our American concept of freedom 
and the rights of citizens." Justice Tom C. Clark, who had been liaison 
between the Justice Department and the Western Defense Command, 
concluded, "Looking back on it today [the evacuation] was, of course, 
a mistake." 

PART II: THE ALEUTS 

During the struggle for naval supremacy in the Pacific in World War 
II, the Aleutian Islands were strategically valuable to both the United 
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States and Japan. Beginning in March 1942, United States military 
intelligence repeatedly warned Alaska defense commanders that Jap­
anese aggression into the Aleutian Islands was imminent. In June 1942, 
the Japanese attacked and held the two westernmost Aleutians, Kiska 
and Attu. These islands remained in Japanese hands until July and 
August 1943. During the Japanese offensive in June 1942, American 
military commanders in Alaska ordered the evacuation of the Aleuts 
from many islands to places of relative safety. The government placed 
the evacuees in camps in southeast Alaska where they remained in 
deplorable conditions until being allowed to return to their islands in 
1944 and 1945. 

The Evacuation 
The military had anticipated a possible Japanese attack for some 

time before June 1942. The question of what should be done to provide 
security for the Aleuts lay primarily with the civilians who reported to 
the Secretary of the Interior: the Office of Indian Affairs, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the territorial governor. They were unable to 
agree upon a course of action--evacuation and relocation to avoid the 
risks of war, or leaving the Aleuts on their islands on the ground that 
subsistence on the islands would disrupt Aleut life less than relocation. 
The civilian authorities were engaged in consulting with the military 
and the Aleuts when the Japanese attacked. 

At this point the military hurriedly stepped in and commenced 
evacuation in the midst of a rapidly developing military situation. On 
June 3, 1942, the Japanese bombed the strategic American base at 
Dutch Harbor in the Aleutians; as part of the response a U.S. ship 
evacuated most of the island of Atka, burning the Aleut village to 
prevent its use by Japanese troops, and Navy planes picked up the 
rest of the islanders a few days later. 

In anticipation of a possible attack, the Pribilof Islands were also 
evacuated by the Navy in early June. In early July, the Aleut villages 
of Nikolski on Umnak Island, and Makushin, Biorka, Chernofski, Kash­
ega and Unalaska on Unalaska Island, and Akutan on Akutan Island 
were evacuated in a sweep eastward from Atka to Akutan. 

At that point, the Navy decided that no further evacuation of Aleut 
villages east of Akutan Island was needed. Eight hundred seventy-six 
Aleuts had been evacuated from Aleut villages west of U nimak Island, 
including the Pribilofs. Except in Unalaska the entire population of 
each village was evacuated, including at least 30 non-Aleuts. All of the 
Aleuts were relocated to southeastern Alaska except 50 persons who 
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and there [which] I considered distinct fire hazartls .... [A] mother 
and as many as three or four children were found in several beds 
and two or three children in one bunk. . . . The garbage cans 
were overflowing, human excreta was found next to the doors of 
the cabins and the drainage boxes into which dishwater and kitchen 
waste was to be placed were filthy beyond description .... I 
realize that during the first two days we saw the community at its 
worst. I know that there were very few adults who were well. . . . 
The water supply is discolored, contaminated and unattractive. 
. . . [F]acilities for boiling and cooling the water are not readily 
available .... I noticed some lack of the teaching of basic public 
health fundamentals. Work with such a small group of people who 
had been wards of the government for a long period of time should 
have brought better results. It is strange 'that they could have 
reverted from a state of thrift and cleanliness on the Islands to the 
present state of filth, despair, and complete lack of civic pride. I 
realize, too, that at the time I saw them the community was largely 
made up of women and children whose husbands were not with 
them. With proper facilities for leadership, guidance and stimu­
lation . . . the situation could have been quite different. 

In the fall of 1942, the only fulltime medical care at Funter Bay 
was provided by two nurses who served both the cannery camp and a 
camp at a mine across Funter Bay. Doctors were only temporarily 
assigned to the camp, often remaining for only a few days or weeks. 
The infirmary at the mining camp was a three-room bungalow; at the 
cannery, it was a room twenty feet square. Medical supplies were 
scarce. 

Epidemics raged throughout the Aleuts' stay in southeastern Alaska; 
they suffered from influenza, measles, and pneumonia along with tu­
berculosis. Twenty-five died at Funter Bay in 1943 alone, and it is 
estimated that probably ten percent of the evacuated Aleuts died dur­
ing their two or three year stay in southeastern Alaska. 

To these inadequate conditions was added the isolation of the camp 
sites, where climatic and geographic conditions were very unlike the 
Aleutians. No employment meant debilitating idleness. It was prompted 
in part by government efforts to keep the Pribilovians, at least, together 
so that they might be returned to harvest the fur seals, an enterprise 
economically valuable to the government. Indeed a group of Pribilov­
ians were taken back to their islands in the middle of the evacuation 
period for the purpose of seal harvesting. 

The standard of care which the government owes to those within 
its care was clearly violated by this treatment, which brought great 
suffering and loss of life to the Aleuts. 
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looms that were their most significant spiritual as well as material losses. 
They cannot be replaced. In addition, possessions such as houses, 
furniture, boats, and fishing gear were either never replaced or re­
placed by markedly inferior goods. 

In sum, despite the fact that the Aleutians were a theatre of war 
from which evacuation was a sound policy, there was no justification 
for the manner in which the Aleuts were treated in the camps in 
southeastern Alaska, nor for failing to compensate them fully for their 
material losses. 





Part I 
Nisei and Issei 





1 
Before Pearl Harbor 

On December 7, 1941, Japan attacked and crippled the American fleet 
at Pearl Harbor. Ten weeks later, on February 19, 1942, President 
Roosevelt signed Executive Order 9066 under which the War De­
partment excluded from the West Coast everyone of Japanese ances­
try-both American citizens and their alien parents who, despite long 
residence in the United States, were barred by federal law from be­
coming American citizens. Driven from their homes and farms and 
businesses, very few had any choice but to go to "relocation centers"­
Spartan, barrack-like camps in the inhospitable deserts and mountains 
of the interior. * 

*There is a continuing controversy over the contention that the camps 
were "concentration camps" and that any other term is a euphemism. The 
government documents of the time frequently use the term "concentration 
camps," but after World War II, with fun realization of the atrocities committed 
by the Nazis in the death camps of Europe, that phrase came to have a very 
different meaning. The American relocation centers were bleak and bare, and 
life in them had many hardships, but they were not extermination camps, nor 
did the American government embrace a policy of torture or liquidation of the 
ethnic Japanese. To use the phrase "concentration camps" summons up images 
and ideas which are inaccurate and unfair. The Commission has used "relo­
cation centers" and "relocation camps," the usual term used during the war, 
not to gloss over the hardships of the camps, but in an effort to find an 
historically fair and accurate phrase. 

27 
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This was done out of fear-fear of sabotage, of espionage, of fifth 
column activity. There was no evidence that any individual American 
citizen was actively disloyal to his country. Nevertheless, the World 
War II history of Americans of Japanese ancestry was far different from 
that of German Americans, Italian Americans or any other ethnic group. 
It is the bitter history of an original mistake, a failure of America's faith 
in its citizens' devotion to their country's cause and their right to liberty, 
when there was no evidence or proof of wrongdoing. It is a history 
which deeply seared and scarred the lives of Japanese Americans. How 
did it happen? 

War inflamed many passions in the country. On the West Coast 
it rekindled the fears and prejudices oflong years of anti-Asian agitation 
carried on by organized interest groups. Decades of discrimination 
against immigrants from Japan and public hostility toward Americans 
of Japanese descent fueled outraged shock at the Pearl Harbor attack 
and impotent anger against the Japanese as they swept through the 
Philippines and down the Malay Peninsula to Singapore. Rep6rts of 
American battlefield deaths lit sparks in one community after another 
up and down the West Coast, where fear of invasion was very real. In 
significant measure, the evacuation decision was ignited by the fire of 
those emotions, especially in California. 

The hostile reception and treatment of Japanese immigrants on 
the West Coast are the historical prelude to the exclusion and eyac­
uation. Federal immigration and naturalization laws, frequently spon­
sored and backed by westerners, demonstrate this public hostility to 
Asians, particularly the Japanese. Laws which prohibited the owner­
ship of land by Japanese resident aliens and imposed segregation in 
the schools tell the same story in the western states. Public perceptions 
and misconceptions about the Japanese in this country were affected 
by myths and stereotypes-the fear of "the yellow peril" and antago­
nistic misunderstanding of the cultural patterns of the Japanese in 
America. Resentment of effective economic competition also inflamed 
public feeling and, combined with differences oflanguage and culture, 
left the small minority of Japanese Americans on the West Coast com­
paratively isolated-a ready target at a time of fear and anxiety. 

IMMIGRATION AND LEGALIZED DISCRIMINATION 

Discrimination in American immigration laws started with the Natu­
ralization Act of 1790, which provided for naturalization of "any alien, 
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being a free white person."1 Following revision of the statute after the 
Civil War, the act was read to prohibit any Chinese immigrant from 
becoming an American citizen. 2 It was generally assumed that the 
prohibition would extend to the Japanese as well and, in 1922, the 
Supreme Court interpreted the statute to prohibit the naturalization 
of any Oriental. 3 Although immigrants from Asia could not become 
American citizens, their children born on American soil became citi­
zens by birth.4 The Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution as­
sured to everyone born in the United States the rights and privileges 
of citizenship without regard to the status of one's parents. 

The Chinese began immigrating into this country under these 
adverse conditions in the middle of the nineteenth century, several 
decades before significant Japanese immigration began. California was 
at the center of American discrimination against the Chinese and, later, 
against the Japanese. By 1870 approximately ten percent of California's 
population was Chinese. A great many of the Chinese immigrants were 
railroad laborers; when the transcontinental line had been completed 
in 1869 they were discharged wherever they happened to be. This left 
almost 10,000 unemployed Chinese in a depressed labor market, and 
anti-Chinese sentiment became widespread and vocal throughout the 
west. The financial recession of the 1870's was blamed on "cheap Mon­
golian labor," and protests were directed against the Chinese and their 
employers. The San Francisco labor movement prospered by using 
anti-Chinese agitation as an organizing tool. The Chinese threat, first 
characterized as unfair labor competition, eventually included claims 
of racial impurity and inj1.J.ry to western civilization. The press and 
political parties pandered to these anti-Chinese attitudes. After 1871, 
both the Republican and Democratic parties in California had anti­
Chinese planks in their platforms. Moreover, an independent work­
ingmen's party organized in California around populism and anti-Chinese 
measures. 5 

Pressures mounted for the federal government to prohibit Chinese 
immigration. 6 Under that pressure, Congress passed a Chinese exclu­
sion bill in 1880 which President Hayes vetoed. In 1882, President 
Arthur vetoed a similar bill; however, as a compromise he signed into 
law a ten-year suspension of Chinese immigration. 7 The Chinese Ex­
clusion Act of 1882 was renewed in 1892 and made permanent in 1902.8 

Immigration and naturalization of the Chinese was not permitted until 
1943, when the United States was allied with China in the Second 
World War. 9 

Significant Japanese immigration into the United States did not 
start until the late nineteenth century. In 1853, Commodore Matthew 
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Their occupations were overwhelmingly manual but their hard work, 
thrift, respect for education and social stability were a firm foundation 
for a better economic future. 21 

The Japanese who emigrated to the mainland United States settled 
on the West Coast, primarily in California. In 190041% of the ethnic 
group and, in 1940, 70% had made their homes in California. 22 Nu­
merically, they remained a tiny minority, making up only 2.1% of 
California's population at the time of greatest concentration, and in 
1940 comprising only 1. 6% of the population of California, most heavily 
concentrated in and around Los Angeles. 23 

The California of 1900 to 1920 was highly heterogeneous, based 
on expansive resources, space and an expanding economy. A state 
largely populated by citizen newcomers, California society was unin­
tegrated, unstable, mobile and loosely organized. The state was made 
up of culturally insulated and isolated communities. Without a general 
sense of community or purpose, many outsiders, such as the "Okies" 
of the Depression years, were regarded as inferior. 24 

The Japanese immigrants were excluded from political life by the 
prohibition against naturalization and were effectively barred from par­
ticipation in social and economic affairs. As with many new immigrant 
groups, they brought with them customs and mores which also tended 
to set them apart in the early years after arrival. There was a sustaining 
pride in the Japanese people and its culture, which honored traditional 
social values and cohesive group relationships, with particular def­
erence to those in positions of authority and status within the family 
and the community.25 There were also the obvious differences of lan­
guage and religion. These factors promoted internal solidarity within 
the Japanese community and, combined with the hostile nativism of 
California, placed the Issei* in comparative isolation in the public and 
economic life of the West Coast. 

The Japanese were a major focus of California politics in the fifty 
years before World War II. Their small numbers, their political im­
potence and the racial feelings of many Calilornians frequently com­
bined with resentment at the immigrants' willingness to labor for low 
pay to make them a convenient target for demagogues or agitators. 

*The Issei are the immigrant generation from Japan; the first generation 
born in the United States are Nisei, the second generation born here, Sansei. 
Those who returned to Japan for education are termed Kibei and the entire 
ethnic Japanese group in America are Nikkei. 
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Following early incidents in the 1890's, anti-Japanese activity com­
menced in earnest in 1900. On May 7, 1900, local labor groups called 
a major anti-Japanese protest in San Francisco. Political, economic, 
and social arguments were made.26 Mayor James Duval Phelan of San 
Francisco expressed the prevalent feelings: 

The Japanese are starting the same tide of immigration which we 
thought we had checked twenty years ago. . . . The Chinese and 
Japanese are not bona fide citizens. They are not the stuff of which 
American citizens can be made. . . . Personally we have nothing 
against Japanese, but as they will not assimilate with us and their 
social life is so different from ours, let them keep at a respectful 
distance. 27 

In the same year, the American Federation of Labor adopted a 
resolution asking Congress to re-enact the Chinese exclusion law and 
include all "Mongolian" labor .. Also in 1900, both the Democrats and 
the Populists of California adopted expressly anti-Japanese planks in 
their platforms; similarly, the Republican position proposed effective 
restriction on "cheap foreign labor." In November 1901, a Chinese 
Exclusion Convention met in San Francisco. Designed to instruct Con­
gress to extend the Chinese Exclusion Act, the convention determined 
not to seek Japanese exclusion only because the request would dissipate 
its message. Contemporary accounts of that convention show a growing 
hostility in California toward Japanese immigrants. is 

After Japan's striking victory over Russia in 1904-05, fear of Jap­
anese territorial advances fueled the anti-Japanese immigration forces­
movies, novels and newspapers reiterated accusations that Japanese in 
America were merely agents of the Emperor. 29 In February 1905, The 
San Francisco Chronicle began a series of anti-Japanese articles, the 
first entitled "The Japanese Invasion, the Problem of the Hour." Al­
though the motivation for these articles is unclear, they evoked strong 
responses; some San Francisco clergy and the Japanese residents them­
selves objected, but the public in general supported the paper's views. 
In early March, both houses of the California legislature passed anti­
Japanese resolutions. 30 

Then in May 1905, delegates from 67 organizations met in San 
Francisco to form what became the Japanese Exclusion League (Asiatic 
Exclusion League), led primarily by labor groups. Ironically, many of 
the League's leaders themselves l>"ld emigrated from Europe. The 
League's motivations were racial and economic; its purpose, Japanese 
exclusion; its methods, legislation, boycott, school segregation and 
propaganda.31 By 1908, the League had over 100,000 members and 
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238 affiliated groups, mostly labor unions.32 The League's presence 
helped to catalyze anti-Japanese activity, despite the failure of its pro­
posals. In the words of Roger· Daniels, one of the foremost historians 
ofJapanese Americans: :'From the day of the League's formation, May 
14, 1905, until after the end of the Second World War, there was in 
California an organized anti-Japanese movement that would eventually 
draw support from all segments of the state's population."33 

The next aim of the. anti-Japanese activists, including the League, 
was to segregate schoolchildren of Japanese ancestry. In May 1905, 
the San Francisco School Boardannouncoo a policy of removing Jap­
anese students to the one Oriental school so that "our children should 
not be placed in any position where their youthful impressions may 
be affected by association with pupils of the Mongolian race." On 
December 11, 1906, under increasing public pressure spurred by a 
coalition oflabor and politicians, the school board issued an order which 
barred Asian children, including Japanese, from white primary schools. 
To put the problem in perspective, only 93 Japanese students, 25 of 
them born in the United States, were then in the San Francisco public 
schools. 34 

School segregation in San Francisco made discrimination against 
the Japanese an issue of international diplomacy. The school board's 
order caused serious embarrassment to President Theodore Roosevelt, 
who learned of it through reports from Tokyo. Concerned about main­
taining sound diplomatic relations with Japan, which had just dem­
onstrated its military power by resoundingly defeating Russia in the 
Russo-Japanese War, Roosevelt began negotiations with California. 
After consultation, the President agreed that if the San Francisco School 
Board rescinded its order and if California refrained from passing more 
anti-Japanese legislation, he would negotiate with Japan to restrict 
immigration in a manner which did not injure that country's pride. 
Roosevelt also sent a message to Congress opposing school segregation 
and supporting naturalization of the Japanese. Public opposition greeted 
his views. Roosevelt did not press the naturalization legislation, and 
his message was regarded as an effort to placate Japan in the face of 
the school board order. 35 

To carry out President Roosevelt's part of the bargain with Japan, 
Secretary of State Elihu Root drafted, and Congress passed, legislation 
generally authorizing immigration restriction from such intermediate 
points as Hawaii. On March 14, 1907, the President issued an Exec­
utive Order barring further Japanese immigration from Hawaii, Mexico 
and Canada. 36 
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In 1907 the two countries entered into the "Gentlemen's Agree­
ment" under which Japan agreed not to issue more workers' passports 
valid for the continental United States, and to restrict issuance to 
"laborers who have already been in America and to the parents, wives 
and children of laborers already resident there." This agreement sharply 
curtailed, but did not eliminate, Japanese immigration. Between 1908 
and 1924, many Japanese men resident in the United States brought 
to this country the brides of arranged marriages,37 creating an inac­
curate public impression that Japan had deceived the United States in 
implementing the agreement. Resentment was expressed as early as 
1910, when campaign platforms of the Republican, Democratic and 
Socialist parties all included exclusionist planks. 38 

The next phase of anti-Japanese activity, again centered in Cali­
fornia, was an effort to prohibit land ownership by Japanese immi­
grants, a particularly harsh measure in light of the fact that a very high 
percentage of the immigrants were farmers. In 1913, the Democrats 
and the Progressives, led by the Governor of California and supported 
by some farmers who feared economic competition, pressed the Cal­
ifornia legislature to enact such a law. President Wilson lobbied against 
passage, as did major businesses interested in good relations with 
Japan. After extensive politicking, however, the state legislature passed 
the Alien Land Law of 1913 (the Webb-Heney Act), which barred 
future land purchases by aliens ineligible for citizenship and forbade 
such aliens to acquire leases for periods longer than three years. 39 The 
law was a particularly outrageous discriminatory measure aimed at the 
Japanese, but it did not end anti-Japanese agitation because it was 
easily avoided and largely ineffectual. Immigrant Japanese who had 
citizen children could vest ownership in the children with a parent as 
guardian; for those without children, a bare majority of stock could be 
transferred to a citizen as ostensible owner.4O Such groups as the Anti­
Jap Laundry League attacked the legislation. 

After the First World War, anti-Japanese activity in the United 
States intensified. Over the next several years, it had two foci-a more 
restrictive alien land law in California, and total prohibition of immi­
gration from Japan. Four major organizations, reflecting the views of 
labor, "patriots" and farmers, supported and led this anti-Japanese 
movement: The Native Sons (and Native Daughters) of the Golden 
West; the American Legion; the California State Federation of Labor 
and the California State Grange. 41 The old Asiatic Exclusion League 
was reorganized into the California Joint Immigration Committee. 42 

Small businessmen also opposed continued Japanese immigration,43 
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and the California Real Estate Association opposed land ownership by 
Japanese aliens. 44 Big business, including the Chamber of Commerce, 
opposed a prohibition on immigration as a possible interference with 
trade,45 and large-scale agriculture, interested in access to cheap labor, 
took the same position. 

The breadth of the anti-Japanese groups, and their unity, were 
indeed effective. All united in adopting a five-point plan: 

1. Cancellation of the "Gentlemen's Agreement;" 

2. Prohibition against the entry of "Picture Brides;" 

3. Rigorous prohibition against further immigration from Japan; 

4. Confirmation of the policy that Asians should be forever barred 
from American citizenship; and 

5. Amendment of the federal Constitution to provide that no child 
born in the United States should become an American citizen 
unless both parents were of a race eligible for citizenship. 46 

In 1920 the groups in California succeeded in passing an initiative 
which further restricted Japanese landholding in California. The Los 
Angeles County Asiatic Association urged Californians to vote yes on 
Proposition One to "Save California-Stop Absorption of State's Best 
Acreage by Japanese Through Leases and Evasions of Law."47 This 
measure was an attempt to shore up the Alien Land Act of 1913. The 
1920 law prohibited any further transfer ofland to Japanese nationals, 
forbade them to lease land, barred any corporation in which Japanese 
held a majority of stock from lease or purchase of land, and prohibited 
immigrant parents from serving as guardians for their minor citizen 
children. 48 

This law also proved largely ineffectual. The provision barring 
Japanese parents from acting as guardians for their children was ruled 
unconstitutional. 49 Because there were many citizen children by 1920, 
avoiding the other new restrictions was not difficult. Nevertheless, the 
law had some effect: in combination with the prohibition on immigra­
tion, it reduced the number of acres held in California by persons of 
Japanese ancestry. 50 Similar anti-Japanese sentiment led to the enact­
ment of parallel anti-alien land legislation in Arizona, Washington and 
Oregon,51 even though by 1920 only 4,151 Japanese lived in Oregon 
and oWned only 2,185 acres of land. 52 

From 1908 to 1924, while the Gentlemen's Agreement was in 
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effect, 159,675 Japanese immigrated into the continental United States. 53 

Many immigrants, however, returned to Japan with their children. 
The 1910 census shows 72,157 persons of Japanese ancestry in the 
continental United States; the 1920 census shows 111,010 and the 1930 
census shows 138,834.54 Nevertheless, in large part because the 
Gentlemen's Agreement had been represented to California as an ex­
clusion act,55 many wrongly believed that Japan had breached the 
Agreement. 56 This mistaken view as well as the political and perceived 
economic interests of the anti-Japanese groups aided the drive to end 
all Japanese immigration. In 1920, the exclusionists formed the Japa­
nese Exclusion League of California, organized under V. S. McClatchy 
and State Senator Inman to seek passage of exclusion legislation. 57 

McClatchy was once publisher of The Sacramento Bee and a director 
of the Associated Press; from 1920 to 1932 he represented the California 
Joint Immigration Committee. Publicly adept, McClatchy was an un­
tiring and successful advocate of Japanese exclusion-not on the basis 
of prejudice, he claimed, but because the Japanese were superior 
workers and thus an economic threat. 58 In 1924, at the culmination of 
isolationist trends in the United States and particularly of the anti­
Japanese movement, the federal immigration law was changed ex­
pressly to exclude the Japanese. 59 

After 1924, there were no major successful legislative initiatives 
against the ethnic Japanese until after Pearl Harbor, but anti-Japanese 
activity continued. For instance, there were repeated efforts to pass 
statutes banning aliens not eligible for citizenship from employment 
in the government and on public works projects,60 and in 1938 the 
California legislature defeated a bill which would have removed the 
Issei from the tuna-fishing industry in San Diego and San Pedro. 61 The 
Joint Immigration Committee worked to insure that the exclusion law 
was not amended, aided in the passage of alien land laws in the interior 
states and influenced the deletion of passages favorable to Japanese in 
textbooks used in California and Hawaii. 62 Anti-Japanese agitation and 
sentiment continued to be part of the public life of the West Coast. 

THE ROOTS OF PREJUDICE-MYTHS, STEREOTYPES AND 
FEARS 

Stereotypes and fears mixed with economic self-interest, often growing 
out of and contributing to racial antipathy, were the seedbed for the 
politics of prejudice which bred discriminatory laws. 
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Rising Tide of Color Against White World Supremacy in 1920; Stoddard 
and Grant together were influential in expounding the new racism. 70 

Purported espionage by those ofJapanese ancestry in the-United 
States was advanced as one threat from the yellow peril. Allegations 
that persons of Japanese descent were a "secret army" for Japan and 
the Emperor were constantly repeated by anti-Japanese agitators. 

The "Japanese Birthrate" 
Fears of Japanese expansionism and the "yellow peril" were fed 

by wild overestimation of the birthrate among persons of Japanese 
ancestry in the continental United States. When the 1920 Alien Land 
Law was being considered, Governor William Stephens of California 
asserted that the greatest danger to white Californians came from the 
high birthrate of the Japanese. A state report sought to demonstrate 
that the Japanese birthrate was three times that of white citizens of 
the state. The report failed, however, to take account of the fact that 
the pattern of Japanese immigration led to older husbands bringing to 
the United States young brides who, married only a few years at the 
time of the survey, were at the peak of their fertility. To compare that 
sample to the birthrate among all women of childbearing age in Cal­
ifornia was misleading. In fact, the long-range birthrate of the immi­
grant generation fell below that of the contemporary European im­
migrant groups and only slightly above that of native whites during 
the 1920's and 1930's. By 1940 the birthrate among Japanese Americans 
in every state on the West Coast was lower than the birthrate of the 
general population. The "high Japanese birthrate" was a myth. 71 

Education, Religion and Associations 
The Issei left behind a country characterized by pride, strong 

moral convictions, and community cohesiveness. Many cultural pat­
terns were transplanted into Japanese community life in the United 
States. Although the Issei were criticized for being clannish, early 
discrimination reinforced the typically separate living patterns of non­
English-speaking immigrants and delayed their cultural assimilation. 
The Issei responded by trying to raise their children in a two-culture 
environment. What resulted was a general acceptance among Nisei of 
some traditional Japanese mores, and continuing criticism from anti­
Japanese groups that the immigrants and their families were unassi­
milable and pro-Japan. 

Many Issei wished to prepare their children for life in either 
country, fearing that future discriminatory laws would prevent them 
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from continuing to live in the United States. Dual citizenship, pursued 
actively or passively, was one contingency measure., Japan, as well as 
several European countries, had traditionally followed the principle of 
jus sanguinis, meaning that the children of Japanese nationals, re­
gardless of country of birth, were citizens of Japan. Expatriation and 
citizenship acts passed in Japan in 1916 and 1924 modified the jus 
sanguinis principle, however, so that after 1924 ethnic Japanese born 
in the United States had to be registered promptly with the Japanese 
consul in order to obtain dual citizenship. The Japanese Association, 
established on the West Coast to promote Japanese immigrants' in­
terests, encouraged Issei to expatriate their Nisei children and worked 
to terminate dual citizenships. By the 1930's, only twenty percent of 
the Nisei held dual citizenship. 72 

Next to parental authority, education was the strongest molder of 
values. To preserve their cultural heritage and to ensure their chil­
dren's success in the Japanese community, or, if necessary, in Japan, 
Issei stressed the learning of the Japanese language. 73 Such language 
instruction was not unusual among first-generation immigrant groups. 
A large segment of the Nisei attended Japanese language school despite 
the generation gap which developed between Issei and Nisei as the 
young Japanese Americans came to identify more closely with American 
values. These classes were held after school, which made for a very 
long day of "education," drawing resentment from many Nisei and 
resulting in few ever truly mastering Japanese. 74 The education pro­
gram of the schools was diverse but the lessons typically embodied 
and taught respect for parents and elders, self-reliance, obligation, 
hard work and other virtues believed to be inherently Japanese. 75 The 
language schools also supplied a stage for Japanese folklore, plays, 
songs, novels, and movies, all emphasizing Japanese ethics that in many 
instances paralleled the "Puritan work ethic." Although the schools 
were much Americanized over time, their approach depended on the 
teacher and the local community, and some schools stressed Japanese 
nationalism and loyalty. Senator Daniel Inouye recounted his expe­
rience in one such school in 1939: 

Day after day, the [Buddhist] priest who taught us ethics and 
Japanese history hammered away at the divine prerogatives of the 
Emperor. . . He would tilt his menacing crew-cut skull at us and 
solemnly proclaim, "You must remember that only a trick offate 
has brought you so far from your homeland, but there must be 
no question of your loyalty. When Japan calls, you must know 
that it is Japanese blood that flows in your veins."76 
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Eventually, Inouye was thrown out of the school in a dispute about 
religion. Inouye's own career is ample proof that even such emotional 
instruction often had negligible effect. Nevertheless, the language schools 
and the much-stereotyped and exaggerated code of the samurai were 
viewed by many on the West Coast as threats to the American social 
system. 

A smaller number of children were sent to Japan for formal ed­
ucation. These Kibei lived with relatives in Japan and returned with 
an education designed to be the key to their success in a Japanese 
community excluded from mainstream America. The length of time 
spent in Japan varied a great deal, as did the age at which children 
were sent; in consequence, the impact of the education varied consid­
erably. A number of those who spent many of their formative years in 
Japan found it somewhat difficult to identify and to communicate with 
their American-educated peers, Nisei or Caucasian,77 although they 
had not become fully Japanese either. With such variation within the 
group, calculating the total number of Kibei is not very illuminating, 
but by 1940 several thousand Nisei had had substantial education in 
Japan. 78 

The Buddhist church was also an educational influence for the 
Nisei. Although theologically different, Buddhism and Christianity shared 
many ethical similarities, including values of honesty, charity· and hard 
work. But Buddhism was distrusted and largely misunderstood by 
Caucasians,79 and even officials of Japan opposed the vigorous intro­
duction of Buddhist missionaries into America.80 Moreover, the Issei 
believed that joining Christian churches would open more doors for 
them in terms of employment and social acceptance. 81 By the 1930's 
half the Nisei were Christians82 and, just before the war, in Seattle's 
ethnic Japanese community, Christians outnumbered those subscrib-
ing to Oriental religions. 83 . 

The Shinto religion had very few followers and was less understood 
in America than Buddhism. 84 Village Shinto in Japan overlapped L 

Buddhism; state Shinto developed later and was less a religion than a 
patriotic worship of the emperor used initially to overthrow the Jap­
anese feudal system. This cult was dominated by highly nationalistic 
fervor but its influence among Japanese in America was small, perhaps 
because its peak of influence came only after most of the Issei gen­
eration had left for the United States and reached adulthood. In fact, 
criticism of some of the ultra-nationalistic aspects of Japanese life in 
the 1930's led to the banning in Japan of some publications by Japanese 
Americans. 85 
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Excluded from politics and many social functions of the white­
dominated social structure on the West Coast, Issei formed a multi­
plicity of ethnic organizations and associations. Initially associations 
were established mainly for social purposes and were called kenjinkai, 
since members of each association were from the same ken or province 
ofJapan. These developed and perpetuated an inner community within 
the entire Japanese community. The kenjinkais were mainly significant 
to the immigrant generation and the Nisei showed little interest in 
them. Other Issei associations sprang up as well. By 1905, in San 
Francisco alone, fifteen ken societies; seven religious organizations; 
and associations for tailors, cobblers, restauranteurs, barbers and 
houseworkers; a students' club; and a residence for women were es­
tablished. 86 Politically strongest were the Japanese Associations, es­
tablished in response to increased anti-Japanese activity. The most 
important function of the Association was to serve as a legal adviser 
and lobbyist. Critics among the white majority in California claimed 
the Association was under the direct influence of Japan, and suspicion 
of the Association and its leaders grew, peaking at the the start of the 
war. 87 

Nisei, seeking to assert their citizenship rights and to champion 
the rights of Japanese Americans and Japanese immigrants, formed 
two independent organizations immediately after World War I: The 
American Loyalty League in San Francisco and the Progressive Citi­
zens' League in Seattle. These groups had little influence until the 
late 1920's, when many Nisei reached adulthood. The two merged into 
a national organization, the Japanese American Citizens League (JACL). 
The League was too young and poorly organized to achieve much 
success in improving the social and economic stature of the Nisei before 
the war, but it did provide an association separate from the Issei. 88 

All of these cultural patterns----dual citizenship; the language schools 
and education in Japan; foreign religion, particularly Shinto; and ethnic 
organizations, particularly grol'ps of Issei veterans who had served in 
Japan-became targets for the anti-Japanese faction on the West Coast. 
They were viewed as proof that the ethnic Japanese would not or could 
not assimilate to "American" life and represented an alien threat to 
the dominant white society. It bore a kinship to the know-nothing 
nativism that sprang up on the East Coast during the European im­
migrations of the nineteenth century. The ethnic institutions were also 
wrongly viewed as mechanisms through which the Japanese govern­
ment could influence and control the Issei and Nisei. Unfortunately, 



42 PERSONAL JUSTICE DENIED 

there was little informed American opinion to counter these exagger­
ated, alarmist views. 

ECONOMIC STATUS 

The relative economic status of the Nikkei affected anti-Japanese ag­
itation in the United States as did general economic conditions. Fre­
quently, anti-Japanese activity increased during periods of recession if 
competition from the ethnic Japanese was perceived as an economic 
threat. 89 This makes an understanding of the economic position of the 
Nikkei important to comprehending both the prewar and wartime 
history. 

Since most.ofthe Japanese who immigrated to the United States 
had worked in agriculture in Japan, farming was by far the predominant 
occupation among the Issei. 90 Other early immigrants found work as 
manual laborers for railroads, lumber companies, canneries or mines. 91 

Initially, the Japanese concentrated in railroads, sugar beets and hop­
harvesting. Both types of agricultural work paid by the piece, so meager 
incomes could be increased by hard work. The Japanese later moved 
into a wide range of farming activities, growing and cultivating citrus 
fruits, vineyards, berries and vegetables. 92 When these immigrants 
first arrived, many worked for $1 a day while other workers were 
earning up to $1.65 for the same work. 93 They took lower wages to 
obtain work; even low pay in the United States was higher than what 
they would have been able to earn in Japan. 94 

About half the Japanese in California were engaged in agriculture. 
Often, a Japanese immigrant would begin as a migrant laborer for a 
year or two, then settle in one place to harvest for a single farmer. 
The next step was sharecropping. After that, the worker would rent 
land, either paying cash or, for the first year or two, clearing the land 
in lieu of rent, The goal was ownership.95 Land tenure statistics for 
California illustrate the pattern:96 

TABLE 1: Japanese American Land Tenure in California 

Shared Crop Leased Owned 
(in acres) (in acres) (in acres) 

1904 19,5721/2 35,2581/2 2,422 
1909 59,0011/2 80,232 16,4491/2 
1919 .................... 383,287 74,769 
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By 1910, 39,000 persons of Japanese ancestry were engaged in agri­
culture; of these, 6,000 were independent, mostly tenant, farmers. 97 

The skills of the Issei as intensive farmers were rewarded. In 1917, 
for example, the average production per acre among all California 
farmers was less than $42; for the average Issei it was $141.98 In 1920, 
the market value of the crops produced by California Issei was $67 
million, or oVer 10% of the total California value. They were able to 
develop marginal areas effectively. In part because of the alien land 
laws, the Japanese selected quick-growth crops which required min­
imal capital investment; for instance, in southern California, they con­
centrated on truck farming rather than citrus growing. 99 

In Oregon by 1940 the Nikkei grew an estimated $2.7 million 
worth of produce. In Washington in that year, they raised more than 
$4 million of produce. They also commenced farming in states where 
they had come to work on the railroads: Utah, Wyoming, Montana, 
Nebraska, Idaho, Colorado and Nevada. 1°O 

After World War I, total acreage under Japanese cultivation de­
clined. By 1941, the value of all crops from Nikkei farms in California 
was $32 million (compared to the World War I high of $55 million). 
The decline was brought about by reduced Japanese acreage as well 
as plummeting crop values during the Depression. lOl Nevertheless, 
the Nikkei were important to the California agricultural economy; they 
were expected to produce 30-40% of the state's truck crops in 1942. 102 

Because of hostility and discrimination by whites, the Japanese 
entered agricultural produce distribution, primarily in Los Angeles, 
where they came to dominate the fruit and vegetable supply system 
by 1940. 103 The Japanese also entered produce marketing in Fresno, 
Sacramento, Seattle and Salt Lake City; in San Francisco, however, 
they were excluded from produce marketing. 104 

The Nikkei were also shopkeepers, primarily serving their own 
community. A detailed study of the Nikkei in Los Angeles (about one­
third of the Japanese in the United States) shortly before World War 
II determined that most of those in business operated small enterprises 
with low capital investment that survived because of the unpaid labor 
of family members. 105 Before World War II, the Nisei were gradually 
moving into clerical work, seeking the security of jobs over the status 
of independent enterprise. 106 Other occupations of Nikkei before World 
War II included fishing, fish cannery work, housework and gardening. 

Few were professionals. 107 This was so despite remarkable edu­
cational achievements. In 1940, the median education for all people 
of Japanese descent 25 years old and older was 8.6 years, compared 
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with 9.9 years for Californians and 8.6 years for the entire United 
States population. But these numbers included the Issei, who typically 
had few years of schooling; for Nisei 25 years old and older, the 1940 
median education was 12.2 years in California. lOB Continuing discrim­
ination made finding a job difficult for college-educated Nisei and 
prevented a great many from entering higher professional, white collar 
or skilled occupations. 109 By 1940, only 960 persons of Japanese an­
cestry were employed as professionals in California, and the main 
source of white collar employment was federal civil service. llO 

The estimated median income for the Nikkei in California in 1940 
was $622. This compares with a median income for the entire United 
States labor force of $627 and for California of $852 in the same year. 
In 1940, the Nikkei had high rates of employment: 96.7 percent of 
those in the labor force were employed, compared to 85.6 percent for 
the entire California population.l11 This higher rate may, however, 
include a substantial percentage of low-paid family workers. 

Economic advancement for the immigrants was built on hard work, 
frugality and willingness to save and invest. Individual effort was aided 
by stable family structure and by ethnic organizations such as credit 
associations. Very few Japanese went on relief during the Depression. 
But such self-improvement frequently brought resentment from eco­
nomic competitors, so that laborers and later independent farmers grew 
antagonistic to the Nikkei as their economic self-interest was af­
fected. 1l2 V. S. McClatchy was particularly direct in expressing these 

I 

views, arguing that Japanese immigration should be cut off because 
the immigrants were superior workers against whom West Coast whites 
could not compete. 

RACE RELATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES 

The status and treatment of Issei and Nisei is best understood against 
the background of the country's history on racial questions, posed most 
often between blacks and whites. 113 In 1940, racial segregation by law 
was still widespread and racial discrimination by custom and practice 
was found everywhere, largely accepted as part of American life. The 
Supreme Court still construed the constitutional promise of equal pro­
tection of the law for all Americans regardless of race, creed or color 
to require only that the states or the federal government provide equal 
though segregated facilities for the separate races. The supposed test 
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of equality, however, was rarely met. "Scientific" studies, based in 
part on intelligence testing widely used by the military during World 
War I and in part on views of evolution, kept alive the theory that 
blacks were inferior and that there was a hierarchy of capability and 
attainment among the races. Whatever the reasons or motives, much 
of the country believed in fundamental racial differences and practiced 
those beliefs through some form of discrimination or segregation. 

While racial discrimination was most deeply entrenched in the 
south, the problem was national. By 1940, blacks were no longer so 
heavily concentrated in the south. In the early 1900's mechanization 
of agricultural production in the south destroyed the paternal debt­
perpetuating sharecropping system and displaced many blacks. During 
World War I, they had begun migration to the north and midwest, 
some gaining employment in war industries. Since immigration was 
restricted by law shortly after World War I, continued growth of in­
dustry, particularly during the prosperous 1920's, drew upon increasing 
black migration for unskilled labor. Although the Depression inter­
rupted the process, the trend was fixed. Consequently, race relations 
were no longer seen as simply a southern problem. 1942 opened with 
race riots in Detroit, after an attempt to open a housing project fbr 
blacks in a white neighborhood. 114 

Particularly in the south, blacks, by law, learned in segregated 
schools, worked at segregated jobs and went home to segregated neigh­
borhoods. They were effectively barred from voting and political ac­
tivity by poll taxes, literacy tests, and a system of carefully maintained 
Jim Crow laws and practices. Elsewhere the color line was imposed 
by custom, but it was found almost everywhere. Blacks were effectively 
banned from most unions. In 1940 professional baseball was still a 
segregated sport. The federal government did virtually nothing to in­
terfere with these state systems and social customs. When America 
entered World War II, blacks and whites did not mix in the armed 
forces; blacks served in segregated units throughout the war. The 
federal government accepted the predominant racial views and prej­
udices, of the American people. And, for all its economic liberalism, 
the New Deal had done very little to advance equal treatment of the 
races. 

By the time of Pearl Harbor, small signs of change could be dis­
cerned. In 1938, the Supreme Court had held that Missouri could not 
refuse to provide a law school for the black people of the state. lIS The 
case was the first on the long road to school desegregation, but Brown 
v. Board of Education was still sixteen years away. And only when a 
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group led by A. Philip Randolph threatened to march on Washington 
did President Roosevelt establish a Fair Employment Practices Com­
mission in January 1941 to police the practices of contractors with the 
federal government. 

The inconsistent impulses of the nation's attitude toward blacks 
at the time the United States entered World War II is effectively 
captured in a diary entry of Henry L. Stimson, the Secretary of War. 
He recounted his effort to dissuade Archibald MacLeish, then working 
in the government's Office of Facts and Figures, from giving a speech 
decrying Army discrimination against blacks. Stimson's account com­
bines an appreciation of the injustice of past treatment of blacks and 
the need for racial justice in the United States with the rarely-chal­
lenged assumption of the society that racial differences will persist and 
that whites retain inherent racial advantages. These were views born 
not of animus but of a recognition of what Stimson and many, many 
others believed was a realistic appraisal of the facts of life. 

I gave [MacLeish] my life history, so to speak, on the subject 
because I have come in contact with this race problem in many 
different ways during my life. I told him how I had been brought 
up in an abolitionist family; my father fought in the Civil War, 
and all my instincts were in favor of justice to the Negro. But I 
pointed out how this crime of our forefathers had produced a 
problem which was almost impossible of solution in this country 
and that I myself could see no theoretical or logical solution for 
it at war times like these, but that we should merely exercise the 
utmost patience and care in individual cases. I told him of my 
experience and study of the incompetency of colored troops except 
under white officers, and the disastrous consequence to the coun­
try and themselves which they were opening if they went into 
battle otherwise, although we were doing our best to train colored 
officers. I pointed out that what these foolish leaders of the colored 
race are seeking is at the bottom social equality, and I pointed 
out the basic impossibility of social equality because of the im­
possibility of race mixture by marriage. He listened in silence and 
thanked me, but I am not sure how far he is convinced. 116 
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Executive Order 9066 

At dawn on December 7, 1941, Japan began bombing American ships 
and planes at Pearl Harbor. The attack took our forces by surprise. 
Japanese aircraft carriers and warships had left the Kurile Islands for 
Pearl Harbor on November 26, 1941, and Washington had sent a war 
warning message indicating the possibility of attack upon Pearl Harbor, 
the Philippines, Thailand or the Malay Peninsula. Nevertheless, the 
Navy and Army were unprepared and unsuspecting. After a few hours 
of bombing, Japan had killed or wounded over 3,500 Americans. Two 
battleships were destroyed, four others sunk or run aground; a number 
of other vessels were destroyed or badly damaged. One hundred forty­
nine American airplanes had been destroyed. Japan lost only 29 planes 
and pilots. l 

That night President Roosevelt informed his Cabinet and Congres­
sionalleaders that he would seek a declaration of war. 2 On December 
8 the President addressed a joint session of Congress and expressed 
the nation's outraged shock at the damage which the Japanese had 
done on that day of infamy. The declaration of war passed with one 
dissenting vote. 3 Germany and Italy followed Japan into the war on 
December 11. 

At home in the first weeks of war the division between isolationists 
and America Firsters, and supporters of the western democracies, was 
set aside, and the country united in its determination to defeat the 
Axis powers. Abroad, the first weeks of war sounded a steady drumbeat 
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1940, he had broadened the political base of his Cabinet, bringing in 
as Secretary of the Navy Frank Knox, the publisher of the Chicago 
Daily News who had been Alfred M. Landon's vice-presidential can­
didate in 1936. Roosevelt drafted as Secretary of War one of the most 
distinguished Republican public servants of his time, Henry L. Stim­
son, who had served as Secretary of War under Taft and Secretary of 
State under Hoover. Stimson, who brought with him the standing and 
prestige of half a century of active service to his country, carried a 
particularly impressive weight of principled tradition. He brought into 
the War Department other, younger easterners, many of whom were 
fellow lawyers and Republicans. John J. McCloy came from a promi­
nent New York law firm to become first a Special Assistant and then 
Assistant Secretary for War, and after the outbreak of war he was the 
civilian aide to Stimson responsible for Japanese American questions. 5 

Roosevelt later named Francis Biddle, a Philadelphian who was a firm 
defender of civil rights, as Attorney General when Robert Jackson was 
appointed to the Supreme Court. 

Ten weeks after the outbreak of war, on February 19, 1942, Pres­
ident Roosevelt signed Executive Order 9066 which gave to the Sec­
retary of War and the military commanders to whom he delegated 
authority, the power to exclude any persons from designated areas in 
order to secure national defense objectives against sabotage and es­
pionage. The order was used, as the President, his responsible Cabinet 
officers and the West Coast Congressional delegation knew it would 
be, to exclude persons of Japanese ancestry, both American citizens 
and resident aliens, from the West Coast. Over the following months 
more than 100,000 people were ordered to leave their homes and farms 
and businesses. "Voluntary" resettlement of people who had been 
branded as potentially disloyal by the War Department and who were 
recognizable by their facial features was not feasible. Not surprisingly, 
the politicians and citizens of Wyoming or Idaho believed that their 
war industries, railroad lines and hydroelectric dams deserved as much 
protection from possible sabotage as did those on the Pacific Coast, 
and they opposed accepting the ethnic Japanese. Most of the evacuees 
were reduced to abandoning their homes and livelihoods and being 
transported by the government to "relocation centers" in desolate in­
terior regions of the west. 

As the Executive Order made plain, these actions were based 
upon "military necessity." The government has never fundamentally 
reviewed whether this massive eviction of an entire ethnic group was 
justified. In three cases the Supreme Court reviewed the Executive 
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Order in the context of convictions for violations of military orders 
issued pursuant to it, but the Court chose not to review the factual 
basis for military decisions in wartime, accepting without close scrutiny 
the government's representation that exclusion and evacuation were 
militarily necessary. Forty years later, the nation is sufficiently con­
cerned about the rights and liberties of its citizens and residents, that 
it has undertaken to examine the facts and pose to itself the question 
of whether, in the heat of the moment, beset by defeat and fearful of 
the future, it justly took the proper course for its own protection, or 
made an original mistake of very substantial proportion. "Peace hath 
her victories/No less renowned than war." 

Was a policy of exclusion militarily justified as a precautionary 
measure? This is a core initial question because the government has 
conceded at every point that there was no evidence of actual sabotage, 
espionage or fifth column activity amtmg people of Japanese descent 
on the West Coast in February 1942. The Commanding General of 
the Western Defense Command, John L. DeWitt, put the point plainly, 
conceding in his recommendation to the War Department "[t]he very 
fact that no sabotage has taken place to date."6 The Justice Department, 
defending the exclusion before the Supreme Court, made no claim 
that there was identifiable subversive activity. 7 The Congress, in pass­
ing the Japanese-American Evacuation Claims Act in 1948, reiterated 
the point: 

[D]espite the hardships visited upon this unfortunate racial group 
by an act of the Government brought about by the then prevailing 
military necessity, there was recorded during the recent war not 
one act of sabotage or espionage attributable to those who were 
the victims of the forced relocation. 8 

Finally, the two witnesses before the Commission who were most 
involved in the evacuation deciSion, John J. McCloy and Karl R. Ben­
detsen, who was first liaison between the War Department and the 
Western Defense Command and later General DeWitt's chief aide for 
the evacuation, testified that the decision was not taken on the basis 
of actual incidents of espionage, sabotage or fUth column activity. 9 

One may begin, then, by examining the competent estimates of 
possible future danger from the ethnic Japanese, citizen and alien, on 
the West Coast in early 1942. This is not to suggest that a well-grounded 
suspicion is or should be sufficient to require an American citizen or 
resident alien to give up his house and farm or business to move 
hundreds of miles inland, bearing the stigma of being a potential danger 
to his fellow Citizens-nor that such suspicion would justify condem-
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nation of a racial group rather than individual review-but it does 
address the analysis that should be made by the War Department 
charged with our continental defenses. 

INTELLIGENCE 

The intelligence services have the task of alerting and informing the 
President, the military and those charged with maintaining security 
about whether, where and when disruptive acts directed by an enemy 
may be expected. Intelligence work consists predominantly of analyt­
ical estimate, not demonstrably comprehensive knowledge--there may 
always be another, undiscovered ring of spies or a completely covert 
plan of sabotage. Caution and prudence require that intelligence agen­
cies throw the net of suspicion wide, and take measures to protect vital 
information or militarily important installations. At the same time, if 
intelligence is to serve the ends of a society which places central value 
on personal liberty, even in time of war, it must not be overwhelmed 
by rumors and flights of fancy which grip a fearful, jittery public. Above 
all, effective intelligence work demands sound judgment which is im­
mune to the paranoia that treats everyone as a hostile suspect until his 
loyalty is proven. In 1942, what credible threat did Japan pose to the 
internal peace and security of the United States? 

It was common wisdom that the Nazi invasions of Norway and 
Western Europe had been aided by agents and sympathizers within 
the country under attack-the so-called fifth column-and that the 
same approach should be anticipated from Japan. 10 For this reason 
intelligence was developed on Axis saboteurs and potential fifth col­
umnists as well as espionage agents. This work had been assigned to 
the Federal Bureau ofInvestigation and the Navy Department but not 
to the War DepartmentY The President had developed his own in­
formal intelligence system through John Franklin Carter, a journalist, 
who helped Roosevelt obtain information and estimates by exploiting 
sources outside the government. None of these organizations operated 
with the thoroughness of, say, the modern CIA, but they were the 
best and calmest eyes and ears the government had. 

Each of these sources saw only a very limited security risk from 
the ethnic Japanese; none recommended a mass exclusion or detention 
of all people of Japanese ancestry. 

On November 7, 1941, John Franklin Carter forwarded to the 
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President a report on the West Coast situation by Curtis B. Munson, 
a well-to-do Chicago businessman who had gathered intelligence for 
Carter under the guise of being a government official. 12 Carter sum­
marized five points in the report, which may be all the President read;13 
the War Department also reviewed the report at Roosevelt's request. 14 
Regarding sabotage and espionage, Munson wrote: 

There will be no armed uprising of Japanese. There will undoubt­
edly be some sabotage financed by Japan and executed largely by 
imported agents or agents already imported. There will be the 
odd case of fanatical sabotage by some Japanese "crackpot". In 
each Naval District there are about 250 to 300 suspects under 
surveillance. It is easy to get on the suspect list, merely a speech 
in favor of Japan at some banquet, being sufficient to land one 
there. The Intelligence Services are generous with the title of 
suspect and are taking no chances. Privately, they believe that 
only 50 or 60 in each district can be classed as really dangerous. 
The Japanese are hampered as saboteurs because of their easily 
recognized physical appearance. It will be hard for them to get 
near anything to blow up if it is guarded. There is far more danger 
from Communists and people of the Bridges type on the Coast 
than there is from Japanese. The Japanese here is almost exclu­
sively"a farmer, a" fisherman or a small business man. He has no 
entree to plants or intricate machinery. 

The Japanese, if undisturbed and disloyal, should be well equipped 
for obvious physical espionage. A great part of this work was 
probably completed and forwarded to Tokio years ago, such as 
soundings and photography of every inch of the Coast. . . . An 
experienced Captain in Navy Intelligence, who has from time to 
time and over a period of years intercepted information Tokio 
bound, said he would certainly hate to be a Japanese coordinator 
of information in Tokio. He stated that the mass of useless infor­
mation was unbelievable. This WQuid be fine for a fifth column in 
Belgium or Holland with the German army ready to march in 
over the border, but though the local Japanese could spare a man 
who intimately knew the country for each Japanese invasion squad, 
there would at least have to be a terrific American Naval disaster 
before his brown brothers would need his services. The dangerous 
part of their espionage is that they would be very effective as far 
as movement of supplies, movement of troops and movement of 
ships out of harbor mouths and over l'ailroads is concerned. They 
occupy only rarely positions where they can get to confidential 
papers or in plants. They are usually, when rarely so placed, a 
subject of perpetual watch and suspicion by their fellow workers. 
They would have to buy most of this type of information from 
white people .... 

Japan will commit some sabotage largely depending on imported 
Japanese as they are afraid of and do not trust the Nesei [sic]. 
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There will be no wholehearted response from Japanese in the 
United States. They may get some helpers from certain Kibei. 
They will be in a position to pick up information on troop, supply 
and ship movements from local Japanese. 

For the most part the local Japanese are loyal to the United 
States or, at worst, hope that by remaining quiet they can avoid 
concentration camps or irresponsible mobs. We do not believe 
that they would be at least any more disloyal than any other racial 
group in the United States with whom we went to war. IS 

Munson sent three or four more reports to Carter between De-
cember and February, including a long review of the situation in Ha­
waii; he did not change his estimate of the West Coast situation. 16 

Most of these reports found their way to Roosevelt's desk. After Pearl 
Harbor, where Japan received no aid from fifth column activity or 
sabotage, Munson pointedly noted that "[a]n attack is the proof of the 
pudding, "17 and remained firmly persuaded that the number of people 
on the West Coast who could reasonably be suspected of a menacing 
degree of loyalty to the enemy was small-and not demonstrably greater 
among the ethnic Japanese than other racial groups. In addition, the 
physical characteristics of the Japanese which made them readily iden­
tifiable made it more difficult for them to engage in sabotage unnoticed 
or to do any espionage beyond collecting public information open to 
anyone. 

Although Munson was an amateur at intelligence, he talked at 
length to professionals such as the FBI agent in charge in Honolulu 
and the people in Naval Intelligence in southern California. He was 
also in touch with British Intelligence in California and reported that 
they shared his principal views. The British intelligence officer made 
one point, repeated by other professionals, which gave savage irony 
to the exclusion program: "It must be kept in mind when considering 
the 'Security' to be derived from the mass evacuation of all Japanese, 
that the Japanese in all probability employed many more 'whites' than 
'Japanese' for carrying out their work and this 'white' danger is not 
eliminated by the evacuation of the Japanese. "18 

Munson had also come to respect the views of Lieutenant Com­
mander K. D. Ringle of the Office of Naval Intelligence in southern 
California. 19 Ringle had spent much time doing intelligence work in 
both Japan and southern California20 where he had assisted in breaking 
a major Japanese spy ring through a surreptitious entry21 and developed 
an effective system of Nisei informants (which he shared with the FBI). 
When Ringle wanted the membership list of the "Black Dragon" so­
ciety, a super-patriotic Japanese group, for example, the society's orig-









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Part IV 
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