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ANTHROPOLOGISTS IN THE WARTIME CAMPS FOR JAPANESE AMERICANS:

A DOCUMENTARY STUDY

Peter T. Suzuki

There are many accounts — some quite re-
cent — which document the historical roles
of social scientists in the War Relocation
Authority, the government agency established
in March 1942 to administer the relocation
camps for Japanese Americans (including
alien Japanese) [1]. Therefore, only a few
basic matters regarding that history need
be recounted here.

Initially, there were nine camps under the
War Relocation Authority (WRA). The tenth,
at Poston, Arizona, was on an Indian reserva-
tion (as was Gila, Arizona, which was always
under WRA management). For this reason the
Office of Indian Affairs administered Poston
for a year before it came under WRA’s aegis.
In March 1942, the Commissioner of Indian
Affairs, John Collier, an anthropologist, made
plans for a social science research laboratory
at Poston. In August 1942, a psychiatrist and
anthropologist, Lieutenant Commander
Alexander H. Leighton, Medical Corps, USNR,
consultant with the Indian Personality and
Research Project, headed the laboratory,
which was established as the Bureau of Socio-
logical Research. In turn, Leighton recruited
two anthropologists, Edward H. Spicer and
Elizabeth Colson, who, along with fifteen
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Japanese Americans, undertook research on
Poston life [2].

Also, in March 1942, John H. Provinse, an-
thropologist with the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, was appointed Chief of the Com-
munity Management Division, one of the
largest divisions within WRA, with headquar-
ters in Washington, D.C. He, too, conceived
of social science research in the relocation
camps. John F. Embree, an anthropologist
who had conducted field research in Japan,
was requested to head the Documentation
Section within the Reports Division, the latter
being another major WRA office. What
eventually emerged as a result of this bureau-
cratic activity was the Community Analysis
Section within the Community Management
Division, with Embree as the first head of the
Community Analysis Section (CAS). CAS,
with headquarters in Washington, was former-
ly established by the director of WRA on
February 26, 1943, and there came to be a
CAS in each of the camps (later on, in Poston
as well) [3].

WRA’s agreement to establish the Com-
munity Analysis Section was of itself a major
concession because Embree had to hurd'c
many obstacles in order to get this sub-agency
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Embree had managed to impress a WRA offi-
cial, John Baker, who looked upon CAS or
an agency similar to it as a potential ‘““boon-
doggle.” However, Embree’s “prediction of
riots in a letter from Manzana, [a camp in
California] in September [1942] had come
true in a memo to him [Baker] with the sub-
ject title ‘The Need of Social Analysis’ ™.
Almost simultaneously, from February
1942 through December 1945, another re-
search project, The Japanese American
Evacuation and Resettlement Study, was
being conducted under the direction of the
sociologist Dorothy S. Thomas of the Uni-

versity of California at Berkeley. Although

most of its field staff were Japanese Americans,

three white social scientists did field work in

camps; two were anthropologists, viz., Robert
F. Spencer at Gila camp, Arizona, followed by

Rosalie Hankey Wax [5]. Also, at the Uni-
versity of California at Los Angeles, Leonard

Broom (Bloom), a sociologist, conducted longi-
tudinal research on Evacuation (i.e., the evacu-

ation, detention, and relocation of Japanese
Americans), with special reference to its im-
pact on the Japanese American family and
upon the economic consequences of Evacua-
tion [6]. Finally, mention must be made of
a sociologist at the University of Southern
California, Emory Bogardus, who studied
various aspects of the evacuation through
visits, correspondence, and interviews, and
published his results in five articles in the
journal Sociology and Social Research.

So far as the Community Analysis Section
was concerned, it was an anthropological
enterprise from beginning to end. Only one
non-anthropologist, Frank L. Sweetser, a
sociologist, held an administrative post with-
in CAS, and that was only for a period of
eight months (in the Washingtcn Office) be-
fore he resigned for the Navy. The staffing
was as follows (the list includes the Poston
staff; asterisks denote sociologists) [7]:

Gordon Armbruster (Minidoka, idako)

James H. Barnett* (Gila, Arizona)

G. Gordon Brown (Gila)

Elizabeth Colson (Poston, Arizona)

John de Young (Minidoka, and Manzanar, California)

John F. Embree (Director, Community Analysis Sec-
tion, Washington, D.C.)

David H. French (Poston)

Asael T. Hansen (Heart Mountain, Wyoming)

E. Adamson Hoebel (Granada, Colorado)

Oscar F. Hoffman* (Topaz, Utah)

Solon T. Kimball (Head, Community Government
Section, Community Management Divsion, Washington,
D.CY)

Weston LaBarre (Topaz)

Margaret Lantis (Rohwer, Arkansas, and West Coast Lo-
cations)

Forrest LaViolette* (Heart Mountain)

Alexander H. Leighton (Poston)

Katherine Luomala (Washington, D.C; Rohwer, Arizona,
and West Coast Locations)

John Ralph McFarling* (Granada)

Edgar C. McVoy* (Jerome, Arizona)

Marvin K. Opler (Tule Lake, California)

Morris E. Opler (Manzanar)

John H. Provinse (Chief, Community Management Divi-
sion, Washington, D.C.)

John A. Rademaker* (Granada)

Rachael R. Sady (Jerome, and Washington, D.C.)

Elmer R. Smith (Minidoka)

Edward H. Spicer (Poston, Assistant Director, Community
Analysis Section; Director, Community Analysis Sec-
tion, Washington, D.C.)

Frank L. Sweetser* (Assistant Director, Community
Analysis Section, Washington, D.C.)

Charles Wisdom* (Rowher)

In addition, the following scholars played
special roles:

Conrad M. Arensberg (Consultant, Poston)

John Collier (Commisioner of Indian Affairs, and Poston)

Robert Redfield (General Consultant)

Robert F. Spencer (Japanese American Evacuation and
Resettlement Study, Gila)

Laura Thompson (Consultant, Poston)

Rosalie Hankey Wax (Japanese American Evacuation
and Resettlement Study, Gila and Tule Lake)

On the first list, 20 of the 27 were anthropol-
ogists (i.e., 74.07%). All of these social scien-
tists had done graduate work at, or had re-
ceived their terminal degrees from, top-ranked
departments of anthropology-and sociology:
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viz., California (Berkeley), Chicago, Columbia,
Harvard, London, Minnesota, North Carolina,

Pennsylvania, Radcliffe, Toronto, Washington

(Seattle), Wisconsin, and Yale.

The role and functions of the Community
Analysts — the title designated for the social
scientists in the Community Analysis Section
of WRA — were spelled out in great detail [8].
In order to allay the fear among internees that
Community Analysts would be doing intelli-
gence work, CAS was separated from the Re-
ports Division. As Embree saw the situation,
“.... Community Analysis would be concerned
with group investigating and analyzing the
causes of social upsets, not with apprehending
individual law breakers. Analysts would be in-
terested in why, not who [9]. To reinforce
this point, he voiced the following concern
in 1944 to Community Analysts at a special

" conference on Community Analysis held at

Denver; namely, that Community Analysts
were to ““... preserve the confidence of [their]
informants.” [10].

As I have indicated, there have been many
publications on the role of the social scientist
in WRA, but they have been written primarily
by those who held administrative positions:
thus, to date, there has been no publication
by any of the ‘“natives,” i.e., inmates. Despite
the use of Japanese Americans in social science
research in the WRA camps, none of these in-
dividuals has provided information on their
past experiences (despite the Americanist de-
pendance on the words of field informants)
[11]. Consequently, this paper differs signifi-
cantly from previous publications on social
scientists in WRA not only with reference to
the fact that I had no ties with WRA save as
an internee [12] but, more importantly, be-
cause I rely heavily upon unpublished materials
in the National Archives, an important source
which previously published accounts have
largely ignored [13]. Hence, the published
accounts presently available — be they author-
ed by former Community Analyst Section ad-
ministrators or Community Analysts — fail to

provide adequate information about what
these social scientists in WRA actually did in
the camps (general or programmatic statements
aside).

It was not until August of 1943 that the
staffing of the Community Analysis Section
was finally completed. By then there were two
analysts and an assistant in the Washington
Office, and a Community Analyst in each of
the nine WRA camps (not including Poston,
where Leighton, Spicer, and Colson were
stationed) [14]. Therefore,

by the time the Community Analysis Section was estab-
lished, all but one of the basic policies of the War Relo-
cation Authority had been decided. The setting up of
large camps with populations as great as 17,000, em-
ployment of evacuees ata S12 - $16 - $19 a month wage
scale, the encouragement of self-government, the provi-
sion of indefinite leave for purposes of resettlement out-
side the camps, and the subordination of community
development in the centers to re-establishment in normal
communities — all these basic policies were settled before
December, 1942. Of major policy determinations, only
that of segregation of the loyal and disloyal had not been
decided by that time. Thus it was not as advisers in long-
range planning and fundamental policy decisions that

the Community Analysts functioned. Throughout the
program they worked at sizing up problems which stood
in the way of executing the basic policies, and to a lesser
extent at devising means for solving those problems [15].

RELOCATION POLICY

At first, the ten camps were envisaged as per-
manent settlements, or at least for the duration
of the war. However, this policy was suddenly
changed to that of relocation;i.e., of emptying
the camps as quickly as possible, with the goal
of distributing the Japanese Americans through-
out the various areas of the United States not
restricted to them. This switch in policy came
so suddenly that, at Poston, AZ, John Collier
was caught in t_.e embarrassing position of hav-
ing told the internees that they would be a
Poston 40 years thence, i.e., until 1982. Several
weeks after having made this announcement,
WRA promulgated the relocation policy and
the policy of closing the camps before the end
of the war [16]. Thus, by the end of March
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1943, WRA was providing some financial aid,
e.g., one-way second-class railroad tickets to
the place of destination and settling-in allow-
ances of approximately $50 (which was later
reduced to $25), as an indv *ement for reloca-
tion [17]. Because of the official WRA policy,
relocation became a major concern of Com-
munity Analysts as well, and a no-nonsense
attitude was made clear to them. When Marvin
Opler was preparing for his assignment at

Tule Lake, for example, Embree advised him
as follows:

... one of the first problems that the Community Analyst
wil! be concerned with is ... resistances [to relocation] of
the residents [inmates] with a view to discover what lies
behind them and how they may be overcome... [W] hen-
ever a person has an opportunity to relocate he should
be encouraged to do so and never discouraged no matter
how temporary it may be to ask a person to stay in the
center [camp] “as a duty to the program” or “as a duty
to his fellow residents™ [18].

The tone for Community Analysts was
more firmly established by means of Embree’s
widely circulated report entitled “Evacuee
Resistances to Relocation” [19]. Accordingly,
every minor adjustment by the inmates to
camp life was interpreted as a form of resis-
tance [20], and other Community Analysts
picked up the cue and wrote reports about
the “resistances’ — some with remarkably
similar titles. For example, although at Gila
for less than four weeks, one of Community
Analyst Barnett’s few reports was a two-page
document entitled “Factors and Conditions
that May Retard Resettlement” [21]. Further-
more, to underscore the rectitude of WRA
policy, when Embree’s report appeared in
published form in Applied Anthropology, it
became ‘““Resistance to Freedom.” The identi-
cal title was then used by Spicer for an article
in his well-known book of case studies in
anthropology [22]. As Assistant to the Chief
of the Community Analysis Section in the
Washington Office, Spicer was equally con-
cerned about relocation. Thus, he requested
Margaret Lantis to look into “factors making
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for successful farm relocation” [23], and
those which “‘cause families to decide to re-
main in the centers rather than resettle” [24],
because Lantis had evinced an interest in in-
mates with rural background, when she was
about to start research in a camp with a grant

from the Social Science Research Council [25].

In point of fact, so intent was WRA on re-
location that Jerome camp was closed on
June 30, 1944, as a demonstration to the in-
ternees of the seriousness with which reloca-
tion was to be viewed: Community Analysts
were also required to submit reports on the
progress of relocation and the resistances to it:
numerous documents attest to their having
dutifully followed instructions [26]. Surveys
and attitude studies were undertaken, and
even the focus of education in the camps
changed: “... the real job of the [camp]
schools is ‘education for relocation’,” noted
one educator [27] ; and John Rademaker,
Community Analyst at Granada, developed
a detailed curriculum for the secondary
school in that camp; “A Syllabus for Social
Studies Courses on Relocation” [28].

In one of his many letters marked “Confi-
dential,” Rademaker (to Spicer) devoted most
of the thirteen single-spaced typed pages to
condemning the inmates of Granada who
were refusing to relocate. Among other things,
he wrote, “The public opinion and attitudes
which one meets among the evacuees is becom-
ing, in my judgment, more and more psycho-
pathic” [29] ; therefore he recommended to
Spicer that a psychiatrist be assigned to this
camp to help the Japanese Americans and
the relocation program along [30]. Despite
Spicer’s feelings about relocation, even Rade-
maker’s perspective, as indicated in the letter
cited, seemed to the former a bit extreme:
“John [Rademaker] can reason his way to
an understanding of the analyst’s role in the
WRA job. But it is clear that he is more inte-
rested in evangelization (sic) work that is
involved in relocating people” [31].

Paradoxically, it was this same Comm‘unity
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Analyst who, some months earlier, had flatly
contradicated Embree’s report: “Contrary to
administration belief a resistance to relocation
does not exist. The realization that relocation
is vital and inevitable is universal in the minds
of all evacuees” [32]. To disabuse Rademaker
of this notion a staff member of the Washing-
ton Office, Anne Freed, was immediately as-
signed to show him, by means of research
reports, that relocation at Granada was indeed
not proceeding rapidly enough [33]. But a

Community Analyst who later assumed this
office at Granada, McFarling, also had some
reservations about the resistance theory.

Resistance then is a result of the evacuee’s failure to ac-
cept WRA’’s solution to his problem, and this failure

is a result of his not having the opportunity to develop
the insight into his problem which the WRA has devel-
oped. Again it may be partly due to difficulty, and part-
ly due to unwillingness on the part of WRA to take

the people freely into their confidence; to give oppor-
tunity and time for full discussion and insight and then
to leave responsibility with them in working out their
plans based on this insight.

As an example: WRA says, because you are going to
resettle in communities throughout the country and be-
come assimilated into the life of those communities you
had better learn to speak English. So we will set up
English classes in our adult education department and
teach you English. The Issei [first-generation Japanese]
do not show up for English classes in large numbers, and
we interpret it as resistance. In reality he does not accept
the premise WRA starts with and therefore does not see
the need for learning English. This may be interpreted as
resistance while it actually constitutes two different lines
of thought [34].

Furthermore, simultaneously with the distribu-
tion of Embree’s report of June 1943, Leighton
noted with alarm that “The Nisei are leaving
[Poston] in such numbers as to constitute a
serious loss to manpower and leadership” [35],
and exactly one month later, warned, “The
program of mass relocation should be slowed,
and all forms of coercion, direct and indirect
immediately stopped” [36]. Even a sociologist,
without any ties to WRA, totally unsympa-
thetic to the Japanese Americans was pleased
to note that the inmates were leaving the camps

at a rate of 75 a day by the end of January
1943 [37].

Given the insecurity, hostility, and uncer-
tainty that the internees faced, relocation was
certainly moving along at a very fast pace. In
fact, at Minidoka, relocation was proceeding
so rapidly that a special conference was ar-
ranged to discuss a camp policy for those
under eighteen years of age wishing to leave
unaccompanied [38].

To one who was not incarcerated everything
was simple: relocation was an imperative. Thus,
a white employee of Manzanar told Community
Analyst Morris Opler: “If [ were an evacuee
and could get out of here, I’d move so fast
you couldn’t see anything but dust, because
you never know what is going to happen next.
The worries and uncertainties of the outside
cannot be any worse than what they undergo
here” [39].

A draconian measure was envisaged by the
Community Analyst of Jerome, McVcy, who,
in commenting favorably about a report extra-
polated the following thoughts, as expressed
to Embree.

I read with great interest the Tule Lake [camp] report on
resistances to resettlement, particularly the conclusions
with regard to group resettlement. If most of the com-
munity analysts are agreed on this approach (I heartily
concur...), why don’t we put the screws on the WRA to
initiate such a program? I think our dream of complete
assimilation in one quick jump is fantastic. What we know
about the persistance of culture patterns eertainly should
teach us that [40]. I probably sound by this time [i.e.,
after a full page and a half on this proposal] like a mono-
maniac on this subject, but I still believe that unless we
have such a program, we shall have the majority of the
Issei on our hands for the duration or x months there-
after; they might provide interesting studies of family
degeneration for us community analysts (if we retain

our morale that long) but it (sic) won’t provide a very
savory page from the Rise of American Civilization [41].

To spur relocation, McVoy also recommended
that “‘employment might be denied an evacuee
who refuses a bona fide job offer without ade-
quate justification [42].

Moreover, the Japanese Americans were
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under constant pressure: Community Analysts
such as E. Adamson Hoebel (Granada) gave
pep talks about the virtues of relocation to
the inmates in the evening hours [43]. Some
concerned inmates (Minidok.., ID) therefore
used the only legitimate avenue of protest
available to internees in the ten camps. Since
the Spanish government had been designated
the neutral power to protect Japanese in war-

time America, it was to the Spanish Consul,
Captain Antonio R. Martin, that sixteen
Minidokans submitted a statement of protest
concerning, among other things, what they
considered to be high-handed methods in
pressuring the internees to relocate [44].
Any contact with the Spanish government
made the Community Analysts extremely
nervous [45], and one Minidoka dissident
who had written to Captain Martin even be-
fore the group of sixteen was called to
Spicer’s attention by a resident Community
Analyst [46]. The petition of the sixteen
caused great consternation: as with the pre-
vious complaint from the single inmate,
Community Analyst John de Young noti-
fied Spicer. Spicer (who had taken Embree’s
place in August 1943 when the latter re-
signed), upon receipt of the information
from de Young, notified Provinse, head of
the Community Management Division.
Spicer was thanked for the information, which
included the names of the dissidents who had
signed the petition. Then Provinse sent a letter
to Harry L. Stafford, the Project Director
(camp director) of Minidoka, to express his
concern.

My particular reason for writing you now is to make in-
quiry as to the relationship of the individuals signing

the report to relocation, and their influence in the devel-
opment of negative attitudes among the community, af-
feciing the present and future welf- e of the evacuees
[41].

The letter then listed the names of three of
the dissidents who had signed the petition to
Captain Martin [48]. Interesting enough, a

book by Spicer and three other anthropolo-
gists and Community Analysts, Asael Hansen,
Katherine Luomala, and Marvin Opler, accu-
rately describes some of the conditions which
led to the petition, and cites several long pas-
sages from the petition. However, the book
fails to mention the role that Community
Analysts played in the processing of that
information [49].

Despite the turmoils and upheavals that all
ten camps went through at one time or an-
other [50], when WRA was terminated the
Community Analysts took satisfaction in the
following statistic: by December 1944, “more
than 30,000 — over a quarter of the total num-
ber of evacuees — had left the centers [51].

Passages from a thorough study of Evacua-
tion by two sociologists who had no ties with
WRA shed quite a different light on the relo-
cation policy to which the Community Ana-
lysts were committed.

Families choosing the loyal alternative [vs. the “disloyal”]
were no less harassed by administration policies [regard-
ing relocation] . Even while faced with the prospect of
losing their Nisei sons to the Army, the families were sub-
jected to increasing pressures to relocate. The relocation
program was first directed at the Nisei, for in effecting
their relocation the Administration assumed it would
have a lever by which to relocate their parents. The effect
of the Administration’s policy, far from promoting con-
certed family action, encouraged individuated action by
the Nisei. The residue, the “unrelocatables,” who ob-
stinately remained in the center despite the Administra-
tion’s persuasions and warnings were to plague WRA to
the end of the relocation program. The majority of the
residue was comprised of families with young children
and old Issei who presented dependency problems. The
Administration’s encouragement of Nisei as a means of
relieving themselves temporarily of responsibility of Issei.
Relief from familial responsibility was short-lived, how-
ever; the Administration closed the centers less than two
years after the majority of the adult Nisei had relocated.
The announcement in December, 1944, that the centers
would be closed within a year shifted the relocation pro-
gram from a voluntary to a compulsory basis. The policy
presumed that the evacuees would return to the areas
from which they were evacuated and consequently no
further rationale for the existence of WRA remained.
When the evacuees did not plan immediate relocation, the
Administration presented them with the ultimatum,
euphemistically termed “scheduled relocation” [52].
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The anthropologists apparently did not
understand (or perhaps they understood too
well) that relocation thrust the Japanese
evacuees into a hostile white community; at
the same time, it broke up the possibility of
Japanese solidarity in the camps, while per-
petuating the invidious distinction between
the “loyal” and “‘disloyal”. In short, the
anthropologists failed to grapple with the
complexity of the Japanese dilemma.

SEGREGATION POLICY

Attention will now be paid to another
major WRA policy, that of segregation, or the
removal of those who were considered dis-
loyal to a special camp, Tule Lake, which came
to be known as the segregation center.

Once the ‘““disloyals” had been distinguished
from the “loyals” by means of questionable
standards,

... the consequences for actions then taken were finally
disclosed [by WRA] : the war-duration incarceration of all
evacuees believed to be disloyal at Tule Lake. Disloyalty
with regard to descendants of the Japanese had been de-
fined by Washington as follows: Those who answered “no”’
to Question 28 or had faziled to or refused to answer the
loyalty question; (conditional responses also failed to ful-
fill the stringent requirement of ‘‘unqualified allegiance’’);
those who had applied for repatriation or expatriation to
Japan; those whose loyalty was questionable in the opinion
of the Project Director [camp director] ‘“‘because of pre-
vious statements or because of other evidence;” those who
had been denied leave clearance [i.e., a permit to leave
camp indefinitely or for $easonal work] due to some un-
explained adverse information found in a dossier; also
parolees from alien internment camps recommended for
detention [53].

Segregation was not only to have a stigmatiz-
ing effect on those who were to be removed to
Tule Lake, but, like registration (the official
¢uphemism for the loyalty oath) and reloca-
tion, was to have a divisive impact on all con-
cerned. Owing to the questionable bases upon
which a person could be removed to Tule Lake,
fear and suspicion were rife in the camps. Con-
ditions were ideal to ferret out those considered

Bi Sl

to be disloyal or to settle old scores. As an
example, John Rademaker (Community
Analyst, Granada), who had suspected {rom
50 to 100 ““disloyals” there, in a letter to the
camp director, wanted to hold

immediate hearings on 10 or 12 Kibei [second-
generation Japanese Americans who had had some
or all of their education in Japan] leaders... and send
them forthwith to Leupp [a special camp in Arizona
for dissidents and ‘“‘troublemakers”] . The evidence
[against them] would be fragmentary but after the
vociferous leaders are yanked out, it will be easier to
get further evidence from loyal residents [54].

Rademaker then proposed to the camp direc-
tor of Granada that the denial of leave clear-
ance, and thus of relocation or failure to quali-
fy for a pass to leave camp temporarily, ‘‘might
be used as a criterion for shipping them out
[to Leupp]. We could catch most of them
that way without delay and without further
hearings and fuss” [55]. He also routinely
passed on reports to the FBI agent and to the
representative of Naval Intelligence [stationed
at Granada] “regarding the ‘disloyals’ > [56].
In order to find out more about them, the same
Community Analyst, with the permission of
the camp director, attended inmate meetings
which were known to both as being illegal [57]
Furthermore, in line with this kind of work,
from March 25 to April 7, 1944, when “‘a
colored attorney from Los Angeles,”” Hugh
MacBeth, visited Granada, Rademaker imme-
diately reported this event to the camp direc-
tor of Granada. What struck Rademaker was
that the visitor wanted to form “a comprehen-
sive alliance of colored peoples” [58], and,
because, according to MacBeth, the Japanese,
like the Negroes, were “‘slaves,” this Black
man urged cooperation among the “‘slaves,

tc overthrow their “masters” [59]. Rade-
maker concluded that, “... the evidence we
have here indicates that Mr. MacBeth is gen-
uinely and sincerely concerned about the
injustices which are unquestionably being
suffered by colored people the world over”
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[60]. Nevertheless, a report on MacBeth was
duly sent to the FBI agent at Granada by
Rademaker [61] ; furthermore Rademaker
provided the Naval Intelligence Officer at
Granada with information about MacBeth [62].

Rademaker did not confine his intelligence
work to gathering data on internees and visitors.
The camp director of Granada requested him
to sit in on staff meetings (composed solely
of whites) where, for example, Rademaker
... listened carefully for reaction to that
[staff] meeting [of July 12, 1943] and for
conversations concerning such meetings in
general” [63], and in two separate documents
to the camp director, reported to him conversa-
tions he had overheard among the white staff
members [64]. The result of this type of work
was a document of seventeen single-spaced
typed pages sent to Spicer, in which 23 key
white administrators of Granada were evalu-
ated [65].

A different approach to intelligence work
was undertaken by McVoy, a Community
Analyst (Jerome) when, in May and June 1943,
he conducted a series of six interviews: the
first with two block managers (Japanese
Americans) and the others with Japanese Ame-
rican religious leaders (Christian and Buddhist
clergy) [66]. The contents of these interviews
reveal quite clearly that McVoy was expressly
gathering data of an intelligence nature. In one
interview he wanted to get information about
“the most dangerous group” in Jerome [67],
and in another, about the “‘separation of loyal
and disloyal groups” [68], while in a third,
about the loyalty to the U.S. of a Buddhist
priest’s followers [69]. The significance of
these interviews with the spiritual leaders of
the Jerome camp takes on an added dimension
when one learns that the Je-ome director,
shortly thereafter, “removed’ from camp
“another” Buddhist, a certain Reverend T.,
who, along with two other men, was sent to
Leupp, AZ, the isolation camp for “trouble-

makers,”” for his alleged pro-Japan attitude [70].

No less of an intelligence operation was the
request in a memorandum by E. Adamson
Hoebel (who succeeded Rademaker), to the
Granada Relocation Officer, for “a list of the
names and addresses of the [Japanese Ameri-
can] boys... who failed to answer the Selec-
tive Service call, giving the date of the delin-
quency’ [71]. The information that Com-
munity Analyst Hoebel received from Walter
Knodel was then analyzed to make a list and
map showing the distribution of the evaders,
which he then passed on to Knodel [72], in
addition to a lengthy classified report on the
subject of evaders to the Granada camp direc-
tor [73]. Likewise, Spicer’s passing on to an
official at Tule Lake — the camp in California
where the “‘disloyals” had been segregated —
the names of two former inmates from Topaz
who may have been in a strike which was going
on at Tule Lake, must also be interpreted as
an intelligence operation [74].

Furthermore, despite the admonition that
Community Analysts ‘“must never take on
any administrative functions” [75], G. Gordon
Brown, the Community Analyst (Gila) worked
for the administration of that camp when he
was put “in charge of maintaining the accuracy
of all lists of those to be removed to Tule
Lake,” and was also appointed to a “‘special
review committee’’ which judged cases of re-
moval to Tule Lake [76]. At the request of
the Granada camp director, John Rademaker
also assumed membership on the segregation
review panel of that camp [77].

In the context of segregation and intelli-
gence work by anthropologists in the reloca-
tion camps, one who was with the Japanese
American Evacuation and Resettlement
Study, Rosalie Hankey Wax, must also be
mentioned. Although lacking any special
knowledge of Japanese Americans and any
field work experience, Alfred Louis Kroeber
notified Wax of a research position with the
Evacuation and Resettlement Study because
Robert Spencer, another Berkeley anthropol-
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ogy graduate student, who had been at Gila,
AZ, had resigned. Rosalie Hankey (she later
became Wax) went to Gila in the summer of
1943, made thiee brief visits to Tule Lake,

and in the middle of May 1944, moved to Tule
Lake camp, where she spent a full year [78}.
By her own admission, while at Tule Lake,

she was arrogant and deceptive while doing
her research among the inmates [79], lied to
one informant [80], and on several occasions
“went a little crazy” [81] during her involve-
ment in the activities of the Tuleans. To reite-
rate, Tule Lake was designated the camp for
the “disloyals,” although there was a large
contingent who had originally been in Tule
Lake before segregation, and had remained
there because they felt it was inconvenient to
move again or for other reasons. Activities of
a political nature among Tuleans took on para-
mount importance in Rosalie Hankey’s field
work. Dorothy S. Thomas, head of the Evacu-
ation and Resettlement Study, was to state
that Hankey was able to obtain “confidential
reports from a group of determined ‘disloyals’
with whom no Japanese-American staff mem-
ber [of the Evacuation and Resettlement
Study] could possibly have established con-
tact” [82]. Indeed, again by her own admis-
sion, Hankey became a ““fanatic,” so closely
did she identify herself with an alleged pro-
Japan group which had been supplying her
with information. Consequently, when a
Tulean who did not share the same views and
sentiments was murdered, she ““... experienced
a cruel and self-righteous satisfaction, for...
the WRA and the Japanese accomodators [i.e.,
those who did not share her views] had been
asking for it for a long time, and now they had
gotten it”” [83]. She was to later reflect upon
this attitude:

Naively, I had taken the side of the “oppressed,” and, as
part of my protective self-deception, I had constructed an
ideal model of “true Japanese” behavior — for the Japanese
and for myself — and I proceeded (in my own mind) to
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criticize and despise anyone who deviated from this model.
That my model was melodramatic and unreal I did not
then perceive. Nor did it occur to me that as a social
scientist I had no business sitting in judgment on my-

self or on the people I was supposed to be studying and
understanding [84].

Not until several months later did she come

to the realization that ““... the disposition to
denigrate or look down on people who did
not behave like “true Japanese’ was silly and
immature.”” Thus, she ““... gave up trying to
behave like a “true Japanese™ ...”” [85].
Hankey then reversed herself and became “‘an
antifanatic” [86]. It was while in this second
phase that she “did two very unprofessional
deeds” [87]. Both involved informing the
Department of Justice personnel at Tule Lake.
In one instance Hankey interceded on behalf
of an outspoken opponent of resegregationists
(those in Tule Lake who wanted to go to
Japan as expatriates or repatriates); the person
at issue was about to be interned with a re-
segregation group (there was internal segrega-
tion within Tule Lake). Her talk with the
Department of Justice staff prevented his
being interned with that group. In the second
instance, she denounced a vigorous proponent
of renunciation of U.S. citizenship because he
himself did not renounce it. Hankey again ap-
proached Department of Justice investigators,
“_.. suggesting that they call in Mr. Kira {the
proponent of renunciation] and question him
about his loyalties in the presence of some of
the young Hokoku [renunciants] officcrs. Mr.
Kira [subsequent to the interrogation] applicd
for denationalization™ [88].

Subsequently, he was sent to Japan with the other ex-
patriates, and they were all once again confincd in a
“center,” this time by the Japanese government. Many
months later, a friend sent me a clipping from & ¢ alifornia
newspaper. The clipping told how a certain exy :truate,
Stanley Masanobu Kira, confined in a detentiofn Jdicd 3
Japan, had appealed to the American army to remove S
because certain of* the young men confined with i weie
threatening to kill him [89].
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In May 1945, shortly after the two encounters
with the Department of Justice personnel,
Hankey received a telephone call from Thomas
in Berkeley ordering her to leave Tule Lake
immediately, “‘without letting anyone know”’
[90]. At that point in her field work at Tule
Lake, one of the few persons on the staff she
could trust was a minister; with his help she
slipped out of Tule Lake under cover of dark-
ness that very night. She was expelled by WRA
for having communicated with the Department
of Justice (i.e., the FBI), among other reasons
[91].

THE FORECASTING SKILLS OF COMMUNITY
ANALYSTS

Two major policies of WRA, relocation and
segregation, as previously noted, were closely
followed and analyzed by Community Ana-
lysts. The question of ethics aside, since the
Community Analysis Section was established
on the strength of Embree’s having accurately
predicted trouble at Manzanar, and on the
general forecasting skills of anthropologists
and other social scientists, the question arises
whether Community Analysts were, in fact,
successful in predicting the “trouble pattern,”
which was supposed to be their specialty [92].
By their own accounts the Community Ana-
lysts failed.

[In 1943] with one exception there was a notable lack

in the analysts’ predictions concerning the effects of
segregation. They viewed the process in terms of its ef-
fects on the centers [camps] in which they were working,
exclusively. The analyst at Tule Lake [Marvin Opler]
alone made an effort to envisage the problems which the
segregation center itself would present. Neither the Tule
Lake analyst or any other attempted to foresee in detail
the problems which the new social aggregation of segre-
gants would present. The lack reflected some serious de-
ficiencies in the analysts’ approact »s: (1) a preoccupation
with the norm in the communities in which they were
working: (2) a lack of acquaintance with the extremist
types of persons to be concentrated in the segregation
center; and (3) insufficient knowledge of social organiza-
tion and disorganization in the assembly and relocation
centers [93].

Some of the above criticisms by the Washing-
ton Office which prepared the report were pa-
tently unfair, for it was the author of this re-
port, the Washington Office, which was con-
stantly exerting pressure on Community Ana-
lysts to analyze camp-specific events. More-
over, the criticism of lack of knowledge regard-
ing social organization and disorganization in
the assembly camps — the camps along the
West Coast where the Japanese Americans had
been temporarily incarcerated before having
been moved to the relocation camps — was
disengenuous, in view of the following: on
April 23, 1943, Anne O. Freed, Assistant
Social Science Analyst of the Washington Of-
fice, completed a detailed interview study
of conditions in the assembly centers. This
was followed on July 14, 1943 by another
detailed analysis of data on assembly camps
[94]. In a note written in blue pencil attached
to Freed’s July document and sent to Provinse,
Spicer wrote:

It [Freed’s report] would ... have to be Restricted ma-
terial. Problems it presents are 1. Criticisms of the Army
and WCCA [Wartime Civil Control Administration, the
agency which ran the sixteen assembly camps] implied
in some descriptions of conditions which could be taken
amiss in some quarters. 2. Implications for internees and
prisoners in Japan [95].

In his reply, Provinse wrote to Spicer that he
had discussed the matter of restricting the
July Freed report with Dillon Myer, head of
WRA, and concluded: “... it seems best not to
give any wide distribution at this time. Let’s
file” [96].

In the same semi-annual report by the
Washington Office referred to earlier, Morris
Opler, Community Analyst at Manzanar, was
singled out for criticism because “he worked
more like an old-fashioned ethnologist, obtain-
ing great masses of material on the pre-evacua-
tion life of the Japanese™ [97]. His detailed
ethnographic reports “removed him from con-
tact with the staff,” and as a result, he had
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little involvement in “project [camp] adminis-
tration” [98]. Additionally, although Morris
Opler “probed deeply,” “this [old-fashioned
ethnographic] approach lacked analyses of
minor adminisirative programs and procedures
on the project” [99].

In other words, because the ““basic approach
of Community Analysis was established at the
beginning as not one of merely recording the
life of the evacuees, but of contributing through
analysis of social structures and attitudes to the
successful execution of the WRA program™
[100], Opler was castigated for not having
done enough policy analysis studies to suit the
Washington Office. When, however, the camp
director of Manzanar wanted to eliminate
Morris Opler’s position after he had read the
report by the Washington Office, Provinse
quickly came to Opler’s defense, noting, among

other things, that his reports were “good” [101].

The emphasis placed by the Washington Of-
fice upon current events and policy analysis
was to prompt the Community Analyst (Heart
Mountain), Asael Hansen, to writing the follow-
ing remark: “The pre-occupation with current
developments meant that relatively little
which could be called research was ever done”
[102].

Again, according to the Washington Office
of the Community Analysis Section, the next
six months following the period covered in the
previous report did not see any improvement
in the capability of the Community Analysts
to predict events.

In regard to the aspect of segregation, Community Ana-
lysis fell down. It did not analyze thoroughly, as it might
have done, the nature of the population to be confined
in the segregation center [Tule Lake]. It thus failed to
prepare the administration to help forestall the Tule Lake
Incident [of October/November 1943] [103].

Obviously — and tragically — no one at the
Washington Office, and indeed in WRA, seems
to have read closely nor took seriously Marvin
K. Opler’s insightful reports on Tule Lake, par-
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ticularly on the effects of segregation if that
camp were to be turned into a special place
of segregation [104]. For example, during the
summer of 1943, Marvin Opler submitted two
lengthy analyses of the segregation prczram
and its effects, including dire predictions, all
of which came to pass that fall [105]. Aside
from low morale, anger, frustation, and de-
spair [106], he predicted a “run” on disloyalty
by those who would declare themselves “dis-
loyal,” because of the bitterness which the
situation would engender. The end result,
Marvin Opler wrote, would be what he termed
“paper-disloyalty” [107] and branded the
loyalty issue as “‘phony” and “‘simplistic”
[108]. He warned:

We must not allow segregation, least of all the motivation
behind it, to become transformed at Tule Lake into a
comic opera of the disloyalty myth. More important,

we must guard against the promotion of disloyalty

where none actually existed in fact... [109].

In this same 1943 report is found a prescient
statement predicting the following: * ... riots,
passive resistance, run on disloyalty, [and]
letters [by whites] to Mr. Dies [Chairman of
the House Un-American Activities Committee] ”
[110]. Everything Opler predicted came true.

COMMUNITY ANALYST REPORTS AS ANTHRO-
POLOGICAL DOCUMENTS

More than one former Community Analyst
has invited those interested in relocation
camps and applied anthropology to study
Community Analyst reports as important
anthropological documents [111]. According
to Katherine Luomala, there are 2,356 docu-
ments by various people who worked in CAS
or as Community Analysts. Actually, because
many items in che National Archives mentioned
by Luomala comprise entries made up of several
documents clipped or stapled together, there
are more than twice the number Luomala gives
(not including the thousands upon thousands
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of documents which make up the WRA record).
These unpublished papers include letters, notes,
reports, memoranda, clippings, and so on,
which were written by, or tc. Community Ana-
lysts and their staffs [112]. At Minidoka, for
example, the Community Analysts, initially
John de Young and later Elmer Smith [113],
with a small staff of four or five Japanese
Americans, submitted some 355 documents.
Apart from the usual reports dealing with poli-
cy analysis (i.e., documents about the loyalty
oath, relocation, segregation, and political acti-
vities), a significant number are devoted to
ethnographic/ethnological studies [114]. The
Tule Lake and Manzanar Community Analysis
Sections, headed by Marvin Opler and Morris
Opler respectively, were also prolific in docu-
menting activities in an ethnographic/ethno-
logical framework.

Despite the hundreds of documents, includ-
ing scores of reports by Community Analysts
and their staffs, a dismaying few were devoted
exclusively to language and linguistics. This is
doubly disappointing, in view of the well-
rounded training aspirants in anthropology
were getting in graduate schools before the
war, as compared to today. In the National
Archives there are several reports by Communi-
ty Analysts on prewar Japanese language train-
ing in the West Coast communities and on
Japanese language schools in these communi-
ties; there are, however, only three reports
by Community Analysts on the language
which was spoken in the relocation camps. All
three are essentially word lists, which were
compiled by the most productive Community
Analysts; viz., Marvin Opler of Tule Lake [115],
deYoung of Minidoka [116], and Smith, also
of Minidoka [117]. Also, there are several
brief reports from Minidoka written by the
Japanese American staff [113]. Because these
are the only extant documents on language
spoken in the relocation camps, they are of
inestimable value, and gratitude is long due to
those who wrote these papers. Yet, by anthro-

pological standards the documents leave much
to be desired. Insofar as they are strictly word
lists, there is no analysis of the following:
basic phonetic shifts in the Japanization of
American English words; the influence of
English structure on Nisei Japanese (e.g., sandhi
forms, English gerund suffixing of Japanese
verbs, etc.); the influence of Japanese struc-
ture on Nisei Japanese; the structural influence
of Issei Japanese on Nisei English, a sound
somewhat unique to Japanese; and so forth.
Many of these features could have been de-
duced had a rigorous linguistic analysis been
made of the word lists compiled, aided by
standard elicitation methods [119]. Another
criticism, albeit minor, is the following: un-
conventional orthographies were used despite
the widespread use and acceptance of the
Hepburn System of romanization of Japanese,
a system which had been available since 1885.
Even Bloch, who had developed a putatively
superior system to the Hepburn had to admit
that the Hepburn romanization system was
“closer to a phonemic description” of Japanese
than his own truly cumbersome alternative
system [120]. The dearth of studies in lin-
guistics is understandable in light of the phe-
nomena on which Community Analysts were
constrained to report. Still one can only be
grateful for those few documents on language
in the camps.

Moreover, despite the image of anthropol-
ogists as those who are holistically concerned
with all facets of culture, the following short-
comings were evident. In the multitudes of
documents they wrote, only one is a study of
kinship: kinship studies, long anthropology’s
forte, were sadly neglected. The sole docu-
ment, once again by the Minidoka Community
Analysis Section staff, is a brief document
with two of its double-spaced typed pages
listing several of the Japanese kinship terms
used in Minidoka camp [121]. Surprisingly,
in the thousands upon thousands of documents
deposited in the National Archives on the

studies and
played in a
role kinship
the numero
Analysts o
[124]; the
fessed to ha
and how ea
detailed ki
grettable th
not pursue
If anthro
linguistics a

title), whic
to those th
lysts. Staff

page single
the hospitd
same canmy
interpreisty
hospitad o83

Appare




9]. Another
owing: un-
used despite
e of the

of Japanese,
e since 1885.

n”’ of Japanese
alternative
dies in lin-

is a study of
thropology’s
sole docu-
ka Community
document

Surprisingly,
s of documents
ves on the

Japanese Americans in the camps — assembly
and relocation — there is not one that contains
a kinship chart [122].

Considering the central position Kinship
studies and analyses of kinship have uniquely
played in anthropology [123]; the diagnostic
role kinship terms play in analyzing change;
the numerous lengthy reports by Community
Analysts on the Japanese American family
[124]; the interest Community Analysts pro-
fessed to have had in acculturation theory;
and how easy it would have been to obtain
detailed kinship data, it is both odd and re-
grettable that the anthropologists involved did
not pursue kinship studies at all in the camps.

If anthropology’s traditional strengths —
linguistics and kinship studies — were not
energetically pursued by WRA social scientists,
could others not trained in anthropology or
sociology have performed as well in the same
situation? The answer to this question must
be in the affirmative.

Each camp had its Report Office with its
Historical Section (or a unit with a similar
title), which was responsible for reports similar
to those that were written by Community Ana-
lysts. Staff from the Reports Offices gathered
data just as assiduously as did the Community
Analysts, and many of the reports by the Re-
ports Offices were ethnographic and/or ethno-
logical in nature. For example, the Historical
Section of the Topaz Reports Office filed 293
reports from September 1942 to the end of
that year, the majority of which were ethno-
graphic. Among later reports there is one on a
bingo crisis [125]. Another notable report is
by a Japanese American who authored a 229-
page single-spaced typed document analyzing
the hospital and health-care system in the
same camp and incorporating a functicnal
interpretation of personnel problems of the
hospital staff [126].

Apparently, the Tule Lake Reports Office

35

was just as prolific as the Community Analysis
Section of the same camp. Some reports of

an ethnographic genre from the Reports Office
of interest to the anthropologist include a de-
scription of Lator Day activities [127] and a
32-page single-spaced typed description of
food at Tule Lake, nine pages of which included
recipes for traditional Japanese dishes (based
on informant-derived data), a topic which was
not broached in any Community Analysis re-
port in any camp. Several other outstanding
reports include one on how retired men and un-
employed women spent their time, based on
interviews of 93 subjects [128], and an inter-
view study of how women with children
viewed camp life [129]. Minidoka, ID, had

an equally productive Reports Office. Those
which could be useful to the anthropologist
include a document on reading tastes among
the inmates [ 130]; a study of senryu, a tradi-
tional satirical poetry form [131]; an ethno-
graphy of a Minidoka living quarter [132];
and acculturation studies of Alaskan internees
of mixed descent [133].

The Community Analysts’ claims of distinc-
tion between their kind of reports and those
written by the Reports Offices notwithstand-
ing [134], there was much similarity and over-
lapping between the two. Despite their lack
of training in anthropology per se, many of
the reports by those of the various Reports
Offices were no less anthropological and credit-
able than those which were written by Com-
munity Analysts [135].

CCMMUNITY ANALYSTS AND THE LABELING
TECHNIQUE

One further distinction between the docu-
ments by the Reports Offices of the various
camps and Community Analysts’ reports is
worth examining. Nowhere in the hundreds
of reports filed by white members of the Re-
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ports Offices can reference -be found to the
inmate population as mentally ill, nor can
there be found in their works an attempt to
explain camp events by labeli 'g inmates sick.
It goes without saying that, unofficially, in
addition to a racist attitude among some
whites working in these camps [136], there
were those (undoubtedly including some work-
ing in Reports Offices) who held that ““the
attitudes of the evacuees appeared to be those
of people suffering from a ‘persecution com-
plex,’ or, that is to say, abnormal behavior”
[137]. Thus, Minidoka’s camp director told
Community Analyst Smith:

Now the way I look at things is this: I figure that the
people are sick. A lot has happened to them. They’ve
got a persecution complex. They’re not well mentally.
You can’t treat them like well people. You've got to
feel that, or you shouldn’t be working on this project
[camp] . You've got to have an understanding for their
condition. And sometimes it looks to me as if they’re

a lot like some Nez Perce Indians I know. Just pare a
little farther to the primitive, and there you’ve got them.
Not much difference from those Indians, if you peel off
a few of these things they’ve picked up. Well, then,
they’ve got a lot of those traits. I saw it the first day
[138].

Furthermore it should not be surprising that
the labeling technique and a racist attitude
were found among some whites working in
these camps — the majority had a limited
education compared with the Community
Analysts; and, according to Leighton, “Al-
most all [administrative officers and their
assistants at Poston] received substantial in-
creases in salary over anything they had had-
previously [ 139]. Therefore, that reductive
labeling was practiced by some Community
Analysts and that they were perhaps influ-
enced by those not specifically trained in the
social sciences is noteworthy. The 1944
Annual Report of the Community Analysis
Section, for example, begins with the follow-
ing statement: “Community Analysis under-
stood its job to be the interpretation to ad-
ministrators of the human beings whom the

WRA is designed to rehabilitate” [140].

The reader is also reminded of the efforts
of some Community Analysts to help reloca-
tion along. In his frustration at the pace of
relocation at Granada, Rademaker labeled
those not wanting to relocate psychopaths.
Also, it will be remembered, Embree and
Spicer in their publications — the article by
the former addressed to fellow anthropologists,
and the one by the latter primarily to anthro-
pology students — intimated to their respec-
tive readers by the very titles of their publica-
tions (“‘Resistance to Freedom”) that there
was surely something wrong with a people
who “resisted freedom™ [141]. However,
without doubt the most blatant case of label-
ing is that of Weston LaBarre, Community
Analyst for some six weeks at Topaz, as evi-
denced by his publication of 1945, entitled
“Some Observations on Character Structure
in the Orient: The Japanese.” In this article
LaBarre attempts to label Japanese as abnormal
and neurotic, basing much of his thesis upon
his observation of Topazeans while he was
Community Analyst [142].

THE SOCIAL SCIENTISTS’ PUBLICATIONS

Published materials by Community Ana-
lysts, number some 30 articles in journals and
three books [143]. In the words of Spicer:

Individual community analysts also made some contribu-
tions in the special fields of their interests. For example...
[they] published in various journals, ranging from the
American Anthropologist to the Utah Humanities Review,
analyses of different aspects of the relocation program.

It was also true that the Community Analysis Section

as a whole made an effort to meet this sort of obligation
[144].

In addition, there are the publications by Wax,
and one article by Spencer, which are products
of the Evacuation and Resettlement Study
experience. Three dissertations (by Spencer,
Sady and Wax) were also written [145].
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Despite many reservations one might have
about research in the social sciences, surely
one conventional rule of thumb regarding the
worth of such research is the appearance of
the results of that undertaking in professional
publications. To be sure, there were numerous
reports by Community Analysts written for
WRA, some of which were “good enough” to
see print in professional journals [146]. How-
ever, the inescapable conclusion, and one
which contravenes the quotation from Spicer’s
recent article, cited in the previous paragraph,
is that, given the large number of social scien-
tists involved — many were well established in
anthropology, while they and others would
achieve great distinction and recognition in
the profession (e.g., President and other high
offices of the American Anthropological Asso-
ciation and other kindred societies, appoint-
ments to endowed chairs, Distinguished Lec-
turer of the Annual Meeting of the American
Anthropological Association, festschrifts, etc.)
mainly on the basis of their publications, —
the number of publications on the camp ex-
perience is relatively meager. Moreover, aside
from the fact that only a few of these former
Community Analysts have authored the major-
ity of the publications, it must be kept in mind
that, until quite recently, “the old boy net-
work” prevailed, so the system of blind referee-
ing by anonymous reviewers now prevailing in
social science journals was unknown during
the war and postwar years. In short, given the
“old boy network’ and the small number of
anthropologists in the profession, it was easier
to have papers published in anthropology jour-
nals in the immediate postwar years (when the
majority of papers by Community Analysts
appeared) than it is today; this is especially
true of those which appeared in Applied An-
thropology. In addition, the majority of publi-
cations fall into the category of policy ana-
lysis; that is, they deal repeatedly with such
topics as the history of the Community Ana-
lysis Section; the role of the anthropologist
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in WRA (although not in a probing fashion);
the decision-making processes; the impact of
the loyalty oath, relocation, and segregation
policies; the political activities in the camps;
ad infinitum [147].

Let me now turn to the publications of the
anthropologists who were with the Evacuation
and Resettlement Study at this time, rather
than those of Community Analysts. To begin
with, Robert F. Spencer’s article on a Bud-
dhist church in Berkeley in the immediate post-
war period deserves comment [148]. It is de-
finitely not a policy analysis study but is more
in the realm of traditional anthropological con-
cerns. The article is a by-product of the camp
experience, inasmuch as Spencer was a re-
searcher at Gila, for the Evacuation and Re-
settlement Study [149]. Although he men-
tions the evacuation of the Japanese Americans
in his article, he regrettably fails to grasp the
significance of it as the axial factor in the struc-
ture, function, and organization of thc Berke-
ley Buddhist Church. That the evacuation,
incarceration, and resettlement accounted for
the church’s Americanization of services (the
message of evacuation was clear: assimilate or
else); the low membership of Nisei (who were
furiously trying to catch up on the lost years
and for whom identity with anything remotely
Japanese was a “‘kiss of death™); the weak
ethnic consciousness of members; the impover-
ished state of the priest and congregation
[150]; the lack of Japanese language courses;
and so on, completely eluded him. When he
undertook his study, and even in 1948, when
his manuscript appeared in print, Japanese
Americans were still reeling from the effects
of removal, incarceration, and resettlement.
They had barely got resettled in their prewar
setting and, jus. before their return, a con-
certed effort — including acts of violence by
vigilante groups and common citizens — was
made all along the West Coast to bar Japanese
Americans forever from that area [151]. Nor
were the California courts inactive in this
respect.
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For example, on June 15, 1948, the Cali-
fornia Supreme Court upheld the Federal Dis-
trict Court of Appeals, which had revealed
the decision of a California trial court in the
Palermo v. Stockton Theatres, Inc. case. It
came down to the fact that the Supreme
Court upheld the California Alien Land Law,
which was aimed primarily at Japanese Ameri-
cans (the Palermo case involved a lease to
some California Japanese) [152]. Earlier, in
1946, the year Spencer received his doctorate
in anthropology for his dissertation on the
Berkeley Buddhist Church, upon which his
article of 1948 was largely based, the Cali-
fornia- Supreme Court backed the action of
the State of California in escheating two
parcels of land which were recorded in the
name of a California Nisei, a decision which
was overturned by the U.S. Supreme Court
[153]. Again, in 1946, Californians were asked
to vote on Proposition 15, a strictly anti-
Japanese measure sponsored by the reactionary
Senator Jack Tenney, “long known for his
anti-Japanese bills in the California Legislature
in 1943 and 1945...” [154].

Indeed, it was not until November 4, 1956
that the infamous anti-Japanese Alien Land
Law of California was repealed in a ballot as
Proposition 13 [155]. So far as the legal ac-
tions in the 1940s, mentioned in the paragraphs
above, and the sentiment of Californians to-
ward Japanese Americans in the immediate
postwar years are concerned, in reading
Spencer’s article one comes away with the
sense that nothing untoward had ever happned
or was happening against the Japanese Ameri-
cans in California; that somehow the reasons
that the Berkeley Buddhist Church was not
really successful lay in the priest, the congrega-
tion, and the deviancy of Buddhism in a
Christian nation (and therefore it was accultur-
ating elements of Christianity). Nowhere in his
article does Spencer allude to the very crux of
the issue — the long history of anti-Japanese
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relations which obtained on the West Coast,
culminating in Evacuation — and to some of
the events in the courts which were unfolding
before his very eyes. And it would be a major
error to assume that the Bay Area, including
Berkeley and the university, were the liberal,
“swinging, laid-back places” that they are
today. On the contrary, from the turn of the
century, the Bay Area had been one of the
major centers of virulent anti-Japanese senti-
ment which lasted through the 1950s [156].
Nor did the faculty or students of the Uni-
versity of California at Berkeley raise their
voices when the evacuation was ordered and
the Japanese Americans were removed ST S

The net result of Spencer’s failure to take
into account any contemporary events or the
history of Japanese—white relations in Cali-
fornia and the West Coast is a mediocre de-
scriptive acculturation study that lacks any
analytical insight into the realities of those
he studied or, more generally of race relations
in California [158].

A brief review of the work of one of the
more prolific anthropologists, also of the
Evacuation and Resettlement Study, is quite
revealing. Aside from the major publications
by Rosalie Hankey Wax [159], mention of
The Spoilage must be made, a book to which
she made significant contributions. Apart from
citicizing The Spoilage for its narrow scope
and perspective because of its emphasis upon
factionalism in Tule Lake, Marvin Opler made
these comments about the book, although
not identifying Hankey by name as the “field-
worker”’:

Dependence upon one person [i.e., Hankey] for major
contributions led ... to undue credence afforded about
two dozen factional leaders who happened to impress
the fieldworker, during the year period, as knowing the
Center [Tule Lake] [160].

Again, by Opler:
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. the "loyalty-disloyalty ™ labels, were actually misleading
since these labels had long since lost any objectively signifi-
cant meaning in the maelstrom of emotionalized reaction
to consistently discriminatory treatment [161].

Only “twelve years later”” would Wax come to
this same understanding:

Perhaps the most important handicap during this early
period was my notion that there were two distinct vari-
ties of Japanese, a “‘pro-American” and a “pro-Japanese.”
This incorrect idea sprang from my emotional reaction

to the current anti-Japanese propaganda, a reaction which
took the form of a stubborn faith that the great majority
of Japanese residing in America did not look with any
favor on Japan, did not seriously consider expratriation
or repratriation, believed that the United States was going
to win the war, and, in short, held many of the attitudes
which I imagined I would hold in their place. The other
variety of Japanese, I thought, was “pro-Japanese” and
comprised a small group, inclined to violence and responsi-
ble for all the disturbances in the Centers [camps] . With
this group, I had been told, it would be almost impossible
to make contact [162].

Despite some contacts with Marvin Opler 11631
the Community Analyst at Tule Lake who had
been there since May 1943, Dorothy S. Thomas,
director of the Evacuation and Resettlement
Study, resented sharing documents with him
almost from the very beginning of Opler’s as-
signment to Tule Lake [164], with the unfor-
tunate result that there was only sporadic ex-
change of information between researchers of
the Evacuation and Resettlement Study living
at Tule Lake and the Tule Lake Community
Analysis Section. It is obvious that the resent-
ment by Thomas was carried to an extreme.
The Spoilage, which deals exclusively with Tule
Lake events, completely ignores Marvin Opler.
There is not a single reference to him as such;
he is merely identified as the “Community
Analyst” in the references to four of his letters
[165] and two of his Trend Reports [166],
which were only a very few of the lengthy and
important documents which he and his staff
filed [167]. Oddly enough, Morris Opler’s
document on Manzanar, is praised, referred to,
or cited repeatedly [168]. This same idiocyn-

o T e Nt b s A ARG, i S

39

cracy is evident in Wax’s book, Doing Field-
work. Not a single one of the almost 300 docu-
ments written by Marvin Opler and his staff is
cited; instead, e..actly as in The Spoilage,
Morris Opler’s Manzanar segregation document
is praised and noted [169]. Yet, Weglyn, who
analyzed the complex issues that took place at
Tule Lake after it became a segregation camp
— and hardly an admirer of anyone connected
with WRA — complimented Marvin Opler for
his “perceptive reports filed during this period’
[170].

As Marvin Opler has pointed out more than
once, the undue emphasis given factionalism
by the Evacuation and Resettlement Study
team distorted the perception of other aspects
of Tule Lake life. People were going to movies;
teenagers were holding dances; there were the
traditional arts which the Issei and Kibei were
patronizing and cultivating; go and shogi
(chess) tournaments were being held; sports
events were crowding the calendar; church
services were being conducted [171] : and so
on: yet, about these equally important aspects {
of the Tuleans’ lives one learns nothing by J
reading Wax’s publications. Nevertheless, these\

|
(!
1

aspects had been, and were being, meticulously |
and even brilliantly recorded by Marvin Opler |
and his staff.

As was pointed out earlier, the output of
ethnographic/ethnological reports of the Tule
Lake Community Analysis Section was second
only ot Minidoka’s. Without question, one of
the major published results of the Evacuation
and Resettlement Study, 7/e Spoilage, was
diminished and distorted to the degree that
the Study group passed over Marvin Opler’s
and his staff’s reports. The same commernt
applies to Wax’s major publications. Given
Wax’s emotion~l involvements while at Tule
Lake and Marvin Opler’s analysis of T#%e
Spoilage, one can safely conclude that her
writings may be more useful for learning
about the author than learning about what
actually transpired at Tule Lake [172].

PPN BT

R R R e featoat ot

TR I I T T T

s TP U R




B A S Mk ] 0 i

R

i e

v

40

With regard to publications by Community
Analysts, Weston LaBarre’s article on the char-
acter structure of the Japanese, based to a sig-
nificant degree on field research he undertook
as a Community Analyst at Topaz, must be
mentioned here. It has been analyzed in detail
elsewhere. Suffice it to say that LaBarre’s
publication is disingenuous scholarship, so far
as his observations on Topazeans are con-
cerned [173].

Impounded People, a summary report
which originally appeared in 1946 as a govern-
ment document, is a book co-authored by four
Community Analysts (Spicer, Hansen, Luo-
mala, and Marvin Opler). It does escape the
weaknesses of the majority of the policy ana-
lysis publications by WRA anthropologists,
insofar as it attempts to offer a well-rounded
picture of what life was like in the camps.
However, this report, published as a book
with illustrations and a new introduction by
Spicer [174], has some disturbing flaws. Thus,
the reader will look in vain for an analysis of
Kinship, a kinship chart, kinship terminology,
and a rigorous linguistic analysis. Although it
describes the underlying causes of the unrest
at Minidoka, which had given rise to the com-
plaints of the sixteen Minidokans to the
Spanish consul, and reproduced certain pas-
sages from their list, there is no mention of
how these complaints to the Spanish consul
were actually handled by some Community
Analysts. The 1969 book edition also takes
for granted the accuracy of an official report
on the shooting of a 63-year old Issei man at
Topaz in April, 1943. James Hatsuaki Wakasa
was killed by a single rifle shot from an army
guard, according to Spicer et al., because he
“... merely stepped beyond the strands of
barbed wire marking the boundary of the
center [camp]” [175]. Thi: was the official
version which was issued immediately after
the killing [176], and was later to be proved
false by Russell Bankson of the Topaz Histori-
cal Section in that agency’s thorough investi-

gation of the shooting, which proved through
photographs, among other means, that Wakasa
was killed well within the camp [177].

The publications on policy analysis, which
comprise the majority of the writings by Com-
munity Analysts — many of which were viewed
as pioneer contributions to applied anthropol-
ogy when they first appeared — are presently
of historic value only. Even the bulk of
Leighton’s important book The Governing of
Men, is, after all, a post factum analysis of one
incident at Poston (a strike), an event which
was not foreseen by the anthropologists who
comprised the Bureau of Sociological Research.
Nor can one readily ignore the severe criticisms
of the book by one who was overseeing most
of the activities of the Bureau and following
closely the work of the anthropologists, John
Walker Powell, Chief, Community Management
Division, Poston, as expressed in his lengthy
analysis of the Bureau [ 178]. That Leighton
and his staff were not able to predict the strike,
despite the many cues which were present be-
fore it took place, was most distressing to
Powell [179].

The publications of one former Community
Analyst is the exception to everything that
has been noted in this paper, as regards quality,
timelessness, and contribution to anthropology.
Marvin K. Opler’s five publications based on
research in Tule Lake [180] are noteworthy
for several reasons. All are refreshingly free of
the jargon and rhetoric of WRA policies im-
posed upon internees and so ubiquitous in the
writings of his colleagues. His articles deal with
the concerns and behavior patterns of the in-
mates as they worked them out at Tule Lake;
accordingly, the categories of thought and ac-
tion are those of the Japanese Americans, not
Opler’s. By making these studies available in
standard, accessible journals, he announced to
his colleagues and his readers that, in effect,
the culture patterns of these J apanese Ameri-
cans were worthy of note and respect. Further-
more, by virtue of bringing to the reader’s
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attention five different aspects of their lives,
he also made it known that, even during its
darkest hours, Tule Lake camp was not solely
a political arena among factions.

One can only stand in awe at his achieve-
ments. More than any other camp, Tule Lake
was beset with political unrest, exacerbated
by its status as a segregation camp. The atmo-
sphere there was unhealthy even before segre-
gation. In 1942,

Doctor [Dorothy S.] Thomas reported a considerable
difference in the attitude of the workers [researchers of
the Evacuation and Resettlement Study] at Tule Lake
and at Gila River [the camp at Arizona]. The workers
at Tule Lake have anxieties that if it were known that
(sic) they were collecting information which they sub-
mit was used as the basis of action by the administration
that (sic) they would be subject to bodily harm by the
evacuees. At Gila River a quite different situation ob-
tains: there... the workers are proud of their relationship
with the University [of California, Berkeley] and use
the prestige gained from this association in furthering
their work [181].

In spite of the heavy atmosphere which hung
over Tule Lake throughout its existence, the
Community Analysis Section under Marvin
Opler, and Opler himself, filed a steady stream
of insightful studies and analyses on all aspects
of Tule Lake life and culture. It was no coinci-
dence, therefore, that, among all Comunity
Analysts, Opler (as was noted earlier) “alone
made an effort to envisage the problem which
the segregation center itself would present.”
Also, it was Marvin Opler who was unequivocal-
ly and consistently against the segregation poli-
cy [182]. Throughout his assignment at Tule
Lake he was unswayed by the madness which
was going on around him and continued to
write sympathetic, compassionate reports on,
among other things, the effects of the inane
policies which were imposed upon their vic-
tims [183].

As for the emerging fields of Japanese Ame-
rican studies and Asian American studies, the
“nduring quality of Marvin Opler’s publications
Aeeds stressing again. Because most of the pub-
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lications by the other Community Analysts
deal almost exclusively with policy analysis,
they are of only tangential value and signifi-
cance for the study of Japanese Americans
qua subculture | 184]. And even as policy ana-
lysis studies, they are of questionable value be-
cause they tend to be uncritical and lack can-
dor; when unpublished CAS documents are
cited, they are invariably the mimeographed
reports — those which were put out for “pub-
lic consumption,” ignoring the truly important
documents.

Although the WRA experience has been
heralded as a breakthrough in applied anthro-
pology, the published materials by WRA an-
thropologists in this field are also remarkable
for something else; namely, their lack of con-
tribution to theory and theory-building [ 185].
So far as theory and evacuation are concerned,
it remained for two sociologists, Broom and
Kitsuse (ironically, the former an unrelenting
critic of WRA and of its social scientists), to
formulate the important theoretical statement
— published in the pages of American Anthro-
pologist, no less — on precisely the issue which
was so vexing to the relocation camp anthro-
pologists, and one which had traditionally
been in anthropology’s province; i.e., accultura-
tion of an ethnic minority [186].

Some final observations on Community Ana-
lyst reports will be made because they tie in
with the topic of publications of Community
Analysts. In addition to what has already been
noted about the publication record of the
Community Analysts, save for the Community
Analysts at Minidoka, Tule Lake and, to some
extent, Manzanar, considering the large number
of anthropologists involved in WRA, like their
published counterparts, documents of an ethno-
graphic-ethnological nature by them in The
National Archiv~s are surprisingly few. This is
even true of Poston which had the oldest and
one of the largest Community Analysis Sec-
tion (18 staff members), because priority at
all camps was given to policy analysis studies.
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Remember, too, Morris Opler was almost fired
for being “the old-fashioned ethnologist.” In
point of fact, the documents he filed and for
vhich he was criticized because of their “old-
fashioned ethnographic nature,” are precisely
the ones which are of lasting importance and
value, whereas those by him of a policy ana-
lysis nature are the least valuable. Morris Opler
wrote superb reports on the prewar West Coast
Japanese communities that remain invaluable
sources of data on the world which disappeared
with the evacuation.

The irony of this particular incident of op-
prorium, which almost got Morris Opler fired,
is that, in late 1944, when it was clear that the
Japanese Americans would be returning to the
West Coast, a typewritten manuscript of 30
double-spaced pages entitled “West Coast
Locality Groups of Manzanar Residents’ was
compiled under John Provinse’s aegis [187]
based on materials gathered “principally from
the Manzanar files which are in the Washington
office” [188] (i.e., Morris Opler’s many re-
ports!). In the covering memorandum to the
document, Provinse also stressed the impor-
tance of knowing about the “West Coast lo-
cality groups,” and encouraged Community
Analysts to compile such information, the very
nature of which had been previously con-

demned by someone in the Washington Office
[189].

COMMUNITY ANALYSTS AND THE WAR RELO-
CATION AUTHORITY AS BUREAUCRACY

Inevitably, anthropologists in such a bureau-
cratic situation are constrained to assimilate
the language, perspectives, categories of
thought, organizational codes, concerns, and
values of the encompassing bureaucracy in
order to be successful. The anthropology
which results deviates markedly from the
issues, methods, and concerns of traditional
anthropology.

At the outset, because Community Analysts
were not part of the planning process when
WRA was established, they were disadvantaged.
Thus, certain terms were excised from the
vocabulary by the government: everyone as-
sociated with WRA was to develop a certain
vocabulary. Here are some passages from a
government directive:

1. The Japanese-Americans ... should always be referred
to as “evacuees,” never as “internees,” or “prisoners.”

2. The work areas... should be referred to as “relocation
centers” or “relocation projects,” not as “internment
centers” or “concentration camps.” Even the use of the
word “camp” should be avoided since it carries some
implications of internment and close military surveilance.
3. An “assembly center” is a convenient gathering point
where the evacuees are temporarily fed and housed until
they can be moved to relocation projects [190].

“Registration” for loyalty oaths, “reloca-
tion” for dispersal, “appointed personnel’”’
for white employees, “stop order’ for perma-
nent incarceration in the camp, etc., were
some other well-known euphemisms employed.
The loyal-disloyal distinction formulated by
the government, and, as revealed in unpublished
documents, accepted by many Community Ana-
lysts, is an example of how categories of
thought from above were imposed upon and
adopted by them [191]. In the case of Wax,
as indicated, it took twelve years for her to
realize that loyal-disloyal was a false dicho-
tomy. Spicer forthrightly analyzed the situa-
tion twenty-six years later in the following
way':

It was a full year before the simple fact that the United
States had forced the first-generation immigrants to re-
tain their Japanese citizenship had any impact on policy.
The administrators were aware that the United States
had denied Issei the right to become American citizens;
but implications of that solid fact for the Japanese-
Americans in time of war between Japan and the United
States did not sink in. Not until the Issei were forced

to take a stand during the Army registration program
[i.e., the loyalty oath program] did the Issei point of
view finally come across to the administrators, and this
was in February, 1943. In short, the realities of life for
persons of Oriental background on the West Coast of
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the United Statés were not real for the WRA policy makers,
and it was these realities as felt by the evacuees which

gave rise to formulation by them of the meaning of the
relocation centers [192].

By assimilating the categories of thought and
the perspectives of the bureaucracy, the social
scientists were also vulnerable to reifying con-
cepts and terms which had very little ground-
ing in reality. “Community” and ‘“‘community
government,” with attendant terms, are two
examples of the WRA experience which could
be mentioned here because so much emphasis
was placed upon them through various policies
(although not discussed in this paper) [193].

With respect to loyalty to the bureaucracy
rather than to anthropology, the following
may be noted. When Spicer assumed the direc-
torship of the Community Analysis Section in
Washington, D.C. upon Embree’s resignation
in 1943, a major policy shift was obviously
made. In Spicer’s own words:

I think originally that John Embree and Frank Sweetser
emphasized pretty heavily to the project analysts that

the primary function of Community Analysts was to re-
port what goes on at the projects [camps] to Washington.
I reacted against that policy. I thought it was their main
function to make clear to the project staff conditions on
the project. After serving this function on the project
they can proceed to inform Washington as to what is
going on in the projects [194].

This shift in policy had the ultimate effect of
constraining Community Analysts even more
than before to look only at the camp to which
they were assigned rather than to what was
going on in all the other camps. It also had the
effect of acceding to those who had had no
training or interest in anthropology or sociol-
ogy the right to establish priorities among
internee-activities and -behaviors for analysis.
This policy obviously put Community Ana-
lysts at a marked disadvantage. Instead of
having to submit reports to the Washington

Office, where there were fellow anthropologists,

the reports first went to the camp directors
or administrators. Understandably, the over-
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riding consideration of camp directors was to
have trouble-free camps [195]. This meant
that the reports for a camp director from a
Community Analyst which would be most
appreciated wo1ld be those dealing with

policy analysis and not those of an ethnograph-
ic/ethnological nature. The same Community
Analysts who had complained about “a pre-
occupation with current developments,”
commented as follows:

The Analyst [Hansen] developed the definite idea that
the Project Director [of Heart Mountain] found his
information and his judgments useful. For his part,
the Analyst learned what a Project Director wanted
and needed to know about the community and what
the administration was doing and planning to do. The
long-continued contacts had another result, closely
connected with the above. They tended to keep the
Analyst from *“‘going over.” to the evacuees [196].

At the request of the camp directors, two
Community Analysts, Brown of Gila, and
Rademaker of Granada, as noted earlier, ac-
cepted positions on the local review board
whose function it was to identify the ‘‘dis-
loyals,” and Rademaker even gathered intelli-
gence data on white personnel at the request
of the camp director [197]. Also, given the
new line of communication and responsibility,
it was only a matter of time before certain
Community Analysts started supplying names
to camp administrators, despite the agreement
among Community Analysts, following an-
thropological custom, that it was important
to “preserve the confidence of... informants”
[198]. This also violated the Embree dictum
that Community Analysts “should be interested
in why and not who” [199].

Owing to another characteristic feature of
bureaucracy, the wish of the bureaucrat to in-
gratiate himself with those higher in position
than he — even though it was the consensus
of Community Analysts that camp direciors
did not pressure them to provide them with
names [200] — documents already cited in
this paper show that some Community Ana-
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lysts gratuitously supplied camp directors and
other administrators with reports of an intelli-
gence nature replete with rames. For such
Community Analysts it became more impor-
tant to please camp directors and administra-
tors rather than to study the culture patterns
of the inmates [201], a task which was origi-
nally established as the highest priority for
Community Analysts [202].

At the 1944 Denver Conference of Com-
munity Analysts, Embree made this observa-
tion:

[Community] Analysts in general realize the function
in regard to the total Civil Service program. In so far as
that function is forgotten the analysts’ work will be
handicapped [203].

Quite the opposite was true, as is now clear.
Community Analysts were only too well aware
of the Civil Service — the WRA bureaucracy,
especially at the camp level — but had lost
touch with the subjects they were recruited

to study. An interesting example of such a
case is E. Adamson Hoebel, who spent the
summer of 1944 as Community Analyst at
Granada. In a memorandum to Spicer, Hoebel
quoted sections from Administrative Manual
30.8 [204], the official government document
containing the job description of Community
Analyst. They were sections 30.8.1a, on relo-
cation; 30.8.3, on effects of administration
policy on the internees; and, again, a section
from 30.8.3, on observations and studies with
specific attention to social relations that might
become critical [205]. In connection with re-
location, Hoebel noted ... the residue of eva-
cuees consists increasingly of obstinate and
less cooperative persons...”” [206]. Three days
later he requested a list of draft evaders in
Granada, an act to which reference has already
been made.

Instead of looking into “trouble cases”
[207], of which there were many at Granada
and elsewhere, between whites and Japanese
Americans, among the administered, and

among whites [208] — the study of which
could have considerably widened Hoebel’s
vision on the anthropology of conflict and
law, a field within anthropology he was to
help establish — he was content to adhere
strictly to WRA guidelines for work as Com-
munity Analyst (but not to the primary aim,
viz., ““... to analyze the culture patterns exist-
ing in the community... ,” a statement which
prefaced 30.8.1 as 39.8.1.1) [209]. The up-
shot of this selective conformity was that,

as Community Analyst, only one report — a
very brief description of memorial services
with an interpretation of what he had wit-
nessed as having a cathartic function for the
bereaved Japanese American families [210]
— can be viewed as even remotely anthropo-
logical.

In discussing behaviors, another by-product
of the WRA experience, the incompatibility
of the government’s goals and values with
those of anthropology, and the acceptance
by many Community Analysts of the official
perspectives had inevitable consequences for
the social scientists involved: turning informer,
gathering intelligence data, participating in
administrative functions, and trivializing in-
ternee perspectives, behaviors, and needs. Ap-
parently these things did not come without a
cost. Rademaker, for example, left Granada a
very frustrated man [211]. After her expulsion
from Tule Lake, Wax went into a state of de-
pression (*“... as if ... walking around with some
vital part missing’’) which lasted ‘“many years”
[212]. After their WRA experiences, Forrest
La Violette, Morris Opler, and John Collier
each in his own way condemned Evacuation
and the camps in no uncertain terms [213].
Others (e.g., Arensberg, Brown, Hansen,
Luomala, et al.) filed and published their re-
ports and went on to other things. The vast
majority never shared their observations and
insights through publications, and to date
have remained silent about this period [214].

But one Community Analyst, Marvin Opler,
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'st, Marvin Opler,

wrote a 40-page brief as a legal Amicus curiae
on behalf of young Japanese Americans still
caught in the renunciation: he continued to
publish anthropologically significant papers
on Japanese American culture based on his
observations and research at Tule Lake [215].

A clue to Opler’s loyalty to anthropology
may lie in the general statement about the dis-
cipline he made to a Tule Lake reporter of
that camp’s newspaper, Newell Star:

In the scientific study of communities, one is interested
in mass data and not in individual cases. Community
Analysis [in the camps] has no administrative power.
On the other hand, it is important that history be
written accurately and with the proper sympathy and
understanding of the people who live history, so to
speak [216].

As evidenced by his publications, this perspec-
tive — recently appropriated by the new urban
historians [217] — went beyond rhetoric.

It is fitting to quote here a paragraph from
Paul Bailey’s detailed study of Poston, because
it captures so trenchantly and poignantly a
perspective which, with a few exceptions, the
WRA anthropologists and sociologists could
not grasp, but one which was so obvious to
the inmates.

Because the community analysts consorted with the
upper echelons of management, their training and good
intentions were nullified through the natural suspicion
of the internees as to whose side of the struggle they
were representative. Inwardly the people were crying for
someone other than management (sic) or experts. They
most desperately needed souls they could trust, who
could talk in their behalf. Instead, no one in camp
seemed capable of bridging the inscrutable wall of the
races [218].

CONCLUSION

The contents of this article differ markedly
from accounts previously published by the
camp anthropologists because this study has
relied heavily for information upon hereto-
tore untapped sources, viz., documents in
the National Archives. :
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There is no question that the task of these
anthropologists was a difficult and confusing
one [219]. By virtue of their assignment, and
given the wartime exigencies, they were placed
in a position where they could really do noth-
ing without displeasing someone. Nevertheless,
one must sadly conclude that, with the few
exceptions noted in this paper, neither anthro-
pology, the anthropologists involved [220],
nor the administered were measurably aided
and advanced by field work in the wartime
camps for Japanese Americans. What the an-
thropologists accomplished could have been
readily achieved by run-of-the-mill bureaucrats,
whose roles as Community Analysts or social
researchers would not have left the sense of
disappointment that now exists because pro-
fessional anthropologists did, in fact, work in
these camps.

Finally, the WRA experience resulted in an
anomalous anthropology for the following
reasons.

1. In terms of research methods and administrative
strategies, both the subjects as well as the anthropolo-
gists were adversely affected.

. With respect to the publications of these anthropolo-
gists, the following points are consistent with what
has been brought out or stated earlier.

a. The majority of the publications [221] exhibit a
preoccupation with policy analysis, with a com-
mensurate neglect of the culture of the people
Community Analysts were recruited to study.

. The publications are relatively few in number
despite the fact that some of the most prestigious
people in American anthropology were involved;
and the publications themselves are weak as con-
tributions to anthropological and general social
science theory.

. The publications neglect linguistics and kinship
studies, features fundamental to a meaningtul cul-
tural portrait.

. There is a surrealistic quality about most of the
publications. That is to say, the policy analysis
type papers lack depth and candor, despite their
length. V" ith the exceptions noted, the pu:blications
are bizarre, distorted, expiational, or sup«:Hvidl.

One is simply dishonest.
1

. With a few exceptions (e.g., the Oplers’, LuViolette's,

Collier’s, and several of Embree’s), the putiicaiions
lack understanding of or compassion for tiv sy b-
jects-inmates.
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3. The total experience resulted in an erosion of what
has been identified as an “anthropological ethos”
[222].

It is not too much to say that the methods,
assumptions, and pretensions of conventional
American anthropology were tested in the
Japanese internment camps during world war
IL, and were found wanting [223].

NOTES
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Attention: Edward H. Spicer, August 7, 1944. This H Pooarne

kind of pressure was put on the general population. {oed

The rapid departure of Japanese American medical

doctors, however, was viewed with alarm. Thus, Hoebel

attempted to find a solution to stemming the tide. See,

E. Adamson Hoebel, “Conference Between Council

Committee on Doctor Problem with the Acting Pro-
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Henry F. Halliday, August 30, 1944. Hoebel, in “An
Address to Chicago Evacuees,” Granada CAS, July 28,
1944, also gave a pep talk to some Japanese Americans
in Chicago who had moved there from various camps.
He encouraged them to assimilate and to adjust.
Akiyama et al., op. cit., 1943. See also Spicer et al.,
op. cit., 1969, pp. 192—193. After his visits to various
camps, Captain Martin compared America’s treatment
of Japanese Americans to Spain’s treatment of its
Moors after Spain had been wrested from Moslems.
See Heart Mountain Sentinel, “Mass Evacuation Com-
pared to Treatment of Moors in Spain,” January 16,
1943, p. 2.
One report by Weston LaBarre, Community Analyst
at Topaz, UT, was an “ecological map, block by
block,” of that camp. Weston LaBarre, “Ecological
Map of Topaz, Utah. Block by Block,” (with the as-
sistance of Mary Sasajima), Topaz CAS, May 30,
1943. Oscar Hoffman, Community Analyst who re-
placed LaBarre, found much to praise about this map
because, among other things, it pinpointed the places
of residence of members of the “Spanish Council
(sic) [Consul] Committee” of Topaz. Oscar F. Hoff-
man, “Closing Report of [Topaz] Community Ana-
lysis Section,” Topaz CAS, 1945, p. 1. (Oscar Hoff-
mann is incorrectly listed as Charles Hoffman by
Spicer. Spicer, op. cit., 1979, p- 223.)
John de Young, Covering Letter to Edward H. Spicer,
attached to: “Letter by Minidoka Evacuee X to Cap-
tain Antonio R. Martin,” Minidoka Field Report No.
200, September 4, 1943, (“*Restricted.”). See also
John de Young, “The Meeting with Captain Martin.”
Minidoka CAS, August 10, 1943;and T.D.K., “The
Meeting with a Representative from the Spanish
Embassy,” Minidoka Field Report No. 165, Minidoka
CAS, August 10, 1943.
John H. Provinse, Letter to Harry D. (sic) Stafford;
Copy to “Ned” [Edward H. Spicer] , January 17,
1944, (““Confidential.”).
This letter has the following postscript:
P.S. to Ned [Edward] Spicer: Thanks for calling
this to my attention. I agree that such groups
as those who signed this report petition could be
of considerable negative influence on relocation
as well as other problems of more general nature
such as conduct of the centers camps and their
future welfare outside.
A few months after this letter. Provinse wrote a letter
to the director of WRA, Dillon Myer, to express con-
cern over the trend among internees to turn increasing-
ly to the Spanish Consul to express complaints. John
H. Provinse, Memorandum to Dillon S. Myer, April 7,
1944,
Spicer et al. (eds.), op. cit., 1969, p. 193.
See Spicer, “The Use of Social Scientists..,” op. cit.,
1946, p. 25.
Spicer et al. (eds.), op. cit., 1969, p. 279. This view
(and statistic) has recently been tempered. “The
WRA did not succeed in resettling from the centers
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quite 25,000 evacuees after two and one-half years of
the relocation program. The maximum was not at-
tained.” Spicer, op. cit., 1979, p. 232.
Broom and Kitsuse, op. cit., 1956, pp. 44—46; para-
graphs restructvred. Regrettably, Spicer in his recent
article on WRA helps “standardize an error” rogzarding
the beneficial effects of Evacuation. Under Accomplish-
ments of the WRA, he states:
The resettlement program brought about a much
wider distribution of the Japanese Americans over
the United States than had characterized them be-
fore World War II, thus, eliminating concentrations
in westcoast slum areas. Spicer, op. cit., 1979, p.
230.
This “surrendipitous” effect could surely have been
achieved in a better way. Also, prewar residential pat-
terns showed very clearly a pattern of movement
away from the Little Tokyos. Furthermore, most of
those who relocated eventually moved back to the
West Coast. See Petersen, op. cit.,, 1971, p. 126.
Another error which Spicer helps standardize in his
1979 article is to place the blame for the evacuation on
limited interest groups such as the Shipper-Growers’
Assocation and the “implacable prejudice of a single
army general.” The evacuation was not a right-wing
movement; rather, the rationale and decision for it
came from a group of New Deal-WASP-male liberals,
as William Manchester, William Petersen, and Michi
Weglyn have proved. See William Petersen, “The Incar-
ceration of the Japanese-Americans,” National Review,
vol. 24, no. 48 (December 8, 1972); and Michi Weglyn,
Years of Infamy: The Untold S tory of America’s
Concentration Camps (New York: William Morrow,
1976), p. 298 n3, (a pertinent passage from Manchester’s
The Glory and the Dream is cited). On the Shipper-
Growers’ Association and the general, see Spicer, op.
cit., 1979, p. 217.
Weglyn, op. cit., 1976, p. 157; original italics; para-
graphs restructured. As will be discussed in the next
few pages of the text of this paper, the responses of
the Community Analysts varied with the individual,
even though, according to Spicer, “The Use of Social
Scientists...,” op. cit., 1946, p. 24, the CAS
--.. prepared a statement which was issued as an
administrative instruction to all WRA staff outlin-
ing the basis of a general approach to the new prob-
lem [segregation] . The instruction [among other
points] emphasized the presentation of segregation
as a nonpunitive measure in line with evacuee atti-
tudes toward it...
In other words, if their attitudes were negative, the
responses were to be punitive.
Unfortunately, i. must be noted that an early advocate
of segregation was Leighton, who strongly recommended
it in his monthly reports of June and July 1943 to
Poston AZ, administrators. Leighton, “Monthly Re-

port...,” June, 1943, op. cit., 1943, p. 6, and “Monthly
Report...,” July, 1943, op. cit., 1943, p. 9. Yet, only
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three months earlier, Leighton had been given a job de-
scription of the Community Analyst by Provinse, one
which excluded any mention of the Community Ana-
lyst as an official to recommend policies of such im-
portance. John H. Provinse, Lucter to Alexander H.
Leighton, March 27, 1943, p. 12. So far as Community
Analysts are concerned, only the segregation policy
had not been determined by December 1942, accord-
ing to Spicer. Spicer, “The Use of Social Scientists...,”
op. cit., 1946, p. 19. See also Spicer, op. cit., 1977,
p. 131; and op. cit., 1979, pp. 231—-234. John Embree,
in “Registration,” Memorandum to the Community
Analysis Section, April 26, 1943, p. 3, did not look
kindly upon the loyalty oath, which was the basis for
segregation.

It is Machiavellian to thrust self-respecting citizens

into concentration camp conditions and then to call

them disloyal for protesting this treatment by re-

. fusing to pledge allegiance in this situation, and
then turn about and say to the public this proves
we were right in detaining these people, who were
largely subversive in the first place.

John A. Rademaker, “Disloyals,” Memorandum to
James G. Lindley, February 20, 1944, (“Confidential.”).
Italics added. Leupp, AZ: “A highly guarded isolation
camp surrounded by manproof fence and guard towers
... on a desolate Navaho Indian Reservation...” Weglyn,
op. cit., 1976, p. 128.
Rademaker, “Disloyals,” op. cit., 1944.
John A. Rademaker, Letter to Edward H. Spicer,
February 22, 1944 (“Confidential.”), p. 14.
John A. Rademaker, Letter to Edward H. Spicer,
February 16, 1944 (‘“Confidential.””), p. 5.
John A. Rademaker, ‘“Visitors to Granada,” Memoran-
dum to James G. Lindley, April 8, 1944 (‘“‘Confidential.“),
P-iS.
Ibid., p. 7.
John A. Rademaker, Letter to James G. Lindley, May
23, 1944 (“Confidential.”), p. 3.
Ibid., p. 1.
Ibid., pp. 2-3.
John A. Rademaker, Letter to James G. Lindley, July
26, 1943, (“Confidential.””), p. 1.
John A. Rademaker, “July 12, 1943 General Staff Meet-
ing,” Granada CAS, July 12, 1943;and “July 12, 1943
General Staff Meeting,” Granada CAS, July 15, 1943.
John A. Rademaker, Letter to Edward H. Spicer, April
20, 1944 (“Personal and Confidential.”’). The Commu-
nity Analyst of Jerome, Edgar McVoy, also reported
on whites in that camp. See Note 70 below. Earlier,
in October 1943, John Rademaker, in Letter to Frank
L. Sweetser and “Ned”..., op. ¢™*.,, 1943, felt uneasy
about investigative work, as revealed in these passages
from a letter to Sweetser and Spicer.
As a matter of fact, this investigation of dissidents
has me a bit concerned. In the first place, we’re not
an FBI (federal Bureau of Investigation] nor de-

tective outfit. If we do this sort of thing and it gets
known that we do (as it unquestionably will if we
do much of it), it will stop us from getting a lot of
other information which we ought to get. On the
other hand, it is essential to know the tenor of
public opinion in any question which seems to in-
volve loyaity or disloyalty to the United States,
and the threats against the life and safety of any
loyal Americans. However, digging out the dirt on
that sort of thing is not our job. Can you give me
any enlightenment on the problem?
As ever, but somewhat puzzledly yours, (signed)
John Rademaker
Edgar C. McVoy, “Interview with Two Block Man-
agers,” May 11, 1943 (all but initials of all names
inked out.); “Interview with Evacuee Christian Minister,”
op. cit., 1943; “Interview with Two Evacuee Christian
Ministers,” Jerome CAS, May 28, 1943 (all but initials
of all names inked out); “Interview with Reverend H.
and Mr. A.”, Jerome CAS, June 1, 1943 (all but initials
of all names inked out); “Interview with a Buddhist
Minister,” Jerome CAS, June 10, 1943, (all but ini-
tials of all names inked out); and “Interview with a
Buddhist Priest,” Jerome CAS, June 21, 1943 (“‘Strict-
ly Confidential.”), (all but initials of all names inked
out).
McVoy, “Interview with Two Block Managers,” op.
cit., 1943, p. 1.
McVoy, “Interview with Two Evacuee Christian Min-
isters,” op. cit., 1943, p. 1.
McVoy, “Interview with a Buddhist Priest,” op. cit.,
1943, pp. 1-2.
Edgar C. McVoy, “Interview with Mr. Taylor, June
22,1943, Jerome CAS, June 23, 1943 (all but initials
of all names inked out), pp. 1—2. Not long after these
interviews, McVoy wrote the following to R.E. Arne,
Chief, Community Management Division, Jerome, AR.
All statements concerning appointed personnel
[Whites] shall be sent to Mr. Taylor [camp director
of Jerome] in a confidential form. He may use his
own discretion about submitting such statements
to Washington. For the most part, however, these
statements must continue to be in anonymous
form. I cannot be placed in the role here of being
an informer to the administration about either
evacuees or appointed personnel. I should much
prefer to go myself to the person or the staff in-
volved and discuss the situation with him. Then, if
it seemed advisable, I might report the instance to
you and Mr. Taylor. In flagrant cases, however,
which seem to jeopardize the operation of the pro-
ject, I shall make an exception and give what facts
I know to you and Mr. Taylor directly.
McVoy, “[Jerome] Community Analysis Section
Operation,” op. cit., 1943, p. 1.
E. Adamson Hoebel, “Draft Evaders,” Memorandum
to Walter J. Knodel, July 17, 1944.
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E. Adamson Hoebel, “Distribution of Draft Evaders,”
Memorandum to Walter J. Knodel, July 27, 1944.

E. Adamson Hoebel, “Relocation Situation in
Granada Relocation Center,” Memorandum to John
Lindley, August 1, 1944, (“‘Confidential.””).

Edward H. Spicer, “Central Utah Segregants Now

in Tule Lake,” Memorandum to Leland Barrows, Oc-
tober 23, 1943. See also Edward H. Spicer, “Criteria
of List of Influentials,” Memorandum to John H.
Provinse, December 11, 1944. (“Confidential.”), p. 1,
for a list of six criteria as to what constituted a “‘securi-
ty risk’” among those in the Tule Lake Segregation
Center.

Embree, “Letter to Marvin K. Opler,” op. cit., 1943,
p. 2

Gila Reports Office, “Segregation Proceedings,” Gila,
AZ, 1943, pp. 1 and 2. Brown later co-authored a state-
ment on ethics in applied anthropology. See Margaret
Mead, Eliot D. Chapple, and G. Gordon Brown, ‘“‘Re-
port of the Committee on Ethics,” Human Organiza-
tion, vol. 8, no. 2 (1949).

John A. Rademaker, Letter to Frank L. Sweetser,
August 25, 1943, (““Confidential.””), p. 3. Charles
Ernst, camp director of Topaz, UT, made this reveal-
ing statement about Weston LaBarre, Community
Analyst at Topaz: “At Central Utah [Topaz], the
Project [camp] Attorney and the Social Science Ana-
lyst [LaBarre] have worked together with profit, re-
garding individual members of the resident community
[i.e., Topazeans].” Charles F. Ernst, “Monthly Re-
port of Social Science Analyst [Weston LaBarre] at
Topaz,” Memorandum to Dillon S. Myer; Attention:
John Provinse and John Embree, Topaz, June 8, 1943,
paSL

Rosalie Hankey Wax, Doing Fieldwork: Warnings

and Advice (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1971), p. 113, paperback edition.

Ibid., p. 103.

Ibid., p. 113.

Ibid., p. 139.

Thomas and Nishimoto, op. cit., 1946, p. viii fn5.
Wax, op. cit., 1971, p. 140.

Ibid., p. 140.

Ibid., p. 142.

Ibid., pp. 152—-162.

Ibid., p. 168.

Idem.

Ibid., pp. 168—169.

Ibid., p. 169.

Idem. On the relationship between WRA and the vari-
ous intelligence agencies in each of the camps, see
Dillon S. Myer, Uprooted Americans: The Japanese
Americans and the War Relocation Authority During
World War II (Tucson: University of Arizona Press,
1979), pp. 237—239. The anthropologist who re-
viewed Wax’s Doing Fieldwork in American Anthro-
pologist, failed to mention any of these unusual activi-
ties. Morris Frielich, “‘Review of Doing Fieldwork:
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Warnings and Advice, by Rosalie Hankey Wax,”” Ameri-
can Anthropologist, vol. 75 (1973), pp. 398—399. De-
spite the relatively large number of Japanese Americans
who worked in the Community Analysis Sections or
for the Evacua.ion and Resettlement Study and even-
tually became professional social scientists (including
anthropologists) (see Note 145 below), not a single
one has reviewed books on the camp experience for
the American Anthropologist.

Embree, “Community Analysis...,” op. cit., 1944. Ac-
cording to Spicer, “The Use of Social Scientists..,” op.
cit., 1946, p. 35, Community Analysts “... offered pre-
dictions concerning what would most probably be the
result of alternative actions by the administration.”
Washington CAS, “Community Analysis Section An-
nual Report July 1-December 31, 1943,” Washington,
D.C., 1944, p. 3.

Anne O. Freed, “Interviews on Assembly Centers,”
Washington CAS, April 23, 1943; and “Summary of
Available Data on Assembly Centers,” Washington
CAS, July 14, 1943.

Edward H. Spicer, Note to John H. Provinse, (written
in blue pencil), (Attached to report by Anne O. Freed,
“Summary of Available Data...,” op. cit., 1943.), 1943.
Part of this note is reprinted in Weglyn, op. cit., 1976,
p.- 297 né6.

John H. Provinse, Note to Edward H. Spicer (written
in pencil), February 8, 1944 (initialed “JHP” as the
author). This was not the only incidence of suppression
of information by Spicer and Provinse. The Chief of
Internal Security at Tule Lake, CA, wanted to publicize
the good relations which existed between Japanese
Americans and whites in Hawaii, and the fact that one-
sixth of the Honolulu police force was of Japanese
ancestry. This request was put to Provinse, who, in
turn, asked for Spicer’s opinion. See John H. Provinse,
Memorandum to Edward H. Spicer, October 8, 1943.
Spicer was of the opinion that such information “...
could be dynamite here in the United States.” See
Edward Spicer, “[Minidoka, ID] Community Analysis
Section Staff Meeting Number 2,” Minidoka CAS,

May 5, 1943. The information was never released.
Washington CAS, “Community Analysis..,”” op. cit.,

p. 8. -

Ibid., p. 12.

Ibid., p. 19.

Ibid., p. 16.

John H. Provinse, Letter to Ralph P. Merritt, February
3,1944,p. 1.

Asael T. Hansen, “Community Analysis at Heart
Mountain Relocation Center,” Applied Anthropology,
vol. 5, no. 3 (1°46), p. 14. This same sentiment was
also expressed by the Community Analyst at Pcston,
AZ, David H. French, “Final Report: Community
Analysis Section [Poston],” Poston CAS, 1945 (?),
(No date) and Rademaker of Granada, CO. See John
A. Rademaker, Letter to Edward H. Spicer, January

3, 1944 (“Confidential.”), p. 2. For criticisms of
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Hansen’s failure to predict the low turnout for selective
service at Heart Mountain, WY, see Douglas W. Nelson,
Heart Mountain: The History of an American Concen-
tration Camp (Madison: Logmark Editions, 1976), p.
128,

Washington CAS, Annual Report [The First Six
Months] . Washington, D.C., 1944, p. 1.

Spicer, “The Use of Social Scientists...,” op. cit.,

1946, p. 29, states that Marvin Opler’s reports were
read “... both in Washington and at the center.”

Marvin K. Opler, “‘Possible Effects of Segregation:

Tule Lake,” Tule Lake Project Analysis Report No. 4,
Tule Lake CAS, July 7, 1943, and “If Tule Lake Re-
mains the ‘Segregation Center’,” Tule Lake Project
Analysis Report No. 6, Tule Lake CAS, July 20, 1943
(“Confidential.”).

Marvin Opler, “Possible Effects of Segregation: Tule
Lake,” op. cit., 1943.

Marvin Opler, *“If Tule Lake Remains the ‘Segregation
Center’,” op. cit., 1943, p. 9.

Ibid., p. 8; original emphasis. He was also of the opinion
that “... the disloyalty issue became absurd.” Marvin
Opler, “Narrative Report on the Work of the [Com-
munity Analysis] Section by its Community Analyst,”
Tule Lake CAS, August 31, 1945, p. 31; original em-
phasis.

Marvin Opler, “If Tule Lake Remains the ‘Segregation
Center’,” op. cit., 1943, p. 5.

Ibid., p. 9.

See Katherine Luomala, “Research and the Records of
the War Relocation Authority,” Applied Anthropology,
vol. 7, no. 1 (1948), pp. 27ff.; Hansen, op. cit., 1946,
pp. 23ff.; and Spicer, “The Use of Social Scientists...,”
op. cit., 1946, p. 33.

Luomala, op. cit., 1948, p. 31. In his recent article,
Edward Spicer, op. cit., 1979, p. 224, writes, “Some
memoranda were written, but the WRA program was
fast-moving, making constant demands on administra-
tors’ time, so that oral communication was better
adapted to getting relevant information into the admin-
istrative process.” There were, nonetheless, quite a

few memoranda which were written.

Gordon Armbruster, an anthropologist, was Communi-
ty Analyst at Minidoka, ID, from February 3, 1944 to
March 4, 1944. Previously, he had conducted field
work in a Welsh coalmining community. There are no
documents by him in the National Archives. Edward

H. Spicer, op. cit., 1979, p. 223, does not list him
among those who worked as Community Analysts.

See Elmer R. Smith, “Historical Sketch of [Community]
Anu.ysis Section, April 9, 1944—October 25,1945: A
Narrative,” Minidoka CAS, October, 1945, p. 3.

Of the 355 documents classified according to topic
by Elmer Smith, “Historical Sketch...,” op. cit., 1945
p- 9, 232 (65.35%) are policy analysis reports; the
remainder, 123 (34.65%), would be in the realm of
ethnographic/ethnological reports. See also Elmer R.
Smith, “‘Supplement I: To Historical Sketch of [Com-
munity] Analysis Section of Minidoka,” Minidoka

’

CAS, November 26, 1945.

Tule Lake CAS, “A Lexicon of Center Terms,” WRA
Community Analysis Notes No. 15, Washington CAS,
July 18, 1945, (Mimeographed.), (authorship attributed
to Marvin K. Opler by Edward H. Spicer).

Minidoka CAS, “English Words in Current Use at
Minidoka Center that have been given a ‘Japanized-
English’ Pronunciation or have been Translated into

a Japanese equivalent,” WRA Project Analysis Series
No. 10, Washington CAS, July, 1943 (mimeographed),
(authorship attributed to John de Young by Edward
H. Spicer).

Elmer R. Smith, “Some Basic Slang Expressions in
Minidoka Among the Nisei,” Memorandum to Dillon
S. Myer, May 29, 1945.

Minidoka CAS, “Report on Speech and Courtesy Pat-
terns at Minidoka,” Minidoka Field Report No. 158,
August 9, 1943, and “English Words in Current Use at
Minidoka...,” op. cit., 1943; See also Peter T. Suzuki,
“The Ethnolinguistics of Japanese Americans in the
Wartime Camps,” Anthropological Linguistics, vol. 18
(1976), p. 426 n2.

See Suzuki, “The Ethnolinguistics of Japanese Ameri-
cans...,” op. cit., 1976, pp. 419—424; and Peter T.
Suzuki, “Japanese [hs:], American English [hm:]
and Dutch [X] as Expressives and Intercultural Com-
munication,” Anthropological Linguistics, vol. 19
(1977), pp. 421—-423.

Bernard Bloch, “Studies in Colloquial Japanese IV:
Phonemics,” Language, vol. 26 (1950), p- 86 fn3.
Minidoka CAS, “Report on Speech and Courtesy
Patterns at Minidoka,” op. cit., 1943, pp. 2—4.

For a brief but good report on the grandparent—grand-
child relationship, see D[ick] K [anaya], M[ary]
W{atanable] and E[lmer] S[mith], “Grandparent—
Child Relations in Minidoka Relocation Center,”
Minidoka Field Report No. 302, Minidoka CAS,

June 21, 1944. Unfortunately, the WRA anthropol-
ogists were too concerned with the block in the
camps, typically comprising 250 Japanese Americans,
as the basic unit of social organization, an ephemeral
unit at best. See, for example, Spicer et al. (eds.),

op. cit., 1969, pp. 102—114; and Provinse and Kim-
ball, op. cit., 1946, p. 405. On the durability and
persistence of kinship patterns and ties in a contem-
porary Japanese American community — Seattle’s —
see Sylvia Junko Yanagisako, “Two Processes of
Change in Japanese-American Kinship,” Journal of
Anthropological Research, vol. 31 (1975).

See Laura Nader, “Standards and What We Study,”

in Michael A Rynkiewich and James P. Spradley
(eds.), Ethics and Anthropology: Dilemmas in Field-
work (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1976),

p- 169.

See, for example, G. Gordon Brown, “Notes on
Evacuee Family Patterns [Gila, AZ],” Project Ana-
lysis Series No. 11, Washington CAS, November 24,
1943, (mimeographed); Elizabeth Colson, “The
Family in Poston,” Poston CAS, August 25, 1943;
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Bureau of Sociological Research, “The Japanese
Family in America,” Annals of the American Academy
of Political and Social Science, vol. 229 (1943); Mar-
garet Lantis, “Report of Work on Study of Resettled
Rural Families, January—March 1943 Inclusive” Re-
port to the Social Science Research Council, April 10,
1943; Anne O. Freed, “The Japanese Family,” Wash-
ington CAS, November, 1944; and Asael T. Hansen,
“The Families of Block X,” Heart Mountain CAS,
November 19, 1945.

Topaz Historical Section, “Bingo Crisis at Topaz,”
Topaz, Document H 434, 1944.

Evelyn Kirimura, ““The Hospital and the General
Health Program at Topaz, Utah, With Supplements,”
Document H 464, 464A, 464B, Topaz Historical Sec-
tion, 1944. See pp. 2129 of her report on personnel.
The Granada Reports Office submitted 69 reports,
many of which were ethnographical; from January

19, 1943 to March 10, 1943.

John D. Cook, “Labor Day Fiesta,” Memorandum

to Edwin Bates, Tule Lake Reports Office, September
9, 1942.

John D. Cook, “How Retired Men and Unemployed
Women Spend Their Time in Tule Lake (Research by
Hiroshi Sugasawara),” Memorandum to Edwin Bates,
Tule Lake Reports Office, November 24, 1942 (11
single-spaced typed pages). For the report on food,
see John D. Cook, “Mess,”” Memorandum to Edwin
Bates, Report No. 46, Tule Lake Reports Office, Oc-
tober 21, 1942. For an attitude survey of 1200 ele-
mentary, junior, and senior high school students on

all aspects of Evacuation, see Jerome Documents
Section, “‘Survey of [1200] Students on Evacuation,”
Jerome Reports Office, 1943.

John D. Cook, “How Women with Children View
Project Life (Research by Mrs. Masayo Yokota),”
Memorandum to Edwin Bates, Special Report No. 60,
Tule Lake Reports Office, December 11, 1942, (10
single-spaced typed pages).

John C. Baker, “What They’re Reading,” Report No.
16, Minidoka Reports Cffice, December 2, 1942.
John C. Baker, “Report No. 58 (Research by Toshi

K. Watanabe),” Memorandum to Dillon S. Myer, Mini-
doka Reports Office, April 9, 1943. See also Marvin
Opler and F. Obayashi, “Senryu Poetry as Folk and
Community Expression,” Journal of American Folklore,
vol. 58 (1945), on senryu poetry; and Peter T. Suzuki,
“Tanka in the Wartime Camps for Japanese Americans:
Issei and Kibei Contributions to a Literature East and
West,” Literature East and West: Journal of World and
Comparative Literature, forthcoming, on tanka poetry
in camps.

Edwin Bates, “Model Appartment (Sketches Attached),”

Memorandum to E.R. Pryer, Report No. 7, Minidoka
Reports Office, 1942.

John Bigelow, “Alaskan Evacuees,” Report No. 2,
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Minidoka Reports Office, September 21, 1942; John
C. Baker, “Minidoka Report No. 30,”” Memorandum
to Dillon S. Myer, Minidoka Reports Office, January
25, 1943; and Carl V. Sandoz, “Alaskan Evacuees,”
Report No. 0, Minidoka Reports Office, January,
1943. Those from Deering, ten miles north of Nome,
and Bristol Bay were given only 20 minutes’ notice by
the Army before being evacuated by plane. Some 45 of
the 134 from Alaska were of mixed ancestry. See
Bigelow, op. cit., 1942, p. 2. Prior to the evacuation
several were engaged in the traditional hunting and
gathering economy of the Eskimos. The criterion of
“one-eight Japanese blood” was the basis for the
evacuation of these Alaskans (on the mainland “one-
sixteenth Japanese blood” was the criterion used). All
Alaskans were initially interned in Area “A”, Camp
Harmony, Puyallup Assembly Center and later in Mini-
doka, ID. Because all Alaskan internees lived in the
row of barracks next to where we used to live in Area
“A”, I personally got to know quite a few of them. An
interesting fact was that many did not know they had
any “Japanese blood.” See Peter T. Suzuki, “Urgent
Anthropology, Gerontology, and a Vanishing People
in the United States: The Isseis (Japanese),” Bulletin
of the International Committee on Urgent Anthropo-
logical and Ethnological Research, vol. 9 (1977), p. 79.
According to Bigelow, op. cit., 1942, p. 1, one Alaskan
was a full-blooded Aleut; several others were full-
blooded Indians (they were married to Alaskan of
Japanese ancestry). One boy, age 9, whose mother was
dead and whose Japanese father was interned in Lords-
burg, New Mexico, one of the internment camps for
aliens, was evacuated to Puyallup; he was left virtually
orphaned when his 20 year old brother left Minidoka,
ID, to work on a farm for several months. (This boy
was one-half Japanese, one-fourth Indian, and one-
fourth Russian.) Another boy, age 12, a full-blooded
Indian, was forced to evacuate because of the fact that
he was a member of his sister’s family, and his sister
was married to a half-Japanese, half-Indian. One woman,
age 20, was three-fourths Indian and one-fourth Swe-
dish, but was married to a half-Japanese, half-Indian.
There were several adult brothers who were “one-eight
Russian, three-eights Indian and one-half Japanese.”
In point of fact, in one study made of such Alaskans,
only one was a full Japanese, whereas two were full
Indians, and one was full Aleut. Sandoz, op. cit., 1943,
pp. 1-2. Those people from northern Alaska
... lived in native (Indian) villages, hunted whale
and seal to eke out an existence, spoke a jurgon of
English-Eskimo-Indian-Japanese and lived totally
unlike the majority of the Minidoka evacuces from
Seattle and Portland.
Bigelow, op. cit., 1942, p. 2, See also Baker, ‘"Minidoka
Report No. 30,” op. cit., 1943.
Both Margaret Lantis and John Embree were curious




to know how these Alaskans were doing, the former
because she had done field work in Alaska. Obviously
they did not know about the documents by the Re-
ports Office of Minidoka. See Margaret Lantis, Letter
to Frank L. Sweetser, April 27, 1943, p. 1: John F.
Embree, Letter to Margaret Lantis, May 4, 1943; and
Washington CAS, “Morning Session,” Denver Conference
of Community Analysts, September 12, 1944, (First
Draft.), p. 9. (In the last-cited work Embree again raises
a question about the Alaskan internees.) For a single
sentence on the adjustment they were making in Mini-
doka, see John de Young, Letter to John F. Embree,
June 18, 1943. Three from northern Alaska volunteered
for the all-Nisei combat team when the call was first
made; all three were in Minidoka, ID. See Heart Moun-
tain Sentinel, ‘““Three Volunteers from Alaska Join U.S.
Nisei Combat Team,” September 4, 1943, p. 5. Two
were married to Aleuts; one was single.
Washington CAS, ‘‘Relation of Reports [Offices] and
Community Analysts,”” Denver Conference of Com-
munity Analysts, September 13, 1944, (First Draft.),
pp. 1—6. See also Washington CAS, “Discussion on
Field Techniques,” op. cit., 1944, pp. 2—-3.
The work of the Reports Division deserves greater
credit than Spicer, op. cit., 1979, p- 225, is willing to
give it:
The Reports Division of the WRA carried out some
important research into the circumstances of Japa-
nese life leading up to the crisis of evacuation, made
summaries of their findings, and distributed them
to the WRA personnel as well as to the general
public.
It was from the Reports Division that Embree wanted
the CAS separated because, in addition to ethnographic
reports, the Report Division’s function, in the words
of one of its officials, was to maintain “strict censor-
ship” of all newspapers published by and for the in-
ternees in each camp. See C.J. Buttedahl, “The Work
of the Reports Officer at Minidoka Project,” Memo-
randum to John Baker, Minidoka Reports Office,
February 18, 1943, p. 1. See also John C. Baker, “Re-
port No. 43,” Minidoka Reports Office, February 19,
1943, p. 2. On censorship of Morris Opler’s report on
the barbed wire fence in Manzanar, CA, see Frank L.
Sweetser, ‘““Manzanar, 29 May—31 May, 1943,” Memo-
randum to John F. Embree, June 8, 1943 (“Confiden-
tial.””), pp. 1—2. (Only Minidoka, ID, had an electrically
charged fence, albeit briefly. See John de Young, “The
Fence at Minidoka,” op. cit., 1943, p. 2; and Bigelow,
op cit., 1942, p. 3. On censorship of Minidoka’s camp
newspaper editorial on Jim Crow ! 1 the Army, see
Minidoka Reports Office, ‘“Report No. 43,” February
19, 1943, p. 2. A printed copy of the censored editorial
as it was to appear in the Minidoka Irrigator is in the
National Archives. It condemns Jim Crow and raises
questions about it so far as the proposed all-Nisei com-
bat team is concerned. On censorship of Poston’s
Clironicle, see Bailey, op. cit., 1971, pp. 105, 127.
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See G. Gordon Brown, “War Relocation Authority
Gila River Project, Rivers, Arizona, Community Ana-
lysis Section, May 12 to July 7, 1945, Final Report,”
Applied Anthropology, vol. 4, no. 4 (1945), p. 21;
Forrest LaVioletter, “Field Notes on the Morale of
the Caucasian Staff at Heart Mountain,”” Heart Moun-
tain CAS, August 8, 1943, (“Confidential.”), (initialed
“FL” as the author); Alexander H. Leighton, The
Governing of Men: General Principles and Recommen-
dations Based on Experience at a Japanese Relocation
Camp (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1945),
pp. 84—88; Edgar C. McVoy, “Relations Between
Staff and Evacuees,” Memorandum to Edward H.
Spicer, October 15, 1943, (“‘Rough Draft.”), pp.

1-2; Elmer Smith, ““Historical Sketch of [Community]
Analysis Section...”, op. cit., 1945, pp. 5—6; and
Wisdom, op. cit., 1946, pp. 6—7. After a visit to Heart
Mountain, WY, Embree, ‘““Resistance to Freedom...,”
op. cit., 1943, p. 9, wrote with concern: ‘““Some staff
members have no business on a relocation project
[camp] . One man, for instance, recommended that
the repatriates be castrated before being returned to
Japan.”

Edward H. Spicer, “Introduction: The Relocation
Centers in Retrospect,” in Spicer et al. (eds.), op. cit.,
1969, p. 8.

Elmer R. Smith, “Interview with HLS [Harry L.
Stafford], Project Director,” Minidoka CAS, April 8,
1943. See also Edward H. Spicer, “Report on an
Unorganized Relocation Center [Minidoka, ID],”
WRA Project Analysis Series No. 6, Washington CAS,
June, 1943, (mimeographed), p. 11. According to a
severe critic of WRA, this director was one of the
more enlightened ones. See Weglyn, op. cit., 1976,

p. 145. Despite numerous labor disputes and strikes

at Minidoka, ID, this same director felt that *... the
Seattle and Portland Japanese [i.e., the majority of
the Minidokans] were docile and an easily managed
lot.” See Harry L. Stafford, “Project Director Narra-
tive,” To Dillon S. Myer, Minidoka, ID, September
26, 1945, p. 5.

Leighton, op. cit., 1945, p. 88.

Washington CAS, Annual Report, op. cit., 1944, p. 1;
emphasis added. See also Edward H. Spicer, “Sugges-
tions for Job Relations Training at Relocation Centers,’
Memorandum to Inez Mercer, May 19, 1944, p. 1;
Anne Freed and Edward H. Spicer, “The Issei and
Nisei Relocation,” “Appendix” by Rachel R. Sady,
Washington CAS, May 29, 1944, p. 7; and Leighton
and Spicer, op. cit., 1945, p. 376, fcr identical wording.
Embree, “Evacuee Resistance...,” op. cit., 1943, “Com-
munity Analysis...,” op. cit., 1944, p. 287; Spicer, op.
cit., 1952. See also John F. Embree, “The Indian
Bureau and Self-Government,” Human Organization,
vol. 8, no. 2 (1949), p. 12. The perspective that the
inmates were mentally ill is also implicit in an article
heavily influenced by Alexander Leighton. See Socio-
logical Research Project, “The Psychiatric Approach
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to Problems of Community Management,” American
Journal of Psychiatry, vol. 100 (1943), especially pp.
327-328, 332-333. (Poston’s Bureau of Sociological
Research was originally known as the Sociological
Research Project.)

Peter T. Suzuki, ““A Retrospective Analysis of a War-
time ‘National Character’ Study,” Dialectical Anthro-
pology, vol. 5, no. 1 (1980).

The three books are by Leighton, op. cit., 1945; Spicer
et al. (eds.), op. cit., 1969; and Forrest Laviolette,
Americans cf Japanese Ancestry: A Study of Assimila-
tion in the American Community (Toronto: Canadian
Institute of International Affairs, 1945). Laviolette’s

is a fine study.

Spicer, op. cit., 1979, p. 228.

Japanese Americans who worked in various Community
Analysis Sections or for the Japanese American Evacua-
tion and Resettlement Study also wrote dissertations on

aspects of camp life. See for example Frank S. Miyamoto,

“The Career of Intergroup Tensions: A Study of the
Collective Adjustments to Evacuees to Crises at the
Tule Lake Relocation Center,” Ph.D. Dissertation, De-
partment of Sociology, University of Chicago, 1951;
James M. Sakoda, “Minidoka: An Analysis of Changing
Patterns of Social Interactions,” Ph.D. Dissertation, De-

partment of Sociology, University of California, Berkeley,

1949; Tamotsu Shibutani, “The Circulation of Rumors
as a Form of Collective Behavior,” Ph.D. Dissertation,
Department of Sociology, University of Chicago, 1949;
and Toshio Yatsushiro, ‘“Political and Sociocultural
Issues at Poston and Manzanar Relocation Centers — A
Thermal Analysis,” Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of
Political Science, Cornell University, 1954. Note should
also be taken of Charles Kikuchi’s diary while in Tan-
foran Assembly Center. See Charles Kikuchi, The
Kikuchi Diary: Chronicle From an American Concen-

tration Camp. The Tanforan Journals of Charles Kikuchi,

John Modell (ed.), (Urbana: University of Illinois Press,
1973). After the war, Iwao Ishino and Tom Sasaki
(both at Poston) became full-fledged anthropologists.
Of the Evacuation and Resettlement Study anthropol-
ogists, Spicer, op. cit., 1979, p. 235 fnl, states that
they included “... Rosalie Hanke (sic) (later Wax),
Robert Spencer, and Tami (sic) Tsuchiyama.” I have
not been able to find information about Tamie
Tsuchiyama, aside from her participation in the Study
and citation of her manuscript in The Spoilage. Several
others from Poston, e.g., Yoshiharu Matsumoto and
George Yamaguchi, went on to earn doctorates in the
social sciences. Robert S. Hashima, after working under
Morris Opler at Manzanar, worked with Ruth Benedict
in her study of the Japanese National Character. See
Robert Hashima, “Rusu Benedekuto Joshi no Tsuioku,”
Minzokugaku Kenkyi, vol. 14 (1949); and Ruth Bene-
dict, The Chrysanthemum and the Sword: Patterns of
Japanese Culture (New York: New American Library
Paperback Edition, 1946), “Acknowledgements.”
Considering what they had to go through, these
Japanese Americans (and undoubtedly I missed the

names of others who might be included) werc a re-
markable group. The majority are presently professors
in major universities (e.g. Brown, California Santa
Barbara, Hawaii, Michigan State, Notre Danic. Wash-
ington (Sea’‘le)). They got their doctorates from such
schools as California (Berkeley), Chicago, Caornell, and
Harvard. It should be kept in mind that. in camps,
they were strictly data-gatherers and had no decision-
making powers.

See Spicer et al. (eds.), op. cir., 1969, pp. 301-316.
Edward Spicer’s recent article, op. cit., 1979, epitomizes
this genre. For some criticisms of it, see Dorothy
Willner, “For Whom the Bell Tolls: Anthropologists
Advising on Public Policy,” American Anthropologist,
vol. 82 (1980), pp. 88—90.

Robert F. Spencer, “Social Structure of a Contempo-
rary Japanese-American Buddhist Church,” Social
Forces, vol. 26 (1948).

Robert F. Spencer, “Japanese Buddhism in the United
States 1940—-1946: A Study in Acculturation.” Ph.D.
Dissertation, Department of Anthropology, University
of California, Berkeley, 1946, p. ii.

Spencer, op. cit., 1948, p. 284, grudgingly concedes
that “The economic disorganization which accom-
panied evacuation and resettlement has worked its
hardships on not a few families.”

See Petersen, op. cit., 1971, pp. 101—103, on the im-
mediate postwar period. See also Katherine Luomala,
*“California Takes Back Its Japanese Evacuecs: The
Readjustment of California to the Return of the
Japanese Evacuees,” Applied Anthropology, vol. 5,
no. 3 (1946).

Frank F. Chuman, The Bamboo People: The Law
and Japanese-Americans (Del Mar: Publisher’s Inc.,
1976), p. 216.

Ibid., pp. 204, 209.

Ibid., p. 205. “The campaigns both for and against
Proposition 15 were intense, sharp, and emctional.”
Largely by mobilizing the Japanese American com-
munity through the Japanese American Citizens League
the proposition was defeated (707,067 for and
1,143,780 against). Ibid., p. 206.

Ibid., p. 221.

On housing discrimination against Japanese Americans
in the Bay Area through the 1950’s, see Harry H.L.
Kitano, “Housing of Japanese-Americans in the San
Francisco Bay Area,” in Nathan Glazer and Davis
McEntire (eds.), Studies in Housing and Mi»ority
Groups (Berkeley: University of Californiu I'ress, 1960).

‘Two Western university student newspape:s — Colo-

rado’s and Wyoming’s — attacked discrimation against
Nisei in their May 1943 editorials. The University of
California (serkeley) student newspaper canie out
with similar editorials in July of that year. 5 ¢ Heart
Mountain Sentinel, “Discrimination against Nisci Hit
by Two University Papers [University of Colorado
and University of Wyoming],” May 15, 1943, and
“Attacks on Loyal Nisei Rapped by U.C. [Un:versity
of California] Student Publication,”” August 14, 1943.




The only student group at Berkeley which protested
the evacuation was a handful of Quakers.

Although perhaps the fault of the editors of Social
Forces, the journal in which hus article appeared, an-
other puzzling feature about Spencer’s publication

is the lack of any conclusive ending. The article reads
as though an incomplete manuscript had been sub-
mitted. In a broader sense, the profound impact of
American anthropological theories, including accultura-
tion; in the postwar world, upon West European social
sciences such as Germany’s, which had no viable social
sciences under Nazism, and some of the countries Ger-
many had occupied, cannot be gainsaid. In some in-
stances, such as the issue of foreign workers in con-
temporary West Germany and other West European
nations, this American influence — especially accultura-
tion theory — has been of questionable value, raising
even greater doubts about the worth of a banal accul-
turation study, such as Spencer’s. See Peter T. Suzuki,
“Germans and Turks at Germany’s Railroad Stations:
Interethnic Tensions in the Pursuit of Walking and
Loitering,” Urban Life: A Journal of Ethnographic
Research, vol. 4 (1976), p. 408 n20.

Spencer’s otherwise interesting paper on Japanese
American speech is vitiated by remarks such as: “Not
only is this American-born segment [Nisei] of con-
siderable interest as bilingual, but, more significantly,
the development of English follows a somewhat dis-
tinctive aberrant path.” See Robert F. Spencer, “Japa-
nese Language Behavior,” American Speech, vol. 25
(1950), p. 242. Several pages on, one reads this: “One
cannot but agree with Swadesh when he implies that

a bilingualism which prevents mastery of either lan-
guage reflects not psychic confusion... but rather
feeble-mindedness.” Ibid., p. 244.

Rosalie Hankey Wax, “Field Method and Techniques:
Reciprocity as a Field Technique,” Human Organiza-
tion, vol. 11, no. 3 (1952), “The Destruction of a
Democratic Impulse: An Exemplification of Certain
Problems of a Benevolent Dictatorship,” Human
Organization, vol. 12, no. 1 (1953), “Twelve Years
Later: An Analysis of Field Work Experience,” Ameri-
can Journal of Sociology, vol. 63 (1957), and op. cit.,
1971.

Marvin K. Opler, Review of The Spoilage, by Dorothy
Swaine Thomas and Richard S. Nishimoto, American
Anthropologist, vol. 50 (1948), p. 308.

Ibid., p. 309.

Wax, op. cit., 1957, p. 134; see also Wax, op. cit.,
1952, p. 36.

Wax, op. cit., 1971, passim; see Iso Marvin Opler,
“Narrative Report...”, op. cit., 1945, p. 14.

Dorothy Thomas, Letter to John F. Embree, July 14,
1943, p. 2. )

For example, Marvin K. Opler, “Community Analyst’s
Letter,”” Tule Lake CAS, December 10, 1943, and
“Community Analyst’s Letter,” Tule Lake CAS,
December 29, 1943.
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Thomas and Nishimoto, op. cit., 1946, passim.
See, for example, Marvin K. Opler, “Possible Effects
of Segregation...,” op. cit., 1943; “If Tule Lake Re-
mains the ‘Segregation Center’...,” op. cit., 1943;
“Community Analyst’s Letter,” Tule Lake CAS,
January 7, 1944; Letter to Edward H. Spicer,
February 3, 1944; “Account of Discussion with the
So-Called Minority Representative,” Tule Lake CAS,
February 18, 1944; “Notes on the Co-Ordinating
Committee,” Tule Lake CAS, February 21, 1944;
“Community Analyst’s Letter,” Tule Lake CAS, March
21, 1944; “Community Analyst’s Letter,” Tule Lake
CAS, March 27, 1944 ; “Community Analyst’s Letter,”
Tule Lake CAS, March 28, 1944; “The Okamoto
Funeral Ceremony and Pending Decision in the Case,”
Tule Lake CAS, June 4, 1944; “Short History of
Hoshidan,” Tule Lake CAS, June 6, 1945; and Tule
Lake CAS, “A Typical Block at Tule Lake Center,”
Project Analysis Series No. 22, Washington CAS,
April 17, 1945 (mimeographed).
Thomas and Nishimoto, op. cit., 1946, pp. 70 fn24,
91,91 fn19, 96.
Wax, op. cit., 1971, pp. 61 fn2, 382.
Weglyn, op. cit., 1976, p. 317 n4.
See, for example, Tule Lake CAS, “The Movies at
Tule Lake,” June 1, 1944; “A Typical Block...,”
op. cit., 1945, pp. 4—5; and Newell Star [Tule
Lake], “In Retrospect,” January 1, 1945, p. 5,
(mimeographed). The article from the Newell Star
lists the numerous social events which were held at
Tule Lake during 1944. Also Sat Munekawa, “In Cor-
pore Sano,” Newell Star, January 1, 1945, pp. 14—
15, lists the sports events which took place in Tule
Lake in 1944. On shogi, including a brief section on
its role in the relocation camps, see Peter Suzuki,
“Japanese Chess [Shogi] and Strategy, Japanese Cor-
porate Practices and International Diplomacy, and
an Adumbration of National Character,” Ethnopsy-
chologie, forthcoming.
Some years later, Wax wrote a brief article on the
eta (parish group). For a candid evaluation of Wax’s
field work techniques while at Tule Lake, see Marvin
Opler, “Narrative Report...,” op. cit.,, 1945, p. 14.
LaBarre’s 1945 article clearly disproves the shop-
worn thesis that all American anthropologists were
relativists during the heyday of cultural relativism.
Weston LaBarre, “Some Observations on Character
Structure in the Orient: The Japanese,” Psychiatry,
vol. 8 (1945); see also Weston LaBarre, “Some Ob-
servations on Japanese Character Structure,” Topaz
CAS, Circa May 23, 1943. 1 conclude my analysis of
LaBarre’s 1945 publication with these words:
Finally, LaBarre’s article was a mean-spirited,
shabby, and intellectually dishonest attempt to
discredit the victims of a rape, and surely repre-
sents the nadir in publications on WRA internees
by Community Analysts and former Community
Analysts.
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Suzuki, “A Retrospective Analysis...,” op. cit. (The
reference to rape is based on Walter Goldschmidt’s
characterization of the evacuation in his 1976 Presi-
dential Address to the American Anthropological Asso-
ciation.) Walter Goldschmidt, “Anthropology and the
Coming Crisis: An Auto-ethnographic Appraisal,”
American Anthropologist, vol. 79 (1977), p. 298.
Spicer, op. cit., 1969, pp. 1-22.
Spicer et al. (eds.), op. cit., 1969, caption, p. 137.
Topaz Times, “‘Resident Killed,” April 12, 1943, p. 1
(mimeographed); and ““Editor’s Note,” April 13, 1943,
p. 1 (mimeographed).
Russell A. Bankson, “The Wakasa Incident,” Topaz
Historical Section, May 5, 1943. The photographs are
in the appendix of this report.
John Walker Powell, “Community Government in
Poston: An Informal Discussion,” Poston Community
Management Division, June 1, 1946. See also Bailey,
op. cit., 1971, passim, for criticisms as well as praises
of the Bureau of Sociological Research. Criticisms out-
number praises. Also see Note 179 below.
Powell, op. cit., 1946, pp. 13, 16, passim, was also
extremely critical of Leighton because he always wore
his Navy officer’s uniform in Poston, which aroused
a great deal of suspicion among the administered that
he was a spy. Embree, “Registration,” op. cit., 1943,
p. 9, was equally harsh:
The Sociological Research Unit (sic) at Poston is
not too well appreciated. The Navy uniform worn
by Lieutenant (sic) Leighton naturally creates a
barrier difficult to overcome, and there are those in
the Center [Poston] wha regard him as a Navy spy.
The Community Analyst later assigned to Poston, An-
thropologist David French, “Final Report:...,” op. cit.,
1945 (), pp. 4—5, was no less severe:
The Bureau was misunderstood by evacuees for
several reasons — supervisor [Leighton] was not
only a doctor and a psychiatrist but also wore a
naval uniform (since he was a member of the navy
medical corps). He was believed by some evacuees
to be a naval intelligence employee, some appointed
personnel employees [whites] believed his primary
interest lay in psychiatry. Furthermore, the results
of the Bureau of Sociological Research were not
widely known because there was an “air of mystery”’
about it.
Marvin K. Opler, “A ‘Sumo’ Tournament at Tule Lake
Center,”” American Anthropologist, vol. 47 (1945),
“Two Japanese Religious Sects,” Southwestern Journal
of Anthropology, vol. 6 (1950), “Japanese Folk Be-
liefs and Practices, Tule Lake, California,” Journal of
American Folklore, vol. 63 (1950), “Cultural Dilemma
of a Kibei Youth,” in G. Seward (ed.), Clinical Studies
in Culture Conflict (New York: Ronald Press, 1958);
and Marvin K. Opler and F. Obayashi, op. cit., 1945.
Morris Opler also co-authored an excellent anthropo-
logical study. See Morris E. Opler and Robert S.
Hashima, “The Rice Goddess and the Fox in Japanese
Religion and Folk Practice,” American Anthropologist,
vol. 48 (1946).

57

Harvey M. Coverley, Letter to Dillon S. Myer, Decem-
ber 14, 1942, pp. 1-2.

Marvin Opler, “Possible Effects of Segregation...,” op.
cit., 1943.

See Weglyn, op. cit., 1976, pp. 245246, 249-251.

A 133-page sing.e-spaced typed manuscript on Heart
Mountain, WY, families by Hansen, op. cit., 19453, is
deposited in the National Archives. Although Spicer
had encouraged the Community Analysis Section of
Minidoka, ID, to use Ralph Linton’s concepts of form
and meaning to undertake analyses of Japanese Ameri-
can culture pattern when he visited that camp, and he
himself later undertook a functional analysis of a
wrestling (sumo) tournament in that camp, the re-
port remains unpublished. On his advice to the Mini-
doka CAS, see Spicer, “Advice to Minidoka CAS,”
1943.

On his document on sumo, see Edward H. Spicer,
“Sumo Tournament,” Minidoka Field Report No. 20,
Minidoka CAS, April 3, 1943, (initialed “EHS” as the
author). See also K[aisho] I[shii], “Sumo Tournament
for the First Time in Minidoka Center,” Minidoka Field
Report No. 19, Minidoka CAS, April 10, 1943; Marvin
Opler, “A ‘Sumo’ Tournament...,” op. cit., 1945; and
Roy Katsumi Otsuba, “Sumo,” Out of the Desert:
Poston Junior Red Cross Album, April 1, 1943. Like-
wise, his ethnographic piece on shibai (variety show)

at Minidoka remains sitting in the National Archives.
See also M[ary] W([atanable], “Block Shibai,” Minidoka
Field Report No. 284, Minidoka CAS, March 4, 1944.
Colson’s 20-page manuscript on the family in Poston

is also in the same status. See Colson, op. cit., 1943.
There is strong support for this perspective. Three de-
tailed surveys of anthropological theory, by Marvin
Harris, The Rise of Anthropological Theory: A History
of the Theories of Culture (New York: Thomas
Crowell, 1968); Fred W. Voget, A History of Ethnology
(New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1975); and
John J. Honigmann, The Development of Anthropologi-
cal Ideas (Homewood: Dorsey, 1976), make no men-
tion of the contributions of these anthropologists re-
garding WRA work despite attention to parts of their
works to applied anthropology. (Voget and Honigmann
devote generous portions of their books to applied an-
thropology. See Voget, op. cit., 1975, 721-785; and
Honigmann, op. cit., 1976, pp. 363—364, and passim.)
There is a brief criticism by Marvin Harris of Weston
LaBarre’s 1945 publication on the Japanese national
character as a Freudian interpretation, but not as a
publication based upon field work in Topaz. Harris, in
fact, used a secondary source (Victor Barnouw) as a
basis for discussing LaBarre. See Harris, op. ciz., 1968,
pp. 434—-444. ¢ e also Suzuki, “‘A Retrospective Ana-
lysis...”, op. cit., forthcoming.

Leonard Broom [Bloom] and John I Kitsuse, “The
Validation of Acculturation: A Condition of Ethnic
Assimilation,” American Anthropologist, vol. 57 (1955).
John H. Provinse, “West Coast Locality Groups of
Manzanar Residents,” Washington Community Manage-
ment Division, May 29, 1944.
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John H. Provinse, ‘“West Coast Locality Groups,”
Memorandum to all Community Analysts, July 12,
1944, p. 1.
Idem. The criticism of Morris Or'er, that ‘he worked
more like an old-fashioned ethnologist, obtaining great
masses of information on the pre-evacuation life of the
Japanese,” was also unjust in light of Embree’s state-
ment in his 1944 article, “Community Analysis...,”
op. cit., 1944, p. 287, which appeared in the American
Anthropologist:
“The [Community Analysis] [S]ection was expected
not only to be informed on social conditions in relo-
cation centers but also on the social organization of
the West Coast Japanese before the war...”
It is difficult to determine who actually wrote the pas-
sages on Morris Opler in the anonymous report. See
Sweetser, op. cit., 1943.
Anonymous, “Information, Objectives and Principles of
the War Relocation Authority,” Washington, D.C.,
(““Confidential.”), pp. 4—5. In his detailed study of the
Japanese American experience, the sociologist William
Petersen, op. cit., 1971, p. 82, (sources in the original
passage omitted), has this on the camp experience:
In their function and mode of operation, these
were essentially prison camps, but overlaid with a
thick patina of official euphemism. In part with
the professional help of social scientists, everything
was prettified, beginning with “relocation center”
or “project” for camp. The inmates were called
“colonists” or sometimes “‘residents.” The wages
they were paid — according to the level of skill
S12, $16, or $19 per month for 48-hour weeks —
were called “cash advances.” Fraternization was
discouraged between colonists and the appointed
personnel, all of whom were Caucasians; “for ad-
ministrative purposes even Negroes were classified
as Caucasians.”
The following statement by Anthropologist Robert
Smith is at variance with the facts: “‘In these days when
relocation centers are called concentration camp...”
See Robert J. Smith, Review of East Across the Pacific,
edited by Hilary Conroy and T. Scott Miyakawa,
Journal of Asian Studies, vol. 32 (1973), p. 708. The
latter appellation was exclusively used during the war
years. See, for example, Weglyn, op. cit., 1976, p. 344,
under “Concentration camps”; Leonard Bloom [Broom],
“Prisonization and the WRA Camps,” Proceedings of the
Pacific Sociological Society, 1943; and “Discussion [of
article by John Provinse and Solon Kimball, 1946]1,”
American Sociological Review, vol. 11 (1946), p. 410;
and Morris E. Opler, “Social Science and Democratic
Policy,” Applied Anthropology, vol. 4, no. 3 (1945),
p. 14. See also Embree, “Resistance to Freedom...,”
op. cit., 1943, p. 3; John Collier, “The Indian Bureau
and Self-Government; A Reply [to John Embree’s
article, 1949],” Human Organization, vol. 8, no. 3

(1949), p. 22; and Willner, op. cit., 1980, p. 88. A most
telling point is made by the historian Douglas Nelson,
op. cit., 1976, p. 16, regarding Heart Mountain, WY,
but which would be applicable to all of the camps:
Although there were no gas chambers, ovens or 8.8
at Heart Mountain, it was nonetheless a concentra-
tion camp. Its establishment and operation in-
volved a thorough repudiation not only of legal
guarantees, but also of the traditional Western
values of liberty, privacy, individuals, and human
dignity.
See Spicer, “The Use of Social Scientists...,” op. cit.,
1946, p. 24.
Spicer, op. cit., 1969, pp. 8-9.
Provinse and Kimball, op. cit., 1946; see Bloom, op.
cit., 1946, which is a sharp criticism of the Provinse
and Kimball paper. See also Edgar C. McVoy, “Social
Processes in the War Relocation Center,” Social Forces,
vol. 22 (1943), p. 189; and Spicer et al. (eds.), op. cit.,
1969, passim. Willner, op. cit., 1980, p. 88, has made
a cogent point regarding community government in
the camps:
“The evacuees were not a free people. They lived
behind barbed wire under administrative decree.
In this situation, the War Relocation Authority
directed the evacuees to engage in self-government.”
(Original italics; paragraphs restructured.) Solon Kim-
ball was in charge of community government. See
United States Department of Interior, Community
Government in War Relocation Centers (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1946) (by Solon
T. Kimball), Kimball’s final report on community
government in the camps. For a detailed description
of the process of “self-government,” see Leighton,
op. cit., 1945, pp. 110-139.
Washington CAS, “How Washington Looks at the
Projects,” Denver Conference of Community Analysts,
September 8, 1944, (First Draft.), p. 3. Similar expres
sions are to be found in Spicer, op. cit., 1945, p. 3%
and “The Use of Social Scientists...,” op. cit., 1946,
p. 17. On Provinse, Spicer, op. cit., 1979, p. 231,
comments:
... Provinse, more than any other Washington offics
had available the fullest information on developme*
within the relocation centers and was able to make
use of this in fulfilling his responsibilities as a top
policymaker and head of the Division of Commun’
Management.
The same kind of perspective is also found in Spicer,
op. cit., 1971, p. 131. However, to this observer, itap
pears that Spicer underestimates his own role vis a v
the Community Analysts because it was primarily wie
him, as head of CAS, that Community Analysts com
municated.
Embree, “Community Analysis...,” op. cit., 1944, p
290, states: ]
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Close coordination between the field was essential,
but project [camp] personnel tend to be defensive
about their administrative problems, vis a vis (sic)
Washington, and hence tend to frown on any objec-
tive analysis or even mention of local trouble.
Hansen, op. cit., 1946, p. 21. He describes the same in
Washington CAS, “Discussion on Field Techniques,”
op. cit., 1944, pp. 2—4.
See Washington CAS, “Community Analysis Section
Annual Report...,”" op. cit., 1944, p. 10. On Edgar Mc-
Voy, see Note 70 above. Apparently, this kind of pres-
sure, from camp administrators to Community Analysts,
came to the attention of WRA’s head, Dillon Myer. In
November 1943, he wrote a special memorandum to
all camp directors to order them not to have Community
Analysts do “‘operations work™ and to leave such work
to “Internal Security and Family Welfare.” Dillon S.
Myer, “Community Analysts,”” Memorandum to all
Project Directors, November, 1943. This is significant
because very few extant documents by Myer deal with
Community Analysts or the Community Analysis Sec-
tion. Even in his book of 360 pages there are but three
brief sentences that refer to the Community Analysts,
and only John Provinse is mentioned. Myer, op. cit.,
1971, p. 280.
Washington CAS, “How Washington Looks at the
Projects,” op. cit., 1944, p. 5. All of Edgar McVoy’s
six interviews (see Note 66, above), carried internee
names. These were then inked out (presumably by the
Washington Office) except for the initials. The same is
also true of John Rademaker’s report to the camp direc-
tor on a disturbance in one of the barracks at Granada.
John A. Rademaker, Letter to James G. Lindley, Sep-
tember 29, 1943. (“Confidential.”). See also the Re-
stricted document by John de Young, Covering letter
to Edward H. Spicer, op. cit., 1943.
Embree, “Community Analysis...,” op. cit., 1944, p.
283; repeated in Embree, “Attitudes Toward Selective
Service and Relocation...,” op. cit., 1944, p. 10 (““And
the analyst should never be put in the position of giv-
ing names of informants or principals™). Original em-
phases. Stressed again in Washington CAS, *“Discussion
on Field Techniques,” op. cit., 1944, p. 5.
Washington CAS, “How Washington Looks at the
Projects,” op. cit., 1944, p. S.
See Washington CAS, “Morning Session,” op. cit.,
1944, p. 17. In a combination of wanting to please
Dorothy Thomas, director of the Evacuation and Re-
settlement Study, and proving to herself that she was
capable of doing good field work, Rosalie Wax, op. cit.,
1952, pp. 36—37; op. cit., 1957, pp. 140—-142; and
op. cit., 1971, pp. 74—75, on the other hand, found
gathering data (essentially of a political nature) at Tule
Lake, CA, to be her “transcendental task.” Wax, op.
cit., 1971, p. 139.
Embree, “Community Analysis,” op. cit., 1944, pp.
284, 288. The priorities obviously changed under
Spicer. See Spicer, “Final Report...,” op. cit., 1946;
op. cit., 1969; op. cit., 1977; and op. cit., 1979.

59

Washington CAS, “Morning Session,” op. cit., 1944,
P2,

E. Adamson Hoebel, “Community Analysis Program,
July—September 1944, Granada Relocation Center,”
Memorandum t » Edward H. Spicer, July 14, 1944,
pp- 288—289.

Hoebel, “Community Analysis Program...,” op. cit.,
1944, p. 1.

Ibid., p. 2.

E. Adamson Hoebel, The Law of Primitive Man (Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1954).

See LaViolette, op. cit., 1943, pp. 2—8; McVoy,
“[Jerome] Community Analysis Section Operation,”
op. cit., 1943, and “Social Processes...,” op. cit., 1943;
and Oscar F. Hoffman, op. cit., 1945, pp. 18—19.
Embree, “Community Analysis...,” op. cit., 1944,

p- 288.

E. Adamson Hoebel, “Memorial Services for the War
Dead, Granada Relocation Center,” Granada CAS,
August 23, 1944, pp. 4-5.

Rademaker, Letter to Edward H. Spicer, May 18,
1944, op. cit., 1944, p. 9. In his history of the Com-
munity Analysis Section, Spicer, op. cit., 1945, p. 14,
was highly critical of Rademaker. Yet, this sociologist,
one of the few Community Analysts to have under-
taken empirical research on Japanese Americans be-
fore the war, was not criticized in the same report for
having done intelligence work. Rather, he was criticized
for such things as having submitted letters instead of
formal reports and for not having followed the author-
ized channels of communication within WRA. For
Rademaker’s doctoral dissertation on Japanese Ameri-
can farmers, see John A. Rademaker, “The Ecological
Position of the Japanese Farmers in the State of
Washington,” Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of
Sociology, University of Washington, 1939; see also
his article on Japanese Americans: John A. Rademaker,
“Japanese Americans,” in Francis J. Brown and Joscph
S. Roucek (eds.), Our Racial and National Minorities
(New York: Prentice-Hall, 1937).

I came across no documents in the National Archives
to indicate that Rademaker was any thing other thin
just a Community Analyst, contrary to a suggestion
which was made to me by an anonymous source.
Upon leaving Granada, CO, Rademaker eventually went
to Hawaii, to “test the value of community anal, »

in more normal communities in less critical timcs.”
John A. Rademaker, “Community Analysis in a
Community in Peacetime,” Applied Anthropolc

vol. 6, no. 3 (1947), p. 9. The following statenicnt r¢
garding Rademaker, recently made by Edward 5iu

op. cit., 1979, p 223, is erroneous: “... Laviolct

and Rademaker resigned after only short tours «
Rademaker began his assignment as Community

lyst at Granada on May 13, 1943, and left in Jur

1944, more than a year later. (These dates are in
Spicer, op. cit., 1945, p. 14.)

212 Wax;op. cit.."'197%, p. 173,

213

On the very day that he left Heart Mountain to return

e TR

T s 50 L Y




to Canada, Forrest LaViolette “blasted” the Evacua-
tion in his farewell speech. See Heart Mountain Sentinel,
“ Analyst [LaViolette] Leaves for McGill U.,” October
2, 1943; also see his scholarly ana sensitively written
book on the Japanese Americans: LaViolette, op. cit.,
1945. See also Morris Opler, op. cit., 1945;and Collier,
op. cit., 1949.
In an article on applied anthropology in public service,
Margaret Lantis, ““Applied Anthropology as a Public
Service,” Applied Anthropology, vol. 4, no. 1 (1945),
for example, made no mention of WRA or her past
work in WRA, although it was she who had first ap-
proached WRA regarding field work in one of the
camps, and she later became a Community Analyst.
See Lantis, op. cit., 1942.
See Marvin Opler, “A ‘Sumo’ Tournament at Tule
Lake Center,” op. cit., 1945; “Two Japanese Religious
Sects,” op. cit., 1950; *“Japanese Folk Beliefs and Prac-
tices...,” op. cit., 1950; and op. ¢it., 1958;and Marvin
Opler and Obayashi, op. cir., 1945. In a touching
tribute to Tuleans, he dedicated the republished article
on senryu poetry in Tule Lake to the former inmates
of that tragic camp. Marvin Opler, op. cit., 1958, p. xx.
It should be remembered that Wax did help prevent
one Tulean from being confined with renunciants. How-
ever, I believe the misschief she caused at Tule Lake is
incaiculable. Because of the gross unfairness of the
evacuation and detention — to say nothing of the
loyalty oath and segregation — not a single Japanese
American, Issei, Kibei, or Nisei, should have been sent
to Japan; least of all because of an inu (informer) an-
thropologist, who, at one time, had considered herself
a “true Japanese” (i.e., one who was pro-Imperial, -fas-
cist Japan). There were no ‘‘fascists” or “democrats”
(see Rosalie Hankey Wax, “The Development of
Authoritarianism: A Comparison of the Japanese-
American Relocation Centers and Germany,” Ph.D.
Dissertation, Department of Anthropology, University
of Chicago, 1951, and op. cit., 1953) among the
110,000 Japanese American inmates; there were only
victims.
In the context of the previous paragraph, note the
following statement by Marvin Opler, “Narrative Re-
port...,” op. cit., 1945, p. 14, about Wax while she was
at Tule Lake:

Some essential material, though not essential to

the understanding of the Washington office, had

thus willfully been secreted in our files, on the as-

sumption that reports labeled “Confidential” were

not so treated as regards the Thomas study.

Dialectical Anthropology, 6 (1981) 23—60
Elsevier Scientific Publishing Company, Amsterdam — Printed in The Netherlands

222
223

Newell Star Tule Lake, “Sociology and Anthropology
Taught at 701,” May 11, 1944, p. 4 (mimeographed).
Peter T. Suzuki, “Planned Communities in Wartime
America: A Province for the New Urban History,”
Societas: A Review of Social History, forthcoming.
Bailey, op. cit., 1971, p. 111.

See Spicer, op. cit., 1979.

Technically, there were sociologists in these camps as
well, as was indicated at the beginning of this paper.
However, for all practical purposes, the WRA social
science project was an anthropological enterprise from
beginning to end, and from ““top to bottom.” This was
also true of the two who did research for the Evacua-
tion and Resettlement Study. Consequently, no dis-
tinction is made between anthropologists and sociolo-
gists and between anthropology and sociology in the
paragraphs that follow.

See Spicer et al. (eds.), op. cit., 1969, pp. 317—331,
for a good bibliography on the camps, in which almost
every publication by the Community Analysts is also
included. On pp. 301-316 of the same book is a com-
plete bibliography of the mimeographed reports by the
Community Analysts, in addition to a few miscellane-
ous items.

Goldschmidt, op. cit., p. 295.

The temper of what WRA anthropologists were to do
may have been set fairly early by Embree. In a confi-
dential report to the FBI, declassified in 1975, he
wrote the following in March 1943, in response to the
FBI’s recommendation “That the division of internal
security arrange to have all questionable meetings
monitored, so as to keep the administration informed
at all times as to any unrest that may be developing,
or any issues that are being seized upon to create mass
demonstrations™: “... The control of community activi-
ties through the Community Activity Supervisor as pro-
vided in Administrative Instruction No. 73 could be
made a channel of information, and the Documentation
Section Reports Office and the newly organized Com-
munity Analysis Section can be expected to provide
additional channels. The information should be ob-
tained and should be brought to the project director’s
attention, but the task had better be undertaken by
some other unit than the Internal Security Section.”
John F. Embree, “Comments on: Recommendation
105 of the FBI's' ‘Federal Bureau of Investigation’s
Survey of Japanese Relocation Centers: Part I, Re-
commendations’,” Box Title: “Washington Central
Files: Confidential, Justice Department — Federal
Bureau of Investigation Correspondence — Gurnea
Report,” Record Group 210. (Italics added.)
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