


- The Manzanar Riot:
- An Ethnic Perspective

By Arthur A. Hansen and David A. Hacker

In his recent book, American Histo'rical Explanfztions, Gﬁn}? W;s:;
reproves American historians for naxvely. assuming that td?nrthe
aim of historical scholarship is to discover just what happene' i e
past; that what happened has been recorded here and there mhwl a-
historians call ‘primary documents’; and that Fhe only true lsc t(})‘g:e
ship in the field of history must }f)e based d}rectly on hor}\\ yS e
primary documents.”? While granting thE.lt this approac atheless
inated much flagrant bias and dernvgtnveness, W:scz no(rile i
maintains that it has led l'li}sltorifanst m:lo tﬁon;ihg{:rgu?de:lpthat

i fallacies. First, it has fostere e
E:)%ljiig\afl history” —the whole Truth, nothing blut the Eruth—(l:’a_ri
be realized once historians learn to bghavg as “ideal of serfvers i
i.e., cease viewing reality through existential framc.as of re erer:hai
Secondly, this approach has promo.ted the correlatxvehnotxolr‘\, st
the way for historians to attain this ideal is to de.vote t edmse eents
an intensive examination of primary sources, fqr in thes§ locuSrISI
the original experiences inhere in pure and unfiltered wholeness.

To refute these nostrums, Wise explains .thalt “ob.jecti\fe" hlstoryéels
impossible precisely because the historian’s mmc}i\ is groetlx:(:md
ineluctably in experience, and therefore he. observes t rm:g Srimary
frames of reference. This same relativism pertains to pri wald
documents since they too are merely commentaries upo‘r/\Vf) gsu A
phenomena by similarly bounded minc!s‘ Accordmg’lly, lset'vis%"
gests an alternative model of historical .mqunry—the Rersp;c:‘ =
model—which he believes more realistic and pro.ductxve tha i
“ideal observer” one. This new model would ask. different q}xtz!s Wi
of its sources. Because the ideal-observer mode.l is preoccupie ko
what happened in the past, its questions are de‘51gned'to un;a:;gsorte
objective truth of history from the snares and delusnons.o.St o
interpreters. On the other hand, since the perspectivi
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discounts what happened as its sole or even fundamental concer:i, it
queries its sources in a different manner. Although mindful of what
happened, its chief concern, according to Wise, “is with the
question, ‘How do particular people experience what happened?’
And further, 'How do they put form on their experience?’ And yet
further, ‘"How do these forms connect into their particular locations
in time and place’ "3

The present paper utilizes the perspectivist approach in studying
one celebrated episode occurring during the internment experience
of Japanese Americans in the Second World War, the so-called
Manzanar Riot. We have given our study a tripartite division. The
first section offers a brief summary of tHe event itself. The second
attempts to delineate and account for the dominant perspective
influencing the interpretation of this event in the past. The third and
longest section offers a new perspective for interpreting the Man-
zanar Riot. Although this portion of the study adds considerably to
the existing stock of information about the riot (and relies heavily
on primary documentation), we feel its major contribution is that it
presents a strategy for explaining this information in a significantly
different way.

THE MANZANAR RIOT

On the evening of December 5, 1942, some unidentified evacuees
at the Manzanar War Relocation Center assaulted Fred Tayama, a
Nisei who had returned the previous day from Salt Lake City where
he had served as the center’s representative at the national conven-
tion of the Japanese American Citizens League (JACL). The beating
administered to Tayama, formerly a Los Angeles restauranteur and
chairman of the Southern District JACL, was severe enough to
hospitalize him and prompt the camp authorities to arrest three
Kibei. Two of these suspects were taken into custody at the
Manzanar jail and released after questioning, but the remaining one,
Harry Ueno, president of the Kitchen Workers Union, was removed
from the camp and jailed in nearby Independence, California.

Ueno's arrest aroused widespread hostility and resistance among
the internees. Contrary to the War Relocation Authority (WRA)
rationale for this action—that Ueno had been identified positively
by Tayama as one of his assailants—many internees charged that
Ueno was innocent and was being victimized due to his recent
allegation that certain WRA officials were appropriating meat and
sugar intended for the internees in order to sell them for profit
outside the camp.

At 10 a.m. on Sunday, December 6, about two hundred internees
assembled in the mess hall of Block 22, Ueno's block, to discuss his
arrest and consider ways of effecting his return to the camp. This
meeting, comprised of Block 22 residents and a sprinkling of Kitchen
Workers Union members, entertained several plans of action,
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including the imposition of a center-wide Zt'rike og kitcgens.se/:x(f);eé
i ting was adjourned, and a

bout twenty minutes, the mee d a

?neeting of Bylock Managers, mess hall workers, and Kibei groups

was arranged for 1 p.m. in Block 22.

News of the one o’clock meeting apparently spread tSro:rng;‘c::;
the entire camp populatio?, for:ttl:le g((z\:s(si tol}a:“sll;bf}elgﬁzgng I
was so large (estimates place it in : T e
that the gathering had to be moyed OUtSl:jje]'t e mOf o
adjacent firebreak area. Following t&g Zé\;sg Bl gl
speeches over a hastily-constructed public address sl

i ive was selected to negotiate Uenp s reinsta ‘
IT;(ithitoIgiI::ector Ralph P. Merritt. Th?s committee mgh;ffﬁl twK(i)th;i::
and two Kibei who were associated in some way wit ? I
Workers Union. Its principal spokesman, however, wa; owhi]e ;
hara, a Hawaiian-born Nisei and Wc?rld War I.veteran who,
friend of Ueno’s, was unaffiliated with the Union.

Director Merritt, a recent appointee, was so alarmglc'i by pg{;ii
reports of the huge assemblage that he reql;ﬁste;l1 thet mlétafryo pward
i ! i trouble threatened.
form outside the center’s gate in case : i
i i ed the center police chie
off this contingency, he then accompani i

i i j ding. In fact, the Committe
meeting, which was just conclu ! : .
gi‘se had ilready left to confer with Merfltt. Accordingly, he
returned immediately to the staff area to await them.

Presently the mob arrived in front of thi Afdminisérati](z;"eBSUi{/(\j]l}?egr’\
i d rank of armed soldiers.
where it was confronted by a masse ; e
ities to disperse the crowd prove ;
attempts by the authorities : : i i
i i ts demands. Urged on by
Director Merritt agreed to hear i : . Al
i i d him that he must imme y
throng, the Committee informe e ek i
i dependence jail and return
obtain release of Ueno from the In ‘ A
i itulate, but he did expres
nzanar. Merritt refused to capitt > . ‘
Iv\vdi?lingness to air this and other grievances w.xth the Committee,
provided that the crowd disperse and return to its quarters.

The highly volatile mob was determin;d,Pho}\:lever, t:'nigtat}},'lart)ui:
i ici isfied its demands. Perhaps sensi :
until the officials had satisfied i . gy Len 8
i d, the Committee urge
as no longer in control of the crowd, :
‘thcg concede before matters got completely out of 'hand.fA]t}I‘OLtlfh tthhis
Project Director publicly reiterated hl}S‘ earl;gr reht}:? RiAg
i ith the police chi
mand, a private conferenct'e with | : . :
ngmander o‘} the military police Soglvm(cie}cj gmg)ttl}t\aotf ttl;:: ccrcz::sgﬁs
i i oodshed.
sion was necessary in order to avoi ' ts B o
i ith the Committee and informe
earshot, Merritt then met with ttee and el
Manzanar jail within one ¢
Ueno would be returned to the | il
if the Committee agreed to certa
the crowd had returned home i : R
iti 1 before Manzanar's Ju
ditions: (1) that Ueno stand tria
Eoonmlmittee; (2) that no attempt be made to relgase Uer}o fro(rir;ctig:
camp jail; (3) that the Committee would meet with Merritt to

it wi i s; (4) that there would be no
on any other matters it w1hd todlscs (4) et el s
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resumed normalcy; and (5) that the Committee would help maintain
law and order in the center and would assist the police in
apprehending Tayama’s assailants. Merritt also announced that a
subsequent statement pertinent to Ueno’s return would be issued at
six o'clock that evening at Mess Hall 22,

That afternoon Ueno was returned to the camp jail. When the
Committee appeared at Mess Hall 22 at six o'clock to affirm this
fact, it encountered a crush of two to four thousand internees.
Again the meeting was transferred outside. On the grounds that it
had accomplished its objective, the Committee attempted to resign.
This suggestion was shouted down by the crowd which felt that the
administration had not gone far enough by merely returning Ueno
to the Manzanar jail. Ueno should be unconditionally released, even
if release required his enforced removal. Moreover, the crowd
demanded that internees like Fred Tayama, whom they suspected of
collaborating with the administration and informing to the FBI
about pro-Japan activities in camp, should be killed. Having
degenerated into an uncontrolled demonstration, the meeting broke
up when a hurried plan of action was outlined. The crowd divided
itself into two main groups, one to ferret out Tayama in the camp
hospital and finish the job begun the night before, and the second to
liberate Ueno from jail.

After failing to locate Tayama, the first group broke into splinter
groups bent on searching out and killing Tokie Slocum and Togo
Tanaka, two other JACL leaders reputed to be stooges. This quest
also proved fruitless. By now the second group was approaching the
jail. At this point, Director Merritt ordered in the military police,

which immediately placed a protective barricade between the crowd
and the jail.

From seven o’clock to nine-thirty, the administration attempted to
negotiate with the evacuee representatives. At first the crowd
contented itself with singing Japanese songs and gesturing menac-
ingly at the soldiers. But when some of the internees began throwing
stones and bottles, the military police were ordered to fire tear gas
into their midst. Shortly thereafter, for reasons never clearly
established, the soldiers opened fire on the crowd, killing a young
Nisei and wounding ten other evacuees, one of whom died several
days later.

During the night, the camp remained in a turbulent state. Kitchen
bells tolled continuously, beatings of alleged informers ensued, and
military police units patrolled the camp, breaking up numerous
evacuee gatherings. Those whose names appeared on the internees’
blacklists and deathlists were spirited out of camp and placed in
protective custody, and the administration began a roundup of
those believed responsible for the disruption. Within the next few
days, the first group and its families were sent to an abandoned
CCC camp in Death Valley, while the latter group was imprisoned
within local jails and then transferred to a temporary isolation
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THE PREVAILING “WRA-JACL” PERSPECTIVE

To date, most of the accounts of the Manzanar Riot have been
filtered through what might be labeled the “WRA-JACL” perspec-
tive.s The appellation is apt because nearly all of the original
documentation was prepared by WRA or JACL affiliates and
because secondary compilers almost have without exception simply
buttressed this official version. This perspective has resulted in
uniform meanings being drawn from disparate information. The
reasons for this stylization of form inhere within the historical
experience of its creators and custodians. But before tracking down
these connections, let us first outline the most conspicuous features
of the WRA-JACL perspective.

One dimension can be glimpsed through analysis of the language
used to describe the event. As a general rule, the primary sources
refer to it as an “incident,” while the secondary works term it a
“riot.” Since the former denotes an “occurrence” and the latter
signifies a “violent disorder,” these designations, at first glance,
appear radically different. This impression is reinforced when one
encounters statements like the following, which appears in a recent
account written from a modified WRA-JACL perspective: “The
incident, properly called a riot, at Manzanar early in December,
1942, was handled quite differently from the Poston strike.”¢ In
perspectivist terms, however, the difference is more apparent than
real. What places both words within the WRA-JACL perspective is
that each trivializes the event's cultural significance.” “Incident”
accomplishes this effect by scaling down the affair to commonplace
proportions, while “riot” achieves the same by inflating it to
melodramatic ones. Because neither term allows for meaningful
contextual inquiry, both invite descriptive treatment but discourage

explanatory analysis.

A second, closely related, feature of this perspective is its
tendency to view the “riot”® episodically. This myopia has stamped
itself upon the literature in various ways. First, it has militated
against sustained, in-depth analyses of causation. Most accounts
practically ignore the causative factor, and even those aspiring to
explain cause have confined their investigation within the param-
eters of the immediate pre-evacuation, evacuation, and camp
experience. Secondly, it has caused the riot to be miscontrued as a
denouement rather than seen as one development along a continuum
of internee resistance. Thus, for example, in direct violation of the
available evidence, one account concludes that “the easing of
tension, and a return to normal life [at Manzanar] came shortly
after Christmas of 1942”;° and another posits that “events which
[subsequent to the riot] occasioned conflict in other centers, such as
[loyalty] registration, segregation and selective service, occasioned
no conflict in Manzanar.”*° Thirdly, it has unduly parochialized the
riot; that is, the riot has often been reduced to a purely local
phenomenon instead of being related to the metapattern of resist-
ance activity within all the internment centers.!?
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3

A.m_erlca'n and pro-Japanese factions. This interpretation can be se

vividly In newspaper accounts of the period like that in the Len
AngelesTimes: “Shouting ‘Pearl Harbor, banzai, banzai’ an e ?f
mated 1,000 pro-Axis Japanese, many of whom ax:e Kibei adherestl
of Japan, demonstrated in a firebreak and hooted dowr; Ja anegeS
American Nisei . . . who protested their antics.”?? Byt e\f)en th;

“

trouble broke out around the first i

Pearl Harbor, between pro-American and pro-]apan:g:lf‘;ecrtsig;}; o‘i
'l_“}_xe fxbf)v'e quotations reveal two additional by-products of t.his
filiopietistic outlook. First, it has confused the aggressively patriotic
posture of the. JACL—a small minority —with that of the Nisei as
yvhf)]e .(e>fcept1ng, of course, the Kibei, who have been re resenteg
}ndlscrlr_mnately as “troublemakers”). Secondly, it has dis F;a ed
Incapacity to understand ethnic identity in terms ot}l:ery th;:m
su.b\.ler.swe. T?‘nis fact explains why most accounts of the rii)x:
minimize or ignore the massive participation of internees and
m'stefad focus exclusively on the actions of selected groups like th
Kibei and colorful personalities like Joe Kurihara. ¢ : b

now must see how the WRA-JACL
moters. Our task is a duel one. We
in the primary sources and explain
rature,

would be a

It
JACL

Although different in some respects, the WR i
points on int.ernment were fundargentally the sa/r\n:ngcggﬁslbgﬁz‘l];
has summarized the WRA stance: “Although some of the staff
f)hartlcu!arly t!wse in the upper echelons of the WRA, disapproved 0;
th: rg:::;pgl;rcsyort‘}:]aetl brought ;\he c;mﬁs into being, the majority of

r . shared the contem
popu[ahon for ‘Japs.’ 15 Similarly, A. J. Leightopnt hoafs tihisridgeec?ifel
staff into those who were “people-minded” (i.e., regarded the
evacuees as people f.irst and as Japanese secondarily) and those who
;/;/resrte s‘;ereotype-mmded't (i.e., regarded the evacuees as Japanese
l an _people seco'ndanly).”’ For our purposes, the distinction is
ess significant than it appears. Whether or not an individual staff
member possessed a humanitarian outlook significantly affected his
day-to-day treatment of the internees; h i ittle
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with respect to his overall perspective, for the decision to ;j\tflflhaitﬁ
with the relocation program implicated one, at leal;;'t taci yv,vere
upholding the policy objectives of the WR{K."}\TS.e]_ste 3 ]nectin;es e
i i d social rehabilitation, i.e.,

ncerned with social control an

fi(:tveloping protective communities wheredthebevzcua.tt;dgi‘pei?::s
i i ined and imbued wi

merican population could be detaine . neri
Arinciples ;’né’ practices. Staff members who rg51sted t.hfzse f)b]e.ctnt/;]e:
aere eliminated. For those who remained, active parhcxpatl?n ‘,::;thin

i instilled these corporate goals

amp bureaucracy effectively ins _ i
(t:her: so that ultimately they came to measure their own worth in
terms of their fulfillment of the goals.

The JACL posture complemented that of the WRA:“while" tbtz
JACL leadership assuredly was not contemptuous of “Japs, orln-
identification with Americanized behav;lox('i and.afttxttgdeswvivtis tcradi

i issatisfaction -
lete enough to cause disavowal of and dissa :
fi(fn‘;l ]apagnese customs, social orgamzahond, an(.ibv?ilues.tgrljs:élﬁz
as
ount for what Douglas Nelson as describe .
t%l?cc; of “deliberate and calculated compliance” with the r?locatlt(}):;
grogram. JACL compliance, according to Nelson, began from

outset of the evacuation program:

JACL members assisted the FBI in the in.itia] roundup of suspte}fl
Japanese aliens. They were usually among the first vo!unteers to glc; 13] i:
assembly centers and later to the interior conlcer;‘trlzzho(r;.tcamps [h/r;d o

i ity, reso
ber 1942, the JACL, meeting at Salt Lake _ e
eNr\(:i‘:Jerr:e the administrations and goals of the War Relocation Authority.

In return for their cooperation, JACL lea(}i\ers were aﬁlc:trdif&lrea
ibili i in the camps. -

re of responsibility and influence i . .
e they wrt)zre selected for the preferred )ob.s,. chosen to edit th.eca
camp newspapers, and granted other social, polmc}?l, \?\;‘Ig,bfc:gs\?;\‘i
isi ' ir i tion into the -
uisites. As a result of their integra ‘ .
‘s)terraqtion however, they too came to evaluate the:r'personal status in

terms of the successful realization of WRA objectives.

Behind the WRA'’s and JACL's shared .attitude toward_ tlnel relgg:\};
tion objectives rested a common soc}a}\xdeo.logy.h.I’tuotr;xmgez,tral s
4 ive” vi rican his :
bscribed to a “progressive” view of Ame
:l:is persuasion was the idea that the Amenczn gastf rr;;ﬁ;\::\r:sgfort\}l‘);
i i toward the fulhl
if read as a triumphant progression e
ion’ i i his view acknowledged the exi
nation’s democratic potential. T ; RS
i i and groups who, for selfis .
of a long line of reactionary men an oo
emocracy. But i
d attempted to thwart the advance o lemoc
Sjccor frorpr: the fact that liberal, humane lndlyxduals alw?ys .hat:i)
emerged who transcended themselves and rallied the nation in
overcoming anti-democratic challenges.

Given these situational and philosophical consxderatlgns, :)A:‘e i\}:z
better able to comprehend the WRA-]ACL perspec:lvewh e
Manzanar Riot. We can now appreciate, for lexamp e,“.ndgem e
original accounts chose to describe it innocuously as an "1 :

quently,
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Like all good bureaucrats, the administrators (a term which is used
here to embrace the JACLers as well as the WRA staff) intuitively

- sensed the wisdom of the adage that “no news is good news.” Tor

them even to have intimated that what happened on December 6,
1942, was more than slightly non-routine would have been tanta-
mount to admitting that WRA policies were wrong. or unsuccessful.

In keeping with this psychological imperative, it followed that
causal explanations were largely unwarranted. Interpreting the
disturbance as the outgrowth of serious, underlying grievances
would have called into question the administration’s oft-repeated
claim that Manzanar was a “model” American community. That a
resistance movement could arise in such a “happy camp” was
unthinkable. It made better sense, therefore, to perceive the
“incident” as either a transitory release from unanalyzable “frustra-
tion” or, as was more often the case, the pernicious work of a small
but committed minority of pro-Axis sympathizers.2°

The latter explanation gained currency among WRA-JACL anal-
ysts because they could readily incorporate it into their Manichean
view of history. Envisioning themselves as selfless inheritors of
America’s democratic heritage, they justified their complicity in the
relocation program by the belief that their efforts furthered the
democratic cause. The WRA could argue that the attendant loss of
civil liberties was unfortunate, but that perilous times sometimes
necessitated short-term undemocratic means to promote long-range
democratic ends. The JACL could uphold relocation by the argu-
ment that it would provide Japanese Americans an opportunity to
prove their loyalty, thereby paving the way for the enjoyment of
democratic liberties in the postwar world. Given that the admini-
stration equated the existence of the camps with the cause of
democracy, it is hardly surprising that they should interpret the riot
as engineered by an anti-democratic faction.?!

Before considering a new perspective for interpreting the riot, we
must account for the persistence of the WRA-JACL perspective in
the secondary literature. The most obvious reason is documentary
in nature: later writers had access to copious materials about the
riot, but practically all of them were compiled by WRA-JACL
personnel. Nonetheless, this fact does not explain why these writers
have not penetrated beyond the existing documentation and staked
out different interpretative frameworks. We need, therefore, to
explain why their own experimental situations caused them to be
receptive to the established perspective.

A caveat must be entered at this point: it must not be assumed
that because these writers have extended the WRA-JACL perspective
they have a similar attitude toward relocation. They have not, in
other words, acted as outright apologists for the evacuation. On the
contrary, most have bristled with righteous indignation at what they
consider a deplorable and unjustified departure from America's
traditional democratic practices. Eschewing the official view that the
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“relocation centers’ were necessary security precautiqns, almoslt'
unanimously they have redefined them as t’con‘centratxon. camps
and attributed their existence to public hysteria, vxrl.x]ent racism, and
economic and political opportunism. In light of this condemnatory
attitude, it seems paradoxical that these writers have l?een SO
obeisant to the entrenched WRA-JACL notion that the riot was
inspired by dark, anti-democratic elements.

The paradox can be resolved, however, when we consider.another
factor. Earlier we noted that the primary accounts of the.not were
grounded in the progressivist view of history held by Fhelr compil-
ers. This same view, with slight modification, has also informed the
secondary writers. While this view was heighte.ned by thg overa.rch-
ing wartime distinction between pro- and antn-delm”ocrahc belliger-
ents, it has continued to thrive in the “Cold War’s afmosphex‘*‘e of
emphasizing the ideological juxtaposition of the Arrller!c.af\-]ed frge
world” and the “communist bloc.” One of the 1.1ab1ht|es of this
persuasion is its criterion that all historical'expene'nce emerges a?
democratic progress. The impossibility of seeing. the incarceration of
110,000 Japanese Americans as consonant with the a.ldvance 0
democracy has caused the secondary writers to §tyle the internees as
the unsung torchbearers of the democratic mission. Thus, they hav‘e
been depicted as one-hundred percent Ame.ncans wh9 set aside thenf'
grievances, miraculously transformed their camps into mo_dels )
democratic life, and contributed to the defeat of fascism by
unstinting allegiance to the war effor} at ho.me and abroac!.
Preoccupied with constructing this heroic portrait, secopdary wri-
ters have been blinded to the existence of internee resistance. In
cases where evidence of resistance is too blatant to be 1gn9red, as
with the Manzanar Riot, these writers have seen them either as
highly atypical episodes or situations provoked by a handful of

subversives.??

THE ETHNIC PERSPECTIVE

In contradistinction to the foregoing perspective on the Manzanar
Riot, we propose an “Ethnic” perspective. Wherea§ th.e WRA-I/}\C;L
perspective, as we have seen, has interpr'eted the riot in terms of its
ideological meaning within American society, the Ethnic one focu_.lses
upon the riot's cultural meaning within the ]ap'an.ese American
community (with particular reference to Manzanar s internee popu-
lation). Although ours is a “new” perspective toward the Manzanar
Riot, it conforms closely to and draws much sustenance from a
small number of general studies—mostly recent and_unpubll_shed—
on internment.?* We believe it is a perspective w?nch, unlike the
WRA-JACL’s, promotes analysis and understanding rather than
ideological reification. :

As a first step in this direction, we replace the ’v,vord “riot” with
“revolt.” Terming the event the “Manzanar Revolt -forces us to see
it not as an uncaused and inconsequential aberration, but as one
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intense expression of a continuing resistance movement. This change
also credits the participants in the action with a greater degree of
purposeful behavior. For while a riot's members are momentarily
conjoined because they do not like where they have been, those
involved in a revolt have some sense of where they want to go.2
Overall, then, this redefinition of the collective manifestation
encourages us to view it in relation to social change within a larger
structural framework, thereby affording a more sociologically
meaningful analysis. Instead of dismissing the “riot” as an isolated,
spontaneous, and unstructured phenomenon, we now must locate
its causes or determinants in the social system,?®

It will be recalled that while a few accounts written from the
WRA-JACL perspective deal with causation, even these restrict their
inquiry within the social system to the period bracketed by the
immediate pre-evacuation crisis and the “riot.” Because the Ethnic
perspective is predisposed to see the “revolt” as an expressive
moment within a process of cultural development, it is more
farsighted. On the one hand, it looks backward to the prewar West
Coast Japanese American community in search of explanatory
antecedents for the revolt. On the other hand, it looks beyond the

revolt to ascertain its connection to subsequent subcultural
evolution.

First, we must turn to the prewar community. A heretofore largely
ignored study by Toshio Yatsushiro— Political and Socio-Cultural
Issues at Poston and Manzanar Relocation Centers: A Themal
Analysis**—is especially useful for our purposes. Its thesis is that
prewar Japanese American culture contained a limited number of
themes—i.e., dynamic affirmations controlling behavior and stimu-
lating activity —which were strengthened by pre-evacuation discrim-
inatory practices, reinforced by the evacuation crisis, and expressed
within the concentration camp culture.??

Yatsushiro identifies six basic cultural themes which define the
prewar community. Each represents an element of traditional
Japanese culture, modified by the American setting. The first four
themes relate to personal and collective obligation, the governing of
human relationships and conduct by precise rules, and the use of
go-betweens to avoid possible embarrassment in social relations.
The two remaining themes have special relevance to the present
study. The first is contained in the following proposition: “Society is
an ordered social hierarchy in which status is ascribed largely on the
basis of biologically determined factors of sex, age, and gener-
ation.”?* This theme was clearly manifest in every aspect of family
and community life. In the family, the male Issei wielded near
autocratic power; in the community, he controlled political, eco-
nomic, and social activities by leadership in associations like the
Japanese Association and the kenjinkai (prefectural organization).
The second theme maintains that “the welfare of the group is far
more important than that of any single individual.”?° Diametrically
opposed to the American cultural strain of individualism, this the
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promotes cultural homogeneity by granting the group omnipotence.
Thus, the Japanese American community tended to minimize
distinctions between personalities and social classes, to attribute all
accomplishments to the group, and to seek group aid and advice in
all social and economic undertaking.3°

The importance of these themes lies in their influence on group
solidarity. From the time of their arrival in the United States at the
end of the nineteenth century, the Issei had experienced a series of
attacks—both legal and extra-legal —which necessitated the develop-
ment of self-sufficient “Little Tokyos.” Each anti-Japanese attack
forced the Issei to retreat further from American cultural values and
to depend increasingly on their traditional Japanese culture. This, in
turn, reinforced group solidarity. Thus, by the outbreak of World

War II, the two most significant characteristics of the Issei-dom- .

inated Japanese American community were group solidarity and the
predominance of elements of Japanese culture.?!

These characteristics prevailed less among their children. During
the thirties the Nisei generation was maturing and represented a
potential challenge to the group’s solidarity and to its cultural
orientation. As citizens, Nisei came into greater contact with
American society and consequently underwent increased American-
ization. Their attendance in public schools led them to emulate
activities of the American teen culture, and not uncommonly they
resisted their parents’ attempts to direct their lives in accordance
with traditional Japanese values and practices. Some Nisei, in their
anxiety to be accepted as typical Americans, began to resent their
parents and to ridicule their Japanese ways. All this conflict served
to widen the “social distance” between Issei and Nisei.??

On the other hand, the usual picture of Nisei as thoroughly
Americanized is far from accurate, for countervailing forces were
diminishing the social distance and returning the Nisei to the
Japanese American community. One form ‘of pressure emanated
from the Issei, who, in addition to asserting ordinary parental
influence, mandated Nisei participation in cultural agencies—e.g.,
Japanese clubs—which undermined the Americanization process.??
Other pressures came from without. Socially, the Nisei encountered
barriers to their assimilation into the larger society and found it
necessary to participate in social organizations, residential patterns,
and marital arrangements along ethnic lines. Economically, they
discovered upon graduation from high school and college that the
only available employment opportunities existed within their own
communities. Therefore, while the Nisei returned to the community
perhaps more from necessity than desire, the result was a partial
restoration of their ethnicity and a consequent maintenance of group
solidarity.3*

Because of their influence upon prewar solidarity, as well as their
later involvement in the Manzanar Revolt, two Nisei subgroups
deserve special consideration. The first is the Kibei. Applied
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literally, the term “Kibei” denoted an Nisei who had go :

for howe\{er short a time, and had };eturned to Amegri?ae.ul)njasg?e'
Instances it was employed to describe any Nisei, whether herhad
gone to Japan or not, who “spoke Japanese . . . preferably to English
fmd who, otherwise behaved in what the Nisei regarded as a
Japanesy’ manner.”* But its usual meaning was restricted to those

whose residence in Japan exceeded t
‘ ' wo years and who recej
portion of their education there. it

Ma'ny Kibei, especially those whose stay in Japan was brief
exp.erlenced- little difficulty in adjusting to the American milieu and
th.elr.behavmr was indistinguishable from that of other Nisei éther
Kibei .chose to repress their Japaneseness and exhibited hy;r;erbolic
(\mencan behavior. But for those who had spent considerable time
in J:.apan, the situation was somewhat different. Although Kibei
studies cuitomari]y emphasize that those in this category were
treate.d as “pariahs within the larger minority group of the Japanese
Amergcan's," this remark is at best a half-truth.3¢ True thepmor
/_\meflct'«xmzed Nisei often derided and even scorned them for th r
lmgtflstxc and social ineptitude, but by no means were th(:r
co.ns_xdered “pariahs” by the Issei. After all, many Issei parent};
originally had sent them to Japan precisely to allow them to absorb
Japanese c'ulFural habits deemed essential for economic and social
success within the ethnic community. Their Nisei contemporaries
might h'ave found them strange and maladjusted, but on the whole
the Issei applauded them as “model” Japanese children.*” These Kibei
were rqostly non-assimilationists. They formed their c;wn clubs and
recreational groups, actively led Buddhist and other cultural organ-
1zations, willingly joined the community business structure: gamd
Kibei women married either Kibej or Issei men. For this reason the
strengthened group solidarity.?® 4

The same cannot be said of the second Nisei subgroup—the
JACLers. Propgrly, this term applied only to Nisei affiliated with the
Jap‘e’mese Afnerlcan Citizens League, an organization formed in 1930
as ~a reaction against the Japanese orientation of the Issej leader-
ship.”?* Generally, however, it was applied to Nisei who most full
accepted the attitudes, values, practices, and goals of the Americaz
Sultu.re. Matthew Richard Speier has observed that while the Issei

ret_amed ethnic perspectives and took account of the dominant
society only in the form of a valuation group (i.e., a reference group
whose standpoint is not adopted as one’s own). . . . Nisei took on
Caucasian American society as their reference group . . . and
adopted its perspective as their own in the form of an identification
group.”*While this distinction is partly valid for Nisei as a whole it
1s more valid with respect to the JACLers. They, to a larger degr’ce
penetrat.ed into the dominant society through social, political and
economic activities. Emotionally, they moved increasingly Iaway
fr.om their parents and community. Still, at no time prior to the war
did they pose a serious threat to group solidarity. Like other Nisei,
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the JACLers were young, uninfluential, and almo§t whollyhdfepend:
ent upon the Issei-dominated Japanese community for their eco
nomic livelihood.*

With this sketch of the psychosocial ma_keup ofl thed ;l))reutl}z:;
community in mind, we must now see how it was altere };tion
combined impact of Pearl Harbor a‘nd the subsequent eva;‘cu ion
and incarceration of Japanese Americans. For the Is;e}, (;N o_ties—
subjected to a barrage of restrictions, harassme.nts, 33 in 'lgnflederal
including the precipitous internment of their le:-a ex;s in iy
detention centers—the effect of Pearl H_arbor and its a}:erma e
a pronounced increase in social solidarity. For them, tle rc;‘prels s
measures exercised by the government .rel?resented only t ed ;tihe
and most serious of a long series of discrlrpmatory actions, ahn p 212
responded in their customary manner—with cultural retrenchment.

The Nisei responded ambiguously. In a study ce.nterln‘nﬁ on th;z
period, Tamotsu Shibutani points out that while “there w
increased social solidarity [among Nisei] in the sense t}l:at everyo:e
recognized the cleavage between the .Japa'nese and the g)}gt-g;(;tg
quite clearly . . . there was increased disunity among the Nisel s
the outbreak of the war.”** In other words, we can summar;:)zet T
dilemma by stating that the crisis for‘ced them to c'h'ooseh_e wémd
their identification group—as symbohzefi by t'h'en' citizenship— v
their ethnic group—as actualized by theilr families and cohmmun;r)"é
Many were too traumatized by thg swirl of events to ¢ 0051;10n
way or the other, though this attitude was less common a g

JACLers.

efore Pear] Harbor, when war with Japaq seemed_ all_but
ineEvvi(t?:b?e, some JACLers zealously adyertised the.1r Arperice:ingm.
Unfortunately, their patriotic boosterism sometimes mclu ?f‘ ei
repudiation of Issei leadership. Togo Tanaka, a .natxonfa ho ;_css
holder in the JACL and the English language_ ed1t9r of t F{
Angeles-based Rafu Shimpo, provides a case in pom“t'. /'\s dO}g\e:
Daniels has related, Tanaka, in a speech early in }941, ln51sted that
the Nisei must face . . . ‘the question of loyalty aer assumfe tha
since the Issei were ‘more or less tumbleweeds with one o;)dt ll)n
America and one foot in Japan,’ real loyalty to Arr'lerlca cou (i
found only in his generation.”** Moreover., according to a recetll\
study of the Rafu Shimpo, during this period Tanaka coqsmte&: }I"
voiced this sentiment editorially.** (By way .of. fqreshadgwmg etle
later involvement in the Manzanar Revolt, it is interesting to ;od
that Tanaka was joined on the Rafu's editorial board by Fre
Tayama and Tokie Slocum.)

Bill Hosokawa, a prominent JACL figur'e, has written off dhow;
JACL leaders were summarily seized and mterrogate.d by fe eralS
authorities in the wake of Pearl Harbor. (Tanakaf, for mstan?e, }Nﬁs
arrested under a Presidential warrant and placed in Los Angeles ]atl;d
for eleven days.)** Such persecution, h’owevezr, oqulpro;:\p T
JACLers to redouble their efforts to “prove their loyalty
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American citizens. They fought their campaign on two fronts. On
the one hand, they utilized the limited political influence they
possessed to alleviate personal hardship and to exonerate the
Japanese American community from irresponsible charges of sub-
version being leveled against it. More ominously, they cooperated
with the authorities as security watchdogs. In this connection, an
Anti-Axis Committee was established in Los Angeles, headed first
by Fred Tayama and later by Tokie Slocum (and also including
Togo Tanaka, Joe Grant Masaoka, and Tad Uyeno—names which
would appear on the deathlist announced on the evening of the
Manzanar Revolt—as members), to serve as a liaison with the FBI to
help flush out “potentially dangerous” Issei.?’

However well-intentioned its efforts and helpful its services, the
JACL came under heavy fire from the Japanese American commu-
nity. Issei resented the manner in which JACLers, whom they
regarded as young and irresponsible, seemed to arrogate the role of
community spokesmen. They were angered further by the JACL's
apparent complicity with the FBI in Issei arrests. Nor were the Kibei
kindly disposed toward the JACL. The Kibei were disturbed that the
JACL apparently had forgotten that they too were citizens. They
also believed that JACLers were informing on them as well as on
Issei, a suspicion which hardened into conviction after the JACL
undertook a Kibei Survey in mid-February 1942.%* There even
existed widespread dissatisfaction with the JACL among certain
Nisei elements. Leftist groups, for example, “looked upon the
J.A.C.L. as a large organization controlled by a small minority of
‘reactionary’ businessmen who used the body as a means of getting
business connections and personal prestige.”4? Other Nisei were
disgruntled that the JACL should presume to “represent” the
community: in Los Angeles, the JACL totaled 650 members out of
an eligible community population of 20,000.% Whatever their
grievances against the JACL, Issei, Kibei, and Nisei generally
believed that it was sacrificing the community’s welfare for its own
aggrandizement.

During the period from President Roosevelt's issuance on Feb-
ruary 19, 1942 of Executive Order 9066 (which authorized the
Secretary of War to establish “military areas” and exclude therefrom
“any and all persons”) until March 21, when the first contingent of
Japanese American voluntary internees arrived from Los Angeles to
the Manzanar Reception Center, the Japanese American community

was rife with rumors about the complicity and duplicity of the
JACL. For example:

The J.A.C.L. was instructed by Naval Intelligence to send question-
naires to all members to report on their parents,

The J.A.C.L. started their survey on the Kibei in order to turn in
information to the F.B.I. They are taking this as a protective move to
whitewash themselves by blaming others,
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i i ioti d they are supporting the
JA.C.L. is trying to be patriotic an

evZ::agion program. They do not have the welfare of the Japanese people
at heart. i . -

The J.A.C.L. is supporting the idea of cooperating with t.he g%v;rn
ment an.d evacuating voluntarily because then they cogld 80 lcri‘ an A u);
up all the goods in Japanese stores at robbery prices and make
substantial profit. .

The J.A.C.L. big shots have their fingers in the graft. They are getting
something out of the evacuation. .

The J.A.C.L. is charging aliens for information that the aliens could get

anywhere. G .
The J.A.C.L. is planning the evactuation with the officials. They are
mixing with high government officials.

All J.A.C.L. leaders are inu (dogs; informers).%!

The content of these rumors is less i;n;;)or}t‘ant ti\m.anf};n}lz:gnht;l‘(;
is i ly apocryphal) than their :
basis in fact; others were clear _ e

i i d, rumors function as mec .
Tamotsu Shibutani has observed, ors fu i S
i i nt individuals in line) an
social control (i.e., they keep erra e e
initi i i inate a common mood). a
definition (i.e., they dissemina ' i b
i threatened the very existence of the c
governmental actions ate i epy
i re fraught with ambiguity
nity and government policies we e
i i ief in rumors about the J u '
inconsistency, the shared belie . T
idari d provided some certitude within 1sion.
B s i brandi f the JACLers as “deviants
2 ng of the ]
Therefore, the community’s brandi . i
imple act of censure, but ra
ust not be construed as a simple t rather as
rcrletura] rite by which the commumty}?ttercri\ptecti :10 ;isefltr}\]ee ltssyr:];o)f)ll?z
ies” i Erikson has denote ‘
boundaries”’—what Kai T. i B s i i
i its permissible be
entheses a community draws around it . 1avio
I\)I?Sr—awis a hostile world, thereby insuring its cultural integrity.

JACLers (i.e., aggressive pro-American Ni}fei) }t‘hefmsel;/gitrear:\;
; i i itical time, though tfor
loyed rumors during this cri : ]
Sur};’)oses. Identifying with the larger A_mer’}can- con)'rr}ur:;:z,etthh:iyé
guarded its cultural boundaries by exposing d(:\.nants1 mb i e
community. At times they cast Issei 1}111 thlsh ro Z' trﬁsted e
: i ibei, whom they dis
monly the deviants were Kibei,  the
E(:txjtempg’red pro-Japan enthusiasts who were fwdl:}r:g tgr::ef(l)r:\og;
! . . ‘e r e
i even at the risk of their lives, fo .
]a;g;:l'r)sg"Rumors about the Kibei reflected and underscored this

suspicion, as the following reactions illustrate:

I hear those god damn Kibei bastards botched u}f) o}t:r Zh;nt;eesy i:o::\‘:
i like Japan so much why di
Army. If those son of a bitches ey i
i i those guys anyway.
here in the first place? I never did like i
::):r‘:\re oevrer here with their Japanesy ideas and try to change all An;er:;zii ;\c:
suit themselves. They don’t seem to realize that 130,000,000 people mig

be right. :

i he Kibei out. I wouldn’t

lly don’t blame the Army for booting t i
tr:s:et;o);e guys either. Some of them are 0O.K., but a lot of them don
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belong in this country. You can't tell what they'd do. They might shoot
the guns in the wrong way. But Jesus Christ, they didn’t have to wreck
everything for us Nisei by burning the [U.S. Army] barracks. ?

Those Kibei are the guys we have to watch. They’re so damned
hot-headed they will do anything. Then all the rest of us have to suffer
just because they happened to be technically American citizens. It'l] get so
the hakujin (Caucasians) won't trust any Nisei.

I hear those Kibei ran wild after December 7. I'd like to castrate some
of those bastards, s

Again, like rumors concerning the JACL, many of these were
patently untrue. The important point, however, is that if the JACL
rumors seemed logical from the community’s perspective, these
Kibei rumors seemed equally plausible from a JACL perspective,

Having examined the prewar community and charted the changes
undergone as a result of the Pearl Harbor and evacuation crises, we
now must focus upon the situation that unfolded at Manzanar, In
keeping with our Ethnic perspective, we need to connect prewar and
camp developments and determine their cumulative impact on the
internee population. More specifically, we must ascertain the extent
to which, in cultural terms, the Manzanar Revolt represented a
logical, even a “necessary,” outgrowth of these developments.

First, however, we will relate some basic facts about the Man-
zanar Center. Situated in the Owens Valley of East-central Cali-
fornia, Manzanar was the first of the centers to be established, From
March 21 to June 1, 1942, it was known as the Owens Valley
Reception Center, controlled by the military Wartime Civil Control
Administration (WCCA) and administered by a staff drawn pre-
dominantly from the Works Progress Administration. s After June 14
when it came under the jurisdiction of the WRA, its name was
changed officially to the Manzanar War Relocation Center. Its
population was chiefly urban in background. Out of an approx-
imate total of 10,000 internees, eighty-eight percent originated from
Los Angeles County, with seventy-two percent from the city of Los
Angeles. Located between the small communities of Lone Pine and
Independence, Manzanar's climatological conditions were oppres-
sive and its physical accommodations substandard., 5’ Moreover, the
administrative personnel were badly splintered, and between the
time of the camp’s opening and the Manzanar Revolt, the camp
directorship changed four times, %

More pertinent to this study than any of these outward conditions
was the internal struggle waged over control of the internee
community. From the outset it was clear that the cultural division
that emerged during the evacuation period had carried over into the
camp. In line with their decision to accept relocation as their
contribution to the war effort, JACLers readily volunteered to assist
in the establishment of the camp. In this enterprise they were joined,
actually precedes, by a cadre of left-wing Nisei—and some Kibei—
intellectuals who, for ideological and strategic reasons, chose




128 AMERASIA JOURNAL

pursue a similar brand of superpatriotism. Because of thgu‘ ea.rly
arrival and their avowed pro-AmericamsrT\, the admmlstr.atlon
rewarded JACLers by granting them the whxte-collz}r, supervisory,
and generally-favored jobs, according them vx'/hat. little Powerlwas
available to internees and allowing them a voice in shaping po 1c}}".
In addition, they were placed in control of the camp newspaper, the
Manzanar Free Press, which afforded them an opportunity to
influence public opinion.*?

This administration-sponsored JACL hierarchy was d_eeply re(;
sented by Issei and Kibei who were relegated to subolrdmate an
menial jobs. It was bad enough to witness the JACLers usurpa}tll'og
of community authority, but worse to see the purposes 'for w }c
that authority was used. One can imagine how gz.lllmg it was }c:r
Issei and Kibei to read in the Free Press of April 11, 1942, the

following “appreciation”:

citizens of Manzanar wish to express in public their sincere
apg]eeciation to General John L. DeWitt and his Chief§ of Staff,.Ton;]‘C}.‘
Clark and Colonel Karl R. Bendetsen, for the expedient way in whic
they have handled the Manzanar situation.
The evacuees now located at Manzanar are greatly sa!isfied with the
excellent comforts the general and his staff have provxfie;d forl them.
‘Can’t be better,’ is the general feeling of the Manzanar citizens. ‘Thank

you, General!" (Emphasis ours)*®

Nor could the JACL's flaunted citizenship .and unctuousness
toward Caucasion authorities have pleased Nisei. Thg mass evacu-
ation and confinement in concentration camps permltt‘ed‘ Nisei to
reflect upon “their past hostility towards the ways of their _]a_panﬁsy
parents . . . the long years of hardships suffered [by Issei] in the}r
behalf . . . [and] they became extremely respectful of thc? Issei, tbelr
judgment, their advice, and their \'Nays.“ Thus, a grolwlxjn}g1 num e:
of Japanized Nisei increasingly viewed the JACLers' behavior a
“patricidal” and “treasonable.”*?

ithstanding the JACLers' ostensible authority, ‘the 'Iss.en
m:j\(;tg‘zcll quietly t%) resume the leadership they had occupied thh:in
the prewar community. There was, for example, a gradual asceg ci
ancy of the Issei-dominated Block Leaders over the JACL-heade
Information Center throughout March, April, May, and Jun.e(i
Initiated at the request of two JACL leaders, Roy Takeno‘ and Davi
‘Itami, the Information Center emerged in late March in order to

i i i ices for new
nswer perplexing questions and supply basic servic
:rriva]s. plt pdeveloped branch offices and subsections, eventually

numbering fifty-three persons on its roll. In early April, the systen‘(;
of Block Leaders came into existence, whereby each block selecte

three men, one of whom was appointe_d Block Leader b}{ g\e Camp
Manager. For the most part, those selected were Issei. hItleoc‘;lr:
became apparent that the internees preferred to query the do :
Leaders rather than the Information Center, which by the end o
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June had been displaced by the Block Leaders. Moreover, it was
determined by the camp authorities that now the Block Leaders
should be directly elected instead of being appointed by " the
Administration. At the grass-roots level, then, power was gravitat-
ing back into Issei hands.**

Just as the Issei were beginning to consolidate their power in the
Block Leaders Council in late June, a disquieting directive arrived
from Washington declaring that only citizens could elect and serve
as block representatives. Naturally, the Issei saw this action as
another attempt to undermine their leadership and subordinate them
to Nisei. Fortunately, Project Director Roy Nash, recognizing the
Issei’s important role in Manzanar's government and fearing the
consequences of stripping them of that role, obtained a stay on the
ruling. Nonetheless, as Community Analyst Morris E. Opler pointed
out, “. . . considerable damage had been done by the debate and the
division which had followed the announcement of the ruling.”es

The damage was compounded on July 4 by another policy
decision from Washington. In a memorandum to Ted Akahoshi,
Temporary Chairman of the Block Leaders, Assistant Project
Director Roy Campbell made the following request:

Will you please get over to all Block Leaders that it is against the policy
of the War Relocation Authority to allow meetings to be conducted in
Japanese. We have no objection to having meetings held in English
interpreted so that all can understand, but we feel that all meetings
should be primarily conducted in English. ¢

Again the Issei, and many Kibei, interpreted this measure as a
device to render them politically impotent. The following week, the
Council registered its displeasure by passing a motion that “when a
meeting is attended by more Issei then Japanese will be used and
brief translation in English be made.”¢’

More important, however, was the debate which preceded the
motion, for it depicted vividly the evolving Issei-Kibei frame of
mind. Chairman Akahoshi, an Issei graduate of Stanford University
known for his cooperation with the administration, set the tone with
his opening remarks:¢*

I think this letter [Campbell’s memorandum] is very important, because
majority of those who come to the meetings are Issei and they want to
conduct the meetings in Japanese. When I saw this letter I told Mr.
Campbell ‘that the Japanese people are greatest nation in the world for
sacrifice’—many of us are day laborers and in spite of low income are
able to send our children to university. No nation sacrificed as hard as
Japanese. We have, I think, no saboteurs among us, why restriction on
Japanese speaking?¢®

Among the following speakérs, only two—an Issei and Karl
Yoneda, a Kibei Communist who aligned himself with the JACLers,
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outdoing them in his advocacy of pro-Americanism—approved the

policy.” The rest, all Issei and Kibei, dissented with emotion! This issue was resolved temporarily by the administration’s

[An Issei] [ am in favor to conduct meeting in Japanese, because we
cannot express ourselves ably in English. (3 or 4 people clapped hands)

[A Kibei] I believe all block leaders are very responsible people and
they should be trusted by the Administration. You know that once we,
the Japanese, decide to carry certain duty, we do accomplish it, that is the
nature of us Japanese. (Big applause)

[A Kibei] Mr. Yoneda said that he is an American citizen, but he have
to give up that right. Same thing true to me too, 1 am American but I
cannot use my citizenship, therefore we must depend on Issei for
leadership and certainly I am in favor for Japanese meeting. (Big
applause)

[An Issei] My son is in U.S. Army and when he obtained furlough and
came home, he was arrested by the FBI in spite of fact that he is
American. (Spoken with tears in his eyes) We are always discriminated
against here and only one who protect Nisei is we the Issei. I can speak
only Japanese and if it must be English, 1 must resign as block leader.
Don't forget we are Japanese and we are the people who can unite to do
anything. (Big applause)

[Chairman Akahoshi] 1 think we, the Issei, know what's bad and
what's good. Some Nisei have stool-pigeoned on us—some Nisei is
boasting that he turned in 175 of us Japanese to the FBL. Otbher is boasting
that he turned in so many and they are boasting each other. I am quite
sure that only 2 or 3 out of the 175 are guilty. Roosevelt spoke about
national unity—these Nisei are the ones who disrupt national unity and
they are the traitors to this country. (Big applause)

[An Issei] Those Nisei are lazy bunch and they are no good. We, the
Issei, are doing everything. Look at those janitors. None of the Nisei are
cleaning toilets. We Issei have to do all the work.”

interpretation of the WRA policy as allowin
! ‘ g Japanese to be spoken
at meetings if followed by an English translation, but a lege?cy of

acrimon d wi ATMTE, ey
resulted,y and widened division between Issei-Kibei and JACLers

These feelings were exacerbated by the announcement on July 27
that 3 new Manzanar Citizens Federation would meet the followin
evening. The leaders in the meeting were Hiro Neeno, Joe Gran%
Masaoka_, K.arl Yoneda, and Togo Tanaka, all closelylallied with
{ACL opjectlves, who spoke about “improving conditions in camp,”

educ“atmg ciFizens for leadership,” “participating in the war efforlz,"
ar}d preparing evacuees for postwar conditions.””? As Pro‘e,ct
Plrector Ralph P. Merritt later observed, the meeting represen]ted
an attempt to organize American citizens into a federation which
would aid the administration and which probably would also help

g
tlle IJISE] et more pOWEI a“d pOlltlcal S pp
tlellgt]l in o OSIUOII to the

This strategy ultimately b i ing i

‘ / y backfired. The meeting itself, packed
fmth pro-American Nisei supporters of the JACL leadership, I:urned
u'}to a rally.. Follow1ng the general meeting, an open forum took
place in which Joe Kurihara, who would later figure prominently in
the Manzanar Revolt, took the floor:

’l m an American citizen,” he cried. “I served under fire in France. Now
I'm in thls prison. You're all here, too, with me. I've proved my l.o alt

by fighting over there. Why doesn’t the government trust me?” “Ify OZ
please, Mr. Chairman,” shouted back Tokie Slocum, a self-styled pat}r,iot
and former .Chairman of the JACL's Anti-Axis Committee, “I was a
Sergeant-Major in the last war., That was the highest p(;sition an

Japanese ever attained. Sergeant Alvin York served under me. I was ir)i

some of the hottest fighting that took place. For this loyalty the
Government gave all of us veterans American citizenship We’rey here
becaus?, ‘cl>f military necessity. I've had three chances to .go to other
places.” “Tokie,” challenged Kurihara, “why are you in here? Isn’t it
because you couldn’t go any place? Isn't it because you're a Jap? isn’t it
because the government doesn't trust you?” Overriding the Chairman’s

Equally interesting is that this debate was recorded by Karl
Yoneda and offered to the administration in a confidential report.
The recommendations which Yoneda appended and his cautionary
advice also deserve attention since they reflect an opposing JACL
viewpoint: !

... may I suggest the following: 1. All meetings in camp must be held
in English. 2. Stenographic minutes be made of Block Leaders Council
Meetings unless some one of the Administrators attends meeting. 3.
Qualification for Block Leader should be that he must understand English
and preferably Nisei. (Some Nisei are just as pro-axis as Issei but one can
argue with them easier because of their knowledge of American institu-
tions.) 4. The instruction that all meetings are to be conducted in English
should be widely publicized.

If we allow another meeting such as was held this morning, the block
leaders meetings will be turned into germinating nest for undesirable [sic]
clements and pro-axis adherents. Crystallization of pro-Axis sentiment is
getting stronger every day and if we don't guard against it, eventually

there will be a clash between pro-axis and pro-America groups in camp
- a A 2 7

vain attempts to restore order, Slocum hollered back at Kurihara: “I'll tell

you why I'm here. I'm here because i i
y . se my commander-in-
President, ordered me in here."? 4 A

Shortly therezfter the meeting was adjourned,

Although. it is customarily emphasized that this meeting pro-
voked 1.<ur1hara into accepting the Issei point of view butp its
conversion of many other Nisei as well is more significa’nt Kuri-
hara declared that “he was a Jap and not an American ar{d i
[that] he. w.ar‘\lted to go ... to Japan where he belonged."": Howe-v;er.
other Nisei, “who had had their patriotism dampened by evacuatior;
. . . [grew] cynical over the Federation’s petition for a second front
and‘ fqr ?he firafting of Japanese-Americans.”?” Increasingly, the
Iss.ex-Klbm. point of view was expanding into an Issei-Kibei-Nisei
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From the beginning of August until the Revolt in December, the
Kibei formed the spearhead of the opposition to the JACLers. Once
again, a ruling from Washington galvanized underlying discontent
into retaliatory action: Bulletin 22 was issued, which excluded all
Kibei from participation in the leave program. This discriminatory
measure further reduced the depreciated value of Kibei citizenship
and robbed them of an important economic perquisite. When Kibei
leader Ben Kishi announced that a meeting of Kibei would be held
on’August 8, the Nisei secretary of the Block Leaders voiced the fear
that they might “try to find [a] scapegoat among Nisei Leaders and
blame them for descriminating [sic] against Kibei and [that] this
[would[ . . . further aggravate sectional strife among Japanese.””” In
response to Kishi’s idea that “if the government do not recognize the
citizenship right of Kibei and continues to treat them as dangerous
. element it might as well revoke citizenship of Kibei,” the secretary
reasoned that “this line of thinking is very dangerous and goes to
show that at least some Kibeis are more inclined to forfeit
Citizenship and would rather be regarded as aliens.”®°

The proceedings of this famous Kibei meeting were recorded by
Fred Tayama in another JACL “confidential” report directed to the
administration. In Mess Hall 15 gathered approximately 400 of the
camp’s Kibei population of over 600, augmented by a large
contingent of Issei and roughly seventy Nisei. Five speakers were
scheduled. The first was Raymond Hirai, who outlined internee
complaints concerning medical care, educational facilities, food,
housing, wages, and self-government. We concern ourselves only
with his remarks on the last two subjects:

Look, for example, [at] the rate of pay for Camouflage workers.
Camouflage is a war production. They are using minors; many around
the ages of 15 and 16. . . . | demanded many more things of Nash. And
Nash told me, ‘I am the Project Director here and I can do anything the
way | want it to be done’. So I told Nash, 'You are like Hitler and
Mussolini combined,” and Nash replied, 1 am.” So I demanded what he
had said in writing and immediately Nash turned around and said that he
had never said such a thing. That's the type of Director we have here. I
got so mad that I told him that I'd get a rock and hit him right on his bald
spot (his head). (Laughter and applause from the audience)

We must demand re-election of all Block Leaders. We have people now
in control who are unable to say anything and are just taking orders from
the Administration. This is our Camp and the Japanese people should
decide for themselves how this Camp should be governed; we should not
listen to those prejudiced whites. (great applause) [Emphasis ours]*!

The next speaker, Kiyoshi Hashimoto, entitled his talk “Kibei
Nisei no tachiba” (The Stand of the Kibei Nisei) but confessed that
he was unsure of what he wanted to say. Several persons in the
audience shouted “wakatteoru” (we understand). Then Joe Kurihara
exclaimed: “I was born in Hawaii. | have never been in Japan but in
my veins flows Japanese blood; a blood of Yamato Damashii
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(Japanese Spirit). We citizens have been denied our citizenship; we
are 100% Japanese” (a roaring applause and stamping of feet). The
third speaker, Bill Kito, directed his commentary to the Manzarar
Citizens Federation, charging that certain Nisei had completely dis-
regarded the Issei—a remark which precipitated great applause and
provoked someone in the audience to demand that those Nisei ought
to be struck down. The fourth speaker, Karl Yoneda, was greeted
by sustained booing and cries of “Sit down! Get out! Shut Up!” The
last scheduled speaker, Masaji Tanaka, received more sympathy:

I am a Kibei Nisei, but the Kibei Nisei are not Americans; they are
Japanese. (big applause) The Kibei are not loyal to the United States and
they might as well know about it. (roaring applause) But the Kibei should
use their citizenship rights for their own benefit. (everybody looking
around the room; no applause) I cannot understand why there are a few
Nisei who still talk about their citizenship rights; and about American
democracy. 1 have heard that there are a few who even send reports
outside. (boo and down with those rats) Those fools can holler all they
want, but in the eyes of the American people they too are Japanese and
nothing but Japanese.®?

Following some extemporaneous speeches from the floor, Chair-
man Ben Kishi, declaring that he would assume personal respon-
sibility for the meeting, adjourned the gathering by stating, “We
may never be able to hold a meeting like this again, and Japanese
soldiers will be here soon to liberate all of us.”%?

Several factors about this meeting command notice: the stress of
nativistic themes, the aggressive criticism of the camp’s administra-
tion, the intolerance of dissenting viewpoints, and the heightened
determination to punish suspected informers. The circle around the
community was drawing tighter,

August witnessed further ingroup solidarity. As a result of the
Kibei Meeting, Director Nash issued an official bulletin reinstating
the WRA ban on the use of Japanese in public meetings.®* This
decision revitalized earlier Issei grievances and further aroused the
Kibei's anti-administration stand. This month also saw the “en-
forced” resignation of those Block Leaders deemed cooperative with
administrative policy.®

The Issei-Kibei coalition had developed an effective organization.
On August 21, when elections were held to select Block Leaders in
those blocks whose incumbents previously had been appointed,
JACLers were ousted and supplanted by Issei or Kibei. In Block 4,
for example, Karl Yoneda was defeated by an Issei who amassed
ninety-three percent of the votes cast. Yoneda correctly evaluated
the reasons behind his defeat in a communication forwarded to the
administration, explaining that the Issei-Kibei bloc had criticized
him on the following grounds:

1) Circulated petition for Second Front and wanted to send all Japanese
American soldiers on front line duty and let the enemy shoot them first.
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2) For America’s war effort and urged many citizens in the block to
work on camouflage nets.

3) That he is a dangerous ‘red.’

4) Married to white woman and does not follow Japanese customs. He
washes son’s clothes, while wife works on camouflage, let’s [sic] wife go
to meetings, etc.

5) Stooge for administration and also informer because he has been
seen with [Tokie] Slocum on many occasions.

6) Spoke at Kibei meeting against them.

7) Spoke at Citizens Federation meeting for America.

8) Responsible for all meetings, in camp, to be conducted in English.*

Viewing himself as a scapegoat for pro-Japan elements, Yoneda
believed this opposition to him politically significant. The overriding
significance, however, is cultural; from the perspective of the
internees in his block, Yoneda was a quintessential deviant, rep-
resentative of all those characteristics the subculture abhorred. A
cultural anti-hero, he symbolized for the evacuee population its need
of social cohesion.®’

This need grew urgent when on August 24 the WRA, through
Administrative Instruction No. 34, began enforcing the ruling that
only citizens could hold office (though aliens might vote and fill
appointive posts). The full impact of this ruling occurred in
September when the Block Leaders Council learned that it was to be
supplanted by a Community Council structured along the above
lines. Issei were incensed, arguing that “they had lived long in the
United States and that denial of the right to naturalize was unjust
[and]to prevent them now from holding office in their own evacuee
community was simply to emphasize this injustice.”®®* Moreover,
they charged that JACLers had inspired the decree and had poisoned
the Issei case with the WRA. That is, here was another attempt to
diminish their influence.

As a result of evacuation they had lost heavily in property and in
prestige. Their places in the old Japanese community were gone. Now
they feared that they would be entirely at the mercy of the less
sympathetic among the Nisei and of the American government.*’

Their worst fears materialized, therefore, when the Project
Director appointed a seventeen-man Self-Government Commission
composed entirely of Nisei to draft a charter for the new govern-
ment. Their tolerance disappeared completely on September 25
when the new Acting Project Director, Harvey Coverly, announced
that at the end of the month the Block Leaders would become Block
Managers, exchanging their legislative functions for administrative
ones. A rash of resignations followed. Indeed, by mid-October the
position of Block Manager had become so undesirable that the
administration could hardly find substitutes for those who had
resigned. *°

Another threat that alarmed Issei was the formation of !he
Manzanar Work Corps. Designed to include a Representative
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Assembly and a Fair Practices Committee, it aroused their suspicion
because the same JACLers who had formed the detested Citizens
Federation also were sponsoring the Corps. Thus, when the election
of Representatives took place in late September, Issei registered little
interest in the proceedings.

But it was the Kibei, smarting from their recent exclusion from the
Charter Commission, who emerged as the Corps’ most vociferous
opponents. At the Assembly’s first meeting Harry Ueno, a Kibei
representing the kitchen workers of Mess Hall 22, clashed with Fred
Tayama, the Corps’ chairman. Upon questioning Tayama regarding
the Corps’ functions, Ueno became convinced that it represented an
administrative tool which would not fully protect the interests of
kitchen workers. Consequently, Ueno organized the Kitchen
Workers Union to “wring concessions from the administration,
rather than have the administration wring more work out of the
evacuees, as they believed would happen under the Work Corps.”?
Since most Kibei were employed as mess workers and approx-
imately 1,500 of the Manzanar work force of 4,000 were kitchen
employees, the Kitchen Workers Union provided Kibei a powerful
base for mobilizing community action.

If the formation of the Kitchen Workers’ Union represented one

index of rising anti-JACL sentiment, another was the swelling
opposition to the JACL-dominated Charter Commission headed by
Togo Tanaka. One form of resistance was passive: few bothered to
register for the Charter’s ratification vote of November 9. When an
“educational” meeting on the Charter was held, outraged speakers
assailed its citizen-alien distinction and cast asperations upon the
Commission members. The same evening an ominous message
appeared on mess hall bulletin boards:
° Attention: We do not recognize any necessity for a self-government
system. We should oppose anything like this as it is only drawing a rope
around our necks. Let the Army take care of everything. Stop taking
action which might bring trouble to our fellow residents.

Blood Brothers Concerned About the People. %

The administration, responding to the cumulative pressure, re-
scheduled the ratification election for November 30, The postpone-
ment did not have the desired “cooling” effect, however, for the
Charter had come to symbolize the deep cultural division between
the para-administrative JACLers and, in effect, the rest of the camp
population. ‘Using their subsidized press, the Charter supporters
attempted to mollify the internees’ widespread fears and convince
them of the advantages of a speedy ratification. To counter the
influence of the Free Press’'s campaign, the oppositional forces
established what Morris Opler has termed the “Manzanar Under-
ground.”* Soon the community was inundated with posters, bul-
letins, and other communiques, variously signed “Manzanar Black
Dragon Society,” “Southern California Blood Brothers Corps,”
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“Southern California Justice Group,” and “Patriotic Suicide Corps.”
Primary attention was given to undermining the self-government
scheme by including intimidating letters to each member of the
Charter Commission, but in time the Underground branched out to
criticize every aspect of Manzanar life.

As the date of the ratification grew closer, it became apparent that
the Charter was doomed to defeat. Seeking to rid the self-govern-
ment plan of its JACL stigma, the administration disbanded the
Commission and announced that “before the final charter was
submitted to the people, a city-wide election was to take place on
 November 22, and two persons from each block were to be elected
to a committee to study the Charter and make adjustments.”** (At
the same time, the administration called in two FBI agents to
investigate the Manzanar Underground, thereby hoping to eliminate
" a major source of opposition to the Charter.) Once again, however,
the administration was confronted by passive resistance, for on
November 22 the turnout of voters was embarrassingly meager.

Nonetheless, on November 30 the new Project Director, Ralph P.
Merritt, scheduled a meeting of the elected block representatives.
This meeting proved even more embarrassing to the cause of the
Charter. Indeed, only about half of the representatives attended. As
a first item of business, the group decided to poll how many

opposed the self-government plan. All but one—Togo Tanaka, the
JACL head of the Commission—raised their hands. This lopsided
division was mirrored by the subsequent discussion, which deserves
our attention for its representation of the general mood of the camp
population:

[Harry Ueno (who was in attendance as an interested visitor)] In my
block we didn't even elect delegates; we see no necessity for such a joke
of a thing, we should organize a strong Japanese Welfare Group in this
camp. It will furnish the representation for us. I think it is a plot of the
government to use those who can be used when they talk about
self-government,

[Togo Tanaka] I do not feel that we have any body capable of speaking
in support of 10,000 people. The self-government arrangement would fill
that need.

(The Chairman, Genji Yamaguchi, an Issei Block Leader)®® I wish to
differ with Mr. Tanaka. We do have a body capable of speaking for the
population and representing them. That is the Block Managers. We can
do everything that any Council of Nisei can do. What have you to say to
that?

[Tanaka] The Block Managers have their role to perform. They are
important in the scheme of things. But their job is administrative. You do
not represent the people so much as you do the Administration, at least
in theory. The Managers have no power to legislate. That is the
difference. (Emphasis ours.)

[Chairman Yamaguchi] There is one question that 1 would like to put
before Mr. Tanaka, if he will be good enough to answer. I don't know
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whether it's rumor or not, but I have heard that the reason why th
W.R.A. decided on the policy of discriminating against the Iss)o/citire\
holding office in the proposed Council is because Mike Masaoka
[Executive Secretary] of the National ].A.C.L. got together with Dillon
Myer [WRA National Director] and had that discriminatory clause put
in. What do you know about that?

[Tan:«'zka] Now that you tell that to me, I've heard it too. Why don’t
you write to Washington, D.C. and Mr. Myer and ask him?

[Another Issei] I would like to ask' Mr. Tanaka why it is that the nisei
seem to want to control this camp? Why is it that they are out to
persecute the issei?®’

_Another vote followed on the self-government question—this time
with a unanimous negative response.’® The circle around the
community had all but closed.

Two interesting sidelights to this meeting are the role of “spokes-
man for the people” assumed by Harry Ueno and the attribution to
JACL leaders of influence in shaping WRA policy. From the time of
his formation of the Kitchen Workers Union two months earlier
Ueno had emerged as a cultural hero. In part, this developmeni
stemmed from his style of leadership. A fluent, persuasive, and
straightforward speaker in Japanese who customarily spoke in a
high-pitched and excitable voice, his actions personified the tradi-
tional Japanese cultural theme emphasizing group welfare over
personal aggrandizement.®®

Ueno was not interested in control merely as an end in itself; this he
t(.)ld to all, and his friends were convinced of his sincerity when he said
that ‘everything which I do, I am doing for the sake of the people of
Manzanar. | have no selfish motives, and this unselfishness on my part
will be recognized by the people. 1%

; While his opposition to the Work Corps and the Charter Commis-
sion enhanced his reputation in the community, what catapulted
Ueno into public stature was his charge that two administrators—
As.sistant Project Director Ned Campbell and Chief Steward Joe
W.mchester—were misappropriating and selling internee sugar sup-
p.lles for personal gain. This charge had led to a full-scale investiga-
tion by the Block Managers. Although insufficient evidence was
uncovered to implicate the two, the investigation did expose the fact
that the internees were being shortchanged in their sugar allot-
ment.'! This finding alone guaranteed Ueno's popularity, for it
f:onfirmed the internees’ deep-seated conviction that the admin-
istrators were capable of the most unscrupulous behavior.

JACL-WRA collusion rumors had been commonplace, but their
credibility became intensified by a recent development. While the
meeting on self-government was in progress, Fred Tayama and
anot_her JACL leader, Kiyoshi Higashi (evacuee police chief), were
serving as Manzanar’s delegates to the JACL National Convention in
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Salt Lake City. Tayama’s departure for that city in mid-November
had outraged the internees, for he, even more than Karl Yoneda,
Tokie Slocum, and Togo Tanaka, typified the antithesis of the
“Japanese spirit.” From the standpoint of the community, “no more
unrepresentative person could be chosen to present the views of
Manzanar at the convention.”'°? Antipathy toward Tayama
stretched back to pre-evacuation days. As the President of the Los
Angeles JACL chapter and Chairman of the Southern District
Council of JACL, “it was almost axiomatic that [he should have
been] the most-criticised Nisei in Los Angeles.”1°3 But the commu-
nity’s animosity for Tayama was seasoned by other factors as well.
At a time when the economic and social fortunes of Japanese
Americans were at a low ebb, he was conspicuously prosperous.
The proprietor of a chain of restaurants employing thirty-five to

fifty workers, Tayama owned a large home, drove around the
~ community in a late model Buick sedan, “played golf with the
Japanese Consul (Tomokazu Hori), and was frequently asked by
Nisei clubs to serve, with his wife, as patron and patroness at
numerous social functions.”°* Whereas his JACL circle of associates
regarded him “as a ‘regular guy’ who played a stiff hand at poker,
traded gusty jokes with the best of ‘em and won more than his share
of golf trophies,” in the pages of Doho, a leftist Nisei newspaper, he
was accused of “operating [his cafes] under ‘sweat shop conditions’,
underpaying his help, and of obstructing the unionization of his
employees.”’°* Nor did his penchant for self-assertiveness and
aggressive opportunism endear him to the community. For example,
he reputedly announced to his classmates in a public speaking class:
“You know, I have been raised to always do my very best and to
rise to the very top. I firmly believe that one should always strive to
be top. Even if | were to be a bandit, I would expect to be the Chief
Bandit,""10¢

Tayama’s activities during the evacuation period further com-
pounded his unpopularity. It was rumored—and generally believed
—that in his capacity as a JACL official and as co-owner of the
Pacific Service Bureau he exploited Issei, “making exorbitant prof-
its from high charges for services [filing alien travel permits
required by the Department of Justice, transferring business licenses,
and the like] which could be obtained free” through Federal
channels.’®” Another damaging rumor circulated to the effect that
Tayama had mishandled a relief fund collected for beleaguered
Terminal Island fishermen.108

Over and beyond these personal endeavors, Tayama was villified
for his “witch hunting” efforts in behalf of the JACL. A vigorous
proponent of Americanization and undivided loyalty, Tayama had,
in March 1941, been instrumental in the formation of the Southern
District’'s Coordinating Committee for Southern California Defense
(CCSCD), whose animating purpose of “making patriotism vital”
entailed gathering information on subversive activities (which was
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turned over directly to Naval Intelligence.)!*® After Pearl Harbor,
Tayama organized the Anti-Axis Cormnmittee to enlarge upon and to
step up the work of the CCSCD. His subsequent appointment of
Tokie Slocum, a frenetic chauvinist who reportedly accompanied
F.B.I. agents on their post-Pear] Harbor sweep of “potentially
dangerous” Issei in Los Angeles’s Little Tokyo, darkened Tayama's
reputation still further. And indignation toward him reached a fever
pitch when, following a meeting with Army officials and JACL
leaders in San Francisco, Tayama broke the news of total evacua-
tion to Southern Californians at a mass meeting at the Maryknoll
Catholic Church auditorium, located just outside the heart of Little
Tokyo."° His actions at Manzanar did nothing to mitigate the com-
munity’s detestation for him:

Indeed, if anything, he fell into even greater displeasure. At Manzanar
his most unpopular antics were those concerned with his demonstration
of his Americanism. As one observer put it, “Tayama was not content to
be a 100% American; he was a 350% American.’ Specifically, Tayama
was very loose in his talk about disloyal Americans, openly informing the
Administration about manifestations of disloyalty on the part of partic-
ular individuals at Manzanar. Tayama is said to have worked off his
personal prejudices by accusing those he disliked of being pro-Japanese.
He is also said to have informed on the basis of completely inadequate
evidence. Tayama did his informing with some secrecy, but the Japanese
grapevine kept the community informed of his activity, !

Tayama seemed to be accorded special privileges by the camp
staff: “Rumors circulated freely about the sugar, canned foods and
fine furniture with which his home was filled, and . . . it was
assumed that the sugar said to be in his home was a portion of the
amount the kitchen workers claimed had mysteriously disap-
peared.”"2 Nor did his role as a leading spirit in both the Citizens
Federation and the Work Corps win him anything but more intense
hatred. And now he had the audacity to name himself, through
political manipulation, Manzanar's “representative” at the Salt Lake
City meeting where WRA national leaders would gather and policy
decisions would be made. Indeed, word had filtered back to
Manzanar that Tayama, in addition to repeating his loose accusa-
tions of unamerican activities in camp and proposing measures for
their elimination, had, along with other JACL delegates, “in the
name of the Japanese people in and out of the Centers, asked that
Nisei be inducted into combat units of the U.S. Army.”113 The
mere mention of his name evoked profound disgust. If anyone
endangered the group’s existence and threatened its solidarity, it
was Fred Tayama,”114

It will be recollected that Tayama was beaten upon his return to
the center, thereby setting in motion the Manzanar “Riot.” What
must be emphasized is that there is strong reason to believe that the
overwhelming majority of internees fully endorsed this beating.
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Historians writing from the WRA-JACL perspective may see 'the:
attack on Tayama as the unwarranted work of a few pro-A>fls Kibei
troublemakers, but such an analysis construes the action too
restrictively. Even if one concedes pro-Japan terrorism as the basis
for the assault and accepts the idea that only a small band of
hooligans participated in it, one still has to account for the
thousands who protested the arrest of Harry Ueno and who were
willing to defy the administration to have him rele.ased from ]al_l.
Nor did they simply believe him innocent of mvolvem.ent. in
Tayama’s beating. Indeed, one might say that Ueno was lionized
because of his alleged connection with the attack.'® For the
internees—Issei, Kibei, and Nisei—the time had come when some-
thing had to be done to prevent the corrosive effects of the JACLers.
Seen through the ethnic perspective, the beating of Tayama was
both necessary and good.

Similarly, what transpired on December 6, 1942, must not be seen
in isolation or ascribed solely to ideological motivations. When
viewed within the ethnic (i.e., community) perspective, all of the
occurrences of that day—the massive crowds, the membership of
the Committee of Five, the composition of the death-lists and
blacklists, the demands for the dismissal of specified members of the
appointed staff, and the character of the internees’ evening demon-
stration at the jail—assume a definite cultural logic.

While WRA-JACL sources attribute the huge assemblages to the
fact that most present were merely curious onlookers, this interpre-
tation stems from narrow wish-fulfillment.'¢ It appears to us that a
more satisfactory explanation is that the mounting disc.ontent of .the
internee population, which heretofore found sporadic expression
through grumbling about camp conditions, work slowdowns, str'xkes
against war-related industries and profit-oriented camp enterprises,
and pervasive gang activity and “inu” beatings, became crystal!ged
into concerted resistance action through the symbolic juxtaposition
of Harry Ueno and Fred Tayama.''” As Morton Grodzins has
perceptively observed:

The situation was made to order for a popular anti-administration
demonstration. The issue cut through political and cultural lings. The
question could be put as one involving administrative integnty. ar'md
fairness to the evacuees. Loyalty to America had nothing to do with it.
. . . The demonstrations that followed, though in part engineered by the
genuine pro-Japanese elements in the camp, were not pro-]:.ipanese
demonstrations. Rather, they were simply demonstrations against an
administrative policy that according to the trend of thought in the camp,
jailed on flimsy evidence one of the community’s benefactors.*®

The cultural significance of the Committee of Five is also
noteworthy. In consonance with the Japanese cultural theme man-
dating that community status be ascribed by factors of sex, age, and
generation, the Committee was composed largely of mature male
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Issei. Moreover, all of the members embodied the cultural theme
positing the paramount importance of the community’s welfare.
Four of them were aligned with the Kitchen Workers Union, while
the remaining one, Joe Kurihara, was primarily identified by
internees for his attacks on the Citizens Federation and his cham-
pionship of an alternative organization, the Manzanar Welfare
Association,?

Likewise, there is a cultural logic informing the death-lists and
blacklists read off to the crowds by the Committee. While the
precise membership and order of priority of these lists is somewhat
vague, it seems clear that the primary targets were Fred Tayama,
Tokie Slocum, Karl Yoneda, Koji Ariyoshi, James Oda, Togo
Tanaka, and Joe Masaoka.'?In addition, the lists included internees
prominently associated with the Free Press and the camp internal
security force, particularly its special investigative branch.!?! Signifi-
cantly, all of these individuals were identified with JACL-sponsored
organizations and objectives and/or anti-subversive activities.

The choice of the particular three members of the administration
whose removal was called for by the crowd also made cultural
sense. The individual most frequently named, Assistant Project
Director- Ned Campbell, not only didn’t understand the Japanese
psychology, but epitomized the keto (white man, hairy beast) to
the internees.'?? Loud, stubborn, overbearing, and given to making
physical threats against those who disagreed with him, Campbell in
his very demeanor evoked the racism undergirding the entire
evacuation program.'?* Chief Steward, Joe Winchester, whom Ueno
had accused of being in collusion with Campbell in shorting
internees of their rightful supplies, compounded his culpability in
the community’s eyes by his penchant for making snap judgments
and for treating evacuees in accordance with simplistic, pejorative
stereotypes. For Winchester, internees were either “good Japs” or
“troublemakers.” The remaining staff member whose ouster was
demanded was Hervey Brown, chief engineer in charge of public
works. Like Campbell and Winchester, Brown projected a high-
handed manner and appeared to transfer or fire internee employees
for what seemed to them very arbitrary reasons, 124

Finally, the behavior of the crowd at the evening gathering before
the camp jail prior to the shooting—heckling at the military police,
speaking almost exclusively in Japanese, and singing the Japanese
national anthem and other Japanese songs—is culturally revealing.12s
For the internees, the jailing of Ueno became a rallying point for
their willingness to resist those (like the WRA, the JACL, and the
military police) who appeared to threaten their cultural heritage and
identity. Thus, in response to their endangered ethnicity, they
exhibited heightened ethnic consciousness and behavior.

This was also true with the entire Manzanar Revolt. The events of
December 6 were but a logical culmination of developments originat-
ing with the administration’s decision to bypass the community’s na-
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tural Issei leadership to deal with its own artificia!ly grected JACL hier-
archy and to embark on a program of Americanization at the expfertxlie
of Japanese ethnicity. When the WRA moved the JACLers ouF o he
camp after the Revolt, the Issei took a step toyvard restoring the
dominance they had enjoyed before the evacuatfon,.and the entire
community served notice that their self-determination and ethn}:c
identity would not be relinquished withgut a struggle. Throggh the
operation of continuing resistance activity, Manzanar woul even-
tually be transformed into a Little Tok.yo of the de:sex:t where, as in
prewar days, the most salient community characteristics were groltzlf
solidarity and the predominance of elements of Japanese culture.
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has confirmed our suspicion of “objective” history and directed us to §e§t
answers to the very questions which Wise depicts as central to the perspectivis
model of historical explanation.

t of the Manzanar Riot is drawn from primary material§ in the
U‘; ?’\L/l;racIC{(:i‘:cation Archive, Relocation Cente‘r, Manzanar, . Caltformac,‘
Special Collections, UCLA Research Library, ColleFtlon 122 Boxes.blé, 17,Uar(\:
the Japanese Evacuation and Relocation Study project, Bancroft Llo 4raré,1o .12.
Berkeley, Folders E2.332, 07.00, O7.50, 08.10, 010.00, OlQ. IC 3 t..o!;
010.14, 011.00, R30.00, R30.10, S1.10, anq S1.20 A, B, C passxrln. oMec l‘n
122 consists of the files collected and maintamed‘ by Mr. Ralph Pa ;ner ' erdn /
Project Director of the Manzanar War Relocation Center. Herea tgrdc1ted ;s
WRAA, Coll. 122. The Berkeley archives have been.prepz-ared anfi in eerRSy
Edward N. Barnhart. Future reference to this material will be cited as JERS,
Barnhart.

We have purposely avoided controversial points of detail in our overview 2£
the events surrounding the riot. On such iss'ues as whether Ueno was 1:):(\)?/\“:l
Tayama's assailants or why the military police fu"ed_ upon the evacx:eedc'cto ;
there is a plethora of documentation to support co'nﬂlc.tmg,_ ewllerl\ C(:l: :jo:-k r\,\}/’é
interpretations. Instead of expending our energy in historical sleu f’ >
have contented ourselves with arriving at a consensual tsu.mmar); 0
Manzanar Riot that could serve as a springboard for perspectivist analysis.

5. The primary accounts are contained in WRAA, Coll._ ']22, 'B.ox lébpass»lnon
and JERS, Barnhart, Folder O7.00 passim. Sf!e also Pm‘:tfxc Cxtxze'n, : ei. desl-
1942, Secondary treatment of the Manzanar Riot from this perspectlr‘e ISC ut m.
Allan R. Bosworth, America’s Concentmtion. Camps (New Yor 1 Landa n:
1968), pp. 152-6; Audrie Girdner and Anne Loftis, The Great Betraya (London:

~/
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Macmillan, 1969), pp. 263-6; Bill Hosokawa, Nisei: The Quiet Americans (New
York: Morrow, 1969), pp. 361-2; Norman Richard Jackman, Collective Protest
in Relocation Centers, unpubl. Ph.D. diss., U.C. Berkeley, 1955, pp. 170-83,
211-19; Dillon S. Myer, Uprooted Americans (Tucson: Univ. of Arizona Press,
1971), pp. 63-6; and Thomas Brewer Rice, The Manzanar War Relocation
Center, unpubl. M. A. thesis, U.C. Berkeley, 1947.

6. Girdner and Loftis, Betrayal, p. 263.

7. One primary account of the riot written from the WRA-JACL perspective
which reflects an awareness of the event's cultural significance is WRA (written
by Janet Goldberg under the supervision of Robert L. Brown, Reports Officer,
Manzanar War Relocation Center), “The Manzanar ‘Incident’, December 5, to
December 19,” WRAA, Coll. 122, Box 16, and JERS, Barnhart, Folder O7.00.
Still, while this account concludes that one of the two main contributing factors
to the uprising was “the inherent conflict between those culturally Japanese and
those culturally Americans,” nowhere in this thirty-one page report is there
evidence presented that would warrant such a conclusion.

8. For convenience, throughout the discussion of the WRA-JACL perspec-

tive, this term will be employed without quotation marks, though the sense
should be understood.

9. Rice, Manzanar Center, p. 69.

10. Jackman, Collective Protest, p. 183. If anything, the year 1943 was even
stormier than the preceding one. Manzanar was the only center, for instance,
where over fifty percent of the .adult male citizens answered “No” to the
question on loyalty, qualified their response, refused to answer, or refused to
register at all (by contrast, at Minidoka Center these groups constituted only
eight percent of the male citizen population). See Morton Grodzins, “Making
Un-Americans,” American Journal of Sociology, 60 (May 1955), 577. More-
over, this period say widespread resistance to the imposition of the draft for
Nisei and a mounting number of applications for repatriation and expatriation.
See WRAA, Coll. 122, Boxes 15, 26, especially the reports prepared by Morris
E. Opler, the WRA community analyst at Manzanar. On the general unrest and
internee resistance during this time, see WRAA, Coll. 122, Boxes 10, 11, and
31-9, which contain the Block Managers’ reports,

11. By contrast, Gary Y. Okihiro, in “Japanese Resistance in America’s
Concentration Camps: A Re-evaluation,” Amerasia Journal, II (Fall 1973),
20-34, posits a Manzanar Model of Resistance as an explanatory tool for
correlating forms of resistance—work slowdowns, struggles for internee self-
determination, non-cooperation with Americanization programs and war-
related industries—which operated within many of the camps.

12. Dec. 7, 1942. Similar newspaper accounts appearing in various West
Coast newspapers, along with official WRA press releases, can be found in
WRAA, Coll. 122, Box 17.

13. Girdner and Loftis, Betrayal, p. 263. One account of the riot which shares
some of the features of the WRA-JACL perspective, Togo Tanaka’s “An
Analysis of the Manzanar Incident and Its Aftermath,” WRAA, Coll. 122, Box
16, deflates the ideological interpretation: “The impression given in most
newspaper accounts of the Manzanar disturbance, that the instigators were all
‘pro-Japan’ or ‘pro-Axis’ . . . and that the intended victims of violence were
‘pro-American’—all of them—is not necessarily an accurate picture, ;
Undoubtedly, differences in ideology and position on the war played an
important part; but these were . . . incidental to the riot itself.”
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14. The inordinate attention paid Kurihara's role is reflected in the Berkeley
collection. See JERS, Barnhart, Folders O8.10, R30.00, and R30.10. This
preoccupation with Kurihara has been extended further by such secondary
accounts as Paul Jacobs and Saul Landau’s To Serve the Devil: Colonials and
Sojourners (New York: Vintage, 1971), pp. 166-270. passim.

15. Concentration Camps USA (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1971), p. 105. Attitude, of course, is extremely difficult to evaluate, but the
documentation—both written and oral—pertinent to the Manzanar staff
suggests that perhaps “contempt” is too strong a word to label their outlook.
The staff member most frequently cited by internees for his contemptuous
attitude toward them is Ned Campbell, the Assistant Project Director. For
instance, after the Manzanar Riot, Harry Ueno is quoted, in “Harry Yoshiwo
Ueno,” Board of Review report, Dec.-Jan., 1942-3, WRAA, Coll. 122, Box 16,
as remarking that “Every time Ned Campbell speaks he thinks he talks to a
slave.” When an interviewer asked another internee, Togo Tanaka, whether he
thought Ueno’s appraisal of Campbell an accurate one, he replied, “Maybe that
was the way he [Ueno] reacted. I just thought he [Campbell] was a ‘loud,
obnoxious someone who, you know, in another setting I wouldn't hire, period,
But he was a bigshot.” (Arthur A Hansen, interviewer; Oral History 1271b,
Japanese American Oral History Project, California State University, Fullerton,
August 30, 1973, pp. 28-9. Hereafter all interviews from this collection will be
cited as CSUF O.H.) Perhaps Campbell himself provides the clearest insight
into why his manner may have been construed as contemptuous. The following
exchange is drawn from an interview with him:

Had you known Japanese Americans prior to taking this job? “If so,
maybe one or two in my lifetime.” You have been criticized by former
internees for not having understood the Japanese psychology. Would you
care to comment on that estimate? “Well, that is one hundred percent
valid. . . . I went out there a real babe, believe me, a real babe. I went
out there with the idea that there here was a job to be done. I shall never
forget how distressed I was when, because of being the Assistant Project
Director here, I was assigned a big Chrysler—which I liked; everybody
likes a big car to drive around. And I felt happy about it. But then to
have a boy, a young man, come up one day and say, ‘You know, you're
driving my car.” He just wanted to look at it and touch it again. It was
the first time I realized just how hard we were stepping on these people’s
toes. Not only stepping on their toes but rubbing it in their faces. And I
think probably that was my first realization that I was dealing.with
human beings, and this was just not a job to be done with so many
bodies out there. Certainly I was very guilty of the fact of going out first
with the notion that we have so many people—so many bodies, if you
will—and we have a job to do: we've got to feed so many mouths, and
we have so many people we have to get into the hospital, and we've got
this and that and the other. But they were just numbers to me. And I
think probably that instance was the beginning of my realization that I
did have a human quotient to deal with.” (Arthur A. Hansen, inter-
viewer, CSUF O.H. 1329, August 15, 1974.)

For an uncharacteristically favorable impression of Campbell by an internee,
see Tad Uyeno, Point of No Return (Los Angeles: Rafu Shimpo, 1973), p. 12.
Uyeno's story, which focuses upon the post-Manzanar Riot experiences of those
“pro-American” evacuees sent to the Cow Creek Civilian Conservation Corps
camp in Death Valley, was originally serialized in fifty installments in the Rafu
Shimpo between August 22 and October 20, 1973.
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1_6. Alexander H. Leighton, Governing of Men (New York: Octagon, 1964).
Lenghton's comments pertain specifically to the Poston staff, though they
certainly have general applicability for all of the camps’ staffs,

17. Recounting an occasion when he had sided with the internees against the
WRA in a labor dispute, Ned Campbell has confessed that his action “might
have been a mistake, a basic mistake in organization. If the boss tells you to do
something, you either quit or go ahead and do what the boss tells you to do.”
(CSUF O.H. 1329.) That Campbell did not make many such “basic mistakes” is
attested to by one internee, Koji Ariyoshi, in “Memories of Manzanar ”
Honolulu Star-Bulletin, 9 April 1971, ,

18.' Douglas Nelson, Heart Mountain: The History of an American Concen-
tration Camp, unpubl. M. A. thesis, Univ. of Wyoming, 1970, pp. 103-4.

19..For a more detailed explanation of how this “progressive” idea has
manifested itself within American historiography, see Wise, American Histor-
ical Explanations, pp. 86-9, 97-100.

2.0.. CE .Okihiro, “Japanese Resistance.” Okihiro’s article is central to system-
atic inquiry into the phehomenon of resistance movements in the camps.

21. Such an interpretation occasions even less surprise when one considers the
Manzanar administration’s relative unfamiliarity with all internee groups except
for the JACLers. Robert L. Brown, who as Reports Officer supervised the
heavily JACLer-staffed Manzanar Free Press, provides a case in point:

“I might have been isolated by the kids I had working on the newspaper,
and the people that were around me. The girls in the office, the Block
Leaders, the guy we finally made ‘mayor’ . . . an old Issei.”

You felt, then that you might have been isolated maybe from what was
going on in the population at large, so you couldn't account for, say, the
people who were in the Kitchen Workers Union: they wouldn't have been
people you were in contact with in the camp?

“No, I wasn't in contact with that group; I didn't know a damned thing
about them.” (Arthur A. Hansen, interviewer, CSUF O.H. 1375,
December 13, 1973, p. 53.)

And Ned Campbell recollects that “the young fellows around the newspaper
officer were the ones I was more frequently in contact with, and I think they
became more friendly to me, and therefore came to me with, not tattletaling,
but forewarning.” (CSUF O.H. 1329.) The experience of Brown and Campbell
is especially significant since the latter also explains that, “The camp was a two
or three man operation. I mean, two or three personalities or philosophies [ran
the camp]: the police chief, Bob Brown, and me."” (Ibid.)

22. Okihiro, “Japanese Resistance,” pp. 20-1.

23. Three of these works have already been cited: Daniels, Concentration
Camps USA; Nelson, Heart Mountain; and Okihiro, “Japanese Resistance.”
Three others are unpublished studies: two older doctoral dissertations—James
Minoru Sakoda, Minidoka: An Analysis of Changing Patterns of Social
Interaction, U.C. Berkeley, 1949, and Toshio Yatsushiro, Political and Socio-
Cultural Issues at Manzanar Relocation Centers: A Themal Analysis, Cornell,
1953—and a more recent M.A. thesis—Matthew Richard Speier, Japanese-
American Relocation Camp Colonization and Resistance to Resettlement: A
Study in the Social Psychology of Ethnic Identity under Stress, U.C. Berkeley,
1965. A final work is Jerome Charyn's Ameri Scrapbool (N ok
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Viking, 1969), a fictional account of the events encompasses in this paper which
has deepened our appreciation for Gene Wise’s insight that historians could
profit by adopting the novelist's multifaceted view of experience.

24. In their study of the social psychology of the Manzanar Riot’s membership
“Riot and Rioters,” Western Political Quarterly, 10 (Dec. 1957), 864, George
Wada and James C. Davies provide a definition from which ours is
extrapolated.

25. This dynamic conception of collective behavior stems from Speier,
Japanese-American Camp Colonization, pp. 7-8.

26. As cited above in f. 23.
27. Ibid., p. 40.

28. Ibid, p. 41.

29. Ibid, p. 41.

30. Ibid., pp. 209-95 passim.
31. Ibid., p. 183.

32. “Social distance” means the degree of sympathetic understanding that
operates between any two persons. See Robert Howard Ross, Social Distance as
It Exists between the First and Second Generation Japanese in the City of Los
Angeles and Vicinity, unpubl. M.A. thesis, Univ. of So. Calif., 1939.

33. The result for many Nisei was confusion. Sue Kunitomi Embry recalls that
during her youth in Los Angeles’ Little Tokyo, the bilingual instructor in hgr
Japanese Language School told her that “he thought that my direction in life
was going different from the others, that he didn’t think I would be too happy
within the Japanese community.” Arthur A. Hansen and David A. Hacker,
interviewers, CSUF O.H. 1366a, November 30, 1973, p. 10.

34. Ross, Social Distance, pp. 113-14. Tamotsu Shibutani, in Rumors in a
Crisis Situation, unpubl. M.A. thesis, Univ. of Chicago, 1944, p. 36, while
empbhasizing the cultural schism between Issei and Nisei, still acknowledges that
as “the Nisei came of age in large numbers, they did not go out into the
American community. Rather they developed a society of their own.” Togo
Tanaka, in “How to Survive Racism in America’s Free Society,” Voices Long
Silent, p. 89, encapsulates the Nisei's prewar plight: “From 1936 [u;_:on
graduating summa cum laude from UCLA] to 1942, I immersed myself behind
the walls of Little Tokyo, venturing forth into the wider community only as an
advocate of equal rights or civil liberty and of the proposition that, although
we may look Japanese, look harder and you'll find a good American.”

35. WRA, Community Analysis Section, “Community Analysis Report No. 8,
January 28, 1944: Japanese Americans Educated in Japan,” p. 2, WRAA, Coll.
122, Box 16, Folder 1.

36. Ibid., p. 8.

37. One Nisei, recalling her prewar attitude toward Kibei, offered the
following response in an interview. Were Kibei frowned upon by most of th_e
Nisei? “They were considered odd, and I guess it was mostly because‘ of their
language problem. And they really didn't make an adjustment into the
community.” CSUF O.H. 1366a. On the other hand, another Nisei interviewee
maintains that “Kibei more or less looked down on us because they enjoyed the
privileges of American citizenship plus they were fluent in the ]ap.an‘ese
language; so they could wear both hats and be comfortable in both societies,
where many of us were just Americans, period.” George Fukasawa, inter-
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38. WRA, “Japanese Americans Educated in Japan,” p. 7. Although the data is
drawn from this source, we have placed an entirely different construction upon
it than that intended. To our knowledge, there exists no “sympathetic” study of
Kibei; in fact, there seem to be very few Kibei studies of whatever persuasion.

39. John H. Burma, “Current Leadership Problems among Japanese Amer-
icans,” Sociology and Social Research, XXXVII (Jan., 1953), p. 158.

40. Speier, Japanese-American Camp Colonization, pp. 4, 43. An Hawaiian
Nisei, Koji Ariyoshi, explains that Nisei in Hawaii “disapproved of Mainland
Niseis’ obsession, particularly among middle-class and college-educated ones, to
be like a middle or upper-class Caucasian.” “They wanted,” writes Ariyoshi,
“to crash the white community and be accepted. Failing this, they were
frustrated.” See “Memories of Manzanar.”

41. For an amplification of the prewar JACL and its relationship to the larger
Japanese American community, see Togo Tanaka, “JACL,” JERS, Barnhart,
Folder O10.16.

42, See, for example, the case study of one family during the period prior to
their evacuation to Manzanar in Leonard Broom and John I. Kitsuse, The
Managed Casualty: The Japanese-American Family in World War II (Berkeley
and Los Angeles: Univ. of Calif. Press, 1974), p. 64.

43. Shibutani, Rumors, p. 114.
44. Daniels, Concentration Camps USA, p. 26.

45. Ibid, p. 27; Patricia Courteau, “Rafu Shimpo: A Look at Japanese-
American Press Reaction, 1941-2,” Calif. State Univ., Fullerton, seminar paper,
Jan. 11, 1973. Daniels’ assertion is not, however, clearly documented. In an
effort to clarify this point, the authors, in a telephone conversation with
Tanaka on August 29, 1974, queried him about the reputed talk. His response
was he had possibly said something of this sort, but he very much doubted it
and would like to be confronted with evidence to allay his doubt. As to another
action attributed to him by Daniels, in Concentration Camps USA, p. 41, that
“On the very evening of Pearl Harbor, editor Togo Tanaka went on station
KHTR [sic], Los Angeles, and told his fellow Nisei: ‘As Americans we now
function as counter-espionage. Any act or word prejudicial to the United States
committed by any Japanese must be warned and reported to the F.B.I., Naval
Intelligence, Sheriff's Office, and local police,’ ” Tanaka absolutely denies its
truth, if for no other reason than the fact that he has never been on radio. On
the other hand, Daniels has firm evidential grounds here for his attribution. A
perusal of the minutes of the Japanese American Citizens League Anti-Axis
Committee for December 8, 1941 reveals that on December 7, 1941 at 11 p.m,
Tanaka did broadcast such a message over KMTR (although the statement was
released in behalf of Joe Masaoka, Chairman of the Coordinating Committee
for National Defense of the Southern District JACL Council), See John Anson
Ford Mss., Box 64, Huntington Library.

Courteau’s evaluation of Tanaka’s editorial policy is also open to some
question, especially since she mentions that on December 31, 1941, the Rafu ran
an article entitled “What Of Our Issei?” which covered half the width and the
entire length of a page and was printed in capital letters. In her own words, this
article “disclaimed the American feeling that legally those people [Issei] were
‘enemy aliens’ and . . . spoke out for them as true Americans . . , [and argued
that] the great tragedy was in assuming all were enemies.”

46. Hosokawa, Nisei, pp. 223-41. For Tanaka's arrest, see Tanaka, “How to
Survive Racism,” p. 93, :
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47. On December 13, 1941, Chairman Fred Tayama of the Anti-Axis
Committee issued the following statement: “The United States is at war with the
Axis. We shall do all in our power to help wipe out vicious totalitarian enemies.
Every man is either friend or foe. We shall investigate and turn over to
authorities all who by word or act consort with the enemies.” (Anti-Axis
Committee circular given to the authors by Karl Yoneda.)

Tokie Slocum'’s anti-subversive activities were pursued with such vigor that
even his JACL allies were offended. See Togo Tanaka, interviewee; Betty E.
Mitson and David A. Hacker, interviewers; CSUF O.H. 1271a, May 19, 1973,
pp. 46-7 and CSUF O.H. 1271b, pp. 2-7.

One interviewee, who served simultaneously as the Vice-President of the
Santa Monica JACL chapter and with the Santa Monica auxiliary police during
the pre-evacuation period, maintains that the two roles of assisting the
community and aiding the FBI and the military intelligence agencies were not
mutually exclusive but compatible. Indeed, in the latter role he avers that he
was able to exonerate many Issei from flagrantly irresponsible charges and
spare them from being apprehended and sent to detention centers. (CSUF O.H.
1336.)

48. Nichibei Times, 15, 20 Feb. 1942; Shibutani, Rumors, pp. 109-10. For
information about Kibei chapters of the JACL and their policy differences
relative to the pre-evacuation and evacuation period, see CSUF O.H. 1336; and
Karl Yoneda, interviewee; Ronald C. Larson and Arthur A. Hansen, inter-
viewers, CSUF O.H. 1376b, March 3, 1974.

49. Shibutani, Rumors, pp. 114-15.

50. WRA, “The Manzanar ‘Incident’,” p. 2. Both the unrepresentativeness and
the unpopularity of the JACL in Los Angeles is apparent in the following
remarks of one Nisei: “The record of the Los Angeles Citizen's League is such
that your stomach would turn when looking into it. To say it represented the
Nisei would be silly; out of thousands of eligible citizens the L.A. branch could
number about one hundred members. . . . Among the Nisei in Los Angeles the
League was considered a malignant cancer; if the evacuation had not taken
place it should surely have been cut out and a truly representative group would
have taken its place. To most Nisei the L.A. league is as distasteful as the
pro-axis label.” Letter dated Dec. 20, 1942, to Ralph P. Merritt, Project
Director, Manzanar War Relocation Center, from Sachio Saito, Block 33-4-5,
Manzanar, California. For an analysis and overview of anti-JACL sentiment in
prewar Los Angeles, see Togo Tanaka, “A Report on the Manzanar Riot of
Sunday, December 6, 1942,” JERS, Barnhart, Folder O10.12, pp. 13-15;
“Addenda,” pp. 40-9.

51. All of the rumors derive from Shibutani, Rumors, pp. 115-16.
52. Ibid., pp. 162-6.

53. Wayward Puritans: A Study in the Sociology of Deviance (New York:
Wiley, 1966), pp. 3-29, passim.

54. Shibutani, Rumors, p. 66. The collective indictment of the Kibei and the
reasons behind it are implicit in the following remark by one JACL official; “We
had most of our opposition [to the JACL strategy of cooperating with
government officials in the evacuation] from a group who called @hemselves
Kibei, that were educated in Japan and who, of course, were indoctrinated in
Japanese propaganda and culture through their formative years over there.”
(CSUF O.H. 1336.)
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55. The preceding four rumors are drawn from Shibutani, Rumors, pp._56-7.
Shibutani does not attribute these rumors specifically to JACLer sources,
though internal evidence strongly suggests that the rumors did indeed originate
there. Our imputation here, therefore, represents merely historical inference,
not factual information.

56. Morton Grodzins, in “Making Un-Americans,” p. 577, describes Man-
zanar's WCCA leadership as “a generally unfriendly staff.” For a sharply
contrasting estimate, see Robert L. Brown’s observations in CSUF O.H. 1375.
Brown'’s recollection is confirmed by his diary entries during the WCCA tenure
at Manzanar. This diary is presently being prepared for publication by Arthur
A. Hansen.

57. The residents of these two communities expressed considerable hostility
toward, the evacuees, thereby compounding the problem of camp administra-
tion and internee morale. David ]. Bertagnoli and Arthur A. Hansen have
interviewed extensively among residents of the Owens Valley communities and
attempted.to assess their reaction to the camp and its internee population. See
CSUF O.H. 1343, 1344, 1345, 1346, 1347, 1378, 1379, 1384, 1385, 1393, 1394,
1395, 1396, 1398, 1399, 1401 (which is reproduced in its entirety in Hansen and
Mitson, Voices Long Silent, pp. 143-60), and 1402. In addition, a local
businessman and politician, Rudie Henderson, in Final Report: Manzanar
Relocation Center, 1, (Feb. 1946), unpubl. mans., appendix 26, pp. 217-18,
describes the reaction of his fellow Owens Valley residents as one of “almost
unanimous . . . resentment and open hostility.” Henderson also describes a
vituperative petition, signed by 500 local merchants and citizens, designed to
prevent internees from shopping in nearby Lone Pine.

58. Rice, Manzanar Center, pp. 25-8; Yatsushiro, Themal Analysis, pp. 342-3;
Ariyoshi, “Memories of Manzanar,” and Kiyotoshi Iwamoto, Economic
Aspects of the Japanese Relocation Centers in the United States, unpubl. M.A.
thesis, Stanford Univ., 1946, p. 13.

'59. Broom and Kitsuse, Managed Casualty, p. 40, is explicit on the favored
role accorded JACLers in all of the camps: “One of the first administrative
policies was to assign preferential status to the Nisei. The Administration
systematically encouraged the emancipation of the Nisei from Issei control.
Special recognition was accorded to the leadership of the JACL, which was
committed to cooperation with the Administration. The preferential treatment
toward the Nisei extended into all aspects of center life: community organiza-
tion, employment, leisure, and relocation.”

Whereas a few scholars, such as Daniels, Concentration Camps USA, p. 79,
have alluded to the role of the Japanese American Left within the evacuation
experience, this subject has yet to be pursued in a systematic or comprehensive
way. A recent publication, John Modell, ed., The Kikuchi Diary: Chronicle
from an American Concentration Camp (Urbana, Ill.: Univ. of Illinois Press,
1973), provides a starting point for such an inquiry. Additional understanding
of this topic can be gleaned from an examination of the newspaper Doho,
Japanese American Research Project (JARP), Special Collections, UCLA Re-
search Library, and two unpublished studies focusing upon the policies and
personalities of this Los Angeles-based “progressive” journal: Tanaka, “Report
on the Manzanar Riot,” JERS, Barnhart, “Addenda,” pp. 8-18, and Ronald C.
Larson, “Doho: The Communist Japanese-American Press, 1938-1942,” Calif.
State Univ., Fullerton seminar paper, Dec. 17, 1973.

While, for the purpose of convenient analysis, this study treats the JACL
leadership and the left-wing intellectuals at Manzanar under the generic label of
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“JACLers,” it should be noted that there were marked differences in overall
background and philosophy between these two groups. Indeed, the contrast, in
spite of their shared views on evacuation, camp objectives, and the war, was so
extreme that Togo Tanaka, in “An Analysis of the Manzanar Incident” and
CSUF O.H. 1271b, pp. 14-20, designates leftists like Karl Yoneda, Koji
Ariyoshi, Chiye Mori, James Oda, Joe Blamey, and Tom Yamazaki as the
“Anti-JACL” group. “It should be recalled,” writes Tanaka in “An Analysis of
the Manzanar Incident,” “that members of Group II [left-wingers] arrived at
Manzanar as evacuees before Group I [JACL]. This was true almost without
exception. Group Il members established themselves at the relocation center
first. When Group 1 members arrived a month or so later, they generally
discovered that Group II ‘had laid the mines and torpedoes in advance of our
coming; they prepared the Administration—and volunteer evacuees for a
hostile reception for us; they kept up the vicious rumors to perpetuate
themselves in their petty little jobs, continuing jealousies and frictions of
pre-war and pre-evacuation days.” “ Group II's influence was particularly
notable both in the English and Japanese editions of the Manzanar Free Press,
which was heavily staffed by its members.

Unlike the JACL, who supported the evacuation program primarily for
patriotic reasons—to uphold American principles and to safeguard citizenship
rights—leftist support stemmed from their internationalist convictions: “We
were,” reflects Karl Yoneda, in “Manzanar: Another View,” Rafu Shimpo,
Supplement (19 Dec. 1973), “at war with the most vicious, brutal racists—
Hitler's fascist butchers, Mussolini'’s musclemen, and the Japanese imperial
rapists of Nanking. We had no choice but to accept the U.S. as it was at that
time, and fight on the side of the Allies. Although we were guilty in not
speaking out against the Evacuation Order and acquiesced fully, we have NO
GUILT OR SHAME regarding our efforts to defeat the fascist Axis. We were
sure there would be ovens in Manzanar and other camps if the Mein Kampers
won the war and that all of us, including all non-white and white anti-fascists
would end up in those ovens.” A similar outlook is expressed by Koji Ariyoshi
in “Memories of Manzanar.”

60. Robert L. Brown, in CSUF O.H. 1375, pp. 19-20, says that this editorial
was a gambit designed to circumvent possible resistance by DeWitt to a camp
newspaper. According to Brown, “Larry Benedict [a public relations man
employed by the WCCA] said [to Brown], T don’t want to ask, because I know
that the old general won't let us do a newspaper, so why don’t you just print 2
newspaper anyway? And on the front page, in a little editorial, why don’t you
put a little thing thanking the general for allowing you to do it, and he won't
remember whether he allowed you to do it or not, and that will make him feel
good.’ So we did that. We put a little box and thanked General DeWitt for
permission to print the paper, because it was such a necessary item. And I
remember the old general was tickled to death. He said, ‘That's fine. That's fine.
That's what they need to do over there; they have to have communication.” ”
While this anecdote explains the origin of the item, it must nonetheless have
rankled the Issei and Kibei—and no doubt many Nisei—who read it.

61. Yatsushiro, Themal Analysis, pp. 310; 356.

62. The growing Japanization of Manzanar’s Nisei population occasioned
particular concern among JACLers, who communicated this development to the
administration. See Tom Yamazaki’s personal and confidential report dated
August 1942, WRAA, Coll. 122, Box 9, passim, and Togo Tanaka and Joe
Masaoka, “Historical Documentation: Project Report No. 35,” dated Aug. 12,
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1942 and “Project Report No. 76,” dated Dec. 1, 1942, in WRAA, Coll. 122,
Box 9. The steac?y evolution of this trend is best grasped through reading the
complete collection of project reports submitted by Tanaka and Massoka

léeltsvg;n June and December 1942. See JERS, Barnhart, Folders 010.06 and

63. See Yamazaki, “Report: Aug. 1, 1942,” p. 10.

64. Morris E. Opler, “A History of Internal Government at Manzanar, March
1942 to December 6, 1942,” WRAA, Coll. 122, Box 12, Folder 1, pp. 4-30.
Although this report issued from a WRA source, it was consistently critical of
the WRA-JACL perspective and adopted a line of analysis closely conforming
to what we have termed an ethnic perspective. This situation did not endear
Opler to the Manzanar administration. When a copy of this report was
forwarded to the head of the Community Management Division in Washington

by the Manzanar representative of this division, she felt obliged to append the
following message:

“Mr. Merritt [the Project Director] has read it and has some question in
his mind about the material. He feels that the presentation is one-sided in
tha't it criticizes but does not attempt to explain WRA policies and the
action of WRA personnel, while, at all points, it attempts to vindicate
evacuee attitudes and actions. He feels that some of the events are
capable of interpretations which are not suggested by Dr. Opler. . . . I
don't' have the same questions . . . but I realize, after talking with Mr.
Merritt, that the impression given to an outsider might be very one-sided.
Mr. Merritt has asked Mr. [Dillon] Myer [WRA Director] to look over
thg material and let us know whether he thinks it is desirable to continue
with this type of interpretive, historical study.” (Letter dated July 26

1944, to Dr. John Provine, from Lucy Adams [for Ralph P. Merritt]) I

65. “Internal Government,” p. 30.

66. Memorandum dated July 4, 1942, to Ted Akahoshi from Ned Campbell,

Asst. Project Director; subject: meetin i i
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Area, WRAA, Coll. 122, Box 9. i M

67. Letter dated Jul_y 10, 1942, to Roy Nash, Project Director, and Ned
Campbell, Asst. Project Director, Manzanar Relocation Center, Manzanar,

Calif., from Karl G. Yoneda, Block 4 Leader, 4-2- i
A S eader, 2, Manzanar, Calif.,, WRAA,

68. For confirmation of Akahoshi’s cooperative stance, see “Boa i
C rd of Review
Reports, Dec.-Jan. 1942-3: Ted Ichiji Akahoshi,” WRAA, Coll. 122, Box 16,

allgd J. Y. Kurihara, “Murder in Manzanar,” JERS, Barnhart, Folder 08.10, p.

69. All of the subsequent statements relative to the Block Leaders’ debate over

the Japanese language ban are drawn from the July 10, 1942 |
; tter f
to Nash and Campbell, as cited above in f. 63. 4 §gee o

?0. In an earlier version of this paper, in Hansen and Mitson, Voices Long
S}Ient, pp. 66-7, the phrase “ . . . Karl Yoneda, a Kibei Communist who aligned
himself with the JACLers, outdoing them in his chauvinism” was used. In a
letter, dated Oct. 1974, to Arthur A. Hansen, Yoneda objected that: “This
characterization as a blind patriot hardly jibes with my activities, in Japan as a
you'th, and [in the] U.S. since 1926 to date. My life has been an, open struggle
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conditions and peace in the world.” Our intention was certainly not to dxs.counlt:
or to depreciate Yoneda's acknowledged lifelong achievements as a champion o

human rights and dignity. Perhaps “chauvinism” was an unhappy term for us
to have used in this connection, but it was intended to convey that in t'he
context of the camp Yoneda assumed a higher profile than ]/\C'L leaders (vylth
the exception of Tokie Slocum) in regard to American patriotism. W? believe
this was the case for two reasons: (1) JACL leaders were so stigmatized that
they had to muffle their patriotism during the early months at Manzapar; and
(2) Yoneda's ideological strategy encompassed the use of aggressive pro-
Americanism as a tactical weapon to mobilize sentiment and manpower against
the Axis forces. Possibly a third reason is suggested by Yoneda’s fellow lifnst,
Tom Yamazaki, in “Report: Aug., 1942,” p. 10, when he asserts that “Karl
Yoneda and myself are only ones [in the Block Leaders Council] who hold
pro-democratic convictions and are working . . . to support the government
war efforts.” No doubt Yoneda's patriotism was shrilly pitched in part l.)ecause
of his involvement in a body where pro-Japan attitudes were particularly
evident and dominant.

71. Yoneda letter to Nash and Campbell, July 10, 1942.

72. Ibid.
73. Tanaka and Masaoka, “Project Report No. 36,” dated July 29, 1942,
WRAA, Coll. 122, Box 9. ;

74. Letter dated Jan. 7, 1946, to M. M. Tozier, Chief, Repgrts Di‘visxon,
WRA, Barr Bldg., Wash., D.C., from Ralph P. Merritt, Project Director,
Manzanar War Relocation Center, Manzanar, Calif., WRAA, Coll. 122, Box
16, Folder 8. Since the JACLers were not “electable” as bl'o.ck leaders beFause of
their general unpopularity among the evacuees, the Citizens Fefieran‘on.was
conceived as a counter-organization to mobilize support for‘ th?xr objectives.
For a comprehensive analysis of this group’s aims and organizational dev?’lop—
ment, see Tanaka, “Report on the Manzanar Riot,” JERS, Barnhart, “Ad-
denda,” pp. 19-27. |

75. Tanaka and Masaoka, “Project Report No. 36.” For a description of this
meeting by a principal participant, Karl Yoneda, see CSUF O.H. 1376b.
Another account is offered by George Fukasawa in CSUF O.H. 1336.
Fukasawa, second-ranking member of the evacuee police force, ‘:‘ittended the
meeting to provide internal security. Because Tokie Slocum was targeted'for
elimination,” Fukasawa accompanied him to his quarters e'after .the gathering.
Fukasawa describes Slocum, a special officer in the internee mtelhge,nce agency,
as “a super-patriot type of person. . . . He was very vocal . . . he'd get up at
these meetings and he was quite an orator. I think, he was the type of person
that would engender a lot of hatred from anybody who would be opposed to
his views.”

76. Merritt letter to Tozier, Jan. 7, 1946.

77. Opler, “Internal Government,” p. 40. The following excerpts from an
interview with Karl Yoneda shed light both on the purpose of the Manzanar
Citizens Federation and the petition drive for a second frgnt and also suggest
that the real moving force in both was the leftist faction in the pro-American
coalition, not the JACL leaders.

You mean the [JACL] didn’t have much input into lh.e Block quders
Council and so they really set up an alternative organization [the C{txzens
Federation) that would be able to have some policy statements voiced at
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the camp? “That's the way, I guess, they started, but when we came ,
in—Jimmy Oda and myself—we turned it around and made it into an®
entirely different organization altogether, which they didn't like. As soon ¢
as we got in, we took over the leadership—Koji Ariyoshi, Jimmy Oda,
and myself. Togo Tanaka, Joe Grant Masaoka [who was the brother of
JACL executive secretary Mike Masaoka and, along with Tanaka, the
Manzanar documentary historian for the WRA], Kiyoshi Higashi [the
evacuee police chief], and Fred Tayama, they didn't say ‘boo’.” What
were the differences in philosophy with respect to the Citizens Federa-
tion? How did the JACL look at its purpose? And how did the people in
your group look at its purpose differently? “Our purpose . . . one of the
purposes was to push this petition drive [to open a second front]. This
was not done in the name of the Federation. But through the Federation
we saw that we could muster more support among the evacuees. . . . [We
wanted] to open a second front and utilize manpower of the Japanese
Americans in the camps. We obtained 218 signatures, among them Fred
Tayama, Togo Tanaka, Joe Grant Masaoka and some 40 women.” And
what was the JACL's philosophy? How did that differ? What do you
think they wanted out of the organization? “Well, the JACL people . . .
you know, actually, they didn't know what to do. Many times they
asked us, ‘what do you think?" Because we became the driving force
within the Manzanar Citizens Federation. While opening the second front
was a Communist Party campaign, it was also our thinking and that of
the bulk of the American peoples’ contention (see newspapers of the day),
because the U.S. and British governments refused to open such a front (it
was finally opened in 1944). This would be a way to help the Russian
front, which was being beaten by the Nazis and the Russian people [were]
retreating. If opened, then Hitler would have to divert more of his troops
toward Europe, and the Soviet Union could recoup.” So you in a sense
maneuvered the JACL into certain policies through the Citizens Federa-
tion. They really didn't know what they were doing at this point. “Yes.
Circulating the petition was a good idea, said Tanaka. and Masaoka.
(And I still think so.) Further, they (JACL leaders) were in the same
quandary, but we had a better understanding of the true nature of World
War II. Of course, one of the driving forces was Koji Ariyoshi (the
President of the Citizens Federation), who had been approached by
JAClLers to head the MCF because of his non-JACL status.”

For a copy of the second front petition alluded to by Yoneda, see JARP, Box
152, Folder 4, which also includes other important documents bearing on
Yoneda’s activities at Manzanar. Ariyoshi's role in and attitude toward the
Citizens Federation is discussed in “Memories of Manzanar,”

78. Tanaka and Masaoka, “Project Report No. 35,” dated Aug. 11, 1942,
includes the following cautionary note: “A large proportion of the English-
speaking, American-educated population, composed largely of younger per-
sons, appear to be confused, bewildered, in many cases bitter; they listen
readily to pro-Japan elders and Japan-educated & indoctrinated citizens.”

79. WRA, “Information Regarding Kibeis taken from Block Reports, Activ-
ities of Town Hall, and Special Meetings, Aug. 4-8, 1942,” WRAA, Coll. 122,
Box 16, Folder 8.

80. Ibid.

81. Fred Tayama, “Brief Report of the Kibei Meeting held at Mess Hall 15,
Manzanar Relocation Center, August 8, 1942,” WRAA, Coll. 122, Box 17,
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Folder 1. A copy of this report, which was sent to the FBI, was apparently
given to Joe Kurihara. Since it recounted his part in the meeting, Kurihara was
determined to kill Tayama. See Emily Brown, “Story of Joe Kurihara,” JERS,
Barnhart, Folder E2.332, p. 30 and Merritt letter to Tozier, Jan. 7, 1942.
Ironically, Tayama's report seems to have been passed along to Kurihara by
Tokie Slocum, who aimed to distract attention away from his own reputed
“stool-pigeoning” activities and concentrate all the blame on Tayama. Sce
Brown, “Joe Kurihara,” pp. 29-30.

82. Ibid.
83. Ibid. Karl Yoneda has provided a graphic profile of Ben Kishi:

Who was Ben Kishi exactly? "l describe him as a Meiji samurai type . . .
he says something very exciting that the people go for. For instance,
when he opened the Kibei meeting, he didn’t say, ‘Men are dying in Asia,’
but ‘Men are dying, let’s stand up and have a one minute silence.” He put
it in such a way that everybody, even myself, wondered, ‘My god, what
the hell’s this guy trying to prove?’ Later I figure out, my gosh, this guy is
really pulling this pro-Japan stunt.” Did you think of him as pretty
intelligent? “No, he isn’t; he’s one of those ‘ghetto-boss’ type guys. Oh
yeah, he knows how to maneuver: ‘You follow me. You listen to me. I'll
take care of you.” " Did you see him as the major leader of any pro-Japan
sentiment within the camp? Did you think that Kishi was the leader? “Oh
yes, definitely, the leading ‘open’ spokesman from the start.”

(CSUF O.H. 1376b.) This portrait of Kishi needs to be set alongside another one
offered by John Sonoda, also identified with the JACLer group at Manzanar.
Explaining a beating delivered to him in June 1942 by Kishi and five other Kibei
for allegedly discriminating against Kibei in his capacity with the Personnel and
Employment division, Sonoda relates that “Ben Kishi was very emotional about
it all. When he was telling me about my wrong attitude towards a lot of things,
tears were streaming down his face. He said we were all Japanese and we all
owed our allegiance to the Emperor of Japan, and all that.” (As quoted in
Tanaka, “Report on the Manzanar Riot,” p. 19.)

84. Official Bulletin, dated Aug. 10, 1942, from Roy Nash, Project Director,
War Relocation Authority, Manzanar, California, WRAA, Coll. 122, Box 16,
Folder 1.

85. In addition, this month saw the wholesale resignation from foremanship
jobs and the refusal of administrative cooperationists to accept any positions of
responsibility whatsoever. “With the growth of disillusionment over relocation
camp conditions, and the rise of the Issei to dominant positions within the
Japanese community,” explains Morton Grodzins in “The Manzanar Shooting,”
JERS, Barnhart, Folder O10.04, p. 9, “a prestige job became a marked liability
rather than an asset. It subjected its holder to threats of violence or to violence
itself.” See also Opler, “Internal Government,” pp. 51-2.

86. Reportdated Aug. 24,1942, to Roy Nash, Project Director, Manzanar, from
Karl G..Yoneda, 4-2-2, Manzanar; subject: Block Leader’s Election in Block 4,
WRAA, Coll. 122, Box 9, Folder 3.

87. The point here is not to contradict Yoneda’s assertion, in CSUF O.H.
1376b, that while in Manzanar he had “the future of Japanese in America
always at heart.” Rather, it is merely to suggest that most internees, at least by
the summer of 1942, were inclined to believe the very opposite.
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91. Robert Throckmorton [Project Attorney], “Biographies of Riot Partici-
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Box 17; Opler, “Internal Government,” pp. 72-3; Rice, Manzanar Center, pp.
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