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Attorney-at-Low
MiLLs Tower, 220 BUSH STREET
San Francisco 4, CALIFORNIA
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a ama machi,
--ﬁ::ax' Ken, Jup:n March 19, 1951

This is a complete and up-to- -date report I am making to you and to every renunciant client concerning the
mass renunciation suits I filed in the U. S. District Court at San Francisco on November 13, 1945. It is a con-
fidential report between attorney and clients. It is sent only to the renunciants I represent in those suits. It is
not intended to be read by any other persons. The meager funds made available to me by the renunciants prevent
me from engaging in correspondence relating to the cases except where it becomes necessary and important
to do so.

Two types of ‘‘class suits’’ were filed. The first were mass proceedlno's in habeas corpus designed to
liberate all the renunciants from internment. The second were mass suits in equity fo cancel the renunciations
and to have each plaintiff declared to be a citizen of the United States. My contention was that the renunciations
were caused by the unconstitutional detention of the evacuees and the governmental duress to which they were
subjected. It was my theory and argcument that each was faced with an election of one of two choices the
government forced them to make. The first was to renounce citizenship in order to secure liberation from a pro-
longed detention by being transported to Japan with alien family members whom the government had sched-
uled for removal to Japan. The second was to renounce citizenship in order to be held in the protective security
of internment in order to escape being forced out of camp to face a hostile civilian community in an impov-
erished condition. In either event renunciation was not the product of free will but was forced upon them by
‘the unlawful detention and the conditions prevailing at the Tule Lake Center for which the government alone
was respons'tble In consequence every renunciation was the direet product of governmental duress.

o

bari el '-"' i The Mass Habeas Corpus Proceedings
The :{beas corpus proceedings were briefed thoroughly and were tested by affidavits and other documentary

evidence" shovz’ujg ithe conditions that prevailed at the Tule Lake Center and the government’s mistreatment
of all the* *evqcﬁees On June 30, 1947, U. S. District Judge Louis E. Goodman ordered the applications for the
writ granﬁed His order recited that all the then detained petitioners must be liberated and that none of them
could be removed involuntarily to Japan. His decision was based upon his findings of fact and conclusions of
law that native born Americans residing in this eountry could not be converted into alien Japanese nationals
by mere renunciation of U. S. citizenship. He declared that none of them could be detained or be removed
to Japan because none of them was an alien enemy subject to detention and removal under the Alien Enemy
Act. The writs of habeas corpus issued on August 11, 1947, commanding that all the detained petitioners be
liberated.

In due course, through so-called Justice Department ‘‘mitigation hearings’’ and administrative reviews in
the case of each renunciant, precipitated by the cases, and through negotiations with the Justice Department,
all of the removal orders outstanding against the renunciants were cancelled by the Attorney General with the
exception of 302 of such orders. By consent of the Attorney General dated Sept. 6, 1947, and an order of court
dated Sept. 8, 1947, all of the 302 were released or paroled into my custody and each of them returned to his
or her home. On Sept. 8, 1947, the government appealed the cases to the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Cirecuit.

On January 17, 1951, the Court of Appeals affirmed the order of the District Court as to a large number
of the renunciant petitioners but also reopened the habeas corpus proceedings as to a large number of them.
The effect of this reopening is to enable the Attorney General to introduce new evidence, if he can, concerning
the law of Japan if it be admissible on any issue involved as against those as to whom the cases were ordered
reopened.

On February 16, 1951, T filed petitions for rehearing as to those against whom the Court of Appeals’ decision
reopened the cases. On February 27, 1951, the Court of Appeals refused to grant rehearings. In consequence,
it now is necessary and urgent for me to appeal the cases as to those renunciant petitioners to the United
States Supreme Court by May 28, 1951. If that Court affirms the order of Judge Goodman its decision will
be econclusive. However, if it affirms the Court of Appeals’ decision individual hearings thereafter will have to be
held in the U. S. District Court in San Franecisco for each renunciant whose individual ease was reopened by the
decision of the Court of Appeals. In such an event the individual cases will have to be tried by affidavits,
depositions or personal hearings in that court or by a combination of those methods.

In any event the costs and expenses involved in the appeals to the U. S. Supreme Court will be heavy. If
individual hearings finally should be required for a substantial number of persons the costs and expenses
involved will be enormous in the aggregate but comparatively small for each individual. It is the duty of each
person in the mass suits to bear his or her proportlonate share of this ﬁnanclal obhgatlon for all have been
mutually benefited by the lawsuits.
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The Solicitor General has 90 days within which to appeal for the Attorney General to the Supreme Court
against the decision of the Court of Appeals in favor of a large number of the renunciants. I do not yet know
whether he will appeal or not. If he does such will involve additional expenses to fight against his appeal.

The Mass Equity Suits

The mass equity suits were briefed exhaustively and were tested by affidavits and a considerable quantity
of documentary evidence showing how the government evacuated, impoverished,,imprisongdr and mistreated
the evacuees and the terrible conditions it permitted to prevail at the Tule L ge C§ﬁtér. That: evidence proved
all the renunciations were caused by governmental duress. On April 29, 192 ﬁU.‘ﬁ.’i.Digtri_eﬂJﬁ:dgg “Louis E.
Goodman handed down his Opinion in which all the renunciations were cantellpd. Hqﬂfﬁclar@é;ﬁhe&;ey‘i@nce
proved the renunciations were caused by the duress to which each had been sibjeeted. He }}ﬂ&*‘ggﬁé‘ief{n;un-
constitutional internment and mistreatment arising out of conditions the goverhment permitte Téign in
the camp invoked in each renunciant such fear that each was deprived of freedom of choice and had to renounce
and that, in consequence, each renunciation was involuntary and, therefore, void. His Opinion recites that the
renunciations were the result of one or more of the following factors, (1) the internal pressure of organizations
at Tule; (2) parental pressure exerted on children by alien parents who induced them to renounce to prevent
family separation; (3) fear of community hostility if they were forced to relocate in the United States; (4)
the conviction the government would deport them to Japan in any event and that, unless they first renounced,
they would be subject to reprisal by the Japanese on arrival in Japan and (5) mass hysteria induced by
evacuation, loss of home and property, isolation from outside communication, confinement in an overly erowded
camp, uncomfortable living quarters and wunhealthful surroundings and eclimatic conditions—producing
neuroses built on fear, resentment, uncertainty, hopelessness and despair of eventual rehabilitation. All those
conditions and ecirecumstances were caused directly by the government evacuating and imprisoning them and
they constitute duress.

After his first Opinion was handed down approximately 3,000 additional renuneciants applied to me to
obtain the benefits of the decision and were Jjoined as parties plaintiff to these equity suits. His Opinion in the
equity cases, however, gave the Attorney General a chance to go forward with further proof as to certain
plaintiffs to be designated by name by him, if he wished so to do, provided that such a designation would be
made in good faith and that such proof would tend to show that such designated plaintiffs were not affected
by the duress at all but renounced freely and voluntarily, Thereafter, the Attorney General had ten (10)
months’ time within which to file such a designation of certain plaintiffs.

On February 25, 1949, the Attorney General filed Designations naming every one of the 4354 plaintiffs.
I moved to strike the Designations on the obvious grounds they were neither genuine nor proper and that
they were not filed in good faith. On March 23, 1949, Judge Goodman ordered the Designations stricken from
the records and forthwith ordered judgment entered for all the renunciant plaintiffs. On April 12, 1949, final
judgments in favor of all the plaintiffs were entered cancelling all their renunciations and adjudging each
plaintiff was a native born U. S. citizen and entitled to exercise all the rights, privileges and immunities of
citizenship without diserimination by the government and its agents.

On April 28, 1949, the government appealed to the Court of Appeals at San Francisco. The appeals were
briefed voluminously and were argued orally. On January 17, 1951, the Court of Appeals handed down its
Opinion affirming the judgments as to a large number of the renunciants and reopening the cases as to a large
number of others. The object of its reopening order is to give the Attorney General another chance to produce
additional evidence in the District Court, if he can, tending to show that those as to whom the cases were ordered
reopened renounced freely and voluntarily despite the unconstitutional internment and duress. The unfairness
of that order is manifested by the fact it gives the Attorney General another chance to produce evidence against
ther_n that he had four (4) years to produce in the District Court but did not or could not there produece for
various reasons.

The decision of the Court of Appeals declares, however, that because the evidence showed the ‘‘oppres-
sive conditions’’ prevailing at Tule Lake ‘‘were in large part caused or made possible by the action
and inaction of those government officials responsible for them during their internment,”’ a ‘‘rebuttable
presumption arises as to those confined at Tule Lake that their acts of renunciation were involuntary.’’ This
allows the government to go forward with the cases against whom its decision would reopen the cause and to
produce evidence rebutting the presumption of coercion. If the government produces any evidence indicating
a person renounced voluntarily that person thereupon is required to produce contrary evidence and demonstrate
that he or she nevertheless renounced involuntarily in order to prevail.

I have been informed by the Justice Department as to the general nature of the evidence the Attorney
General intends to try to introduce in evidence against each renunciant in the cases. It consists, in part, of
statements made at the renunciation and mitigation hearings, written requests for repatriation, answers made
to questions 27 and 28 in DSS-Form 304A of the Selective Service System questionnaire, refusals to swear un-
qualified allegiance to the U. S., the fact of being a Kibei and being suspected of having been loyal to J apan, or
having been a leader or a member of any of the organizations at Tule, having been registered in a Koseki,
prior membership in any proscribed alien Japanese associations, etc., and other evidence the Attorney General
asserts indicates sympathy to Japan’s cause and disloyalty to the U. S. He has available to him also the records
of the F.B.I. and W.R.A. relating to each renunciant. Judge Goodman considered all of those factors, which
were issues tendered by the evidence, and decided that such things were insufficient to offset the proof that the
renunciations were the products of duress. The Court of Appeals’ decision states that proof of any such things
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overcomes the presumption of duress and leaves on each individual renunciant the burden of explaining that
any such factors were innocuous and proving that his or her renunciation was entirely involuntary. The ques-
tion whether the Court of Appeals has authority to make any such ruling is now a question of law that will be
presented to the Supreme Court for settlement.

On February 16, 1951, I filed petitions for rehearings as to those renunciants against whom the Court of
Appeals’ decision reopened the cases. On February 27, 1951, the Court of Appeals refused to grant rehearings.
In consequence, it now is necessary and urgent for me to appeal the cases as to them to the U. S. Supreme
Court, as speedily as warranted, by May 28, 1951. If that Court declares the renunciations to be invalid
or void its decision will be conclusive. However, if that Court affirms the Court of Appeals’ decision indi-
vidual hearings thereafter will have to be had in the U. 8. Distriet Court for each of the renunciants whose
separate cause was reopened by the Court of Appeals. In such an event the individual cases will be tried
by affidavits, depositions or-personal hearings in court or by a combination of such methods. It is inecum-
bent upon me to make immediate preparation to meet any such evidence the government intends to try to
introduce against any of them in the event the Supreme Court affirms the decision of the Court of Appeals.
This entails the enormous task of assembling information relating to each individual case so as to be prepared
not only to meet whatever evidence the government can or may be able to produce against individuals but to
overcome that evidence and to demonstrate that each renounced solely by reason of the duress and not by
reason of any disloyal feeling toward the government.

In view of the foregoing you will appreciate that the costs and expenses involved in the appeals to the
U. S. Supreme Court will be substantial. If individual hearings finally should be required for a large number
of persons the total costs and expenses involved will be prodigious in the aggregate but only moderate for each
individual. It is the duty of each person in the mass suits to bear his or her proportionate share of this finaneial
burden for all have been mutually benefited by the lawsuits. All the renunciants were in the same situation
and all were subjected to the same wrongful evacuation and detention and the same mistreatment by the gov-
ernment. It diseriminated against all the renunciants. It inflicted misfortune upon them for ‘‘racial’’ reasons.
It oppressed them and coerced them into renunciation. It is through the medium of these mass lawsuits that you
and the rest of the renunciant plaintiffs carry on the struggle for your rights, to cancel the outstanding removal
orders, to prevent any renunciant from being removed to Japan, to enable those in Japan who wish to do so
to return to the United States, to cancel the renunciation of each and to have each declared to be a citizen
of the United States.

The Solicitor General has until May 28, 1951, within which to appeal for the Attorney General to the
U. S. Supreme Court against the decision of the Court of Appeals in favor of a large number of the renunciants.
I do not yet know whether he will appeal or not. If he does it will involve additional expenses to ficht against his
appeal on behalf of those renunciants in whose favor the Court of Appeals rendered a favorable decision.

The names of the renunciants in whose favor the Court of Appeals’ decisions run in the habeas corpus
proceedings and in the equity cases will not be known accurately and be made known until the U. S.
Solicitor General decides whether to appeal to the U. S. Supreme Court for the Attorney General. Each record
has to be examined to make certain of the names of these persons. Several months will elapse before any such
judgments can be spread on the minutes of the Distriet Court to finalize and conclude those cases. When a con-
clusive judgment as to them is to be entered each of these renunciants will be notified thereof by a letter from me.

Results Achieved by the Mass Suits

The handling of these mass cases has been long, tedious and difficult. It has taken five and one-half years’
time. The cases have been handled at a trifling minimum individual expense to the persons involved. Never-
theless, a considerable measure of success to date has attended my efforts on behalf of each and all the renun-
ciants in the cases. The government was compelled to liberate every renunciant from internment and to close
the concentration camps at Tule Lake, Bismarck, Santa Fe, Crystal City and Bridgeton. Further, the Attorney
General has not been able to remove a single renunciant who is in the mass suits to Japan. However, the Attor-
ney General still persists in his efforts to remove to Japan the 302 renunciants whose removal orders have not
been cancelled and who were released or paroled into my custody pending the outcome of the court cases.
He also has the power, inasmuch as the war with Japan has not yet been proclaimed terminated by the Presi-
dent or Congress, to seize any renunciant, issue a removal order against him, intern him and try to remove
him to Japan under the provisions of the Alien Enemy Act. I do not believe, however, that he will endeavor
to remove any except the 302 renunciants against whom removal orders still are outstanding and who were
released or paroled into my custody on September 6, 1947, and thereupon returned to their homes.

If the U. S. enters into a peace treaty with Japan the Attorney General thereupon will lose his authority to
seize, detain and remove any person under the provisions of the Alien Enemy Act. If the President or Congress
formally proclaims the end of the war he will also lose those powers. Even if such a contingency did not occur
he still could not remove any of the renunciants in the mass suits to Japan unless and until after each affected
individual first had his separate individual hearing and thereafter, in the event of an adverse decision, first
had been given time to exhaust individual appeals to the Court of Appeals and the Supreme Court. Such a pro-
cedure of course would take a long time to ecomplete if individual hearings finally should be required in any
large number of individual eases. The exhaustion of such remedies would involve a considerable period of time
and an enormous overall expense although only a moderate expense to the individuals concerned.
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I have done my best and shall continue to do my best to make certain that none shall be removed to Japan
and that the renunciations of each shall be cancelled and the citizenship of each be preserved. Every person
in the mass suits has received from me the same degree of protection and none has been given preferred treat-
ment. All have been treated equally. Each person in the cases has been mutually benefited by the others and
has had his share of the finanecial burden lightened to a trifling sum by what others have paid towards the
costs and expenses of litigation. Bach is duty bound to assist the others to a final conclusion of the cases.

The Alien Enemy Act Is Still in Effect

Every renunciant plaintiff must understand the following: The Alien Enemy Act, Title 50 U. S. Code,
Sec. 21, provides that whenever ‘‘there is a declared war’’ between the U. S. and any foreign country ‘‘all
natives, citizens, denizens, or subjects of the hostile nation or government’’ fourteen years or older can be
‘“‘apprehended, restrained, secured, and removed as alien enemies.”’

When the Attorney General approved renunciations each renunciant immediately was eclassified by him
as an alien enemy and his or her detention in the coneentration camps thereupon became internment as an
alien enemy. Under Presidential Proclamation No. 2655 issued July 14, 1945, all alien enemies in the U 8.
deemed by the Attorney General to be dangerous to the peace and safety of the U. S. because they had adhered
to Japan or to the principles of the government of Japan were authorized to be removed to Japan on the order
of the Attorney General. He issued blanket internment orders against all the renunciants and thereafter issued
individual removal orders. Thereafter, under pressure of these mass class suits, he cancelled a large number
of the removal orders. However, there are still 302 such removal orders outstanding against individual re-
nunciants.

The Alien Enemy Act is still in full force and effect and will be ended only when the United States enters
into a peace treaty with Japan, or the President or Congress officially proclaims the end of the declared state
of war, whichever is the sooner. Until the happening of one of those events alien enemies can be seized, detained
and be removed to Japan by the Attorney General unless court proceedings prevent such action against them
being carried out.

In consequence, any renunciant against whom the Attorney General has issued or may issue a removal
order can be removed to Japan unless the cases are won or a peace treaty with Japan sooner is entered into
or the President or Congress sooner officially proclaims the state of declared war with Japan to be ended.

The action taken by the Attorney General against renunciants were internment and removal proceedings
arising under the Alien Enemy Act which is an emergency war power law. These cases are not ordinary de-
portation cases arising under immigration laws. Issei who entered this country unlawfully or who lost their
admission status who were in the U. S. on July 31, 1948, and who, in addition thereto, have resided here for
7 years or have American born children or are married to U. S. citizens or legally resident aliens and who
prove themselves to be persons of good moral character may apply for a suspension of deportation under the
relief from deportation provisions of Title 8 U. S. Code, Sec. 155 (¢). That law does not apply to Nisei
renunciants. There is no existing law under which a Nisei renunciant under Alien Enemy Act removal
orders would be entitled to apply for relief under that law. That statute applies only in ordinary deportation
cases to foreigners who entered this country illegally or who were legally admitted but lost their admission
status as treaty merchants, professional persons, teachers, students, ete.

Further, I wish to point out that there is no existing law under which a Nisei who is proved to have re-
nounced U. 8. citizenship voluntarily can become a naturalized citizen. There is a possibility that Congress may
authorize the nationalization of those who serve in the armed forces, however.

Effect of Decision To Be Made by the Supreme Court

The question whether the renunciation statute is constitutional or not was not decided by the district
court. The Court of Appeals assumed it to be constitutional. Both of those courts considered the basic
question for decision in the class suits to be a factual one, that is to say, simply whether the renunciations
were invalid or void for being the product of duress. That consequently hecame for those courts a question
of fact to be decided as to each individual renunciant. In consequence, if the U. S. Supreme Court holds the
statute to be unconstitutional on its face or as applied to the evacuees its decision will be conclusive and all
renunciations will be void. ]

However, if that Court holds the statute constitutional it must then pass on the question whether the
renunciations are invalid for being the products of duress. If it decides as Judge Goodman did its decision
will cancel all the plaintiffs’ renunciations as having been made involuntarily because they were primarily
caused by the government’s duress or ecoercion. If it affirms the decision of the Court of Appeals
that will mean that individual hearings of the affected persons must be had in the district court. There the
government first would have to produce evidence tending to show that despite the duress certain plaintiffs
renounced voluntarily. Then those particular plaintiffs must produce evidence to prove that they were in fear
and renounced by reason of the unconstitutional detention, their mistreatment by the government and its agents
and by reason of the terror conditions the government permitted to reign in the camp.

If the Supreme Court does not void the renunciations on constitutional grounds or invalidate them because
all renunciants were the proved victims of coercion, as the distriet court held, and affirms the decision of the
Court of Appeals requiring individual hearings no renunciant who has not sued or does not sue to cancel his
renunciation could recover his U. 8. citizenship. In other words, if the mass renunciation cases are won in the
Supreme Court only on the question of factual duress and not on the ground of the unconstitutionality of the
renunciation statute on its face or as applied such a decision will not restore the ecitizenship of persons not in
the mass cases and such persons will have to commence their own private suits if they wish to recover citizenship.

4




Neither the Attorney (General nor the State Department nor any other agency or agent of the executive
branch of our government can cancel renunciations or restore citizenship to any renuneiant. Only a court can
cancel a renunciation and declare a person to be a citizen.

The issuance of a U. S. passport to a person by the State Department, with or without the consent
of the Attorney General, dees not automatically make a renunciant a citizen. However, it could be used as
evidence in the form of an admission against the government and would assist in gaining a favorable court
decision in any individual hearing or trial that might be required to be held. Pending a favorable final settle-
ment of the cases in the courts the State Department, collaborating with the Justice Department, will deny
a passport to any renunciant against whom the Justice Department (Attorney General) believes it ean produce
sufficient evidence to indicate the renunciant was disloyal to the United States or renounced voluntarily.

Why There Is a Possibility Individual Hearings May Be Required for Some Renunciant Plaintiffs

No outside assistance has been offered or been given to these mass suits by any person or group except
the American Civil Liberties Union of Northern California in San Franciseco, of which Mr. Ernest Besig is
director. That organization steadily has given the renunciants and these mass suits its moral support and
favorable publicity. Aside from it the renunciants have been compelled to rely entirely upon themselves and
their Tule Lake Defense Committee.

The JACL did nothing to oppose the renunciation program. It refused to help the renunciants when they
were held in concentration eamps. While the renunciation hearings were being held in Tule Lake Saburo
'Kido as the national President of the JACL wrote Tetsujiro Nakamura, the legal aid counsellor at Tule
Lake Center, that the JACL national headquarters would do nothing about the program and that he personally
did not believe any court suit would be successful. Neither the JACL nor its subsidiary, the ADC, have ever
said a good word for the renunciants. During the progress of the suits the JACL newspaper, the Pacific Citizen,
in John Kitasako’s column called the Washington Newsletter, published an article against renunciants charging
them with having been disloyal to this ecountry.

A, L. Wirin who had been the attorney for the JACL and also for the ACLU of Southern California at
Los Angeles, a branch of the ACLU of N. Y., testified before the Dickstein Congressional Committee in 1945
that all renunciants should be deported to Japan. The American Civil Liberties Union of New York, of which
Roger Baldwin was director, never at any time helped the renunciants. Instead, that organization, and espe-
cially Roger Baldwin, its director, the JACL and A. L. Wirin and Frank F. Chuman have done much which
has been harmful to the renunciants and their mass lawsuits. Naturally, however, in view of the successes of
the mass suits, those organizations and persons do not now want the real facts to be made known.

Nevertheless, the facts are that after every single renunciant had been pried loose from internment by these
mass lawsuits and the internment camps had been closed out and Judge Goodman handed down his favorable
decision in the mass habeas corpus cases the ACLU of New York decided to get publicity for itself. It realized
that in failing to give the mass cases its moral support it had missed an opportunity to reap a lot of free pub-
licity for itself. Thereafter it made feeble announcements that it supported the mass suits in principle insofar
as they related to renunciants whose loyalty was beyond question. However, it never gave the mass suits
any support whatever, moral or otherwise. The ACLU of Northern California, a separate organization of which
Ernest Besig is Director, however, has given the mass cases and the renunciants its moral support from the
inception of the cases and has given them favorable publicity. .

The ACLU of New York, just to get publicity for itself when the mass suits were proceeding favorably,
actively arranged to solicit cases involving a few renunciants, being careful to sereen them to satisfy itself
that they were loyal. It was anxious to relieve the WRA, the Justice Department and government agents
from any charge of responsibility for the vicious renunciation program. There has come into my possession
an affidavit made by Frank F. Chuman dated Dec. 16, 1946, in which he stated under oath that while he was
employed as a law clerk he was instructed by his employer A. L. Wirin to solicit renunciation cases for A. L.
Wirin to file lawsuits on and that the ACLU of N. Y. was interested in and sponsoring such cases.

The ACLU of N. Y. thereafter procured a few renunciants to serve its purposes. A. L. Wirin thereafter
commenced the joint Murakami, Sumi, Shimizu and Inouye suit in Los Angeles. The attorneys who appeared
for the petitioners in that proceeding were A. L. Wirin and Fred Okrand. Nanette Dembitz who had been
with the Justice Department, Arthur Garfield Hays and Osmond K. Fraenkel, both of the ACLU of New
York, and Frank F. Chuman who was in the pay of A. L. Wirin appeared as of counsel. (Saburo Kido and
Bdward J. Ennis are now committee members of the ACLU of N.Y. and both are identified with the JACL.
Ennis once was director of the Alien Enemy Control Unit of the Justice Department and had a hand in the
administration of the renunciation statute.)

The unfortunate result was that the district court in Lios Angeles and the Court of Appeals both found from
the evidence in the Murakami case and declared in that case that many internees were pro-Japanese and that
many of the interned Kibei were pro-Japanese and many were disaffected Nisei. That was equivalent to a finding
that renunciants were disloyal unless they could prove their loyalty individually. In consequence, the Murakami
case caused almost irreparable harm to the renunciants in the mass cases because the Murakami decisions
charged, found and branded such a large number of the internees as being disloyal to the United States.
The fact that such an unjust brand thereby attached to several thousand persons involved in the mass habeas
corpus and equity suits apparently meant nothing to the ACLU of N.Y., Roger Baldwin, A. L. Wirin, Fred
Okrand, Nanette Dembitz, Arthur Garfield Hays, Osmond K. Fraenkel and Frank F. Chuman. Evidently they
were not concerned with the fact that the Murakami suit might result in harm to the renunciants generally.
However, the branding of renunciants generally as being disloyal to the U.S. unless they could prove their
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loyalty in fact had nothing whatever to do with the legal right to cancel a renunciation. The only basic factual
question to be decided in cancelling a renunciation is merely whether a renunciation was made voluntarily
or whether it was the product of fear induced by duress and hence void.

Because the Court of Appeals in the Murakami case had made such findings of possible disloyalty on the part
of so many renunciants at Tule Lake it stated in our mass suits, in substance, as follows: the Attorney General
has indicated his realization of his duty to prevent a restoration to citizenship of disloyal renunciants who re-
nounced voluntarily because of their sympathy with Japan and their hope of a Japanese vietory over the
United States. It further stated that many renunciants who ‘‘voluntarily renounced were disloyal to the United
States’’ and had no ineclination in trying to set aside their renunciaions until after Hiroshima and Nagasaki
had been damaged by atomic bombs and they had learned that Japan’s cause was hopeless and had learned
that material conditions in the U. 8. had become greatly preferable to those in Japan. It also declared that
over half of the native born citizens at Tule Lake were Kibei, of whom it had found in the Murakami case,
176 F. (2d) 753 at page 758, that some were ‘‘permanently pro-Japanese.’”” It further declared that the federal
courts ‘‘must be more vigilant than ever that the massing of 4315 plaintiffs in two suits does not conceal the
facts as to such enemy minded renunciants.’’

In view of the findings and declaration of that Court it must be apparent to you that the Murakami suit
injured the mass suits and the cause of the renunciants. It is my opinion that if the Murakami case had never
arisen the Court of Appeals would have upheld Judge Goodman’s judgment in the mass cases cancelling all
the renunciations or that the Attorney General would not have appealed from Judge Goodman’s decision and
no further trouble or problems would have arisen by reasen of renunciations.

Although he had testified before a congressional committee that all renunciants should be deported to
Japan, A. L. Wirin filed a few other individual renunciant suits. Quite recklessly, in disregard of the danger
his actions presented to the mass suits, he filed in Los Angeles between May 12, 1948, and Oet. 6, 1950, separate
suits for the following named persons who already were in the mass suits and whose rights were adequately
protected thereby, viz., Norio Kiyama, Miyoko Kiyama, Michiko Takikawa (Takigawa), Yukiko Nakanishi,
Yemiko Hamaji, Akira Tanaka, Harry Masao Hamachi and Gentaro Yamashita. Neither he nor any of these
Nisei notified me, or you or the Tule Lake Defense Committee of what they had done. They kept it a secret.
They wanted to get the protection and benefits of the mass suits which had been made possible by all the
plaintiffs in the mass suits and, at the same time, apparently were willing to jeopardize the mass suits and
the rights of all the plaintiffs in them. Further, Wirin prepared papers purporting to dismiss those persons
from the mass suits and secretly filed those purported dismissals in the distriet in San Franeisco. However,
the mass suits already had been won and were out of the district court at the time they were filed and were
on appeal in the Court of Appeals. In consequence, the dismissals were ineffective because (1) they were
filed in the wrong court which had no jurisdiction over the causes; (2) they were surreptitiously filed without
notice being given to me or to the U. S. Attorney; (3) no motions were made in court to dismiss and (4) no
dismissal orders were presented to a judge or signed by a Jjudge. In addition thereto he filed a like purported
dismissal for Goichi Nerio who never was in the mass suits at all.

Further, between Oct. 7, 1947 and Nov. 7, 1950, Wirin commenced individual suits in Los Angeles for
Isao James Kuromi, Tetsuo Frank Kawakami, Toshiko Ichikawa, Iwao Shigei, Hajime Kariya, Yoshiko Tokoi,
Tadao Adachi and Yukiko Adachi, each one of whom already was in our mass suits. Neither he nor any of
those Nisei gave me, you or the Tule Lake Defense Committee any notice of the filing or pendency of those
separate suits. They concealed the facts. Wirin went to such lengths that when I argued the mass appeals
in the Court of Appeals he appeared there on behalf of Frank Tetsuo Kawakami.

All of the above-named Nisei were in the mass equity suits when Wirin filed separate individual suits
for them in Los Angeles. Each of them was protected by the judgments of Judge Goodman cancelling the
renunciations. The mass suits already had been won and were on appeal when those separate individual suits
were filed in Los Angeles. Each one of them was adequately protected by the mass equity suits. BEach one
of them allowed a separate suit to be filed by Wirin without your knowledge, my knowledge or the knowledge
of the Tule Lake Defense Committee. Each one of them thereby acted against the best interests of all the
plaintiffs in the mass equity suits. In so doing each of them exhibited an eagerness to keep the benefits seecured
to them by all the plaintiffs in the mass suits whose contributions made success possible and, at the same time,
by their separate suits indicated an apparent willingness to jeopardize the rights and status of all the plaintiffs
in the mass equity suits. It is likely that the court where those separate suits are pending will order them
dismissed because the plaintiffs therein have no legal right to proceed by separate suits when their legal rights
have been decided in the mass suits. That will be their misfortune.

It is proper to draw the conclusion that the Murakami case had the effect of relieving the W.R.A. and
the Justice Department and their agents from blame for the renunciations by shifting the blame to a large
group of several thousand internees. It is my opinion that any attempt to whitewash the government by reliev-
ing it from the charge that all the renunciations were caused by government duress and asserting they were
due to the private duress of individuals and groups of internees serves no purpose except to attach to several
thousand internees an unjust brand of disloyalty. Further, there is no good reason for injecting any question
of loyalty or disloyalty into a lawsuit seeking to void or invalidate a renunciation on the ground of duress.
The sole question involved in such cases is simply whether or not the renuneciation is involuntary because it was
caused by duress.

In the Murakami decision the Court of Appeals, on the basis of the findings made by the district judge in Los
Angeles on the evidence introduced in that case, blamed the renunciations on Kibei at the Tule Lake Center
and on members of the Hoshi Dan, Seinen Dan and on other groups and persons but not on the W.R.A.
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and Justice Department and their agents where it belonged. That manifestly was unfair to those several
thousand internees for all of them, too, were victims of the unconstitutional detention and of the duress to which
the government had subjected all the persons confined to the Tule Lake Center and other concentration eamps.
Whatever any internees did to persuade other internees to renounce was excused in Judge Goodman’s opinion
in the mass cases which stated that they acted abnormally because of abnormal conditions not of their own
making and that, although some may have detrimentally affected others, they were not to be held individually
responsible. Obviously, all the renunciations were directly caused by the detention and the duress of the gov-
ernment. It is unfortunate that the Murakami case arose. Except for the decisions therein branding so many
Kibei and Nisei with the charge of disloyalty it is likely that the Court of Appeals in the mass suits would
have affirmed Judge Goodman’s deecision in its entirety without permitting a reopening of the cases for any
individual hearings.

There is a chance, nevertheless, that the Supreme Court may set aside the unfavorable part of the decision
of the Court of Appeals in the mass cases and affirm the ruling of Judge Goodman as to all the plaintiffs. If
it does not do so I shall proceed to have whatever individual hearings may be necessary heard so soon thereafter
as is possible.

What Renunciants Must Not Do

Until a conclusive judgment has been entered in the cases of the renunciants there are a few things they
must not do. These are as follows: k

(1) A renunciant must not leave the United States to visit any foreign country. If he does the Immmigra-
tion Service will deny him the right of re-entry. However, if he first obtains a U. S. passport after revealing to
the State Department that he is a renunciant and fills out the special affidavit it requires of renunciants and
the State and Justice Departments approve its issuance he can go abroad.

(2) A renunciant must not in any application for employment by the federal or a state government
assert that he is a citizen. If he is required in any application for a civil service or other government position
to state the country of which he is a citizen he may state: ‘I elaim to be a U. S. citizen—I renounced at the
Tule Lake Center under duress—litigation is pending to determine my political status.’’

(3) A renunciant should not lease or purchase agricultural or residential land in California unless and
until the California Supreme Court or the U. S. Supreme Court declares the Alien Property Initiative Act of
1920 (The Alien Land Law) to be unconstitutional and void as to Japanese who are not citizens or until
the California legislature repeals that law. Two cases presently are pending in the California Supreme Court
testing the validity of that law but they may not be decided for several months’ time. In the meantime, how-
ever, any citizen member of a renunciant’s family is authorized to lease or purchase agricultural and residential
land on the same legal basis as any other citizen.

(4) A renunciant must not register as a voter or vote in any election for federal, state, or municipal
officers or measures.

(5) A renunciant must not hold a public office for which only a citizen is declared to be cligible by law.

(6) Without first consulting me no plaintiff in the mass suits should make any written or verbal statement
to any governmental officer, agency or agent or to anyone else concerning the mass suits and especially con-
cerning the reasons why he or she renounced except to state that he or she renounced by reason of duress while
held in a concentration camp. Remember, no one can compel you to make any statement concerning these matters
and no one has any right or authority to compel you to answer any questions except in court. You should refuse
to answer any questions on these matters put to you by any person whether it be a government agent or a
private person. You can state that you refuse to answer any questions on my advice as your attorney. Re-
member, ex-employees of the W.R.A. and present employees of the government may try to question you to
gain information about these matters just to help the Justice Department get adverse evidence against you.
Therefore, make no statements about the matters to anyone except you first consult me.

I wish also to caution you against paying much attention to rumors, radio reports and newspaper articles
concerning the mass suits and your rights. Those sources are seldom accurate and generally are unreliable.
You must not be alarmed by them or give them any serious consideration. You must remember that reports
and comments concerning the mass cases appearing in a few Japanese language newspapers published in this
country are written by JACL agents or adherents interested in praising the JACL, in publicizing its officers
and attorneys and in assisting it to raise funds at an enormous expense for what little, if anything, it ac-
complishes. The JACL, its officers and members and the ACLU of N.Y. and its officers and attorneys are
neither sympathetic to you nor interested in the preservation of your rights. You should not place much
faith in their pronouncements. Whenever anything of real importance oceurs in the mass suits affecting you
directly I shall write and let you know. However, if any problem perplexes you concerning the cases and your
rights and the matter is urgent you can communicate direct with me.

Procedure for Renunciant Plaintiffs Who Are in Japan

Renunciant plaintiffs in Japan long ago were informed by me by letter that if they desired to return to
the United States they could wait until the Court of Appeals passed on the issues or could apply to the nearest
U. S. consul in Japan for a U. S. passport. The choice was left up to each of them in Japan to make. They
now may do either of two things:

They may wait until the U. S. Supreme Court decides the pending appeals. This probably will take place
between October, 1951, and March, 1952. On the other hand they may apply to the nearest U. S. Consul in
Japan for a U. S. passport. Those who apply for a passport must tell the consul that they are renunciants.
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The consul will give them two affidavits to fill out. One is the passport application and the other is a ‘‘Supple-
mental Affidavit To Be Submitted With Passport Applications of Japanese Renunciants.”” When those affidavits
are filled out and filed with a U. S. consul the supplemental affidavit will be transmitted to the State Depart-
ment in Washington and from there to the Justice Department in Washington. If the Justice Department is
convinced the supplemental affidavit contains a true recital of facts and contains nothing adverse to the appli-
cant’s interest and finds nothing substantial against the applicant in its own records, the FBI and WRA
records and other records pertaining to the applicant the passport will be issued and the renunciant will be
permitted to return to the United States. They must understand, however, that the issuance of a passport does
not make them U. S. citizens. Only the courts can declare renunciations void, cancel them and declare renun-
ciants to be citizens. Neither the State nor the Justice Departments can cancel renunciations or declare renunci-
ants to be citizens.

Each renunciant in Japan who applies for a passport should make a copy of his passport application and
a copy of the supplemental affidavit. The best procedure is for them to send me a copy of the supplemental affi-
davit before they file it with a U. S. consul and let me scrutinize it first. The copy may be needed for any
subsequent individual court hearing. The plaintiffs in Japan who already have filed such affidavits should send
me a copy. It is essential to preserve a copy because it may be needed for purposes of the cases some time
in the future.

If you are in Japan, you are warned against committing any act of expatriation which would cause you
to lose U. S. citizenship. The following acts have been defined by Congress, in Title 8, U. S. Code, See. 801,
to constitute acts of expatriation whereby a citizen loses his U. S. nationality and ecitizenship, namely: (1)
taking an oath or affirming or declaring allegiance to a foreign state; (2) serving in the armed forces of a
foreign state if he has or acquires the nationality of that state; (3) accepting or performing employment under
a foreign government if only nationals of that government are eligible for such employment; (4) voting in an
election or plebiscite in a foreign state to determine sovereignty over foreign territory; (5) making a formal
renunciation of U. 8. nationality before a diplomatic or consular officer of the United States in a foreign state;
(6) deserting our armed forces in time of war if convicted of desertion or dismissed or dishonorably discharged
from those forces; (7) committing any act of treason or attempting to overthrow or bear arms against the U. S.
if convicted by a court martial; and (8) leaving or remaining outside the jurisdiction of the U. S. in time of
war or national emergency for the purpose of evading service in our armed forces.

Further, each plaintiff renunciant in Japan should keep me informed of his or her address. In addition,
each should send me the name and address of his or her nearest relative in the United States and the address
in the U. S. to which he or she intends to return. It is necessary for me to have this information so that I can
communicate with them conveniently. Further, I am preparing detailed letters to each of the plaintiffs in
Japan informing each once again concerning the quickest and best method of obtaining clearance so as to return
to the United States if they so wish. If there are some of them who believe that passports will not be issued
to them and who, nevertheless, still wish to return without waiting for the Supreme Court to decide the
appeals and are willing to run the risk of an individual trial in the event the Supreme Court refuses to reverse
the Court of Appeals’ decision reopening the cases as to some renunciants they will have an opportunity to do so.
I shall explain this matter to each renunciant in Japan by way of a separate letter.

If the Solicitor General does not appeal to the Supreme Court from the Court of Appeals’ decision af-
firming Judge Goodman’s decision all those renunciants in Japan in whose favor the Court of Appeals’ decision
runs will be U. S. citizens when I have the Court of Appeals’ decision spread on the minutes of the Distriet
Court. That cannot occur before some 90 days’ time elapses. Each of them will be notified by me when that
occurs. When that is done none of them will be required to file the supplemental affidavit for renunciants the
U. 8. consuls now require of them. Passports will be issued to them on their applications for passport in which
each will state that he is a citizen of the U. S.

A number of the plaintiffs in Japan already have been granted passports and a number of these have
returned to the United States while a number preferred to remain in Japan for various reasons of their
own. Each who has been granted a passport and each who is granted one in the future should notify me by
letter and give me the passport number and the date of its issuance. Each who has returned to the United
States and each who returns to the United States should keep me informed of his or her address until the cases
are finally settled by the courts.

Conclusion

I am enclosing for the plaintiffs in the U. S. a list of renunciants who are in the mass cases who have
changed their addresses but have not notified me of their present addresses. I shall be grateful if you will look
over the list. If you know the addresses of any of the persons thereon kindly write me and give me the addresses.
If they cannot be located it will be difficult for me to continue to represent them properly especially if any of
them finally should be required to have individual hearings.

I would thank each of you who has served in our military or naval forees to write me and give me the
date you entered into such service, the grade or rank you attained, the period of time you served, the places
where you served and the date of your honorable discharge if you have been released to inactive duty. I can use
that information in connection with the appeals. If you have changed your own address kindly notify me by
posteard or letter of your new address.

Very truly yours,
Wayne M. Covuins,
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ATTORNEY AT LAW
MILLS TOWER, 220 BUSH STREET
SAN FRANCISCO 4, CALIFORNIA

P UNITED
| BUILD YOUR K %a&iﬁ’
- WISELY. SANE

REF':URN TO SENDER

g “ASON  FOR

UNCLAIMZD "O‘ng"xfp‘nv CHEC)ED
FICENT 4D} £ss

8715 eru Kawasaki
RFr USE:,.

o Mr, Seto (Zamal %anmhss
Koza gun, Za wH STREE TMUMBLR
Kanagawa~Ken, Japanp, .., o0 OFFICE

e DO NOT %NQ"_







COPY FROM
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
CIVIL DIVISION
WASHINGTON 25, D. C.

SEP 20 1956
ATR MATY,

Lloyd H, Burke, Fsquire
United States rttorney
k2?2 Post 0ffiee Building
Seventh and Mission “treets
San Franelseo 1, California

Rey ohi Kavasaki
MAbﬁﬂﬂfp Irownell ot al.
et al v, Brownell et al. ( :

Actions Wos. 25294 & 25295.) Renunclation
of Citiwenship, Pormer title 8 U.8.c, 80L(1).

Dear ¥Mr, Burke:

The records of this Department iniicate that the name of this
Ject, Fawssski, was included in the judgment of the Distriet
gourt T ‘ District of Cslifornia, dated May 29, 1952, en-
tered in the shove captioned case, /!t the time was accomplished
were not awere of the fact that Mr. Xawasaki had in the April 194
Japanese elections, The faet that he did so wie videnced by the
certified copy of his application for nsturaliszetion, pursuant to Public
Law 515, 834 Congress, enclosed herewith.

In view of the foregoing it is suggested that appropriate sction
be taken to delete Mr. Kawasaki'e name from the aforementioned judgment
of May 29, 1952 and that k> be dismissed as 2 perty-plaintiff from the
instant case. %e shall apmreciste receiving a copy of the paspers when
the ssme are filed with the pistriet court.

Yours very tzuly,
GEORCE COCHRAN DOUB

Assistant Attorney General
¢ivil pivision

"noch E. Ellison
ce: Immlgration and Naturalisstion chief, Japanese Claims Section

wayne M. Collins, Esq.
Sen Froneises L, California




COPY FROM
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
CIVIL DIVISION
WASHINGTON 25, D- G

SEP 20 1956

Yours very tvuly,
CEORCE COCHRAN
Assistent BOUR

civil umm
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September 26, 1956

Department of Justice
Washington 25, D.C.

Attn:; Enoch E. Ellison, Esq.
Gentlemen:
In re: Abo et al., v. Brownell, et al.

Consolidated No. 25294-5,
USDC; San Francisco.

On September 20, 1956, you wrote to Lloyd
H. Burke, Esquire, U.S. Attorney in San Francisco,
requestin% deletion of Shigeru Kawasaki, born
24,

January 1916, from the judgment entered May 29,
1952, on the grounds that he had voted in an elec-
tion in Japan in April 1947 and thereafter applied
for renaturalization pursuant to the provisions of
Public Law 515.

I would thank you to advise me whether Mr,
Kawasaki thereafter was renaturalized by said
Public Law 515 and if so, the date thereof.

Very truly yours,

~¢c: Lloyd H. Burke, Esq.




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF J USTIgEd
r

WASHINGTON, D. C.

Address Reply to the
Division Indicated
and Refer to Initials and Number

GCD:PJG 0CT 3 1956
1)6=35=2796

Wayne Me Collins, Esquire
Attorney at Law

Mills Tower Building

220 Bush Street

San Francisco L, California

Re: Shigeru Kawasaki
Ab0 et al v. brownell et al.
Consolidated Nos. 2529L=5,
UeSeDeCe, San Francisco.

Dear Mr. Collins:

In response to your letter of September 26, 1956,
relative to Shigeru Kawasski, we are enclosing a photostat
copy of his application for naturalization pursuant to
Public Law 515, 83d Congress, including the Order of the
United States District Court for the Northern District of
california, dated July 18, 1956, wherein Shigeru Kawasaki
was admitted to become a citizen of the United States of
America,

I trust the above is responsive to your letter of
September 26, 1956.

Yours very truly,

GEORGE COCHRAN DOUB
Assistant Attorney General
Civil Division

o o T

Enoch E, Fllison
Chief, Japanese Claims Section

Enclosure

ccs Lloyd He Burke, Esqe
United States Attorney
San Francisco, California




Y H Form od.
UNTPSD eTATES DEFARTSENT OF mmo‘ . Budget Bureau No. 45-R316.1.
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ORIGINAL
N oy i UNITED STATES OF AMERICA L
a(;:.lof&-rt)" i«

APPLICATION TO TAKE THE OATH OF ALLEGIANCE AND FORM OF SUCH OATH
SO oty S, mm&-‘m Mohgresy
To the Honorable the .. URited States District ; Court of Northorn District of California,

This application, hereby made and filed, M‘ ' Bacramento, California
w)‘;hﬂ.tme andaxreetmmeu :

i u‘mothornmwhlnhluhand must appear here)

(2) My present place of residence is ... 917 _Que Street, Sacr. mnto)

(Number and street)
_ County of Socrucnto, Cuiromn

( Gounv)

(City or town) (anty district, province, or State)
(6) (If a naturalized citizen) I (or my parent(s)) (was, were) naturalized on

and received Certificate of Naturalization No. .
(7) My personal desi.rﬁnon is: Sex _ &h

P°unds visible dwtmcu"

(lonth) % i (Dly) (Year)
-» Mefty™in a political election or plebiscite whereby 1 Jost my United States

Japan

(9) I have not subsequent to such voting committed any act which had I remained a citizen would have operated to expatriate me.
I have done nothing to promote the cause of communism,
(10) I hereby apply to take the oath of allegiance required by section 337 of the Immigration and Natnonahty Act, md to become
naturalized.

......... (aigned) SHIGERU KAWASAKI
(Full, true, and correet signature of applisamt, withodt abbrevialion)

Subscribed and sworn to before me by the above- named applicagt in the office of the Clerk of said Court at
..Sagramento, California day of June a

o (R S N D s,
ORDER OF COURT
2 In the United States Districs Court
] I of .Northern District of Califorria
at _Sacramento, Califormia
Upon conndenuon of thc forcgomg appln:anon md applicant having taken the oath of allegmnce md the oath regardmg
communism in open court this ... /&% » A.D. 1954, it is hereby ORDERED that the said
iti nited States of Amenca.

SHEgRILL, HALBERT

By therGotrek Vo851 1 < s




4 f

" OATH REGARDING COMMUNISM

I hereby declare on oath that I have done nothing to ptomote the cause of communism. S0 HELP ME Gop. In acknowledg-
ment whereof 1 have hereunto affixed my signature.

(signed) SHIGERU KAYASAKI

(Full, true, and correct signature of IDD“uI;.. wh.bo;x.v; nbbnvhﬂon) i i

. OATH OF ALLEGIANCE

1 hereby declare, on oath, that 1 absolutely and entirely renounce and adjure all allegiance and fidelity to any foreign prince,

 state, or sovereignty of whom or which I have heretofore been a subject or citizen; that I will support and defend the

Constitution and the laws of the United States of America against all enemies, foreign and domestic; that I will bear true faith and
allegiance to the same;

that I will bear arms on behalf of the United States when required by the law; or
that I will perform noncombatant service in the Armed Forces of the United States when required by the law ; or
that 1 will perform work of national importance tmder civilian difection when required by the law;

and that 1 take this obligation freely without any mental reservation or purpose of evasion: S0 HELP ME Gop.  In acknowledgment
whereof 1 have hereunto affixed my signature.
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Wayne M. Collins
Attorney at Law NOV 2 1956
1300 Mills Tower YUV 2~ 1800
San Francisco 4, Calif,
SAPELORA L-Stt Clerk, 0. 1. Dist. Goun
Attorney for Plaintiffs. Soldeiipt ol o

(o

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT
or od
OF CALIFORNIA, SOUTHERN DIVISIGNT. S vt ind correct copy
i-{.the original on file in my office,
ATTHST:
C. W. CALBREATH,
g st S €SB e i 87 Clerk, U. 8. Distriet Court

Northern Digirict of Californis
TADAYASU ABO, et al., ete., =1, 62
By .. : M/"

0= “I00 e A O SR S SO N e

P
= O

(=]
v}

Pl‘intiffﬂ, Deputy Clerk
No., @ EQK

=
(o3}

HERBERT BROWNELL, JR,, etc., et al., Cons. No, 25294-G

o
>

Defendants,

I
@ o

~3

DISMISSAL OF SHIGERU KAWASAKI AS A PARTY FLAINTIFF

[}
(03]

i Shigeru Kawasakl, a party-plaintiff in the above-entitled

i cause, having heretofore obtalned clearance pursuant to the aduinig-

e trative remedy agreed upon between counsel for plaintiffs and

o counsel for defendants, and having thereafter become eligible for

5 naturalization pursuant to the provisions of Public Law 515, 83rd

o Congress, and having thereafter on June 20, 1956 taken the oath

o of allegiance to the United States as required by sald Public Law

Sa il 515, the sald 3higeru Kawasakl hereby withdraws as a party-

o plaintiff from the above-entitled cause and the sald cause hereby

o8 is dismissed as to him without prejudice,

ou DatediNoveaber _2 , 1956,

30

51 |' 80 ORDERED:

32 S W A5~ FTT VN TIPS & E T P —"
vember _2 » 1956,

&o " Wayne M., Collins

WAYNE M. COLLINS Attorney for Plaintiffs.

wedbpn sty LOUIS E. GOODMAN

SAN FRANCISCO 4, CALIF.

BARFIELD 1-5B827 “Im 3TAm DIS“IQT mwx




ADMISSION OF SERVICE

Receipt of a copy of the dismissal of Shigeru Kawasaki as a
party-plaintiff hereby is admitted this ppg day of November, 1956,

GECRGE COCHRAN DOUB, Assistant Attorney General.
LLOYD H. BURKE, United States Attorney,

ENOCH E. ELLISON, Attorney, Department of Justic
PAUL J. GRUMBLY, Attorney, Departwent of Justicoj

7o aeRgl o ¢ Pz, IGR o» (RS o) RSN TR o A - R

=
o

By: /a/ Charles Elmer Collett 4
Assistent United States Attorney
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Attorneys for Defendants.
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WAYNE M. COLLINS
ATTORNEY AT LAW
1300 MILLS TOWER

SAN FRANCISCO 4, CALIF.
GARFIELD 1-5827




November 5, 1956

Mr. Shigeru Kawasakl
517 Que Street
Sacramento, Californila

Dear Mr, Kawasaki:

Inasmuch as you voted in the April 1647
Japanese elections and subsequent thereto were
renaturalized on June 20, 1956, your name has
been deleted from the Judgmént List of May 29,
1952 and a dismissal of you as a party-plaintiff
in Abo6v. Brownell has been entered on November
2’ 195 .

There is a balance due on your account of
$200; the only remittance being recorded to your
ecredit was $100 on March 2, 1949, You may wish
to remit the outstanding sum due at your earliest
convenience. :

Very truly yours,

!
/

Secretary to Wayne M. Collins

/




