[1 on the United States Homefront

U.nited S.acrifice A.merica

We will use the framework above to understand WWID’s impact on the homefront

Homework: Read your assigned section (A, B, C, or D) and add examples to the four heading
below. You must include 10-15 pieces of evidence based on your reading of the HW. Then,
annolight the last two pages of this packet.

United:

Sacrifice:

America: (nationalism):

Collectivism:



In Class Activity

Directions: Looking through the stations as a cohort, analyze each station’s images and
readings to write down evidence for each of the letters in U.S.A. Then, answer the focus
questions on pgs 3-4.

Station A (Japanese Internment Documents)
Station B (Mobilization posters (in color))
Station G (Black and White Images from homefront and interment)

Station D (Homework Review/Reading Other viewpoints) Read one other section you have not read already and add to pgs 1
and 3-4.
Station E (Truman reading (pgs 5-6)

United:

Sacrifice:

America: (nationalism)



Focus Questions: WWII Homefront

Directions: Answer each question with 5-10 pieces of evidence. Answer each italicized
question with clear analysis.

1. How does the US mobilize its population for war? How does this represent collectivism?

2. How do different minority and marginalized groups become involved in WWII, to what
extent 1s their involvement, and what is their experience? How do their experiences compare
and contrast? (Native Americans, women, Latinos, Labor unions, Japanese-Americans,
African-Americans) How does this represent collectivism?

3. How and why are the Japanese interned? What is their experience? What is the

government’s role in internment? What surprises you about internment after looking at the
images? How does this represent collectivism?



4. How collective is the United States on its homefront during WWII?

00/0 ‘ 1000/0

5. Does the US government balance collectivism with individualism? How? Why?

6. What are the “costs” of collectivism? Is collectivism worth the costs?

7. What are examples of individualism during WWII on the homefront?



January 5th, 1949, State of the Union President Truman

I'am happy to report to this 81st Gongress that the state of the Union is good. Our Nation is better able
than ever before to meet the needs of the American people, and to give them their fair chance in the
pursuit of happiness. This great Republic is foremost among the nations of the world in the search for
peace.

During the last 16 years, our people have been creating a society which offers new opportunities for every
man to enjoy his share of the good things of life.

In this society, we are conservative about the values and principles which we cherish; but we are forward-
looking in protecting those values and principles and in extending their benefits. We have rejected the
discredited theory that the fortunes of the Nation should be in the hands of a privileged few. We have
abandoned the "trickledown" concept of national prosperity. Instead, we believe that our economic

system should rest on a democratic foundation and that wealth should be created for the benefit of all.

The recent election shows that the people of the United States are in favor of this kind of society and want
to go on improving it.

The American people have decided that poverty is just as wasteful and just as unnecessary as preventable
disease. We have pledged our common resources to help one another in the hazards and struggles of
individual life. We believe that no unfair prejudice or artificial distinction should bar any citizen of the
United States of America from an education, or from good health, or from a job that he is capable of
performing.

The attainment of this kind of society demands the best efforts of every citizen in every walk of life, and it
imposes increasing responsibilities on the Government.

The Government must work with industry, labor, and the farmers in keeping our economy running at full
speed. The Government must see that every American has a chance to obtain his fair share of our
increasing abundance. These responsibilities go hand in hand.

We cannot maintain prosperity unless we have a fair distribution of opportunity and a widespread
consumption of the products of our factories and farms.

Our Government has undertaken to meet these responsibilities. ..

But, great as our progress has been, we still have a long way to go.

As we look around the country, many of our shortcomings stand out in bold relief.
We are suffering from excessively high prices.

Oﬁr production is still not large enough to satisfy our demands.

Our minimum wages are far too low.

Small business is losing ground to growing monopoly.



Our farmers still face an uncertain future. And too many of them lack the benefits of our modern
civilization.

Some of our natural resources are still being wasted.
We are acutely short of electric power, although the means for developing such power are abundant.

Five million families are still living in slums and firetraps. Three million families share their homes with
others.

Our health is far behind the progress of medical science. Proper medical care is so expensive that it is out
of the reach of the great majority of our citizens.

Our schools, in many localities, are utterly inadequate.
Our democratic ideals are often thwarted by prejudice and intolerance.

Each of these shortcomings is also an opportunity-an opportunity for the Congress and the President to
work for the good of the people.

The Government has still other opportunities--to help raise the standard of living of our citizens. These
opportunities lie in the fields of social security, health, education, housing, and civil rights.

...We stand at the opening of an era which can mean either great achievement or terrible catastrophe for
ourselves and for all mankind.

The strength of our Nation must continue to be used in the interest of all our people rather than a
privileged few. It must continue to be used unselfishly in the struggle for world peace and the betterment
of mankind the world over.

This is the task before us.
Itis not an easy one. It has many complications, and there will be strong opposition from selfish interests,

I'hope for cooperation from farmers, from labor, and from business. Every segment of our population and
every individual has a right to expect from our Government a fair deal.

... The people of this great country have a right to expect that the Congress and the President will work in
closest cooperation with one objective--the welfare of the people of this Nation as a whole...

Answer:

What values does Truman represent?
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THE AMERICAN PEOPL
IN WARTIME |

“War is no longer simply a battle between armed forces in
the field, an American government report of 1939 con-
cluded. “Ttis a struggle in which each side strives to bring to

b.ear.against the enemy the coordinated power of every indi:
vidual and of every material resource at its command. The : !
Fonﬂict extends from the soldier in the front line to the citizen f
in the remotest hamlet in the rear.” The United States had 1
experienced wars before, But not since the Civil War had the ‘
| nation undergone so consuming a militafy experience 8

. World War 1I. American armed forces engaged in combat
around the globe for nearly four years. American society, in
the meantime, underwent changes that reached into virtually

every corner of the nation,

PROSPERITY

World War IT had its most profound impact on American domes
tic life by at last ending the Great Depression. By the middle of
1941, the economic problems of the 1930s—
unemployment, deflation, industrial shig -
gishness—had virtually vanished before &

great wave of wartime industrial &“PW

War-INDUCED
Economic
. RECOVERY
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The most important agent of the new
prosperity was federal spending, which
after 1939 was pumping more money
into the economy each year than all the
New Deal relief agencies combined had
done. It 1939, the federal budget had
been $9 billion, the highest level it had
ever reached in peacetime; by 1945, it
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[ THE CONFLICT EXTENDS
FROM THE SOLDIER IN THE
FRONT LINE TO THE CITIZEN IN
THE REMOTEST HAMLET IN THE

launching point for most of the naval
war against Japan; and the government
created large manufacturing facilities
in California and élsewhere to serve the
needs of its military. Altogether, the
government made almost $40 billion
worth of capital investments (factories,
military and transportation facilities,
highways, power plants) in the West

had risen to $100 billion. Largely as a re- i

sult, the gross national product soared:
from $91 billion in 1939 to $166 billion
in 1945. Personal incomes in some areas grew by as much as
100 percent or more. The demands of wartime production cre-

ated a shortage of consumer goods, so many wage earners di-

- verted much of their new affluence into savings, which would
help keep the economic boom alive in the postwar years.

THE WAR AND THE WEST

The impact of government spending was perhaps most dra-
matic in the West, which had long relied on federal largesse
more than other regions. The West Coast, naturally, became the

SN 1
during the war, more than in any other

region. Ten percent of all the money

the federal government spent between 1940 and 1945 went to

California. Other western states also shared df\siproporﬁonately
in war contracts and government-funded capital investments.

By the end of the war, the economy of the Pacific Coast and,

to a lesser extent, other areas of the West had been transformed.

The Pacific Coast had become the center of the growing

American aircraft industry. New yards in southern California,

Washington State, and elsewhere made the West a center of the

shipbuilding industry. Los Angeles, formerly a medium-sized -

city notable chiefly for its film industry, now became a major
industrial center as well.
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Once a lightly industrialized region, parts of the West were
now among the most important manufacturing areas in the
country. Once a region without adequate facilities to support
substantial economic growth, the West now stood poised to be-
come the fastest-growing region in the nation after the war.

LABOR AND THE WAR

Instead of the prolonged and debilitating unemployment that
had been the most troubling feature of the Depression econ-
omy, the war created a serious labor shortage. The armed forces
took more than 15 million men and women out of the civilian
workforce at the same time that the demand for labor was rising
rapidly. Nevertheless, the civilian workforce increased by almost
20 percent during the war, The 7 million people who had previ-
ously been unemployed accounted for some of the increase; the
employment of many people previously considered inappropri-
ate for the workforce—the very young, the elderly, and, most
important, several million women—accounted for the rest.

The war gave an enormous boost to union membership,
which rose from about 10.5 million members in 1941 to more
than 13 million in 1945. But it also created
important new restrictions on the ability of
unions to fight for their members’ demands. The government
was principally interested in preventing inflation and in keep-
ing production moving without disruption. It managed to win
important concessions from union leaders on both scores. One
was the so-called Little Steel formula, which set a 15 percent
limit on wartime wage increases. Another was the “no-strike”
pledge, by which unions agreed not to stop production in
wartime. In return, the governfnent provided labor with a
“maintenance-of-membership” agreement, which insisted that
the thousands of new workers pouring into unionized defense
plants would be automatically enrolled in the unions. The agree-
ment ensured the continued health of the union organizations,
but in return workers had to give up the right to demand major
economic gains during the war,

Many rank-and-file union members, and some local union
leaders, resented the restrictions imposed on them by the gov-
ernment and the labor movement hierarchy. Despite the no-
strike pledge, there were nearly 15,000 work stoppages during
* the war, mostly wildcat strikes (strikes unauthorized by the
union leadership). When the United Mine Workers defied the
government by striking in May 1943, Congress reacted by pass-
ing, over Roosevelt’s veto, the Smith-Connally Act (or the War
Labor Disputes Act), which required unions to wait thirty days

Unrton Gains
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before striking and empowered the president to seize a struck

war plant. In the meantime, public animosity toward labor rose
rapidly, and many states passed laws to limit union power.

STABILIZING THE Boowm

The fear of deflation, the central concern of the 1930s, gave way
during the war to a fear of inflation, patticularly after prices rose
25 percent in the two years before Pearl Harbor, In October 1942,
Congress grudgingly responded to the president’s request and

passed the Anti-Inflation Act, which gave the administratiq,
authority to freeze agricultural Priceg,
wages, salaries, and rents throughout the
country. Enforcement of these provisiong
was the task of the Office of Price Administration (OPA), led firg
by Leon Henderson and then by Chester Bowles. In part becayge
of its success, inflation was a much less serious problem durjng
World War II than it had been during World War I,

Even so, the OPA was never popular. There was widespread
resentment of its controls over wages and prices. And there
was only grudging acquiescence in its complicated system of
rationing scarce consumer goods: coffee, sugar, meat, butter,
canned goods, shoes, tires, gasoline, and fuel oil. Black.
marketing and overcharging grew to proportions far beyond
OPA policing capacity. ‘

From 1941 to 1945, the federal government spent a tota] of
$321 billion—twice as much as it had spent in the entire 150 years
of its existence to that point, and ten times as much as the cost
of World War L. The national debt rose from $49 billion in 1941
to $259 billion in 1945. The government borrowed about half
the revenues it needed by selling $100 billion worth of bonds—
some sold to ordinary citizens, but most to financial institutions,
Much of the rest it raised by radically increasing income taxes
through the Revenue Act of 1942, which established a 94 per-
cent rate for the highest brackets and, for the first time, im-
posed taxes on the lowest-income families as well. To simplify
collection, Congress enacted a withholding system of payroll
deductions in 1943,

OFFICE OF PRICE
ADMINISTRATION

MoBILIZING PRODUCTION

The search for an effective mechanism to mobilize the economy
for war began as early as 1939 and continued for nearly four
years. One failed agency after another attempted to bring order
to the mobilization effort. Finally, in January

War
Propucrion 1942, the president responded to widespread
BOARD criticism by creating the War Production

R L

Board ( WPB), under the direction of former
Sears Roebuck executive Donald Nelson. In theory, the WPB
was to be a “superagency,” with broad powers over the econ-
omy. In fact, it never had as much authority as its World War I
equivalent, the War Industries Board, And the genial Donald
Nelson never displayed the administrative or political strength
of his 1918 counterpart, Bernard Baruch.

The WPB was never able to win control over military pur-
chases; the army and navy often circumvented the board en-
tirely in negotiating contracts with producers. It was never able
to satisfy the complaints of small business, which charged (cot-
rectly) that most contracts were going to large corporations.
Gradually, the president transferred much of the WPB’s author-
ity to a new office located within the White House: the Office of
War Mobilization, directed by former Supreme Court justice
and South Carolina senator James F. Byrnes. But the OWM was
only slightly more successful than the WPB.

Despite the administrative problems, the war economy man-
aged to meet almost all the nation’s critical war needs. Enormous
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pew factory complexes sprang up in the space of a few months,
any of them funded by the federal government’s Defense
plants Corporation. An entire new industry producing synthetic
rubber emerged, to make up for the loss of access to natural
ubber in the Pacific. By the beginning of 1944, American facto-
ies were, in fact, producing more of most goods than the gov-
omment needed. Their output was twice that of all the Axis
ountries combined. There were even complaints late in the war
from some officials that military production was becoming ex-
cessive, that a limited resumption of civilian production should
pegin before the fighting ended. The military staunchly and suc-
cessfully opposed almost all such demands.

\;SAR.TIM E SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

More than any previous American wat, World War II was a wa-
tershed for technological and scientific innovation. That was
partly because the American government poured substantial
funds into reséarch and development beginning in 1940. In that
year the government created the National

Igf;ggr&L Defense Research Committee, headed by
RESEARCH the MIT scientist Vannevar Bush, who had

COMMITIEE been a pioneer in the early development of
S e computer. By the end of the war, the
new agency had spent more than $100 million on research,
more than four times the amount spent by the government on
military research and development in the previous forty years.
In the first years of the war, all the technological advantages
seemed to lie with the Germans and Japanese. Germany had
made great advances in tanks and other mechanized armor in
 the 1930s, particularly during the Spanish Civil War, when it
had helped arm Franco’s fascist forces. It used its armor effec-
tively during its blitzkrieg in Europe in 1940 and again in North
 Aftica in 1942, German submarine technology was significantly
_advanced compared to British and American capabilities in
1940, and German U-boats were, for a time, devastatingly effec-
 tive in disrupting Allied shipping. Japan had developed extraor-
dinary capacity in its naval-air technology. Its highly sophisticated
fighter planes, launched from distant aircraft carriers, con-
 ducted the successful raid on Pearl Harbor in December 1941,
 But Britain and America had advantages of their own, which
quickly helped redress these imbalances. American techniques
of mass production—the great automotive assembly lines in
particular—were converted efficiently to military production in
1941 and 1942 and soon began producing airplanes, ships, tanks,
and other armaments in much greater numbers than the
Germans and Japanese could produce. Allied scientists and en-
gineers moved quickly as well to improve Anglo-American avia-
tion and naval technology, particularly to improve the
performance of submarines and tanks. By late 1942, Allied
weaponry was at least as advanced as that of the enemy.

In addition, each technological innovation by the enemy pro-
duced a corresponding innovation to limit the damage of the
new techniques. American and British physicists made rapid
advances in improving radar and sonar technology—taking ad-
vantage of advances in radio technology in the 1920s and
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Ra beyond—which helped Allied naval forces
DAR AND , .
SONAR decimate German U-boats in 1943 and ef-
snliesaesm factively end their effectiveness in the naval
war. Particularly important was the creation in 1940 of “centi-
fnetric radar,” which used narrow beams of short wavelength
that made radar more efficient and effective than ever before—as
the British navy discovered in April 1941 when the instruments
on one of its ships detected a surfaced submarine ten miles
away at night and, on another occasion, spotted a periscope at
three-quarters of a mile range. With earlier technologies, the
sub and periscope would have been undetectable. This new ra-
dar could also be effectively miniaturized, which was critical to
its use on airplanes and submarines in particular. It required
only a small rotating aerial, and it used newly advanced cavity
magnetron valves of great power. These innovations put the
Allies far in advance of Germany and Japan in radar technology.
The Allies also learned early how to detect and disable German
naval mines; and when the Germans tried to counter this prog-
ress by introducing an “acoustic” mine, which detonated when
a ship came near it, not necessarily just on contact, the Allies
developed acoustical countermeasures of their own, which
transmitted sounds through the water to detonate mines before
ships came near them, ‘
Anglo-American antiaircraft technology—both on land and
on sea—also improved, although never to the point where it
could stop bombing raids. Germany made substantial advances
in the development of rocket technology in the early years of the
war, and it managed to launch some rocket-propelled bombs
(the-V1s and V2s) across the English Channel, aimed at London,
The psychological effects of the rockets on the British people
were considerable. But the Germans were never able to create a
production technology capable of building enough such rockets

sy

_ to make a real difference in the balance of military power.

Beginning in 1942, British and American forces seized the
advantage in the air war by producing new and powerful four-
engine bombers in great numbers—among them the British
Lancaster B1 and the American Boeing B17F, capable of flying
a bomb load of 6,000 pounds for 1,300 miles, and capable of
reaching 37,500 feet. Because they were able to fly higher and
longer than the German equivalents, they were able to con-
duct extensive bombing missions over Germany (and later
Japan) with much less danger of being shot down. But the
success of the bombers rested heavily as well on new elec-
tronic devices capable of guiding their bombs to their targets.
The Gee navigation system, which was also valuable to the
navy, used electronic pulses to help pilots plot their exact
location—something that in the past only a highly skilled nav-
igator could do, and then only in good weather. In March
1942, eighty Allied bombers fitted with Gee systems staged a
devastatingly effective bombing raid on German industrial
and military installations in the Ruhr Valley. Studies showed
that the Gee system doubled the accuracy rate of night bomb-
ing raids. Also effective was the Oboe system, a radio device
that sent a sonic message to airplanes to tell them when they
were within twenty yards of their targets, first introduced in
December 1942, \
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RADAR éCOPE, 1944 Navy technicians are shown here demonstrating the new radar scopes that revolutionized the tracking of ships and planes during World War K.

(National Archives and Records Administration)

The area in which the Allies had perhaps the greatest advan-
tages in technology and knowledge was the gathering of intelli-
gence, much of it through Britain’s top-secret
w  Ultra project. Some of the advantages the
Allies enjoyed came from successful efforts to capture or steal
German and Japanese intelligence devices. More important,
however, were the efforts of cryptologists to puzzle out the ene-
my’s systems, and advances in computer technology that helped
the Allies decipher coded messages sent by the Japanese and
the Germans. Much of Germany’s coded communication made
use of the so-called Enigma machine, which was effective be-
cause it constantly changed the coding systems it used.

In the first months of the war, Polish intelligence had devel-
oped an electro-mechanical computer, which it called the
“Bombe,” that could decipher some Enigma messages. After
the fall of Poland, British scientists, led by the brilliant com-
puter pioneer Alan Turing, took the Bombe, which was too slow
to keep up with the increasingly frequent changes of coding the

UrrrA

Germans were using, and greatly improved it. On April 15, 1940,
the new, improved, high-speed Bombe broke the coding of a
series of German messages within hours (not days, as had pre-
viously been the case). A few weeks later, it began decrypting
German messages at the rate of 1,000 a day, providing the
British (and later the Americans) with a constant flow of infor-
mation about enemy operations that continued—unknown to
the Germans—until the end of the war.

Later in the war, British scientists working for the intelligence
services built the first real programmable, digital computer—the
Colossus II, which became operational less than a week before
the beginning of the Normandy invasion. It was able to deci-
pher an enormous number of intercepted German messages
almost instantly. '

The United States also had some important intelligence
breakthroughs, including, in 1941, a dramatic success by the
American Magic operation (the counterpart
to the British Ultra) in breaking a Japanese

Magic
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yding system not unlike the German Enigma, a mechanical
device known to the Allies as Purple. The result was that
Americans had access to intercepted information that, if prop-
erly interpreted, could have alerted them to the Japanese raidon
pearl Harbor in December 1941, But because such a raid had
seemed entirely inconceivable to most American officials prior
to its occurrence, those who received the information failed to

understand or disseminate it in time. ¥ c(};—\\(\\)(}& G\ ()g
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AFRICAN AMERICANS AND THE WAR

During World War I, many African Americans had eagerly
seized the chance to serve in the armed forces, believing that

their patriotic efforts would win them an enhanced position in

postwar society. They had been cruelly disappointed. As World
War 11 approached, blacks were again determined to use the
conflict to irhprove their position in society—this time, how-
ever, not by currying favor but by making demands.

In the summer of 1941, A, Philip Randolph, president of the
predominantly black Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters, be-
gan to insist that the government require companies receiving
defense contracts to integrate their work forces. To mobilize
support for the demand, Randolph planned a massive march on
Washington, which would, he promised, bring more than
100,000 demonstrators to the capital. Roosevelt was afraid of
both the possibility of violence and the certainty of political em-

" barrassment. He finally persuaded Randolph to cancel the

march in return for a promise to establish a Fair Employment
Practices Commiission to investigate discrimination in war in-
dustries. The FEPC'’s enforcement powers,
and thus its effectiveness, were limited, but
its creation was a rare symbolic victory for African Americans
making demands of the government.

The demand for labor in war plants greatly increased the
migration of blacks from the rural areas of the South into indus-
trial cities—a migration that continued for more than a decade
after the war and brought many more African Americans into
northern cities than the Great Migration 0f 1914-1919 had done.
The migration bettered the economic condition of many African
Americans, but it also created arban tensions. On a hot June
day in Detroit in 1943, a series of altercations between blacks
and whites at a city park led to two days of racial violence in
which thirty-four people died, twenty-five of them African
Americans.

Despite. such tensions, the leading black organizations re-
doubled their efforts during the war to challenge the system of

CORE segregation. The Congress of Racial Equality
s (CORE), organized in 1942, mobilized mass
popular resistance to discrimination in a way that the older,
more conservative organizations had never done. Randolph,
Bayard Rustin, James Farmet, and other, younger black leaders
helped organize sit-ins and demonstrations in segregated the-
aters and restaurants. In 1944, CORE won a much-publicized
victory by forcing a Washington, D.C., restaurant to agree to
serve African Americans. CORE'’s defiant spirit would survive
into the 1950s and help produce the civil rights movement,

L R s

A ]

AMERICA IN A WORLD AT WAR ° 739

Pressure for change was also growing within the military. At
first, the armed forces maintained their traditional practice of
limiting blacks to the most rmenial assignments, keeping them
in segregated training camps and units, and barring them en-
tirely from the Marine Corps and the Army Air Force. Gradually,
however, military leaders were forced to make adjustments—in
part because of public and political pressures, but also because
they recognized that these forms of segregation were wasting
manpower. By the end of the war, the number of black service-
men had increased sevenfold, to 700,000; some training camps
were being at least partially integrated; African Americans were
beginning to serve on ships with white sailors; and more black
units were being sent into combat. But tensions remained. In
some of the partially integrated army bases—Fort Dix, New
Jersey, for example—riots occasionally broke out when Aftican
Americans protested having to serve in segregated divisions.
Substantial discrimination survived in all the services until well
after the war. But within the military, as within the society at
large, the traditional pattern of race relations was slowly eroding.

NATIVE AMERICANS AND THE WAR

Approximately 25,000 Native Americans performed military
service during World War II. Many of them served in combat
(among them Ira Hayes, one of the men who memorably raised
the American flag at Iwo Jima). Others
worked as “code-talkers,” working in mili-
tary communications and speaking their
own languages (which enemy forces would be unlikely to un-
derstand) over the radio and the telephones.

The war had important effects, too, on those Native
Americans who remained civilians. Little war work reached the
tribes, and government subsidies dwindled. Many talented
young people left the reservations, some to serve in the military,
others (more than 70,000) to work in war plants. This brought
many Indians into close confact with white society for the first
time and awakened in some of them a taste for the material
benefits of life in capitalist America that they would retain after
the war. Some never returned to the reservations, but chose to
remain in the non-Indian world and assimilate to its ways.
Others found that after the war, employment opportunities that
had been available to them during the fighting became unavail-
able once again, drawing them back to the reservations.

The wartime emphasis on national unity undermined sup-
port for the revitalization of tribal autonomy that the Indian
Reorganization Act of 1934 had launched. New pressures
emerged to eliminate the reservation system and require the
tribes to assimilate into-white society—pressures so severe that
John Collier, the director of the Bureau of Indian Affairs who
had done so much to promote the reinvigoration of the reserva-
tions, resigned in 1945.

“Cope-
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MexicAN AMERICAN WAR WORKERS

Large numbers of Mexican workers entered the United States
during the war in response to labor shortages on the Pacific
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YOUNG STREET, LOS ANGELES Although the Anglo image of Mexican
Americans in wartime southern California was dominated by the culture of the “zoot.
suiters,” there was a long-standing and thriving Mexican-American middle class. Here
two fiiends, Richard Garcia and John Urrea, pose in front of the Urrea home in the
early 1940s. (Shades of L.A. Archives/Los Angeles Public Library)

Coast, in the Southwest, and eventually in almost all areas of the
nation. The American and Mexican governments agreed in 1942
to a program by which braceros (contract laborers) would be ad-
mitted to the United States for a limited time to work at specific
jobs, and American employers in some parts of the Southwest
began actively recruiting Hispanic workers,

During the Depression, many Mexican farmworkers had
been deported to make room for unemployed white workers.
The wartime labor shortage caused farm

EMPLOYMENT owners to begin hiring Mexicans again
GAINS FOR s o beg g ; gain.
MEXICAN More important, however, Mexicans were

AMERICANS able for the first time to find significant

numbers of factory jobs. They formed the
second-largest group of migrants (after African Americans) to
American cities in the 1940s. Over 300,000 of them served in the
United States military.

The sudden expansion of Mexican American neighborhoods
created tensions and occasionally conflict in some American
cities. Some white residents of Los Angeles became alarmed at
the activities of Mexican American teenagers, many of whom
were joining street gangs (pachucos). The pachucos were partic-
ularly distinctive because of their members’ style of dress,
which whites considered outrageous. They wore “zoot suits”—
long, loose jackets with padded shoulders, baggy pants tied at
the ankles—long watch chains, broad-brimmed hats, and
greased, ducktail hairstyles. (It was a style borrowed in part
from fashions in Harlerm.)

In June 1943, animosity toward the zoot-suiters produced 5
four-day riot in Los Angeles, during which white sailors st,.
tioned at a base in Long Beach invaded Mexican Americap

7 00T-SUTT communities and attacked zoot-suiters (in

RioTs respounse to alleged attacks). The city police
e did little to restrain the sailors, who grabbeq
Hispanic teenagers, tore off and burned their clothes, cut off
their ducktails, and beat them. But when Hispanics tried to
fight back, the police moved in and arrested them. In the after.
math of the “zoot-suit riots,” Los Angeles passed a law prohibit.
ing the wearing of zoot suits.

WoMEN AND CHILDREN AT WAR

The war drew increasing numbers of women into roles from
which, by either custom or law, they had been largely barred.
The number of women in the workforce in-

h? (?I}{\SIA[:;ISN creased by nearly 60 percent, and women
FEMALE accounted for a third of paid workers in 1945
EMPLOYMEN (as opposed to a quarter in 1940). These

T R ]

wage-earning women were more likely to be
married and older than most women who had entered the work-
force in the past.

Many women entered the industrial workforce to replace
male workers serving in the military. But while economic and
military necessity eroded some of the popular objections to
women in the workplace, obstacles remained. Many factory
owners continued to categorize jobs by gender. (Female work,
like male work, was also categorized by race: black women were
usually assigned more menial tasks, and paid at a lower rate,
than their white counterparts.) Employers also made substantial
investments in automated assembly lines to reduce the need for
heavy labor.

Special recruiting materials for women made domestic anal-
ogies. Cutting airplane wings was compared to making a dress
pattern, mixing chemicals to making a cake, Still, women did
make important inroads in industrial employment during the
war. Women had been working in industry for over a centuty,
but some began now to take on heavy industrial jobs that had
long been considered “men’s work.” The famous wartime im-
age of “Rosie the Riveter” symbolized the
new importance of the female industrial
: workforce. Women workers joined unions
in substantial numbers, and they helped erode at least some of
the prejudice, including the prejudice against working mothers,
that had previously kept many of them from paid employment.

Most women workers during the war were employed not in
factories but in service:sector jobs. Above all, they worked for
the government, whose bureaucratic needs expanded dramati-
cally alongside its military and industrial needs. Washington,
D.C,, in particular, was flooded with young female clerks, secre-
taries, and typists—known as “government girls"—most of
whom lived in cramped quarters in boardinghouses, private
homes, and government dormitories and worked long hours in
the war agencies. Public and private clerical employment for
women expanded in other urban areas as well, creating high
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“ROSIE THE
RiveTER”
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concentrations of young women in places largely depleted of
young men. Even within the military, which enlisted substantial
aumbers of women as WACs {army) and WAVEs (navy), most
female work was clerical.

The new opportunities produced new problems. Many moth-
ers whose husbands were in the military had to combine work-
Li MiTED CHILD ing with caring for their children. The

CARE scarcity of child-care facilities or other com-
wases S ity services meant that some women
‘had no choice but to leave young children—often known as
dJatchkey children” or “eight-hour orphans”—at home alone (or

worked. _
Perhaps in part because of the family dislocations the war
produced, juvenile crime rose markedly in the war years. Young

.

times to justify their efforts with refer-
ence to the comforts of home more than
to the character of

FIGHTING FOR

FUTURE the enériiy or the ide-
PROSPERITY als America claimed
B (< defending. %

“They are fighting for home,” the writer
John Hersey once wrote from Guadalcanal
(with at least a trace of dismay), because
“Home is where the good things are—
the generosity, the good pay, the com-
forts, the democracy, the pie.”

For men at the front, the image of
home was a powerful antidote to the
rigors of wartime. They dreamed of
music, food, movies, material com-
forts. Many also dreamed of women—
wives and girlfriends, but also movie
stars and others who became the
source of one of the most popular
icons of the front: the pinup.

sometimes locked in cars in factory parking lots) while they -

¢
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boys were arrested at rapidly increasing rates for car theft and
burglary, vandalism, and vagrancy. The arrest rate for prosti-
tutes, many of whom were teenage girls, rose too, as did the in-
cidence of sexually transmitted disease. For many children,
however, the distinctive experience of the war years was not
crime but work. More than a third of all teenagers between the
ages of fourteen and eighteen were employed late in the war,
causing some reduction in high-school enrollments.

The return of prosperity during the war helped increase the
rate and lower the age of marriage after the Depression decline,
but many of these young marriages were
unable to survive the pressures of wartime
separation. The divorce rate rose rapidly.
The rise in the birth rate that accompanied
the increase in marriages was the first sign of what would be-
come the great postwar “baby boom.”

BEGINNING OF
THE “BABRY
Boom”

O I A I Y

B. (’é\r@’c This sech on
WARTIME LIFE AND CULTURE

aemy ¢

e The war created considerable anxiety in American life.
Families worried about loved ones at the front and
struggled to adjust to the absence of husbands, fathers,
brothers, sons—and to the new mobility of women,
which also drew family members away from home.
Businesses and communities struggled to compensate
for shortages of goods and the absence of men.

But the abundance of the war years also created a
striking buoyancy in American life that the conflict it-
self only partially subdued. Suddenly, peopfe had
money to spend again and—despite the many short-

ages of consumer goods—at least
some things to spend it on.
Audiences equal to about half the
population attended movies each week, often to watch
heroic war flms. Magazines, particularly pictorial ones
" suchas Lif¢, reached the peak of their popularity, satis-
. fying the seemingly insatiable hunger of readers for
| “pictures of and stories about the war. Radio ownership
and listening also increased, for the same reason.
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Resort hotels, casinos, and race tracks were jammed
with customers. Dance halls were packed with young
people drawn to the seductive music of swing bands;
soldiers and sailors home on leave, or awaiting ship-
ment overseas, were especially attracted to the dances
and the big band. (See “Patterns of Popular Culture,”
Pp. 742-743.)

I
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horted Americans to support the war effort to ensure a
future of material comfort and consumer choice for
themselves and their children. “Your people are giving
their lives in useless sacrifice,” the Saturday Evening
Post wrote in a mock letter to the leaders of wartime
Japan. “Ours are fighting for a glorious future of mass
""’”‘emplojrment,‘mass production and mass distribution
and ownership.” Even troops at the front seemed at

:orps
s their
te for them

Advertisers, and at times even the government; ex--*



,D “THE INTERNMENT OF JAPANESE e
' AMERICANS ‘ =

World War I had produced widespread hatred, vindictiveness,
and hysteria in America, as well as widespread and flagrant

violations of civil liberties. World War II did not produce a com-
parable era of repression. The government barred from the
mails a few papers it considered seditious, among them Father
Coughlin’s anti-Semitic and pro-fascist Social Justice, but there
was no general censorship of dissident publications. The most
ambitious effort to punish domestic fascists, a sedition trial of
twenty-eight people, ended in a mistrial, and the defendants
went free. Unlike during World War I, the government generally
left socialists and communists (most of whom. strongly sup-
ported the war effort) alone—although the Roosevelt administra-
tion summarily and secretly executed a number of German
spies who had entered the country.

Nor was there much of the ethnic or cultural animosity that
had shaped the social climate of the United States during World
War L The “zoot-suit” riots in Los Angeles and occasional racial
conflicts in American cities and on military bases made clear
that traditional racial and ethnic hostilities had not disappeared.
" So did wartime restrictions imposed on

ETHNIC . . R )
DIsTiNCTIONS  SOome Ttalians—including provisions forbid-
BLURRED ding many of them to travel and imprison-

U AT SR
b ¥
B 3

ing several hundred. The great opera singer

: u”. ' . N . . -
FZio Pinza was classified as an “enemy alien.” But on the whole,

the war worked more to blur ethnic distinctions than to heighten
them. Americans continued to eat sauerkraut without calling it
by the World War I name “liberty cabbage.” They displayed rela-
tively little hostility toward German or Italian Americans.
Instead, they seemed on the whole to share the view of their
government’s propaganda: that the enemy was less the German
and Italian people than the vicious political systems to which
they had succumbed. In popular culture, and in everyday in-
teractions, ethnicity began to seem less a source of menacing
difference—as it often had in the past—and more evidence of
healthy diversity. The participation and frequent heroism of
American soldiers of many ethnic backgrounds encouraged this
change.

But there was a glaring exception to the general rule of toler-
ance; the treatment of the small, politically powerless group of
Japanese Americans. From the beginning, Americans adopted a

different attitude toward their Asian enemy than they did to-

ward their European foes. The Japanese, both government and
private propaganda encouraged Americans to believe, were a
devious, malign, and cruel people. The infamous attack on Pearl
Harbor seemed to many to confirm that assessment.

This racial animosity soon extended to Americans of
Japanese descent. There were not marny Japanese Americans in
the continentak.Wnited States—only about 127,000, most of
them concentrated in a few areas in California. About a third of

eI e Y L
them were unnaturalized, first-generation immigrants (Issei);

prejudice against them no matter how assimilated they becam,
Many white Americans continued to consider Asians (ever;
native-born citizens) so “foreign” that they
could never becomne “real” Americans. Partly
as a result, much of the Japanese Americay
population in the West continued to live in close-knit, to some
degree even insular, communities, which reinforced the baljef
that they were alien and potentially menacing.

Pear]l Harbor inflamed these long-standing suspicions anq
turned them into active animosity. Wild stories circulated about
how the Japanese in Hawaii had helped sabotage Pearl Harbor
and how Japanese Americans in California were conspiring to
aid an enemy landing on the Pacific coast. There was no evi.
‘dence to support any of these charges; but according to Earl
Warren, then attorney general of California, the apparent pas-
sivity of the Japanese Americans was itself evidence of the dan.
ger they posed. Because they did nothing to allow officials to
gauge their intentions, Warren claimed, it was all the more im-
portant to take precautions against conspiracies.

Although there was some public pressure in California to -
remove the Japanese “threat,” on the whole popular sentiment
was more tolerant of the Nisei and Issei (and more willing to
make distinctions between them and the Japanese in Japan)
than was official sentiment. The real impetus for taking action
came from the government. Secretary of the Navy Frank Knox,
for example, said shortly after Pearl Harbor that “the most effec-
tive fifth column [a term for internal sabotage] work of the entire
war was done in Hawaii,” That statement—clearly referring to
the large Japanese population there—later proved to be entirely
false. General John L. DeWitt, the senior military commander
on the West Coast, claimed to have “no confidence in [Japanese
American] loyalty whatsoever.” When asked about the distinc-
tion between unnaturalized Japanese immigrants and American
citizens, he said, “A Jap is a Jap. It makes no difference whether
he is an American citizen or not.”

In February 1942, in response to such pressure (and over the
objections of the attorney general and . Edgar Hoover, the di-
rector of the FBI), President Roosevelt authorized the army to
“intern” the Japanese Americans. He created the War Relocation
Authority (WRA) to oversee the project. More than 100,000 peo-
ple (Issei and Nisei alike) were rounded up, told to dispose of
their property however they could (which often meant simply
abandoning it), and taken to what the government euphemisti-

“RELOCATION cally termed “relocation centers” in the “in-
CENTERS” terior.” In fact, they were facilities little
T different from prisons, many of them lo-
cated in the western mountains and the desert. Conditions in

ANTI-JAPANESE
PREJUDICE

R e K g e T
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“the internment camp§ Were not brutal, but they were harsh and

uncomfortable. Government officials

two-thirds were naturalized or native- i
born citizens of the United States
(Nisei). The Japanese in America, like
the Chinese, had long been the target of
 ethnic and racial animosity; and unlike
members of European ethnic groups,
who had encountered similar resent-
ment, Asians seemed unable to dispel

ON THE WHOLE, THE WAR
WORKED MORE TO BLUR ETHNIC
DISTINCTIONS THAN TO |
HEIGHTEN THEM.

HEGHATIE THOH
tallked of them as places where the
Japanese could be socialized and
“Americanized.” But the internment
camps were more a target of white eco-
nomic aspirations than of missionary
. work, The goveérnor of Utah, where
we  many of the internees were located,
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ganted the federal government to turn over thousands of
apanese Americans to serve as forced laborers. Washingtog did
ot comply; but the WRA did hire out many inmates as agricul-
ural laborers. .

The internment never produced significant popular opposi-
1. For the most part, once the Japanese were in the camps,
ther Americans (including their former neighbors on the West
Coast) largely forgot about them—except to make strenuous ef-
it to acquire the property they had abandoned. Even so, be-
ginning in 1943 conditions slowly improved. Some young
japanese Americans left the camps to attend colleges and uni-
cersities (mostly in the East—the WRA continued to be wary
of letting Japanese return to the Pacific Coast). Others were
permitted to move to cities to take factory and service jobs
(although, again, not on the West Coast). Some young men
j ined and others were drafted into the American military; a
Nisei army unit fought with distinction in Europe.

In 1944, the Supreme Court ruled in Korematsu v. U.S. that
he relocation was constitutionally permissible. In another case
KOREMATSU V. the same year, it barred the internment of
U.S. “loyal” citizens, but left the interpretation of
- b “loyal” to the discretion of the government.
Nevertheless, by the end of 1944, most of the internees had been
released; and in early 1945, they were finally permitted to return
to the West Coast—where they faced continuing harassment
and persecution, and where many found their property and busi-

—

ANZANAR RELOCATION CENTER Dorothea Lange, the great documentary
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nesses irretrievably lost. In 1988, they won some compensation
for their losses, when, after years of agitation by survivors of the
camps and their descendants, Congress voted to award them
reparations. But by then, many of the former internees had died.

CHINESE AMERICANS AND THE WAR

Just as America’s conflict with Japan undermined the position
of Japanese Americans, the American alliance with China dur-
ing World War II significantly enhanced both the legal and so-
cial status of Chinese Americans. In 1943, partly to improve
relations with the government of China, Congress finally re-
pealed the Chinese Exclusion Acts, which had barred almost all
Chinese immigration since 1892. The new quota for Chinese
immigrants was minuscule (105 a year), but a substantial num-
Dber of Chinese women managed to gain entry into the country

CHINESE thFough other provisions covering war

EXCLUSTON brides and flancées. Over 4,000 Chinese
Acts Reprarep  women entered the United States in the
vt first three years after the war, Permanent
residents of the United States who were of Chinese descent
were finally permitted to become citizens.

Racial animosity toward the Chinese did not disappear, but it
did decline—in part because government propaganda and pop-
ular culture began presenting positive images of the Chinese
(partly to contrast them with the Japanese); in part because
Chinese Americans (like African Americans and other
previously marginal groups) began taking jobs in war
plants and other booming areas suffering from labor
shortages and hence moving out of the isolated world
of the Chinatowns. A higher proportion of Chinese
Americans (22 percent of all adult males) were drafted
than of any other national group, and the entire Chinese
community in most cities worked hard and conspicu-
ously for the war effort.

THE RETREAT FROM REFORM

Late in 1943, Franklin Roosevelt publicly suggested that
“Dr. New Deal,” as he called it, had served its purpose
and should now give way to “Dr. Win-the-War.” The
statement reflected the president’s own genuine shift in
concern: that victory was now more important than re-
form. But it also reflected the political reality that had
emerged during the first two years of war. Liberals in
government were finding themselves unable to enact
new programs. They were even finding it difficult to pro-
tect existing ones from conservative assault.

Within the administration itself, many liberals found
themselves displaced by the new managers of the war-
time agencies, who came overwhelmingly from large
corporations and conservative Wall Street law firms. But

Otographer, took a series of photographs to record the experiences of Japanese Ameticans who
tre evacuated from their homes on the California coast during World War Il Here she captures a
Panese American woman in the Manzanar Relocation Center in eastern California as she works'in
Vegetable garden at the center in which residents grew food for their own use. (Courtesy of the
Ncroft Library, University of California, Berkeley, WRA no. C-683)

the greatest assault on New Deal re-
forms came from conservatives in
»  Congress, who seized on the war as
an excuse to do what many of them had wanted to do in

<

DISMANTLING
THE NEW DEAL
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peacetime: dismantle many of the achievements of the New
Deal. They were assisted by the end of mass unemployment,
which decreased the need for such relief programs as the Civilian
Conservation Corps and the Works Progress Administration
(both of which were abolished by Congress). They were assisted,
100, by their own increasing aumbers. In the congressional elec-
tions of 1942, Republicans gained 47 seats in the House and 10
in the Senate, Roosevelt continued to talk at times about his
commitment to social progress and liberal reform, in part to
bolster the flagging spirits of his traditional supporters. But in-
creasingly, the president quietly accepted the defeat or erosion
of New Deal measutes in order to win support for his war poli-
cies and peace plans. He also accepted the changes because he
realized that his chances for reelection in 1944 depended on his
ability to identify himself less with domestic issues than with
world peace.

Republicans approached the 1944 election determined to ex-
ploit what they believed was resentment of wartime regimenia-
tion and privation and unhappiness with Democratie reform.
They nominated as their candidate the young and vigorous gov-
ernor of New York, Thomas E. Dewey. Roosevelt was unop-
posed within his party, but Democratic leaders pressured him
to abandon the controversial Vice President Henry Wallace, an
outspoken liberal and hero of the CIO. Roosevelt, tired and frail,
seemed to take little interest in the matter and passively acqui-
esced in the selection of Senator Harry S. Truman of Missouri,
a man he barely knew. Truman was not a prominent figure in
the party, but he had won acclaim as chairman of the Senate
War Investigating Committee (known as the Truman
Committee), which had compiled an impressive record of un-
covering waste and corruption in wartime production.

The conduct of the war was not an issue in the campaign,
Instead, the election revolved around domestic economic issues
and, indirectly, the president’s health. The
president was in fact gravely ill, suffering
from, among other things, arteriosclerosis. But the campaign
seemed momentarily to revive him. He made several strenuous

1944 Erzerion

public appearances late in October, which dispelled popular -

doubts about his health and ensured his reelection. Roosevelt cap-
tured 53.5 percent of the popular vote to Dewey’s 46 percent, and
won 432 electoral votes to Dewey’s 99. Democrats lost 1 seatin the
Senate, gained 20 in the House, and maintained control of both.

THE DEFEAT OF THE}«XIS

the next two years, the=
and launched a series 0
to victory. ‘

By rly 1944, American and British boﬁbers were attacking

#Cerman industrial installations and other targets almost around

the clock, drastically cutting production and impeding transpoy.
tation, Especially devastating was the massive bombing of such
Cerman cities as leipzig, Dresden, Y |
Berlin—attacks that often made few distific.
tiong between industrial sites and resi
tial ones. Afebruary 1945 incendiary raid on Dresden cr
great firestogm that destroyed three-fourths of the p
undamaged gity and killed approximately 135,000 pegple, al.
most all civiligns. )

Military leaflers claimed that the bombing destrgyed indus-
trial facilities, demoralized the population, and cleafred the way
for the great Allied invasion of France plannedifor the late
spring. The ait Battles over Germany considerghly weakened
the Lufiwaffe (the German air force) and madejt a less formi.
dable obstacle to the Allied invasion. Preparatigns for the inva-
sion were also assisked by the breaking of the Enigma code.

An enormous invision force had been gathering in England
for two years: almost § million troops, and pérhaps the greatest
array of naval vessels %and armaments ever assembled in one

D-Day placg. On the mornifig of June 6, 1944,
S < D-Ddy, General Dwight D, Eisenhower, the
Supreme Commander of the Allied force#, sent this vast armada
into action. The landing cAme not at the narrowest part of the
English Channel, where te Germang had expected and pre-
pared for it, but along sixty fuiles of ghe Cotentin Peninsula on
the coast of Normandy. While airplanes and battleships off-
shore bombarded the Nazi defénseg; 4,000 vessels landed troops
and supplies on the beaches. (Jhyee divisions of paratroopers
had been dropped behind the Ggrman lines the night before,
amid scenes of great confusigh, to seize critical roads and
bridges for the push inland.) ing was intense along the
beach, but the superior manpgwer gnd equipment of the Allied
forces gradually prevailed. Yithin 4 week, the German forces
had been dislodged from vi e ally thd entire Normandy coast.

For the next month, fugther prog remained slow. But in
late July in the Battle of Sdint-L3, Geneyal Omar Bradley’s First
Army smashed throughjthe German lifyes. George S. Patton’s
Third Army, spearheaded by heavy tank attacks, then moved
through the hole Bradjey had created and Yegan a drive into the
heart of France. On August 25, Free Fre h forces arrived in
Paris and liberated the city from four years of German occupa
tion. And by mid- ptember, the Allied ares had driven the
Germans almost ghtirely out of France and Bdlgium.

The great Alligd drive came to a halt, howeter, at the Rhine
River in the facgfof a firm line of German defensgs and a perioc
of cold weathgf, rain, and floods. In mid-Decerhber, Germar

STRATERIC
BoMmBIfG

Lelies had succeeded iri** ~ “forces struckfin desperation along fifty-sailes offront in the

BATTLE OF fHE Ardennes Forest. In the Battle gf the Bulg
Buicl (named for a large bulge that dppeared 1
e the American lines as the Germans presse:
forward)they drove fifty-five miles toward Antwerp before the
were fifially stopped at Bastogne. The battle ended geriot
Germgn resistance in the west.
ile the Allies were fighting their way through France
Soviet forces were sweeping westward into central Europe
the Balkans. In late January 1945, the Russians launched a gres
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JACKSON, J., Dissenting Opinion
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

323 U.S.214

Korematsu v. United States ,
CERTIORARI TO THE CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE NINTH
CIRCUIT

No. 22 Argued: October 11, 12, 1944 --- Decided: December 18, 1944

MR. JUSTICE JACKSON, dissenting. :
Korematsu was born on our soil, of parents born in Japan. The Constitution makes him a citizen of the
United States by nativity, and a citizen of California by [p243] residence. No claim is made that he is not
loyal to this country. There is no suggestion that, apart from the matter involved here, he is not law-abiding
and well disposed. Korematsu, however, has been convicted of an act not commonly a crime. It consists
merely of being present in the state whereof he is a citizen, near the.place where he was born, and where all
his life he has lived.
Even more unusual is the series of military orders which made this conduct a crime. They forbid such a one
to remain, and they also forbid him to leave. They were so drawn that the only way Korematsu could avoid
violation was to give himself up to the military authority. This meant submission to custody, examination,
and transportation out of the territory, to be followed by indeterminate confinement in detention camps.
A citizen's presence in the locality; however, was made a crime pnly if his parents were of Japanese birth.
Had Korematsu been one of four -- the others being, say, a German alien enemy, an Italian alien enemy,
and a citizen of American-born ancestors, convicted of treason but out on parole -- only Korematsu's
presence would have violated the order. The difference between their innocence and his crime would result,
not from anything he did, said, or thought, different than they, but only in that he was born of different
racial stock.
Now, if any fundamental assumption underlies our system, it is that guilt is personal and not inheritable.
Even if all of one's antecedents had been convicted of treason, the Constitution forbids its penalties to be
visited upon him, for it provides that "no attainder of treason shall work corruption of blood, or forfeiture
except during the life of the person attainted." But here is an attempt to make an otherwise innocent act a
crime merely because this prisoner is the son of parents as to whom he had no choice, and belongs to a race
from which there is no way to resign. If Congress, in peacetime legislation, should [p244] enact such a
criminal law, I should suppose this Court would refuse to enforce it. o
But the "law" which this prisoner is convicted of disregarding is not found in an act of Congress, but in a

ilitary order, Neither the Act of Congress nor the Executive Order of the President, nor both together,
would afford a basis for this conviction. It rests on the orders of General DeWitt, And it is said that, if the
military commander had reasonable military grounds for promulgating the orders, they are constitutional,
and become law, and the Court is required to enforce them. There are several reasons why I cannot
subscribe to this doctrine.
It would be impracticable and dangerous idealism to expect or insist that each specific military command in
an area of probable operations will conform to conventional tests of constitutionality. When an area is so
beset that it must be put under military control at all, the paramount consideration is that its measures be
successful, rather than legal. The armed services must protect a society, not merely its Constitution. The
very essence of the military job is to marshal physical force, to remove every obstacle to its effectiveness,
to give it every strategic advantage. Defense measures will not, and often should not, be held within the
limits that bind civil authority in peace.No court can require such a commander in such circumstances to
act as a reasonable man; he may be unreasonably cautious and exacting. Perhaps he should be. But a
commander, in temporarily focusing the life of a community on defense, is carrying out a military program;
he is not making law in the sense the courts know the term. He issues orders, and they may have a certain
authority as military commands, although they may be very bad as constitutional law.
But if we cannot confine military expedients by the Constitution, neither would I distort the Constitution to
approve all that the military may deem expedient. That is [p245] what the Court appears to be doing,
whether consciously or not. I cannot say, from any evidence before me, that the orders of General DeWitt
were not reasonably expedient military precautions, nor could I say that they were. But even if they were

\7



permissible military procedures;-I-deny.that it follows that they are constitutional. If, as the Court holds, it
does follow, then we may as well say that any military order will be constitutional, and have done with it.
The limitation under which courts always will labor in examining the necessity for a military order are
illustrated by this case. How does the Court know that these orders have a reasonable basis in necessity? No
evidence whatever on that subject has been taken by this or any other court. There is sharp controversy as
to the credibility of the DeWitt report. So the Court, having no real evidence before it, has no choice but to
accept General DeWitt's own unsworn, self-serving statement, untested by any cross-examination, that
what he did was reasonable. And thus it will always be when courts try to look into the reasonableness of a
military order.

In the very nature of things, military decisions are not susceptible of intelligent judicial appraisal. They do
not pretend to rest on evidence, but are made on information that often would not be admissible and on
assumptions that could not be proved. Information in support of an order could not be disclosed to courts
without danger that it would reach the enemy. Neither can courts act on communications made in
confidence. Hence, courts can never have any real alternative to accepting the mere declaration of the
authority that issued the order that it was reasonably necessary from a military viewpoint.

Much is said of the danger to liberty from the Army program for deporting and detaining these citizens of
Japanese extraction. But a judicial construction of the due process ciause that will sustain this order is a far
more [p246] subtle blow to liberty than the promulgation of the order itself. A military order, however
unconstitutional, is not apt to last longer than the military emergency--Even during that period, a succeeding
commander may revoke it all. But once a judicial opinion rationalizes such an order to show that it
conforms to the Constitution, or rather rationalizes the Constitution to show that the Constitution sanctions
such an order, the Court for all time has validated the principle of racial discrimination in criminal
procedure and of transplanting American citizens. The principle then lies about like a loaded weapon, ready
for the hand of any authority that can bring forward a plausible claim of an urgent need. Every repetition
imbeds that principle more deeply in our law and thinking and expands it to new purposes. All who observe
the work of courts are familiar with what Judge Cardozo described as "the tendency of a principle to
expand itself to the limit of its logic."™ A military commander may overstep the bounds of
constitutionality, and it is an incident. But if we review and approve, that passing incident becomes the
doctrine of the Constitution. There it has a generative power of its own, and all that it creates will be in its
own image. Nothing better illustrates this danger than does the Court's opinion in this case.

It argues that we are bound to uphold the conviction of Korematsu because we upheld one in Hirabayashi
v. United States, 320 U.S. 81, when we sustained these orders insofar as they applied a curfew requirement
to a citizen of Japanese ancestry. I think we should learn something from that experience.

In that case, we were urged to consider only the curfew feature, that being all that technically was involved,
because it was the only count necessary to sustain Hirabayashi's conviction and sentence. We yielded, and
the Chief Justice guarded the opinion as carefully as language [p247] will do. He said:

Our investigation here does not go beyond the inquiry whether, in the light of all the relevant circumstances
preceding and attending their promulgation, the challenged orders and statute afforded a reasonable basis
Jor the action taken in imposing the curfew.

Of course, the existence of a military power resting on force, so vagrant, so centralized, so necessarily
heedless of the individual, is an inherent threat to liberty. But I would not lead people to rely on this Court
for a review that seems to me wholly delusive. The military reasonableness of these orders can only be
determined by military superiors. If the people ever let command of the war power fall into irresponsible
and unscrupulous hands, the courts wield no power equal to its restraint. The chief restraint upon those who
command the physical forces of the country, in the future as in the past, must be their responsibility to the
political judgments of their contemporaries and to the moral judgments of history.

My duties as a justice, as I see them, do not require me to make a military judgment as to whether General
DeWitt's evacuation and detention program was a reasonable military necessity. I do not suggest that the
courts should have attempted to interfere with the Army in carrying out its task. But I do not think they may
be asked to execute a military expedient that has no place in law under the Constitution. I would reverse the
judgment and discharge the prisoner,
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