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Introduction

“A Jap’s Jap...it makes no difference whether he is an American citizen; ...he is
still a Japanese, and you can’t change him by giving him a piece of paper.”

- General John L. DeWitt*

“Once lead this people into war, and they Il forget there was ever such a thing as
tolerance. To fight you must be brutal and ruthless, and the spirit of ruthless brutality will
enter into the very fiber of our national life, infecting Congress, the courts, the police man
on the beat, the man on the street.”

- Woodrow Wilson?

In 2004 the U.S. National Park Service announced the opening of an exhibition at Manzanar, one
of the ten permanent internment camps for Japanese Americans during World War 11, that was
meant to “provoke...dialogue on civil rights, democracy and freedom” (Song and Wittenburg
par.2) The collection displayed photographs of the aftermath of the attack on Pearl Harbor next to
pictures of the ruins of the New York Twin Towers after the 9/11 attacks. It thereby juxtaposed
the two events and asked “visitors to consider whether circumstances following the attack on
Pearl Harbor justified the internment of tens of thousands of Japanese Americans and invites

reflection on similarities and differences in America's responses to 9/11” (Ogilvie par.10).

The exhibition raised an interesting and complex discussion about race, religion and
discrimination. Moreover, it begs the question whether the U.S. government’s reaction to the
crisis of WWII indeed bares resemblance to how the Bush administration approached the crisis

after 9/11. On the hand there are striking resemblances. The Japanese offensive on the U.S

! Fuchs, Lawrence H. The American Kaleidoscope: Race, ethnicity, and the Civic Culture. Middletown, CT:
Wesleyan UP, 1990. p.227

? Brinkley, Alan. “A Familiar Story: Lessons from Past Assaults on Freedoms.” The War on Our Freedoms: Civil

Liberties in an Age of Terrorism. Cambridge, MA: The Century Foundation, 2003. p.29-30.



Pacific fleet led the Roosevelt administration to single out Japanese Americans and place them in
the role of enemy of the State. Similarly, after the attacks on the Twin Towers the construction of
the identity of the Arab- and Muslim-American minority was altered to mean “Islamic
fundamentalism” and “racializ[ing] Muslims in a neo-racist idiom” through governmental action
(Naber 2). In other words, the Arab- and Muslim-American minority group became to be viewed
as the “Muslim Other” (Naber 2).

Furthermore, the exhibition raises the question to what extent the othering of Muslim and
Arab Americans parallels the way the US has treated minorities in times of crisis in the past.
After all, in WWII as well as WWI, enemy aliens were persecuted based on their nationalities or
ethnicity, and detained in internment camps, similar to the prisoners detained at the Guantanamo
Bay facility in Cuba. As the Park Service suggests, the way Muslims in the War on Terror were
persecuted shows similarities with the stigmatization of Japanese. Legislation passed in World
War |1 resembles the Patriot Act in terms of stigmatization and persecution of specific groups,
but also shows a clear link to laws instated during WWI that targeted German Americans. The
rhetoric of the respective presidents at the time further underlined the stigmatization of enemy

aliens, questioning their loyalty and mobilizing the public.

On the other hand there are discernible differences. For example, the War on Terror
demanded a completely different approach to combat the threat of terrorists while the Bush
administration did not have a clear enemy like the Japanese and Germans the United States
fought during WWI and WWII. Thus, each crisis must be seen in its historic context and a
juxtaposition of crisis should show an awareness of the difference in time between the historical
events. The racialization of Muslim Americans, for example, should be seen in light of a
multiculturalist society, while the prosecution of Japanese, Italian and German Americans took

place after an official declaration of war. Each event is unigue in this sense.

This thesis will examine the role of government action and rhetoric in the stigmatization
of minorities in times of crisis by juxtaposing three cases studies; World War I, World War Il and
the War on Terror. This study will argue that the government played an active role in the othering
of vulnerable minorities in American society through legislation, rhetoric and the effect this had
on the public and popular media and that stigmatization was used as a tool to combat the internal

threat these minorities posed.



Academic Discussion

The stigmatization of minorities in times of crisis is not a novel topic. A perusal of the academic
literature suggests that many historians perceive a strong link between the way the government
dealt with Japanese Americans after Pearl Habor, and the way they dealt with Muslims following
9/11. Reissman even called September 11 attacks “the new Pearl Harbor” (Generation 9/11).
John Dower has argued in Cultures of War that the government’s approach to the crisis during
WWI was similar to the War on Terror. Indeed, many scholars point to the similarities between
the racialized legislation during WWII and the War on Terror. In Homeland Insecurity, Louise
Cainkar compares the intrusive nature of the Patriot Act to the laws of WWII and also argues that
the civil rights of both the Arab and Japanese communities were under attack. Enemy Images in
American History compares negative cultural images of German, Italian and Japanese Americans
in WWI and WWII that were created, or intensified by a crisis and the consequent governmental
actions (Fiebig-Von Hase and Emkuhl). Similarly, Reframing 9/11 describes racialization
through the construction of negative stereotypes in society through government policy
(Birkenstein, Froula and Randell). However, there is a lack research that compares the
stigmatization of German Americans in WWI to the stigmatization of minorities during WWII as
well as 9/11.

On the other hand there are also historians who deny such links between crises even exist.
Comparing the stigmatization during WWII and 9/11 remains controversial, as conservatives
have argued that “there is a big difference between asking Arab male airline passengers some
extra security questions and forcing American citizens behind barbed wire in the high desert for
three years” (Muller par. 1). A controversial book by Michelle Malkin, a conservative political
commentator, denies the link between the Japanese internment camps in WWII and Guantanamo
Bay. She argues that the comparison between Japanese American interment and the racialization
of Arab and Muslim Americans is too hastily made and but says that racial profiling is justified in
times of crisis (In Defense of Internment). Thomas Sowell agrees, emphasizing that ““‘relocation’
is a more accurate term than ‘interment,’” for the detainment of Japanese Americans in WWI1I
and that there was no mass internment of Arab Americans during the War on Terror (Ever
Wonder Why). Malkin’s uninformed defense of U.S. government’s approach to the crisis after

9/11 emphasizes the need for further exploration. It cannot be argued, for example, that the



discrimination of minorities was different because Arab Americans were guilty. Innocent
American citizens were victimized in similar fashion to the German, Italian and Japanese

Americans in the past.

This thesis aims to place itself within this academic discussion by addressing two specific
gaps through a comparative perspective. Firstly, it will include an analysis of the stigmatization
during the First World War, which is often ignored in comparative analyses of WWII and the
War on Terror. The inclusion of WWI is an important addition to the discussion because, as Alan
Brinkley has argued, WWI was a “turning point... which created some of the most egregious
violations of civil liberties our history” (26). This paper will therefore examine whether the
Wilson administration used similar actions and rhetoric to stigmatize minorities as the Roosevelt
and Bush administrations. Secondly, this paper will address the argument within the academic
discussion whether there are indeed similarities, and/or differences, between the three case
studies. As Alan Brinkley has argued, the government has “to frame a reasoned response to the
dangers [ America faces],” rather than give in to racial profiling and the consequent attack on the
civil liberties of American minorities (46). If the approach did not change than the repetition of
stigmatization should be evident. The outcome of this thesis will aid in our understanding of the
way the U.S. government has reacted in the aftermath of national security threats, the role of

other American citizens, and the use of racialization as a tool in crisis situations.
Methodology

The point of departure of the examination of stigmatization of minorities during times of crisis is
Edward Said’s theory of Orientalism, which states that the foreigner is identified as the Other
through, for example, cultural images (Orientalism). Said’s theory is most applicable to Arab
Americans, as the original theory focused on the Arab world. It can also be used to examine the
othering of Japanese Americans, who originated from the Orient, and were persecuted based on
their race. The cultural images of minority groups as the Other set the stage for the process of
stigmatization and racialization, in which the crisis “[acts] as a catalyst for more vociferous
engagement with” the minority (Upstone 39). The term othering in this thesis refers to a process
in which the minority is identified as the Other and distanced from the dominant (white) group

either through their race, ethnicity or nationality.



Similar to Orientalism racialization identifies the Other by race. The term as introduced
by Andrew Shyrock in Race and Arab Americans Before and After 9/11, uses cultural images to
distinguish, and aptly describe, the targeting of Japanese and Arab and Muslim Americans. In
racialization minorities are given “an identity,” which “supposedly [has] ‘innate’ qualities of the
human body; in turn these essentialized tributes can be used to justify ... policies of
discrimination” (Shyrock 82). Racialization theory thus only applies to Japanese and Arab
Americans who were distinguished from other Americans based on their race, rather than just
ethnicity. In principal, however, Said’s theory of Orientalism and racialization encompass only
the othering of minorities based on their race. Therefore, the discussion of German Americans in
WWI and WWII and Italian Americans in WWII, who were considered white, requires a turn to

more inclusive social theories.

The Stigma theory builds on Said’s concept of the Other, but refrains from identifying the
minority by race. “Stigmatization,” according to Charles Lawrence, “is the process by which the
dominant group in society differentiates itself from others by setting them apart, treating them as
less than fully human, denying them acceptance by the organized community, and excluding
them from in that community as equals” (244). The theory is very broad and is useful in
describing the prosecution of German and Italian Americans based on their nationality as well as
Japanese and Arab and Muslim Americans. The term stigmatization is used interchangeably with
othering. The discussion of stigmatization is closely linked to nativism. Nativism is a “policy”
that is made, or an “attitude” that is held by, the “native-born or existing inhabitants” of country
and which is directed towards “immigrants” or minorities (Oxford Dictionary). The term is useful
when considering the response of the government and native-born American citizens, and the
negative cultural images it creates of minorities, and connects stigmatization of minorities to

government action and rhetoric.
Legislation, Justification, the Public and the Media

Prosecution by law was the main element in the governments’ approach to the internal threat that
minorities posed to national security. The first chapter of this thesis discusses to what extent the
rhetoric and execution of legislation stigmatized minority groups based on their race, nationality
and or religion during a crises. The crises prompted new legislation that singled out minorities

because of their affiliation with a certain religion such as Islam or their relation with an enemy
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nation like Japan, Italy or Germany. The chapter will compare important pieces of legislation,
such as the Enemy Alien Act, Executive Order 9066 and the Patriot Act and will examine how

their wording and execution targeted specific minorities.

The process of stigmatization, however, needed to be justified and explained to the public.
The second chapter therefore focuses on the arguments used by the respective administrations to
justify their response in the aftermath of a crisis. The rhetoric of Wilson, Roosevelt, Bush and
other major political figures was essential for their justification. The potential culpability of entire
minorities and the threat they posed to national security helped the government ‘sell’ their
politics to the public. The chapter will be built around the Presidential rhetoric and will be
supported by secondary literature to outline the arguments the administrations used to justify

stigmatizing government policy.

The final chapter examines the relationship between governmental action and public
opinion. How was public opinion influenced and what responses did the stigmatization elicit
from the public as well as popular culture, such as newspapers and film? The comparison of the
three case studies will also touch on the subject of how the stigmatization was experienced by
German and Italian American during WWI and WWII, Japanese Americans after Pearl Harbor
and Muslim and Arab Americans after 9/11 at the hands of the Wilson, Roosevelt and Bush

administration and the general public.
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Chapter 1 — The Laws of Crisis

“Civil liberties, human rights, constitutional checks-and-balances, habeas corpus,
the rule of law itself—all were undermined, both openly and covertly, by a government
panicked by the specter of future attacks. ”

- John W. Dower, Cultures of War

When authorities discovered that the terrorists responsible for 9/11 were Arab Muslims it altered
the way this American minority was viewed by the nation as well as by the government. The
Arab and Muslim community experienced “feeling unsafe and insecure” in the aftermath of the
attacks because of “their treatment by the American government” (Cainkar, “Thinking” 1).
Indeed, the federal government’s response to 9/11 resulted in laws and policies that appeared to
specifically target the Muslim community, which in its entirety was assigned blame for the
national tragedy and thus assumed a “collective culpability”” based on its members’ religion and

national origins (Roach 106).

This process of stigmatization spurred academics to look to the past for similar
governmental responses to crises or wartime scenarios. The “irrationality” of prosecuting certain
minorities based on their ethnicity, nationality or religion, according to John W. Dower, can be
observed in the First World War as well as World War 11 (19). Certain policies enacted in the
First World War were directed against the Germans the United States was fighting at the time.
For example, while in WWII the U.S. battled against Germany, Italy and Japan, radical measures
were taken against citizens and immigrants from those respective countries residing in the United
States. While the wording of these laws was often vague and refrained from referring directly to
specific racial groups, the execution of federal policies often served to stigmatize perceived
enemy groups, undercutting the official language. This chapter will compare the legislation, legal
Acts as well as Proclamations, passed during each of the three wars and draw conclusions from
their similarities and differences. Furthermore, the chapter will examine how these laws created

racial profiling, either through rhetoric or execution. The question that will guide this chapter is
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to what extent the laws that were passed in response to a crisis to national security targeted

minorities through their wording or execution.

The First World War

When the United States entered into war with Germany in 1917 the fear of potential German
covert operations on American soil was already present. Since 1914 the German as well as
Austrian embassies had organized “repeated acts of intrigue against America” (MacDonnelll 11).
There were reports of spying, attacks on strategic buildings and bridges, and of attempts to
destabilize industrial processes that were crucial to American and, later on, essential to the war
effort (MacDonnell 12). German spies infiltrated, or attempted to infiltrate, American facilities
intending to sabotage shipments bound for the front. America functioned as the “‘auxiliary
arsenal’” for Europe by 1914 and thus formed a critical target for Germany (Child, German
American Attempts 351). The American government found grounds, to a certain extent, to suspect
Americans of German heritage of disloyalty. The fear of an attack on American soil “led the
Wilson administration to press for new protective legislation” (MacDonnell 25). Consequently, a

number of new laws were implemented to put a hold to the internal threat.
Legal Acts

The first significant piece of legislation passed in Congress that directly affected the German-
American community was the Espionage Act of 1917, only weeks after president Wilson
officially declared war on Germany. The act was intended to prevent sensitive information from
getting into the hands of German spies. To that end, less evidence was needed to detain a person
of interest who may have passed on or “publish[ed] classified information” that could hamper the
American war effort (Barak 238). The act had many practical implications, such as heavy control
of incoming and outgoing ships for enemy stowaways and illegal goods. Additionally, the law
increased the power of the President, allowing Wilson to coordinate and search all naval traffic,
including neutral ships (Encyclopedia Americana 504). Arrests made under the Espionage Act
were increased towards the end of the war and any offense could land a person in jail for twenty-

five years (Higham 210).The Supreme Court eventually tried to curb the government’s power and
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requested that it provide sufficient evidence of espionage in order to justify a conviction (Venzon
and Miles 219).

In October of that same year the federal government amended the Espionage Act by re-
instating the Alien Enemy Act. Originally drawn up in 1789, the law allowed the U.S President to
“apprehend, restrain, secure and remove” any person whose native country the United States was
at war with at that time (Elsea and Grimmett 29). The act demarcated the premises, belonging to
or being a descendant of the enemy nation, under which German Americans were prosecuted.
Thus, the law lay out the foundation for the unhindered stigmatization of a minority based on
their nationality. Consequently, the German-American minority experienced “a broad suspension
of [their] individual liberty” (Heebels 16). President Wilson quickly implemented the Act to its
fullest extent, making it illegal for alien enemies to own any “firearms and explosives” and

preventing them from coming into close proximity of any “military facility or munitions factory’

(Elsea and Grimmit 29).

In 1918 Congress went further and passed the Sedition Act which prohibited a multitude
of actions that were considered unpatriotic. Anti-American rhetoric, published or otherwise, and
any defamation of “the American flag, the uniform of the army or the navy, or the Constitution of
the United States” became punishable by law (MacDonnell 25). Furthermore, all “foreign-
language newspapers and publications” that were to be distributed in the U.S. were obligated to
provide the government with a translated version (Venzon and Miles 115). While the wording of
the acts did not refer specifically to German Americans, the assumed disloyalty of this minority

implied that they were targeted by these laws (Ellis 190).

The number of agents working for the Federal Bureau of Investigation increased
exponentially during the War. A large part of the FBI workforce was devoted to tracking anti-
American suspects (Gerstle 92). The public was also instructed to be watchful of their fellow
citizens and report any suspicious activity. Pressure increased in 1917 when several states,
including “Ohio, Iowa and Nebraska,” attacked German culture by enforcing laws that banned
the use of German language in the press (Tucker 472). The state laws extended to “spoken
German ‘in all schools, church services, conversations in public spaces or over the telephone’”
(Oh 129). Here the wording of the legislation was more explicit, referring only to the German

language and thereby targeting German culture as well. Together with the Espionage Act, the
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Sedition Act was responsible for “thousands of arrests and more than 1,500 trials and sentences”

(Michaels 22).
Internment

The most controversial and perhaps the least known attack on the civil liberties of the German
minority during the war is the interment of German Americans. The increased “summary
powers” of the President, gained under the Sedition Act, allowed the Justice Department to put “a
great number of German aliens into internment camps,” and thereby violated their civil liberties
(Higham 210). The interment process started in May 1917 with the capture of “1,356 German
naval personnel and 1800 German merchant crewman” (Doyle 165). Enemy Alien camps sprung
up all over the United States, in states such as Georgia and North Carolina, housing not only
enemy POW’s but also German Americans accused of war crimes under the Espionage, Alien
Enemy and Seditions Acts. By the end of the war over 6,300 Germans had been arrested, of
whom 2300 German Americans were interned (Higham 210). Some were “released, and the rest
paroled” (Ellis 195). Curiously, however, most of the individuals interned in these camps were
not viewed as “prisoners,” but were rather permitted to move around freely or “to return to

Germany” voluntarily (Moore 88).
Stigmatization

As Alan Brinkly has argued, “our modern notion of civil liberties was ...not born with the
creation of the Bill of Rights. A more important turning point may have been the U.S.
involvement in World War I, which created some of the most egregious violations of civil
liberties in our history” (26). All together, the First World War set a precedent for the
stigmatization or othering of a minority. The Espionage, Alien Enemy, and Sedition acts
encroached upon the civil liberties of resident aliens by enforcing laws that targeted a person’s
nationality and their political beliefs. The language of these laws avoided referring to German
natives in particular but dictated that they were applicable to those native to the hostile countries
America was fighting. Thus, the legal implications of the Great War set in motion the
stigmatization process of German Americans and led to an awareness of the attack on civil
liberties (Leone 39).
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The Second World War

Soon after the Pearl Harbor attack President Roosevelt announced to the public that “‘we will
not, under any threat, or in the face of any danger, surrender the guarantees of liberty our
forefathers framed for us in the Bill of Rights’” (qtd. in Heebels 51). Indeed, “the First World
War experience... left Americans determined to avoid, as much as possible, the outrageous
violations of civil liberties which anti-Germanism had produced under the Wilson
administration” (MacDonnell 12). Despite the President’s assurance that there would be no
compromises made on the subject of civil liberties, the legislation passed during the war
contradicted this statement. The most well known legal repercussion of the Second World War
was, arguably, the internment of Japanese Americans. However, the war infringed upon the civil
liberties of several minorities. The suspicion towards German Americans carried over from the
First to the Second World War. Additionally, the Italian-American minority felt pressure from
the federal government because of its relation with its hostile nation of origin.

Japanese Americans

When Pearl Harbor bombarded the United States into war with Japan, the Japanese-American
minority came under strict scrutiny. In the aftermath of the attack “all citizens of Japanese
ancestry had been classified 4-C: ‘enemy aliens’” (Smithsonian 4). A little over two months after
the attack on the U.S. fleet, on February 19, “President Roosevelt signed Executive Order 9066”
that allowed the federal government to set up “designated areas [to] exclude any person”
(Commission on Wartime par.6). Similar to the rhetoric of the legislation during the First World
War, the executive order did not overtly single out a specific minority. It was, however, to be
applied to the Japanese American minority, “as the President, his responsible Cabinet ministers
and the West Coast congressional delegation knew it would be” (Commission on Wartime par.6)
The West Coast was of particular interest in the national security plans because of its strategic

position and its proximity to Japan.

Order 9066 was an influential law that allowed the government to keep out any unwanted
person of Japanese descent from important strategic areas, such as the West Coast. Under the

Executive Order several proclamations were put in place:
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“Public Proclamation No.1, issued on March 2, 1942, established Military Areas No. 1;
Public Proclamation No. 2 was issued on March 16, 1942, and it required that enemy
aliens and persons of Japanese ancestry notify change of residence; Public Proclamation
No. 3 issued on March 24, 1942 established military curfew and travel regulations on
enemy aliens and persons of Japanese ancestry. The curfew was to be enforced between
8:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. to begin on March 27 in Military Area No.1. ” (Kim 48).

The author of the proclamations, John L. DeWitt who was the Commander of Army forces on the
West Coast, made it clear that these laws were intended for the Japanese, despite the neutral
wording of the proclamations. He argued that no “distinctions be made between aliens and
citizens, or between the loyal and disloyal. ‘The Japanese race is an enemy race,” he insisted.

‘Racial affinities are not severed by migration’” (Leone 40).

In addition to the Public Proclamations, the Japanese-American community came under
fire from a series of Exclusion Orders that ensured the federal government was able to “control or
exclude persons of Japanese ancestry” (Kim 48). For example, Exclusion Order No. 5 was used
in the Bay Area to keep out any Japanese Americans “from most dock areas and the waterfront of
San Francisco” (Kim 48). Posters for the Civil Exclusion Order No. 28 were plastered on the
walls in the area, proclaiming that all people of Japanese ancestry, alien or non-alien, were to
report on May 1, 1942 to a Civil Control Station (United States 3316).

Another Executive Order, No. 9102, created the notorious Japanese internment camps.
The detainment of Japanese aliens far exceeded the internment of German Americans in WWI.
By the end of the war a total of 112,000 Japanese Americans had been placed in the camps after
they were to leave their residences. Ten internment camps, named relocation or assembly centers
by the government, were opened in the fall of 1942 in seven different states primarily in the
Midwest. The last of the Japanese Americans did not leave the internment camps until the
beginning of 1946. While in captivity the internees were asked to fill out a “loyalty
questionnaire” (“Civil Exclusion™).® The form posed an array of intrusive questions, ranging from
family history to the internee’s preference in newspapers and from their history of any foreign

investments to their willingness to serve in the United States armed forces. The last question

* See Appendix A p. 76
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asked the internee whether they “swear unqualified allegiance to the United States of America”

(“Civil Exclusion”).

The legal attack on Japanese Americans in the Second World War was both concealed
and in the open. The Executive Order No. 9066 did not specifically show bias towards Japanese
Americans in its wording. However, although its rhetoric was neutral, the law’s application was
clear among government officials. On the other hand, the Public Proclamations and the Civil
Exclusion Orders were very publically presented. Posters and flyers were spread around the states
to warn Japanese Americans, but were thus readily available to the general public as well. The
wording of the proclamations explicitly mentioned Japanese Americans. Together with the
Executive Orders the Public Proclamations had severe consequences for the Japanese-American
minority. The Roosevelt administration thus demarcated the premises for their racialization

through the rhetoric as well as the actualization of the legislation.
German Americans

The anti-German paranoia that ran amok during the Great War seemed to have died down by
1941. Even after the attacks on U.S. ships by German’s submarines in 1941 most isolationist
government officials, especially the liberal President Roosevelt, refused to let anti-German
sentiment grip the nation. The persecution of Germans in the Great War was a painful piece of
American history and the Roosevelt administration was careful not to appear to retrace its
historical footsteps. Furthermore, Barry D. Karl argues that the generation of Germans living in
the United States at the time of the Second World War was far less sympathetic to Germany and
its leaders than the previous generation who had lived through the Great War (197). Thus, the
internal threat of German American spies did not seem as prominent. By 1942, however, new
laws and the application of the Alien Enemy Act from WW!I showed a change in the federal

government’s attitude towards the German-American minority.

First, in the immediate months after the Pearl Harbor attack over 3,000 Germans were
arrested by the FBI because they supposedly posed a threat to national security, just as they had
been during the First World War (Stone 285). Second, the government opened the attack on the
German-American Bund. This group, consisting of persons of primarily German heritage, was a

“pro-Nazi, quasi military organization,” according to the Roosevelt administration, that made its
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presence known mostly before the war started (Ryan and Schlup 152). Although many of them
were naturalized citizens, the administration accused them of fraudulent behavior, “indicated by
disloyal conduct,” and not being “attached to the principles of the Constitution” (Stone 280). In
1943, a total of 146 ““decrees of cancellation’” were handed out by the Roosevelt administration
that reversed the naturalization of German Americans (Stone 280). Freedom of speech, one of the
cornerstones of the American Creed, was compromised while German Americans were punished
based on their affiliation with the German-American Bund, and thus based on their heritage. The
attack on German culture, language and traditions that had taken place in WWI was absent.

Further measures were taken in conjunction with the treatment of Japanese and Italian
Americans. The designated military areas described in the Executive order No. 9066, for
example, affected the German American community in California significantly. The federal
government decided to move a large group of Germans, together with Italians, away from these
areas. Commander of the armed forces DeWitt suggested that German Americans be interned in
similar fashion to the Japanese. Large scale internment of German American families, however,
did not seem feasible to the government. Moving and housing a community of five million would
have been a “logistical nightmare” (Hixson 217). Instead, about 11,000 “German aliens were
detained” by the Justice Department, most of whom were “political suspects or ...enemy aliens”.
The prisoners were not allowed to leave the encampment unless they were willing to be sent back

to Germany (Ryan and Schlup 152).

In comparison to the Great War the German minority remained reasonably unscathed by
the Second World War. The paranoia of an internal threat weaned towards the end of the war
while the possibility of an attack of the West Coast by Germany was slim (Hixson 217). While
neutral language was used in these laws, the legal implications of the Executive Order No. 9066

and the Alien Enemy Act testify to a negative attitude towards German Americans.

Italian Americans

The Italian American minority was one of the largest immigrant communities in the twentieth
century. A congressional record from 2004 that probed the governmental stigmatization of
minorities revealed that Italian Americans too felt the effects of the 9066 Executive Order

(United States 3318). Under the law Italians were required to carry identification with them at all
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times, including a recent photograph (Scherinil0). This is shockingly reminiscent of the
identification obligation in Europe during the reign of the Nazi party. Moreover, it was a clear
case of racial profiling. The law also confined Italians to their homes who were obligated to
request permission to move beyond the five mile radius around their residence. They were
restricted further by the curfew enforced by the state of California, just as the Japanese and
German Americans, under Public Proclamation No.3. From January of 1942 onwards enemy
aliens were only allowed to “travel any required distance back and forth to work but were
required to be in their homes from 8 P.M to 6 A.M” (Lothrop 184). The minority was also
challenged economically when “all enemy-alien fishing,” in California was prohibited by the

U.S. Coast Guard (Fox, Una Storia 43).

Additionally, about “10,000 Italians along the West Coast” were moved by the
government (Scherini 10). They were told by authorities that they could no longer live in their
own houses and were forced off their properties. Similar to the German and Japanese Americans,
thousands of Italians were also placed in internment camps under the 9066 Executive Order
(McPhee 13). Records show that the people who were detained were mostly “veterans of the first
World War..., editors/writers for Italian-language newspapers and announcers on Italian-
language radio; and instructors of Italian-language schools (Scherini 12). Yet the implications of
the Executive Order were not limited to men alone. Families too were forced to live in the

encampments (Scherini 226).

The civil liberties of Italians were violated by the restrictions that were put upon them.
The movement restriction implemented by the 9066 Executive Order is reminiscent of the Alien
Enemy Act enforced during WWI that allowed the federal government to arrest and prosecute
anyone coming within miles of a military base or weapons factory. They were specifically
targeted by the government through curfews and relocations orders. It is in the execution of these
measures, rather than the rhetoric of the legislation, that the stigmatization of Italian-Americans
was evident. In the immediate aftermath of Pearl Harbor, however, there were few consequences
for Italian Americans. “[T]he FBI arrested only 147 Italians” and in 1942 the President even

“removed Italians from the category of enemy aliens” (DiStasi 76).



20

Triple Threat

Many of the laws put in place after the Pearl Harbor attack reveal a combined approach against
the perceived internal triple threat of Japanese, German and Italian Americans. According to
Stephen Fox, while most authorities considered the Japanese to be the main threat under the 9066
Executive order, “some military officers believed it applied to the Italians and Germans as well”
(Una Storia 42). One law in particular, the Alien Registration Act of 1940, shows the targeting of
multiple minorities. The act, signed into law in 1940 and also known as the Smith Act, “required
all resident aliens to register with the Immigration and Naturalization Service” (Stone 283).
Regardless of the apparent neutrality of the act because all aliens needed to register, the Italian,
German, and Japanese that came forward, totaling almost 900,000 aliens, were immediately
labeled as “enemy aliens” in line with the Alien Enemy Act (Stone 284). To this end, it was the

execution of the legislation, rather than the rhetoric, that stigmatized the minority groups.

The actions of the Roosevelt administration show that it did in fact target specific groups
within the American society and encroached on their civil liberties by requiring registration of all
aliens, imposing restrictions, forcing them out of strategic military areas and establishing
internment camps in which the enemy aliens, neutralized or not, were held. The response is
similar to the way the Wilson administration reacted to its entrance into the war with Germany.
Those people with connections to the hostile nation, or nations, were then prosecuted by law
based on their nationality or their heritage. Furthermore, in both World Wars the government

relied on the Alien Enemy Act from 1789, and other proclamations that targeted minorities.

War on Terror

The 9/11 attacks on American soil shook the American public as well as the government to its
core. It quickly catapulted the United States into a War on Terror over fifty years after WWII.
Unlike during WWI and WWII, Bush did not call for a mass internment of Arab and Muslim
Americans, nor did he support any evacuations of the minority from military strategic areas. The
War on Terror required a completely new type of warfare because there was, seemingly, no clear

hostile nation or enemy that the U.S. was fighting. According to Anthony Lewis, “the war on
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terrorism [was] being waged against a hidden enemy who is not going to surrender in a ceremony
aboard the U.S.S. Missouri” (qtd. in Heebels 123). Moreover, the attack on American soil
demanded a firm response by the Bush administration. The administration’s plan of attack,
however, was more similar to previous administrations’ reaction to a threat to national security or
war than it may have appeared at first glance. In the wake of the national tragedy the Arab and
Muslim community in America became the target of the government’s quest for justice and

prevention.

One of the first emergency measures passed in the wake of 9/11 was the all important
Patriot Act, also known as Public Law 107-56. Signed by President Bush in October of 2001, it
gave the government license to use any means necessary to “intercept and obstruct terrorism”
(FinCEN par.1). Under this act the CIS, the U.S. Department of Citizenship and Immigration
Services, was established, as well as the overarching Department of Homeland Security. The act
dramatically increased the power of the federal government, allowing it to conduct “electronic
surveillance to expand the range of trackable crimes, the wiretapping of suspected terrorists,
performing a search with delayed notification..., searching personal records without probable
cause, and easing the ability to obtain search warrants when suspected terrorist-related activities
occur”’(Barak 355).

Similar to the rhetoric used in the Sedition Act and the Alien Enemy Act, the language of
the Patriot Act remained neutral and referred mainly to terrorist suspects, as the administrations
in WWI and WWII had referred to enemy aliens. However, the implementation of the law
showed that it targeted the Arab and Muslim minority. The invasive powers of the Act became
plain when, for example, Muslim Americans were targeted on the basis of their religion during a
2004 Islamic conference in Toronto. American citizens were “detained, frisked, photographed,
fingerprinted, and threatened with arrest by border agents” in accordance with the power invested
in the agents by the Patriot Act (Barak 355). The installment of laws that targeted supposed
terrorist suspects continued in 2004 when President Bush presented the Terrorism Prevention
Act, or Public Law 108-458, which increased the administration’s power in the gathering of
intelligence. “[I]t was revealed that the Department of Homeland Security had,” under the new

act, “requested the zip code list of areas of Arab concentration from the Census Bureau,” further
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supporting the idea that Arabs were singled out in the government’s intelligence gathering

(Cainkar, “Thinking” 21).
Immigration

The threat of terrorism also sparked important changes in America’s immigration law. In early
2002, the government announced that it would be establishing a new National Security Entry-
Exit Registration System, or NSEERS. The system, which came into action in December 2003,
was supposed to prevent dangerous individuals from entering the country and remove any illegal
immigrants that resided in the U.S. All Aliens were to be subjected to an interview with the
Department of Justice and were required to “provide proof of their legal status to remain in the
United States” (Bayoumi 101). In theory any person from any country could be called in to

register.

Nevertheless, the emphasis of the program lay on male immigrants from twenty-five
countries. The countries named on the list for “call-in registration” were all situated in the
Middle-East, including Iran, Afghanistan and Irag, and were mostly ruled by a Muslim majority
(Farnam 73). Furthermore, the registration system obligated the alien to provide information that
invaded their privacy. For example, aliens were asked to give their “credit card information and
banking information,” as well as “information on any organizations to which they belonged”
(Farnam 75). Immigrants, especially Arab and Muslim men, “complained they were treated as if
they were guilty of a crime and had to prove their innocence, thus flipping an avowed tradition

of American jurisprudence (innocence until proven guilty) on its head” (Bayoumi 101).

Julie Farnam likens NSEERS to the Alien Registration Act from WWII when those who
were “considered a threat to the country were required to register with the U.S. government”
(75). The demands posed by the system are analogous to the questionnaire given to Japanese
American internees during WWII. Aside from banking information the Arab or Muslim alien was
required to give the government relatives’ names and addresses, similar to the information the
Japanese Americans internees were forced to provide. Thus, the Arab community was persecuted
based on their nationality or religion, similar to the rounding up of people of Japanese descent
after Pearl Harbor. When a group of Muslim immigrants in California presented themselves to

the Department of Justice after the deadline of December 2002 they were arrested on charges
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related to their legal status. Most of the men did not have a “permanent resident status,” unlike
most Japanese American in WWII, who were legal citizens. Over 500 men were detained in an
operation described by the director of the American Civil Liberties Union as “reminiscent of

what happened in the past with the internment of Japanese Americans” (qtd. in Serjeant par. 6).

Internment

Aside from racializing consequences of the invasive surveillance activities by the Department of
Homeland Security, such as investigating Arab or Muslim members of the community in front of
their neighbors, the gravest attack on the civil liberties of the Arab-Muslim community was the
detainment of suspected terrorists in Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. While official information on the
subject is scarce, Scott Matheson argues that Arab and Muslim Americans and resident aliens
were or still are, detained at the facility in Cuba (129). “The detention power [of the Patriot Act]
was exercised against an American citizen apprehended in the United States ..., an American
citizen captured in Afghanistan ,” and “thousands of resident aliens were locked up” (Matheson
129; Heebels 114).

The holding of prisoners at the Guantanamo prison without the due process of a trial
remains a highly controversial subject. The exhibition held by the National Park Service
discussed in the introduction of this thesis suggested a link between Guantanamo and the
Japanese internment camps in WWIL. It offered visitors a comparison of the racialization of
minorities, but it also offered another similarity between the two interments, which is the
dismissal of a citizen’s right to a trial. Habeas corpus, a legal action, dictates that a prisoner
cannot be held without sufficient evidence and that he or she is entitled to call upon those in
charge to prove that the detainment is lawful or that they possess the authority to hold the
prisoner. Yet, the prisoners in all three case studies were detained without proof and were not

allowed to state their case.

In her article “Where is Guantanamo” Amy Kaplan explores the legal “black hole” that
was Guantanamo Bay (445). Similar to the identification of Germans in WWI and Germans,
Italians and Japanese in WWII as enemies of the state, the prisoners held at Guantanamo were
dubbed enemy combatants. Identifying prisoners as enemies or enemy combatants does not only

construct a “racialized category,” in this case Arab and Muslim, but also placed the prisoners
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outside the United States law because they were not considered American citizens (Kaplan 450).
The location of the Cuban prison, Kaplan explains, was also essential to the legal limbo the
prisoners were in. The prison was an old naval base acquired by the American government after
the Spanish-American war (Kaplan 446). In defending the decision to deny prisoners a trial and
hold them without evidence the Bush administration argued that “the Republic of Cuba has
‘ultimate sovereignty’ over this territory, that therefore neither the Consitution nor US
obligations to international treaties apply, and, as a result that the prisoners at Guantdnamo have
no rights” (Kaplan 447). Thus, the administration admitted that by detaining prisoners in Cuba
the government did not have to abide by its own laws.

Lastly, Abdul Malik Mujahid, an imam working in Chicago, makes a surprising
suggestion that could shed new light on the use of the word internment camp and create another
link to the WWI and WII camps. Although his opinions may be biased the general concept can be
useful to emphasize the similarities in treatment between Arab and Muslim minorities and
Japanese Americans. The only difference, Mujahid argues, is that the “the camps of today are
virtual” (par. 2). Rather than being confined by walls like those in Manzanar, the Arabs and
Muslims were trapped in a “virtual camp” which was constructed through a list of numbers,
representing the people affected by the Terrorism Prevention Act and actions taken under such
laws (Mujahid par.4). They were locked in symbolic prisons, made up out of laws that gave the
government access to e-mail, bank accounts etc., that were created to stop terrorist or “suspected
terrorists” (Mujahid par. 23). Mujahids’ hypothesis does suggest a direct link between the
Japanese camps and anti-Arab and Muslim activities by the government, but in turn also
highlights the difference in the government’s approach, in accordance with the change in warfare
in the War on Terror. Rather than a sweeping approach the government chose to act less overt
and was more active behind the scene by conducting interrogations, searches and continually

surveying the internet activities of people who were considered a risk to national security.

In conclusion, the internment of (suspected) terrorists at the Cuban prison resembles in
many ways the detainment of minorities in WWI and WWII. The Alien Enemy Act and Sedition
Act allowed the government to intern a person of interest, labeled enemy, without providing
much evidence. Similarly, the prisoners at Guantanamo Bay prisoners were not granted a trial

because they were not considered American citizens.
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The War on Terror and its Legal Implications

The September 11™ attacks had severe legal consequences for the Arab and Muslim minority in
the U.S. and was reminiscent of the legal Acts and Public Proclamations during WWI and WWII.
The NSEERS Program affirms, in its wording as well as execution, that the federal government
focused in on residents and aliens from specific countries, all situated in and around the Middle-
East. Furthermore, the Patriot Act gave the government increased power to attack the civil
liberties of its citizens. The legal limbo of Guantanamo allowed the Bush administration to act
outside of the law and detain prisoners without grounds. Lastly, 