mans and other Europeans were kept
until August 1948.
The Roosevelt Administration also
deported enemy aliens, and continued
shipping German and German-Latin
American internees to Germany even
after the war in Europe had ended. It took
Congressional legislation in 1947 finally
to end deportation of Germans.
Prof. Krammer tells the stories of a
number of German internees, many of
whose careers and reputations were ruined by internment. Alfred Heitmann,
for example, was an engineer for Standard Oil. He was interned in 1942 and
released on parole in 1945, on condition

The United States started
to intern German and
Italian merchant seamen
in April 1941 while the
country was officially
neutral.
that he not return to his old job at Standard Oil. For the rest of his life, this professionally-trained engineer could get
work only as a grave digger, a foundryman, and a maintenance man.
Robert Minner had been a journalist.
After his release in 1946, the only job
he could get was shoveling coal. Albert
Krause was a physics teacher. He was
also released in 1946, but never again
worked as a physics teacher. His family
survived on his wife’s income and the
part-time and summer earnings of their
three daughters.
Arthur D. Jacobs was 11 years old
when, on three separate occasions, the
FBI ransacked his family’s home looking for contraband or Nazi propaganda.
Although the FBI found nothing, his
father was interned in 1944 on the basis
of unsubstantiated accusations from unnamed sources. Left without an income,
the family “voluntarily” joined the father in internment. In 1946, the Jacobs
were repatriated to Germany. Twentytwo months later, Arthur and Lambert,
U.S. citizens by birth, managed to return, but they came alone. Their father
could not forgive the U.S. government
for the way it treated him, and their
mother stayed with their father.
Relocation
Relocation is largely outside the
scope of Prof. Krammer’s study, but this
American Renaissance

is the policy that is so frequently described as “racist.” It was not at all the
same as internment. Internment was national in scope and involved incarcerating specific individuals for the purpose
of deportation, whereas relocation did
not begin until February, 1942, and was
limited to the West Coast. It authorized
the Secretary of War or the appropriate
military commander temporarily to exclude any or all persons–U.S. citizens,
resident aliens, and enemy aliens, Germans and Italians, as well as Japanese–
from all of California, the western halves
of Washington and Oregon, and the
southern third of Arizona. The government encouraged anyone who was excluded to resettle in the eastern halves
of Washington and Oregon or in any of
the other unaffected 44 states.
It is widely assumed that people excluded from the West coast were forcibly kept in “concentration camps.” This
is not true. Exclusion prohibited residence in certain areas–nothing more–
and anyone excluded could move anywhere else in the country. The relocation centers, which provided free housing, food, medical care, and education
for children, were made available to anyone who would rather live at government
expense than find another place on his
own. As the U.S. Supreme Court wrote
in the 1944 case of Korematsu v. United
States that found exclusion Constitutional, no Japanese citizen or enemy
alien was compelled “either in fact or
by law” to go to a relocation center. The
Court added, “We deem it unjustifiable
to call them concentration camps with
all the ugly connotations that term implies.” Anyone living in a relocation
center was free to leave at any time so
long as he did not return to the exclusion zone, and during the war, some
30,000 Japanese moved out of the centers.
It is not well known that Germans and
Italians were excluded from the West
Coast along with the Japanese. The relocation centers, however, were open
only to Japanese. Originally only Japanese excluded from the West Coast could
live in them but later, Japanese from
other parts of the country were allowed
in after petitioning the government.
It is true that far more Japanese than
Europeans were forced out of their
homes on the West coast–112,000 as
opposed to just a few hundred. It is this
difference that was presumably “racist,”
but in Korematsu, the Court explained

that “there were disloyal members of that
population [the Japanese] whose number and strength could not be precisely
and quickly ascertained.” The Court also
evoked the fear of a Japanese invasion.
Both reasons were legitimate. To begin with, there was a real question about
the loyalty of Japanese-Americans even
before the war. According to a Japanese
government census, 78 percent of Japanese-Americans held dual Japanese citizenship, which indicated a less-than-total attachment to America. Once the war
began, unlike German- and ItalianAmericans, many Japanese-Americans
were openly disloyal. For example, approximately 14,000 filed to renounce
U.S. citizenship. The demand for renunciation was so great that in 1944 Congress amended the Nationality Act of
1940 to allow U.S. citizens to renounce
citizenship during wartime. Of these
14,000 petitioners, 5,620 followed the
process through to full renunciation, and
gave up citizenship. They were then interned as enemy aliens, a consequence
that probably kept many other disloyal
Japanese-Americans from renouncing
citizenship. Without this group of 5,620
Japanese–officially known as “renunciants” and, in effect, self-selected internees–the number of European internees would have been greater than the
number of Japanese. Researchers are
unaware of any case of a U.S. citizen of
European origin renouncing citizenship
during the war.
What other indications do we have
of the Japanese attitude towards the
United States? Just five weeks after the
West Coast exclusion order, the government offered Japanese resident aliens
naturalized U.S. citizenship if they
would serve in the U.S. war effort. This
was a remarkably generous offer at a
time when Japanese were otherwise
barred from naturalization. Virtually no
one accepted.
Japanese-Americans living in relocation centers were free to join the armed
forces but only six percent of those of
military age did so. In most cases this
was because they would not side with
the United States. In fact, many wanted
to go back to Japan. By 1945, more than
20,000 U.S. citizens and enemy aliens
in relocation centers had filed papers
with Washington to return to Japan.
Eventually, over 8,000 Japanese, including Japanese-Latin Americans, were repatriated.
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Another indication of the state of
mind of Japanese-Americans was the
refusal of hundreds of young men to register for the draft–at a time when draft
evasion was virtually unheard of. Eventually 85 citizens of Japanese descent
were tried and sentenced to prison in the
largest mass trial of draft resisters in U.S.
history. Also, approximately 20,000
Japanese-Americans who were living in
Japan at the time of the Pearl Harbor attack remained in Japan and supported
the war effort against the United States.
Finally, by means of MAGIC, the
project that broke Japan’s diplomatic
codes, the government learned of espionage rings organized by and operating
out of Japan’s West Coast consulates.
Both enemy aliens and U.S. citizens
were among the spies.
What about the fear of Japanese attack? Unlike Germany and Italy, Japan
invaded and occupied American territory: the Philippines, Guam, Wake Island, and Attu and Kiska just off Alaska.
On a number of occasions, particularly
during the early part of the war, Japan
shelled or bombed the West Coast, or
sunk U.S. ships off the coast. Near the
end of the war, Japan launched over
9,000 transoceanic balloon bombs
against the West Coast.
Given these circumstances–open disloyalty by many Japanese-Americans
and what appeared to be direct Japanese
military threats against the West Coast–
the exclusion order appears entirely reasonable. If there had been parallel circumstances with Germans and Italians
in the eastern part of the United States,

there can be little doubt there would have
been an East Coast exclusion order as
well. Both in its internment and exclusion policies, the American government
appears to have been making strictly
military decisions, which did not take
race into account.
Perhaps it should have considered
race. The record shows that JapaneseAmericans were far more likely than
German-Americans to favor their homeland over the United States–and quite
naturally so. Loyalty to the US required
that German-Americans turn their backs
on an ethnic and cultural identity; Japanese-Americans were renouncing not
just their culture but their race.

Note that for Japanese, internment
and relocation were treated the same, but
that only Japanese and no Europeans
have received money or an apology.
Japanese who were relocated but then
returned to Japan out of loyalty to their
country of origin were eligible for the
$20,000 just as were Japanese who were
relocated, enlisted in the U.S. army, and
served the United States. The government has never awarded financial compensation, or offered an apology of any
kind to the thousands of Europeans it
interned, relocated, or deported during
and after the war.

Compensation
Ironically, it is now on racial grounds
that Japanese claim they were wronged.
Activists succeeded in winning financial
compensation from Congress on seven
separate occasions–in 1948, 1951, 1952,
1956, 1960, 1972, and 1978–before their
most recent success.
In 1988, Congress issued an official
apology, and awarded $20,000 to each
former internee and relocated person of
Japanese descent. Four years later, Congress extended eligibility for the $20,000
to non-Japanese spouses of Japanese
internees who voluntarily joined their
families in internment. In June, 1998, the
Clinton Administration announced it
would pay financial compensation to
Japanese-Latin Americans interned in
the United States during the war.

As Prof. Krammer concludes, America’s German and Italian internees have
suffered a double tragedy. During the
war, many were locked up on suspect
grounds, and today, virtually no one
even knows about it. It has now become
virtually impossible to acknowledge the
truth because this would knock an important prop out from under the nowessential ideology of “white racism.”
Mr. Fallon is a writer living in Rye,
New York.

The Galton Report
A sampling of recent scientific literature.
by Glayde Whitney

Can Blacks be Ancestral
to Modern Man?
The currently popular “Out of Africa”
theory, according to which anatomically
modern man is thought to have originated in Africa quite recently and then
spread to the rest of the world, may be
challenged by a new study of dental
traits. It finds that Africans are different
from all other living humans, and that
American Renaissance

they share many traits with extinct hominids and even with apes, both living and
extinct. These differences are so
great they suggest other races
could not have evolved recently
from Africans.
The author, Joel Irish of the
University of New Mexico anthropology department, points
out that a variety of complex
dental traits found in Africans
“apparently represent ancestral
characters found in early hominids and early and modern nonhuman primates.” He further writes that
“the divergence between Sub-Saharan
and other modern populations may, in-

deed, be too great to support an African
origin . . . . That is, it may be felt that
Sub-Saharan Africans are too
different from the other modern
populations to be representatives of a common ancestral
morphotype.”
There is a diagnostic set of
eleven dental traits that is called
the Sub-Saharan African Dental Complex. These traits consist of such things as Bushman
Canine, three-rooted UM2,
LM2 y-groove pattern, UI1
double shoveling, and UM1 enamel extension. Even North Africans are far
closer to Caucasians in these traits than
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