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ABSTRACT 

Relocation, the removal of over 110,000 "persons of Japanese ancestry" from 

their West Coast homes to relocation centers in the continental interior during World War 

II, was a culturally critical event in the history of Japanese Americans. While internment 

has been intensively studied, it has lacked a unifying theoretical approach to the disparate 

material, behavioral, and symbolic experiences of internment. When viewed through the 

lens of place, and a particular variety of cultural landscape called an eventscape, the 

relationships between different scales of experience of gender, age, or factional groups 

become apparent. 

An eventscape is a cultural landscape that results from people's participation in 

culturally critical events. The heuristic value of eventscape is its capacity to depict the 

multiple spatial, temporal, and social scales of Relocation and to represent the material 

patterns and social-symbolic construction of the relationships between people and places. 

A persistent theme in the history and anthropology of relocation is shikataganai, 

the idea that a cultural predisposition toward acceptance of unalterable circumstances 

precluded internee resistance. Japanese Americans' relationships with the places of 

relocation demonstrate that many did resist, especially through strategies of everyday 

resistance. 

Internees manipulated their built environments in order to create "home places" 

that defied the imposed identity of "prisoner." Ceramic tablewares recovered from the 

landfill of the Manzanar War Relocation Center indicate that some female internees may 
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have attempted to serve traditional meals in their barracks in order to mitigate the family-

rending effects of the mess hall. 

Oral history data collected from several Resisters of Conscience and their families 

reveal the ongoing relationships that some Japanese Americans have with the locations 

associated with the events of Relocation. The "Tucsonians" were young internees who 

refused to be drafted and served prison terms in the Catalina Federal Honor Camp near 

Tuscon, Arizona. These resisters use the sites of their incarceration as memorials that 

instruct subsequent generations of Japanese Americans, as well as other visitors, in the 

suppressed history of resistance to internment. Through storytelling and place 

commemoration, they challenge the master narrative of relocation that claims that 

Japanese Americans complied with relocation without protest. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

But out there is in here too, related — 

-it's a matter of perspective, like lines 

of lineage and history, like the line 

between me and the fencepost, between 

me and the flagpole, between stars, 

stripes, the searchlight, and the guy 

on duty in the guardtower, maybe 

like me, from California, looking 

up at the airplane making a line 

of sound in the sky, searching 

for the right place in a time of peace... 

Yes, if I had a big enough piece 

of paper, I'd draw the line 

tracing the way we came, smooth 

as tracks clear back to California; 

and in the other direction, the line 

clean out to the city of Philadelphia 

and the Liberty Bell ringing testimony 

over Independence Hall and the framing 

of the Constitution, Yes, it's there, 

and I can see it, in the right frame of mind... 

XV. 

And this is where Yosh 

drew the line — 

on paper, on the pages 

of the Constitution. 

XVI. 

The rest is history. 

Arrested, judged, 

sentenced, imprisoned 

for two years 

for refusing 

induction under 
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such conditions: 

"As long as my family is in here..." 

Eventually amves 

a few sentences 

of F^residential 

Pardon, period. 

But history 

doesn't rest, 

as Yosh gives 

testimony, 

drawing the line, 

on paper, again. 

XVII. 

This time, though, he's a free man 

with a free mind and a very clear 

conscience, having come full circle 

to this clear spring at Heart Mountain. 

And Heart Mountain, of course, 

is still there, timeless and ever-

-changing in the seasons, the light, 

standing, withstanding the test of time (Inada 1997). 

The title of this study comes from the poem, "Drawing the Line," by Lawson 

Fusao Inada. The poem refers to Yosh Kuromiya's habit of drawing the outline of Heart 

Mountain, the landmark after which the Heart Mountain Relocation Center was named, 

over his signature. Kuromiya was a Japanese-American "resister of conscience," one of 

over 300 American citizens of Japanese ancestry who refused to be drafted into military 

service during World War II while their families were confined in government internment 

camps. Like many former internees, he has integrated the places of internment (or 



Relocation) into his identity and today uses those places to challenge the master narrative 

of internment and the tenet that all Japanese Americans complied with relocation. 

This study examines the role of place in the contested history of internment and 

the identities of Japanese Americans. Evidence from the archaeology and oral history of 

relocation demonstrate the many ways that Japanese-American men and women drew the 

line between themselves and their communities, between justice and injustice, and 

between the discrete places that together form the eventscape of internment. It is 

primarily concerned with scales of place and power. The units of observation and 

analysis are the built environments of internment and the attachments that Japanese 

Americans (both fornier internees and others) feel toward those places, as observed 

through the lenses of material culture and oral history. 

The forced removal of all "persons of Japanese ancestry" from their west coast 

homes and incarceration in desolate government relocation centers between 1943 and 

1945 is perhaps the most widely studied topic in Asian-American history (some of these 

locations were, in fact, occupied by Native Americans). Historians, legal scholars, 

anthropologists, geographers, novelists, and former internees themselves have published 

a remarkable number of scholarly and popular works on the topic. These works are 

tightly focused, either geographically or topically, and frequently oriented toward the 

cataloging of internment experiences (Dubel 2001; Kitano 1993; Mackey 1998; 

Matsumoto 1993; Spickard 1996; Takaki 1989; Takeshita 1984; Tateish 1999; Terkel 

1984; Thomas 1952; Thomas and Nishimoto 1946), documenting reactions to relocation 



by particular groups (Arai 1999; G. Hirayabashi 1985; Holiri 2000; Houston and Houston 

1973; Mackey 2001; Okihiro 1973), analyzing the legal and political aspects of relocation 

(CWRIC 1997; Daniels 1971, 1977, 1995; Davis 1982; Garrett and Larson 1977; Irons 

2000; Ito 1998; Lim 1990; Matsuda and Nomura 1998; Muller 2001a, 2001b; Unrau 

1996a, 1996b; Weglyn 1996), inventorying the material components of internment 

(Burton 1996, 1998; Burton et al. 1999; Horiuchi 2001; Iritani and Iritani 1995; Tamir et 

al. 1993), or examining the historiography of internment (L. Hirabayashi 1995, 1998, 

1999; Hirabayashi and Hirabayashi 1989; Ichioka 1989; Miyamoto 1989; Murray 2000; 

Sakoda 1989; Wax 1971). 

What is lacking in the large body of internment history is a cohesive approach to 

understanding the multiple scales of experience and multiple lines of evidence. How are 

the personal memories of one child internee related to the experiences of an entire 

population? What is the physical connection between an ethnic enclave in Los Angeles 

and a mountain prison in Tucson? What is the significance of a rice bowl fragment in the 

Manzanar landfill compared to the court records of a Selective Service violator? 

I believe the concept that unifies these disparate fragments of history is 

eventscape. Stoffle, Carroll, Toupal, Zedeno, Eisenberg, and Amato (2000:9) define an 

eventscape as a cultural landscape created "when people within and between ethnic 

groups jointly participate in an activity. By participating in this activity they tie together 

in special ways themselves and the places where these events occur." Eventscapes are 

marked by "interetlmic connections produced by joint participation in culturally critical 

and persistent events" (Stoffle, CaiToll, Toupal, Zedeno, Eisenberg, and Amato 2000:14). 



While different activities may occur at various locales within an eventscape, these places, 

and the people participating in the activities, are linked by participation in a single larger 

event. 

The internment eventscape includes all the places associated with this history; the 

ethnic enclaves that were the pre-war homes of most internees, the assembly centers to 

which evacuees were initially transported, the war relocation centers (or "camps") where 

most waited out the war years, the prisons to which resisters were sent to isolate them 

from "loyal" internees, and the roads, train tracks, and individual life histories that 

connect them. The utility of the eventscape is that it transcends the war years to include 

the ruins of these sites and the memorials that they have become, and the role that such 

sites play in the reproduction of internment identity. 

The individual experiences of male and female internees, veterans and resisters, 

internees and former internees, all occurred in a cultural landscape delineated by the 

events of Relocation. Certain activities, and certain lines of evidence, are tied to 

individual places, as are the fragments of dishes found at Manzanar. But when viewed 

through the lens of eventscape the connections between the Manzanar dishes and the 

personal memories of the Tucsonian resisters become apparent; they represent two 

strategies of resistance during the culturally critical event of Relocation. 

The intermnent eventscape is real; that is, it is not simply a heuristic device whose 

utility is its ability to explain behaviors in an academic application. Former internees, 

along with their children and grandchildren, possess a real attacliment to the places of 

internment. They visit the former camps, organize and financially support the formal 



commemoration of them, and bring their families to visit them in order to share stories of 

their intemment experiences. And they strongly identify with the specific places in 

which they were interned, frequently asking new Japanese-American acquaintances of 

the appropriate age, "What camp were you in?" 

Eventscape is a broad concept, and the intemment eventscape could include an 

almost infinite number of activities. While this study examines a variety of behaviors 

and lines of evidence, it is bounded by a focus on resistance, broadly defined. One of the 

persistent themes in the history of intemment is shikataganai. This is a Japanese phrase 

that translates, "it cannot be helped," with a particular emphasis on the fact that what 

"cannot be helped" is unchallengeable. Scarcely a single text on intemment fails to 

mention how internees, particularly the older Issei (first-generation Japanese-Americans), 

used this phrase to describe their feelings that they had no choice but to comply with their 

incarceration. Shikataganai has also been used by historians of internment as a gloss- for 

a presumed cultural disposition against resistance. 

Some intemees did overtly resist intemment. This resistance took the form of 

riots, strikes, physical violence against guards or inu (intemees believed to be cooperating 

too much with the camp administration), application for repatriation to Japan, court 

challenges, or draft resistance. For a long time, resistance to internment was couched as 

disloyalty to the United States of America. The theoretical orientations of those who 

wrote intemment history, particularly those affiliated with the Japanese American 

Evacuation and Relocation Study (JERS), did not allow for any kind of resistance to the 

relocation itself. Those who overtly resisted relocation, either through physical 



confrontations or legal challenges, were simply classified as "disloyal" and therefore "un-

American." While this study does address draft resistance, the theoretical framework of 

the study is everyday resistance, the kinds that were (or are) either too subtle to reach the 

notice of historians or that have been misclassified as disloyalty. It is the locations of 

these activities that are the landmarks within the internment eventscape described here. 

The idea for this study was planted in 1999 when 1 became involved in the 

dedication ceremony for the soon-to-be Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation Site (GHRS) on 

the Coronado National Forest (CNF). I knew about internment through an analysis of 

ceramics from the Manzanar landfill that I had already begun for the National Park 

Service's Midwest Archeological and Conservation Center (MWACC), so 1 was anxious 

to meet former internees and to assist in the development of interpretive signs for the new 

campground, located on the site of a prison (The Catalina Federal Honor Camp, or simply 

"Honor Camp") that had housed Japanese-American internees convicted of Selective 

Service violations. There can be no better illustration of place attachment than the 

relationship between the Tucsonians (and their families) and the GHRS. As the CNF 

staff planned the dedication event, we received an increasing number of inquiries from 

fonner internees, reporters, and organizations such as the Japanese American Citizens 

League (JACL) about the event. Six of the Tucsonians, as well as Gordon Hirabayashi, 

eventually attended, along with their families. We began to receive personal checks to 

support the event and future interpretation at the site. On the day that the Tucsonians 

amved in Tucson I witnessed men in their 70s and 80s almost giddy over the idea of 

meeting Dr. Hirabayashi and returning to site of their imprisonment. These resisters, who 
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had been marginalized even among internees, were eager to share their life histories and 

memories of the events of World War II in the setting of the GHRS. 

Clearly there was something special about this place. I informally asked a 

number of attendees about their experiences of mess halls and food in the relocation 

centers, but few had any memories of these things. Instead they were eager to discuss 

their time at the Honor Camp, or in the case of the Tucsonians' families, the few stories 

they knew about their loved ones' time there. A number of themes emerged. The 1999 

attendees frequently referenced history and the idea that their part of internment history 

was finally coming to light. Without exception, they related their experiences not to 

being Japanese American, but to being American and to upholding their Constitutional 

rights. They also talked about the community of the Tucsonians, how they identified not 

only as resisters of conscience but as a community tied to the Honor Camp. Much to the 

assembled archaeologists' disappointment (mine included), they showed little interest in 

the material aspects of the site, and none agreed as to the layout of the camp. It became 

apparent that the place was much more significant from an emic perspective than the 

material culture alone could convey. 

Still involved in the Manzanar ceramics project, I refocused on the spatial 

components of internment. Dishes, however, particularly commercially manufactured 

ones, have a limited ability to inform on the cognitive aspects of place. So I embarked on 

a second component of the place study, an oral histor>' of the Tucsonians and their 

relationships with the places of relocation. The result was this project: an examination of 
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the meaning of the cultural landscape of internment, with an emphasis on the relational, 

material, and cognitive dimensions of the landscape they formed. 
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Problem Statement 

This study documents and interprets the complex interactions between power and 

place in the ongoing history of Japanese American relocation during World War II. The 

methods of the study draw on a broad range of historical archaeological tools, including 

artifact analysis, archival research, and oral history. Archaeologists have often treated 

the concepts of landscape and place as either artifact patterns (as in the identification of 

housing and settlement patterns) or as a gloss for sacred sites (almost exclusively 

identified with Native Americans). I attempt to demystify and secularize the 

anthropological concept of place by describing how commonly place and space have 

been manipulated by Japanese American women, children, men, families, and activists 

throughout the history of relocation. To these people, place was neither sacred nor 

abstract, but one tool of "everyday resistance." 

While the themes of this dissertation are viewed through the lenses of 

anthropological theory and oral history, much of the data and interpretation is 

traditionally archaeological. The places I describe exist for the most part as marks on the 

land, foundations, building remains, landfills, etc. On one level they can be treated as 

traces of past behavior that testify to events that have been overlooked in standard 

histories of relocation. Yet these sites are not passive residues, but are actively 

manipulated as part of an ongoing strategy to create a isL^'dn&s,e-American identity. 

This project is best described as "archaeology of the contemporary past" (Buchli 

and Lucas 2001a). While it uses the tools and methods of traditional historical 
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archaeology, its context and meaning are derived from living memories and its time 

frame cannot be discretely bounded in "the past." The intemment eventscape is both an 

archaeological and a cultural landscape (Bischoff et al. 2000). The places of internment 

persist in the historical memory of the Japanese Americans who shaped them, and in the 

identity of the Japanese American community as a whole. In addition to exploring the 

role of different scales of place in the history of intemment, a secondary goal of this 

project is to illustrate how place and landscape can have a non-abstract, non-sacred 

application in a modern context. 

Internment is a complex topic. The research problem I propose here has several 

subparts, but can be stated broadly and simply as follows: 

How have the places of relocation (and more broadly, the relocation eventscape) 

been manipulated by internees as a strategy of resistance against the master naiTative of 

internment that portrayed them as alternatively disloyal, un-American, submissive, and 

dangerous? Under this umbrella research problem, I examine the following subordinate 

lines of inquiry: 

• How is resistance differently expressed at various social, temporal, and 

spatial scales within the history and anthropology of Relocation? 

• How was the built environment of the Relocation Center manipulated in 

order to create "home places?" How did these actions mitigate the family-

dissolving effects of mess halls and barracks? 

• How do former internees identify themselves in reference to Relocation? 
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• How do the stories that the Tucsonians tell at the GHRS combat the 

master narrative of shikataganai'l How are they reshaping history? 

• How do issues of public/private space and public/private transcripts (Scott 

1990) influence uses of the interiunent eventscape? 

• How does storytelling about internment places reproduce the internment 

eventscape to newer generations of Japanese Americans? 

Scale and Data Sets 

Cultural landscapes are enonnous and abstract. They are also ever-shifting in 

relation to time, context, and their observers. Therefore, scale is critical in any study of 

place. Marquardt and Crumley (1987:7) vwite of scale, "Just as specific models of reality 

are conceived, negotiated among human groups, and applied at specific scales, so are our 

investigations of landscapes undertaken - and the results of our studies applied - at 

specific spatial and temporal scales." The specific case studies here represent distinct 

spatial and temporal scales. They also represent "a third aspect of scale [that] involves 

less readily definable units of cultural, ethnicity, and other socially and politically 

constructed affiliations" (Bischoff et al. 2000:114). 

Chapter 6 investigates resistance and place at the scale of the built environment of 

one particular relocation center between 1942 and 1945, and focuses on the places of 

women's power. The social scale of this analysis is the family. Chapters 5 and 7 

examine the role of memory and commemoration at the landscape scale and at a much 



more recent temporal scale, examining memory and narrative at internment memorials. 

The social scale of this second analysis is the Japanese-American community. These 

distinctions in scale are critical when one considers, for example, that a place like 

Manzanar is both a place where women created "home places" through control of eating 

space during the period of 1942 — 1945 and a place where Sansei (third-generation 

Japanese Americans) have gathered yearly since 1969 to access their grandparents' 

memories of internment as part of the Manzanar Pilgrimage. The internment eventscape 

exists at multiple physical and cultural scales and a continuous temporal scale, but it is 

only through a tighter spatial or temporal lens that individual behaviors and meanings 

emerge among these multiple nested places (Tilley 1994:20; Knapp and Ashmore 1999). 

This study uses two main data sets. The first is a traditional archaeological 

analysis of ceramic tablewares from the landfill of the Manzanar Wai- Relocation Center. 

The second is oral history data collected as interviews with the five surviving Tucsonians 

and their spouses. These data sets do not prove or disprove one another; in fact, they 

rarely overlap. They are complementary rather than reinforcing. Both are limited in their 

explanatory power when taken alone. 

Artifact analysis is by its nature arbitrary. The categories of analysis are more 

likely to reflect the analyst's experience than "real" categories in the systemic context. In 

the case of the Manzanar dishes, I am confident in the categories of analysis that I have 

selected. The physical distinctions between institutional ceramics (the mess hall dishes 

issued by the United States Quartermaster Corps) and personal dishes in traditional 

Japanese forms are obvious. The former are vitreous white-bodied earthenware vessels 
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that are generally undecorated, with thick vessel walls, uniform shapes, and frequently 

displaying a stamped date mark. The latter category consists of porcelain vessels with 

unique height/maximum diameter ratios that are copiously decorated, with thin vessel 

walls, and occasionally marked with decal or handpainted kanji marks. 

The strength of the artifact data is that it diagnostically indicates the presence of a 

behavior (the curation of Japanese dishes and the likely practice of traditional Japanese 

food ways) at a circumscribed location (Manzanar) during a discrete time period (1942-

1945). However, because of the nature of the deposit and collection, it is impossible to 

know how common this behavior was. The main weakness of this data set is that it 

requires dependence on additional data - primary and secondary documents from the 

time period - in order to access the meaning of this behavior in the systemic context. I 

speculate that this behavior represents resistance against the loss of home places and the 

imposition of prisoner identity, but this argument is highly dependent on bridging 

arguments taken from documentary data. 

Oral history data present their own strengths and weaknesses. Personal memories 

may be highly biased, either because of the deterioration of memory over time or 

"selective curation" of memories that may not be literally true. Informants may also be 

motivated to exaggerate or diminish their descriptions of past events, particularly where 

issues of legality or personal reputation exist. The specific memories that an informant 

chooses to disclose are also highly dependent on the relationship between interviewer and 

interviewee. 



The most obvious limitation of the oral histoiy data presented here is that there is 

rarely a one-to-one correspondence between an informant's statement and an identified 

unit of analysis. The mention of a particulai' place, for example, does not prove anything. 

My research design for oral history data collection was not intended to collect 

information about the particular histoiy of the Honor Camp or of the lives of the 

Tucsonians, although such data were recovered. What the oral history is intended to do is 

to access the meaning of the places of internment in the context of Japanese-American 

community identity. Consensus, between individual oral histories or between oral history 

and other documentary data, is not the goal of this study (Buchli and Lucas 2001b). 

Below I briefly describe the organization of the substantive chapters of this 

dissertation. 

The History of Relocation 

The history of Japanese Americans during World War II is highly contested. While it is 

virtually unknown to most people with an American public school history education, its 

details and meanings are widely debated by historians and Japanese Americans. In 

chapter 2,1 present the events, key players, and social context of the World War 11 

relocation of Japanese Americans. While I focus in this chapter on the "master narrative" 

of internment that is found in standard histories, I also introduce alternate perspectives on 

the events of relocation found in oral history and recent writings of relocation 

"outsiders." I also discuss the effects of internment on post-war Japanese Americans and 

the ongoing role of the internment experience in modem Japanese American identity. 

The Geography of Relocation 
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In chapter 3,1 describe the landscape of internment, the placement of internment 

sites such as assembly and relocation centers, federal prisons, work sites, "safe zones," 

and "home places" and the physical connections between them. The locations and 

physical settings of these places actively influenced the history of relocation and the 

experiences of internees. The remote and inhospitable locations, the connections and 

disconnections from community, recreate "the relation of sensation to emplacement; the 

experiential and expressive ways places are known, imagined, yearned for, held, 

remembered, voiced, lived, contested, and struggled over; and the multiple ways places 

are metonymically and metaphorically tied to identities" (Feld and Basso 1996:11). 

Theoretical Background 

Chapter 4 introduces the key theoretical approaches that are used throughout this 

study, including the concepts of place, space, and cultural landscape, and memorials. 

This chapter also illustrates the concept of everyday resistance and its use in historical 

archaeology. I also suggest a defmition of eventscape that establishes a more informative 

framework for the cultural landscape of internment. 

The Tucsonians Oral History Project 

Chapter 5 introduces the first set of original data in this study, oral histories 

gathered during the Tucsonians Oral History Project. This study surrounds the Catalina 

Federal Honor Camp, a federal prison work camp located in the Catalina Mountains near 

Tucson, Arizona. During World War II the Honor Camp housed many draft resisters, 

including 45 Japanese American "resisters of conscience," men who protested Relocation 

by refusing to report for their physical exams upon being drafted. In 1999 this site was 



made into a Forest Service recreation site called the Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation site, 

which commemorates the resisters of conscience. The oral history data collected during 

this project directly addresses the meaning of this and other internment places to the 

resisters and their families and how the memorialization of such places is manipulated in 

order to challenge the master narrative of internment. 

Public and Private Space in the Relocation Center 

Chapter 6 presents the second set of original data, an analysis of ceramics from 

the Manzanar War Relocation Center landfill. Viewed through the lens of place and 

resistance, the presence of non-institutional tablewares in traditional Japanese forms 

suggests that interned women were serving some meals in their barracks, likely in an 

effort to mitigate the effects of public dining in the mess halls. This behavior is placed in 

the context of other home-making behaviors known tlirough documentary and oral 

history. 

The Internment Eventscape 

Chapter 7 integrates the preceding data into the internment eventscape, illustrating 

the ways that Japanese Americans express symbolic connections to the places of 

internment. This chapter also documents how landscape at many scales is used to resist 

the identities forced on Japanese Americans by Relocation and to contest the dominant 

history of Relocation. While the chapter focuses on the Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation 

Site, I also present here evidence of memorial visitation at other Relocation places and 

demonstrate how former internees identify with the Relocation Centers in which they 

were interned. 
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Terminology 

Before proceeding into the body of this study, it is worth explaining why I have 

chose to use certain tenninology in this paper. No terminology is politically neutral in 

the context of Japanese American internment. Historians, Anthropologists, and internees 

disagree about the usage of such terms as "internment," "internment camp," 

"concentration camp," "Relocation Center," and "evacuation." The term "internment" is 

most common among internees, although the word literally refers to the detaining of 

foreign nationals (which the majority of internees were not). The most historically 

accurate tenn for the forced removal of Japanese Americans to government-run camps is 

"relocation," the term that the War Relocation Authority used at the time. This is, of 

course, a euphemism and has been widely criticized as insufficient to describe the 

massive transportation of a population, disturbance to family and community stnjctures, 

and at times violently enforced incarceration of over 100,000 people. For the purposes of 

this study, however, the tenn relocation is ideal for describing the spatial aspects of these 

events, and I use it interchangeably with the term "internment," which is most common 

among internees themselves. 

Throughout this dissertation I also use a number of Japanese words that have no 

appropriate English equivalent. The definition of these teims can be found in Appendix 

C. The term "Tucsonian" also appears there, but I also wish to state initially that this 

term refers to the group of resisters of conscience who were imprisoned at the Catalina 

Federal Honor Camp and who identity themselves by this tenn; it should not be confused 
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with the more commonly known "Tucsonan," which is the preferred name for residents 

of Tucson, Arizona. 
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CHAPTER 2: 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

This order for the mass evacuation of all persons of Japanese descent denies them the 

right to live. It forces thousands of energetic, law-abiding individuals to exist in a 

miserable psychological and a homble physical atmosphere. This order limits to almost 

full extent the creative expressions of those subjected. It kills the desire for a higher life. 

Hope for the future is exterminated. Human personalities are poisoned. The very 

qualities which are essential to a peaceful, creative community are being thrown out and 

abused. Over sixty percent are American citizens; yet they are denied on a wholesale 

scale without due process of law the civil liberties which are theirs. If I were to register 

and cooperate under these circumstances, I would be giving helpless consent to the denial 

of practically all of the things which give me incentive to live (Hirabayashi 1942). 

It is nearly incomprehensible to modem American sensibilities that, just 60 years 

ago, the United States government forcibly incarcerated nearly 120,000 people, two-

thirds of whom were American citizens, with as little as two weeks' warning and without 

due process. That such events transpired in the context of "the Good War" (Terkel 1984) 

makes them all the more incongruous. 

World War II in Context 

This paradox well illustrates Lowenthals' (1985;xvi, after Hartley 1953) 

obsevation that "the past is a foreign country; they do things differently there." World 



War II was indeed a different place than today, particularly in the arena of civil liberties. 

The military was segregated, resident aliens carried internal passports (following the 

Alien Registration Act), the draft boards were overwhelmingly white and middle class, 

and hundreds of conscientious objectors (many were not given conscientious objector 

status because their religious objection was not recognized as a legitimate one) worked 

unpaid in service camps. Censorship of the press was so extensive that nothing was 

reported about the 300 Japanese balloon bombs that reached North America. Disloyalty 

toward the American government was abhon-ent to 1940s Americans. As Spencer 

(1989:157) eloquently observes, "World War II is ancient history ... It is sometimes 

forgotten that the forced removal of Japanese-Americans from their West Coast homes 

took place in a setting directly bound up with the war. At the time, the American 

population at large achieved a sense of unity and common purpose that has not since been 

duplicated." 

Yet most laws and national policies contained language reiterating the equality of 

all people. As Daniels (1995:161) summarizes, 

Anyone foolish enough to write a history of the war years based solely on 

the language in laws passed by Congress would have to conclude that the 

home front was marked by a high degree of racial, ethnic, and class 

egalitarianism. Nothing, of course, could be further from the truth. . . .The 

military, the selective service system, the Department of Justice, and 

President Roosevelt himself all conspired to violate the law. 



Relocation was the most dramatic of the many forms of discrimination inflicted 

by both the federal and state governments and individuals on Japanese Americans by 

1942. 

Before Pearl Harbor 

When the first Japanese immigrants arrived in California in 1869 (immigration to 

Hawaii began a year earlier), they found Anti-Asian prejudice already widespread. 

Chinese-, rather than Japanese Americans were the first targets. Initially filling a labor 

shortage, especially in the construction of the transcontinental railroads, Chinese workers 

quickly became the victims of resentment by American laborers who perceived them as 

competing unfairly for employment by accepting low wages and menial jobs (Unrau 

1996a:l). The later-aniving Japanese immigrants tended to seek agricultural 

employment. As their numbers increased and families began to acquire land, European-

American labor organizers, ranchers, and politicians agitated existing anti-Asian 

sentiments, and "the Japanese bectime the inlieritors of California's persistent animosity 

toward Asians" (Unrau 1996a;4). 

This prejudice took many structural forms. A 1906 San Francisco law and 

eventually a 1921 state-wide law ordered Asian children to attend separate schools from 

European-American children. The 1913 Webb-Heney Law limited the amount of land a 

person of Japanese ancestry could lease or own in the state of California. The 1922 

Supreme Court case Takao Ozawa c. United States made Japanese aliens ineligible for 

naturalized American citizenship (a technicality that would be overlooked when Issei 



were later accused of not wanting to become Americans) and finally, the Immigration Act 

of 1924 barred Japanese (and Chinese) immigration. 

Thus Weglyn (1996) has argued that Japanese internment was a national 

extension of this local prejudice, made viable by World War II and the Japanese military 

attack on Pearl Harbor. Internment may have been ofBcially explained as defensive, but 

"For the myriad anti-Oriental forces and influential agriculturists who had long cast their 

covetous eyes over the coastal webwork of rich Japanese-owned land, a superb 

opportunity had thus become theirs for the long-sought expulsion of an unwanted 

minority" (Weglyn 1996:36). 

Immigration of Japanese men was halted by the Gentlemen's Agreement of 1908, 

in which Japan agreed to stop issuing passports to laborers, while "picture brides" 

continued to enter the country until the 1924 Immigration Act barred immigration of all 

"aliens ineligible for citizenship." Because of these laws, the Japanese American 

community was fractured into very distinct generational groups, each with unique 

experiences and identities. 

By 1941, the original immigrants (the Issei, or first generation) had begun 

families. Unlike their parents, who were prohibited by the Ozawa v. U.S. decision from 

becoming naturalized, the American-born Nisei (second generation) were American 

citizens. The overwhelming majority of Japanese Americans lived in enclaves in Hawaii 

or the West Coast of the United States, where most worked in agriculture or fishing. 

These communities were linked by several social organizations based on religion, home 

prefecture, or occupation. Within these self-contained communities, the Issei had little 
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need to speak English, and few learned the language. A small percentage of Nisei, 

known as Kibei, were educated in Japan. Most Nisei attended American schools, 

learning Japanese language and customs in afternoon or weekend "Japanese school." 

However, once they graduated and sought employment outside these enclaves, many 

Nisei found "their social reality was not often the same as what they were taught" (Ng 

2002;6). -

Even before the Japanese military attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, 

President Franklin D. Roosevelt had ordered an investigation into the loyalty of Japanese 

aliens and Japanese Americans in the mainland United States and Hawaii. Interestingly, 

the resulting Miinson Report unambiguously corroborated existing intelligence of "a 

remarkable, even extraordinary degree of loyalty among this generally suspect ethnic 

group" and certified that "There will be no armed uprising of Japanese [in the United 

States]" (in Commission on Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians [CWRIC] 

1997:52). Both the Federal Bureau of Investigations and the Office of Naval Intelligence 

independently concluded the same (CWRIC 1997:53-55; Takaki 1989:386-387; Weglyn 

1973:35). 

Evacuation and Relocation 

On December 7, 1941, the Japanese military launched a surprise naval attack that 

devastated the American Pacific Fleet at Pearl Flarbor and forced the United States of 

America to formally join World War II. Forced to explain how such a massive attack 

could be accomplished without warning, some military officials fostered rumors of fifth-



column activity among Japanese Americans. Despite the recommendations of the 

intelhgence community, the FBI began rounding up Japanese American community 

leaders and send them to Department of Justice internment camps, eventually detaining 

10% of all Japanese immigrants from the West Coast (as well as over a thousand Italian 

and German enemy aliens [Murray 2000:3]). 

On February 19, 1-942, President Roosevelt signed Executive Order 9066, 

designating certain areas of the Pacific coast from which "any and all persons may be 

excluded as deemed necessary or desirable," and over which the military would have 

jurisdiction. The Executive Order did not specifically mention Japanese aliens or 

Japanese Americans, but it was a product of extensive executive-office debate over how 

to resolve "the Japanese problem." Roosevelt effectively washed his hands of plans to 

relocate Japanese Americans with the order and "one short telephone call [in which he] 

passed the decision-making power to two men [DeWitt and Secretary of War Henry 

Stimson] who had never been elected to any office, saying only, with the politician's 

chaiTn and equivocation, 'Be as reasonable as you can'" (Daniels 1971:72). 

The Western Defense Command, under General John DeWitt (famous for his "a 

Jap's a Jap" press conference [CWRIC 1997:100]), only applied the order to "persons of 

Japanese ancestry." This included anyone who was 1/16 or greater Japanese, including 

children who had been adopted by European-American parents. An initial proposal to 

also remove German and Italian aliens was deemed too politically dangerous, as German-

and Italian-Americans were considered active voters (Murray 2000:8). 

The United States government explicitly described its motivation for interning 



Japanese Americans as cultural. The differences between Japanese and the dominant 

European American culture was cited repeatedly as the reason for both the likelihood of 

espionage (Weglyn 1996:43; Munson 1946 in [Weglyn 1996]), and investigators' 

inability to determine potentially traitorous individuals. In his argument against interning 

German and Italian Americans, Assistant Chief of the Civil Affairs Division Lt. Col. 

William A. Boekel (in Unrau 1996a;66) stated that Japanese internment had been 

justified by "their oriental habits of life, their and our inability to assimilate biologically, 

and, what is more important, our inability to distinguish the subverters and saboteurs 

from the rest of the mass made necessary their class evacuation on a horizontal basis." 

Boekel's accusations of the Japanese American unwillingness to assimilate and the U.S. 

intelligence community's inability to distinguish among individual Japanese Americans 

verities that it was their very "Japanese-ness," their cultural distinctness from other 

• Americans, that led to their internment. This point was not lost on Japanese Americans. 

The first steps in carrying out E.O. 9066 was the designation of Military Areas 1 

and 2 (figure 1), then the imposition of a curfew for enemy aliens and Japanese 

Americans within these zones. Evacuations began in Terminal Island, California, before 

the end of February. Residents were given as little as 48 hours to evacuate the island (Ng 

2002:22-23). With such short notice, evacuees had little opportunity to sell or store their 

belongings or their businesses. Most lost all of their family's investments and property. 

Japanese Americans were at first removed to Assembly Centers, expediently 

converted fairgrounds or stockyards that served as temporary holding areas until the 

Relocation centers (what are commonly called "internment camps'" or simply "camps" by 
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internees themselves) were completed. The assembly centers were themselves barely 

habitable. "Evacuees," the government's euphemism for Japanese Americans removed to 

the assembly centers, were housed in horse stalls or hastily constructed ban-acks with 

entire families assigned to single rooms. 

A total of 117,000 people, many United States citizens, were interned in 10 

relocation centers in desolate areas of the continental interior. These accommodations 

were only slightly more habitable than the assembly centers. The camps were surrounded 

by barbed wire fences, guard towers, and armed guards. Internees could be, and in some 

cases were, shot for attempting to leave the camps without permission. Families were 

housed together in 20' by 25' barrack apartments with communal bathrooms, mess halls, 

and laundry facilities. Eventually schools, medical facilities, and limited employment 

programs were established. 

The War Relocation Centers were run by the civilian War Relocation Authority 

(WRA), whose employees occupied a separate section of the camp from the internees. 

Internees were encouraged to govern themselves, to a limited extent, and each block 

(group of barracks) had an official representative. In order to communicate with the 

camp administrators, these representatives had to speak English and so the Nisei quickly 

usurped their parents in the limited strategic power available in the camps. No longer in 

a position to lead the family economically or politically, many Issei were too shamed to 

even leave their barracks. The Nisei, meanwhile, experienced unprecedented freedom 

from patriarchal authority and soon dominated the camps. 

The JACL, formerly a social club, became exceedingly powerful during 



Relocation. The WRA was impressed by the JACL's official policy of cooperation as a 

means of demonstrating loyalty. The J ACL was influential in WRA policies of 

forbidding Japanese language schools and meetings and in making Nisei eligible for the 

military, even suggesting that the Army form an all-Nisei volunteer suicide battalion, 

with soldiers' parents held hostage to ensure loyalty (Masaoka 1944 in Lim 1990:37, 

Weglyn 1973:38). The JACL did not represent all internees' preferences; however, and 

its members were frequently ridiculed with the term inn (literally, "dog"). 

Japanese Culture in Camp 

Japanese Americans were easy targets for internment because of long-standing 

anti-Japanese prejudice on the West Coast, the alleged inability of the United States 

government to penetrate their culture in order to distinguish loyal versus disloyal 

individuals, and the economic threat they posed to European Americans (Unrau 1996a, 

1996b; Weglyn 1996). The cultural nature of internment is seen in the specific 

regulations imposed on internees, and it was these which internees were most likely to 

resist directly. Japanese language newspapers were forbidden, as were meetings 

conducted in Japanese and classes to teach the Japanese to children (Western Defense 

Command and Fourth Army Wartime Civil Control Administration 1942:6-9, 14; 

Tsuchiyama 1942:38). Of all religions, "only Shintoism [was] barred" (Nash 1996:117). 

Internees were also forced to participate in "Americanization" programs (Unrau 

1996a;451). Significant to this study, hotplates were also considered contraband (Davis 

1982:79-80) and "The possession of and the serving of foods which require heating or 

cooking will not be allowed in the quarters of evacuees" (Western Defense Command 



and Fourth Aiiny Wartime Civil Control Administration 1942:15). 

Anthropological Research in Camps. The assembly centers and relocation 

centers, and their captive population of minorities, presented a perfect laboratory for 

"national character" research with both military and academic agendas. Extensive 

anthropological fieldwork was conducted in internment centers during their occupation, 

leading to Feeley's (1999:270) observation that internees were "continuously 

anthropologized, sociologized, psychologized and theologized." The ethnographers 

included European Americans who lived in the administrative areas of the camps as well 

as Japanese Americans who were interned themselves. The Japanese American 

Evacuation and Resettlement Study (JERS) was conducted by the Department of 

Anthropology at the University of California at Berkeley under the administration of 

Dorothy Swaine Thomas, whose "neo-positivist" approach strongly influenced the study 

(Miyamoto 1989). The results of the study were first published in two volumes by 

Thomas (1952) and Thomas and Nishimoto (1946). Hirabayashi (1999:64) criticizes the 

study's research design, best represented in letters between Thomas and fieldworkers, as 

naturalizing categories such as Nisei/Issei (second- and first-generation) and 

Christian/Buddhist into an equation that Hirabayashi reduces to "American : Japanese :: 

loyal : disloyal." The formal assignment of disloyal, or resistant, categories to cultural 

characteristics predisposed the JERS work toward recording overt forms of resistance 

such as violence and political acts. 

The official products of JERS (Thomas 1952; Thomas and Nishimoto 1946), as 

well as JERS ethnographers Rosalie Wax's (1971), Tamie Tsuchiyama's (Hirabayashi 



1999), James M. Sakoda's (1989a) and Nishimoto's (Hirabayashi and Hirabayashi 1989) 

published field notes and scholarly articles focus on quantitative data on factionalism at 

the Tule Lake Relocation Center in California. The Tule Lake camp was designated for 

concentration of those internees who refused to deny loyalty to Japan and/or were 

unwilling to serve in the American military, a group that became known as "No-Noes." 

Many "Yes-Yeses" (i.e., willing to formally declare themselves loyal to the United 

States) who had been original residents of Tule Lake, however, chose to remain in that 

camp despite the WRA's intentions for segregation. Wax (1971) reports a tense 

community, in which each faction was stigmatized by the other as alternately disloyal to 

the United States or to the Japanese American community, and every internee feared 

being labeled an inu for cooperating with the camp administration or European American 

visitors. 

Resistance and Loyalty 

Not all Japanese Americans complied with Relocation. During evacuation, three 

people legally challenged the curfew and evacuation orders and Executive Order 9066. 

Minoru Yasui, Gordon Hirabayashi, and Fred Korematsu each turned themselves in to the 

FBI or local police and brought their cases to the U.S. Supreme Court, which ruled in 

favor of the government. Disturbingly, this precedent, that military necessity justifies the 

wartime removal of a population based on ethnicity and that this removal is not 

unconstitutional, has never been officially overturned (Muller 2001a, Murray 200:9). 
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Almost immediately upon completing evacuation, War Relocation Authority 

Director Dillon Myer began to express concerns about the enormous costs and 

bureaucratic difficulties of detaining 117,000 people in government-run centers. In 1943 

the decision was made to further physically divide the interned populations into "loyal" 

and "disloyal," or, as Eleanor Roosevelt (1943, in Inada 2000:264) explained to the 

American public, "to divide the disloyal and disturbing Japanese from the others in the 

War Relocation centers." This separation was intended to begin the resettling of "loyal" 

Japanese Americans out of the camp but also presaged the drafting of interned Niseis. 

The instrument of this division was the "Statement of United States Citizenship of 

Japanese Ancestry" survey (for males over the age of 17) or "Application for Leave 

Clearance" (for women and boys) administered by the WRA. Both surveys included the 

following questions (in CWRIC 1997:191-192): 

Question 27: Are you willing to serve in the armed forces of the 

United States on combat duty, wherever ordered? 

Question 28: Will you swear unqualified allegiance to the United 

States of America and faithfully defend the United States from any or all 

attack by foreign or domestic forces, and forswear any form of allegiance 

or obedience to the Japanese emperor, or any other foreign government, 

power, or organization? 

The survey was received with panic at nearly every camp. Internees did not trust 

the WRA and believed the questions were ambiguously worded in order to trick them. 



Elderly Issei wondered whether they would have to serve in the military if they answered 

27 affmnatively. Many believed that question 28 was meant to trick them into admitting 

they had previously been loyal to the emperor of Japan. Moreover, Issei were legally 

prohibited from becoming American citizens; many feared that by answering "yes" to 

question 28 they would be left with no citizenship at all. Men and women feared that the 

"leave clearance" survey would force them out of the camps into predominantly white 

communities, or that families would be separated. Nisei males of draft age suspected, 

correctly, that they would be drafted if they answered "yes" to either question, and very 

likely separated from their families and duties as eldest sons. In effect, Nisei "were being 

asked to choose between their country and their parents" (Nakano 1990:163). 

Questions 27 and 28 shaped internee identity almost as much as the camps in 

which they were interned. Internees began to identify themselves as "yes-yes" or "no-

no" based on their answers. No-no's were relocated to the Tule Lake Relocation Center 

in northern California, now designated a segregation center. Many of these internees 

filed for repatriation. 

The Nisei were indeed subjected to the draft following the loyalty survey. At the 

beginning of evacuation, the militar>' classified Japanese Americans as IV-C, enemy 

aliens unqualified for service. By raid-1942 this policy was changed and two segregated 

infantry units, the 100'*^ Battalion (made up largely of Japanese Hawaiians who had not 

been interned) and the 442"'' Regimental Combat Teams were fonned. Soon after, 

Japanese Americans became eligible for the draft. 
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When draft notices began to arrive in the camps, most Japanese Americans 

complied with them. The 315 men who became known as the "resisters of conscience" 

did not. Although they had answered "yes-yes" on the loyalty questionnaire, when 

presented with the reality of their draft notices, these Nisei would not comply. They 

simply refused to report to their pre-induction physical exams. Some, like Joe Norikane 

(Federal Bureau of Investigations 1944) presented their reasons for resistance to 

authorities in advance, stating that they were unwilling to fulfill the responsibilities of 

citizenship until their civil rights, and those of their parents, were restored. The Heart 

Mountain Fair Play Committee (FPC) summarized the resisters' protest as follows: 

•'Without any hearings, without due process of law as guaranteed by the 

Constitution and Bill of Rights, without any charges filed against us, 

without any evidence of wrongdoing on our part, 110,000 innocent people 

were kicked out of their homes, literally uprooted from where they have 

lived the greater part of their lives, and herded like dangerous criminals 

into concentrations camps with barbed-wire fences and military police 

guarding it, AND THEN, WITHOUT RECTIFICATION OF THE 

IN.IUSTICES COMMITTED AGAINST US NOR WITHOUT 

RESTORATION OF OUR RIGHTS AS GUARANTEED BY THE 

CONSTITUTION, WE ARE ORDERED TO JOIN THE ARMY THRU 

DISCRIMINATORY PROCEDURES INTO A SEGREGATED 

COMBAT UNIT! .... therefore WE MEMBERS OF THE FAIR PLAY 



COMMITTEE HEREBY REFUSE TO GO TO THE PHYSICAL 

EXAMINATION OR TO THE INDUCTION IF OR WHEN WE ARE 

CALLED IN ORDER TO CONTEST THE ISSUE" (in Inada 2000:409-

410, emphasis in original). 

Or, more succinctly, "When I have to give up my life for democracy, I want to see the 

goddam thing firsf (Jack Tono, in Tateishi 1999:170). 

The resisters were charged with violating the Selective Service Act and sentenced 

to up to five years in federal prison, although most served less than two years and some 

were only given a fine (notably, the latter were not tried until 1946). The Heart Mountain 

Relocation Center's Fair Play Committee (FPC) was the only case of organized draft 

resistance. There 63 Nisei refused to report for their physicals and were tried as a group 

and sentenced to three years in federal prison. Muller (2001b: 189) explains why so many 

(300 total) Japanese Americans chose this moment to resist relocation: "They were 

evicted en masse, as a nameless and faceless horde, by a military order that was posted in 

public places and addressed to 'all persons of Japanese ancestry' living in a particular 

area. . . . The draft was the first moment when the government addressed an order to each 

resister as an individual - the first moment when each Nisei stood genuinely face to face 

with his government. . . . the draft was an entirely sensible moment for a young Nisei to 

give voice to his outrage." 



Closing the Camps 

After the initial evacuation period, most internees were allowed to leave the 

relocation centers, although they could not return to the military exclusion areas from 

which they had come. Several avenues were available for a person who wished to leave 

camp, including work leave, enrollment in a university, or resettlement of entire families. 

However, many Issei doubted that they would be able to support their families in new 

communities and feared leaving the camps. The majority of those internees who left 

were young female Nisei (CWRIC 1997:204). Public Proclamation 21, issued December 

17, 1944, announced that the loyalty of all internees had been evaluated and that those 

"cleared by military authority" would be permitted to return to the military safe areas 

from which they had been evacuated; it also outlined how the relocation centers would be 

closed within a year (in Ng 2002:97). Tule Lake Segregation Center was the last camp to 

close in 1946. Sakoda (1989b:270) describes the ironic circumstances of internees 

refusing to leave the relocation centers: "At the time of evacuation, Japanese-Americans 

were shocked but lined up and got on the train without protest. At closing time for the 

camps, some were very reluctant to leave and had to be literally dragged to the station 

and forced on trains." 
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Themes in the Anthropology and History of Relocation 

The Master Narrative 

The official history of relocation, especially as told by Japanese Americans, 

•exemplifies Bill's (1998:231) observation that public memory is often celebration; "We 

prefer myths that exalt rather than facts that might demean. We like good wars, inspiring 

stories, and happy endings." Despite having been little more than a dancing club with 

only 8,000 members prior to the war, the JACL emerged from the Relocation Centers as 

the voice of Japanese Americans. As such, the JACL interpretation of the events of 1941 

— 1946 has become the master narrative of Relocation. Former internees initially did 

little to challenge this interpretation, being busy rebuilding their lives and prefeiTing to 

put the past behind them. 

Even during relocation, the JACL attempted to secure its hold on the public 

memory by intimidating the resisters into giving up their protest - sending representatives 

to prisons to threaten and shame resisters into compliance. The JACL chose to validate 

its approach to the war years - that the best strategy by which Japanese Americans could 

prove their loyalty was in service and compliance with the government - by celebrating 

the accomplishments of the Nisei veterans. The accomplishments of the 23,000 Nisei 

who served in the 100''V442"'' and Military Intelligence Service are extensive: it was the 

most decorated unit of its size and length of service in U.S. military history and earned 

the nickname "The Purple Heart Battalion." Yet the internment experience certainly 



reduced the number of Japanese American volunteers. Only 1,200 internees (that is, 

excluding Japanese Hawaiians) volunteered to serve in the military (Ng 2002:64-65). 

In this nan-ative, the resisters of conscience were labeled traitors and draft dodgers 

and largely forgotten by the Japanese-American community. Even after the resisters 

were officially pardoned by President Truman in 1947, the Japanese-American 

community, particularly the JACL, refused to recognize their positions. Many lived 

obscurely with the stigma of disloyalty that their community placed on them. 

Historians and social scientists, overwhelmingly non-Japanese American, ignored 

the resisters for more paradigmatic reasons. They saw Relocation in the context of the 

assimilation of a minority etlmic group and many deliberately rejected social theory 

(Sakoda 1989a:219). Like the JACL, scholars have praised the forbearance of the 

Japanese American community, especially as this exemplifies "the model minority" or 

the "silent minority" models. These historians have also been limited to government 

documents and the community analysts or JERS documents for sources; until the redress 

movement, few fomer internees were willing to speak about their experiences. Even 

then, Japanese Americans were hesitant to discuss resistance, possibly because the 

rhetoric of redress was based on the loyalty of internees (Murray 2000:26). 

Conflicting ideologies of who is "American" 

An irony of internment is that Japanese Americans and the politicians who 

incarcerated them both suffered from an inability to resolve their ideologies of what it 

was to be "American." The official explanations given by the WRA and those politicians 

who designed internment clearly indicate that, for politicians and perhaps most European 



Americans at the time, to be "American" was to be of European ancestry and cultural 

practice. The reactions of Japanese Americans, however, demonstrate that their own 

definition of "American" was more idealistically tied to civil rights and citizenship 

(Burton et al. 1999:34; Matsuda and Nomura 1998:16-17). Several Nisei violated 

curfews and evacuation orders in order to argue for their legal rights as citizens in court, 

including Mitsuye Endo, who successfully sued for habeus corpus in 1944 (Spickard 

1996:103). The greatest affront to this ideology came when, in 1944, Nisei began to be 

drafted from inside the internment camps. Ben Takeshita (1984:245) expresses a 

widespread feeling that "it was absurd for people to answer those [loyalty] questions yes-

yes and volunteer for the U.S. Anny when our citizenship meant nothing." With the 

threat of internment growing, Japanese Americans attempted to persuade European 

Americans and the U.S. government to accept this non-cultural definition of "American." 

Special Representative of the State Curtis B. Mvmson, in his 1941 intelligence 

report (carried out and written prior to the attack on Pearl Flarbor and the United States' 

subsequent entry into World War II) on the loyalty of the Japanese Americans on the 

west coast, reported that Japanese Americans demonstrated "a pathetic eagerness to be 

Americans" (in Weglyn 1996:45). In the political climate just prior to and during World 

War II and internment, Japanese Americans actively campaigned for acceptance as 

Americans. Overt signs of patriotism inside the camps included "red, white and blue 

service flags with one, two or even three stars to signify sons serving in the United States 

Army" according to one internee (Unrau 1996a:211). Internees repeated the Pledge of 

Allegiance and were employed in producing camouflage netting and other materials for 
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the American war effort (in which many had relatives fighting). They publicly reinforced 

their commitment to what they considered American values while de-emphasizing their 

culture. The JACL creed demonstrates such a public declai"ation of the Japanese 

American belief in American citizenship and its compatibility with Japanese culture: 

I am proud that I am an American citizen of Japanese ancestry, for my 

very background makes me appreciate more fully the wonderful advantage 

of this nation. Although some individuals may discriminate against me, I 

shall never become bitter or lose faith. . . . True, I shall do all in my power 

to discourage such practices, but I shall do it in the American way — 

above board, in the open, through the courts of law, by education, by 

proving myself worthy of equal treatment and consideration. I am firm in 

my belief that American sportsmanship and attitude of fair play will judge 

citizenship and patriotism on the basis of action and achievement, and not 

on the basis of physical characteristics I pledge to defend [America] 

against all enemies, foreign and domestic ... in the hope that I may 

become a better American in a greater America (in Burton 1996:14). 

Clearly, Japanese Americans were anxious to portray their loyalty to the United 

States and detachment from the empire of Japan in the most convincing of terms. 

Shikataganai The suggestion of Japanese American resistance to internment has 

long been dismissed with the explanation of a Japanese phrase, "shikata ga nai," 

interpreted as "it can't be helped" (Kikuchi 1987:15; Cohen et al. 1996:19; Spickard 



1996:101). According to many historians and former internees as well, Japanese 

Americans complied peacefully with their own incarceration because their culture, 

emphasizing honor and compliance with laws, required them to do so. In her memoir of 

internment. Farewell to Manzanar. Jeanne Wakatsuki Houston (Houston and Houston 

1973:12) recalls "a phrase that Japanese use in such situations, when something difficult 

must be endured. You would hear the older heads, the Issei, telling others very quietly, 

'Shikata ga nai' (It cannot be helped)." 

Much resistance did occur both inside and outside of the internment 

camps. Most dramatic was the Manzanar Riot of December 6, 1942, in which 

anti-administration internees threw rocks and sent a driverless truck into a group 

of soldiers, demanding the release of an internee suspected in the beating of 

another internee who supported the camp administration. The riot led to the 

shooting deaths of two internees, the generation of a "death list" of pro-

administration internees, and a several-week work strike that shut down the 

camp's camouflage netting factory permanently (Cohen et al. 1996:69-72; Ueno 

1984:194-204; Weglyn 1996:121-125). 

At least two occasions of organized popular resistance also occurred. 

Although the Fair Play Committee is best known for its 63 "Heart Mountain 

Resisters," there were in fact hundreds of members of this organization, including 

women and men beyond drafting age. This organization originally began as a 

small informal group of internees who met "to grouse about camp conditions" 

(Muller 2001 b:77) but grew to hundreds of paying members who drafted formal 



responses for the resisters of conscience and raised funds to offset their legal 

costs. In 1944, the All Center Conference, a meeting of elected Japanese 

American representatives from each camp, was held in Salt Lake City to discuss 

how to prevent the arbitrary closure of the camps without financial assistance to 

the again displaced internees (Hirabayashi 1998:202-203). While the resulting 

list of grievances and demands was ignored by the WRA, Hirabayashi (1998:204) 

contends that the All Center Conference represented the birth of the redress 

movement. 

Less dramatic forms of resistance also occurred. Lane Ryo Hirabayashi 

(1995:163-164) refers to "the practice of'bon-owing' needed supplies,. . . various forms 

of hiunor, protests over objectionable construction plans, and even drunkenness" as forms 

of "popular resistance to mass incarceration." Numerous strikes occuiTed among 

internees working in the camps' mess halls and camouflage factories (Thomas and 

Nishimoto 1946:42-43). The raiding of multiple mess halls by teenagers has been cited 

(Feeley 1999:242) as a form of resistance to the small portions of "foreign" foods such as 

rutabaga, yams, and mutton. The revival of traditional Japanese forms of art, religion, 

medicine, and other cultural practices were means of opposition to the explicitly ethnic 

nature of internment (Okihiro 1973; Weglyn 1973:17). Despite rules that forbid Japanese 

language reading material, internees smuggled Japanese newspapers into the camp, along 

with knives, alcohol, and other contraband (Feeley 1999:244-245). 

These last acts represent what Scott (1985:29) has called "everyday forms of 

resistance ... the ordinary weapons of relatively powerless groups: foot dragging. 



dissimulation, false compliance, pilfering, feigned ignorance, slander, arson, sabotage, 

and so forth" that "typically avoid any direct symbolic confrontation with authority or 

elite noiTHs" (see Chapter 4). By including everyday resistance in the interpretation of 

internees' reactions to relocation we see the full range of resistance behaviors tlirough 

which they mitigated their incarceration. 

The JERS model's explicit delineation between "loyal" and "disloyal" led to an 

oversimplification of resistance in the work of 1940s relocation researchers. Arrests, 

beatings (by staff and internees alike), murder, riots, and political activism are the 

overwhelming focus of the JERS ethnographies, leaving little information about 

traditional cultural practices such as the preparation and serving of tea, rice, and sake, and 

their function in reaffirming community identity. Thomas (in Sakoda 1989a:222) 

explicitly instructed her researchers that "In order to get this record as accurately as 

possible, observations should be, in the main, in terms of overt acts of behavior." 

However, suggestions of other forms of resistance can be found in these 

ethnographies. Hirabayashi (1995:163-164) refers to "the practice of'borrowing' needed 

supplies,... various forms of humor, protests over objectionable construction plans, and 

even drunkenness" recorded in Nishimoto's field notes and correspondence as potential 

forms of "popular resistance to mass incarceration." Okihiro (1973) suggests that the 

revival of traditional Japanese forms of art, religion, medicine, and other cultural 

practices as one form of resistance among internees. 

Wax's reports of her informants' preoccupation with the risk of being labeled inus 

for associating with the European American ethnographer reveals another facet of 



everyday resistance. Hirabayashi (1995:164) refers to resistors who "decided to identify 

and beat the spies and informers whom Poston's [an Arizona internment camp] appointed 

personnel and FBI investigators on special assignment had deployed to identify the 

'troublemakers' they believed must be behind the labor slowdowns and strikes." The 

labeling and subsequent ostracism ofinus represents a form of resistance to the WRA's 

structural power that likely went undetected by the WRA, but which nonetheless operated 

to stunt the administration's effectiveness in uncovering punishable offenses within the 

internee barracks. In addition, by demarcating acceptable Japanese behaviors and 

enforcing community-wide sanctions for their violation, internees reaffirmed Japanese 

American community authority and membership. This may be interpreted as the practice 

of what Wolf (1990:586) calls "tactical power," in which "'operating units' circumscribe 

the actions of others" within the "detemiinate setting" of internment. While the U.S. 

govermnent may have controlled structural power over internment, internees maintained 

their own power through the control of the "inside meaning" (Mintz 1985) of daily 

interactions. 

Only What They Could Carry. Perhaps the most salient relocation theme for 

archaeology is the popular belief that internees were allowed to bring to the assembly and 

relocation centers "only what they could carr>'" in two suitcases per person for a 

maximum of 100 pounds. Although both written and oral historical sources describe the 

common practice of soldiers throwing extraneous luggage off of the evacuation trains, 

when looked at archaeologically this myth is not literally true. Once inside the relocation 

centers (and past the guards searching for cameras and shortwave radios), internees could 



buy additional items from cooperative stores within the camps or through mail-order 

catalogs. Many were also allowed to shop in surrounding towns on day passes; Kay 

Yoshida recalled getting a pass for a shopping trip to Salt Lake City from Topaz 

(approximately 140 miles). Eventually even items once classified as contraband were 

available. Joe Norikane reports getting cameras from the Amache camp store. Sake 

bottles and cups indicate that, although alcohol was illegal in the relocation centers, it 

was available in at least the three camps for which archaeological evidence is available -

Manzanar, Amache, and Gila River (Branton 2000; Michelle Slaughter pers. comm. 

2003; Tamir et al. 1993). 

As a result, it is difficult if not impossible to distinguish between material culture 

that was brought from home and that which was procured in camp. Some internees, 

rather than sell the belongings that they could not take with them for a pittance, simply 

destroyed them. Tee Norikane remembers the non-Japanese Americans waiting to go 

into her house to take what remained as soon as her family left for the assembly center: 

They just stood around there, and then they just couldn't wait for us to 

leave. And the minute a friend came to pick us up, then as we left, already 

they were converging in the house, in the barn, and everywhere. Because 

it was free for taking—first come, first served. Boy, that was disgusting, 

because you couldn't sell anything. We only had one week's notice. How 

could you make any kind of deals? Besides, those people know that you 

didn't have time, so they're just going to sit on it until it's nothing. Well it 



was nothing, because we didn't have anything. They [her parents] didn't 

get any money—not a dime. So, it was a loss—everybody lost everything. 

I could still see the five vultures waiting to grab anything. 

These four themes represent contested issues in the histoiy and anthropology of 

relocation. Each has a material and spatial component that I believe this study can 

address. The easiest of these to resolve with archaeology is the "only what they could 

carry" theme, but shikataganai, the master narrative, and the conflicting concepts of what 

is "American" also have material components in their relationships to the cultural 

landscape of internment. The archaeological analysis and oral history that follow will 

demonstrate how these issues are woven throughout the multivocal and multilocal 

(Rodman 1992) narrative of the internment eventscape. 
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CHAPTERS: 

A PILE OF THE PAST: THE CULTURAL LANDSCAPE OF RELOCATION 

On the Jerome smokestack . .. 

There is no legend. 
it just stands there 
in a grassy field .. . 
It's just the tallest thing around for miles . . . 

Some might say it's 

a tribute, a monument, 

a memorial to something. 

But no, not really. 

It's just a pile of past. 

Home of the wind, rain, 

residence of bodies, nests. 

But no, it's not legend. 

It just stands, withstands (Inada 1993). 

Japanese-American Relocation is ideal for a "spatial history" in which space is 

not simply a stage on which historical events occur, but instead "the spatial forms and 

fantasies through which a culture declares its presence" is the subject (Carter 1987:xxii). 

The World War II internment of Japanese Americans was markedly spatial. 

Japanese Americans were removed from a "safe zone" along the West Coast because of 

their proximity to strategic military and intelligence sites; evacuation programs were 

organized in areas of Asian population concentration; internees were removed to isolated 

areas in the continental interior in what Estes (1997:4) calls "internal exile;" the 

relocation centers themselves were demarcated by barbed wire, armed guards, and signs 

marking restricted areas — internees could be and were shot for crossing such 



boundaries. Internees' memories of these places are marked by physical descriptions of 

the desolation of their location and the dramatic differences between these and their West 

Coast homes, the barrenness of the camp layouts, the way that dust storms filled their 

barracks, and the way that assignment of space to families and individuals violated 

internees' comfort. Perhaps most important, Weglyn (1996) and others have suggested 

that the interment could not have happened in the absence of a uniquely West Coast 

historical prejudice against Asian Americans, a thesis supported by the influence of 

California politicians in the early planning of internment and the fact that no Japanese 

Americans were interned in largely Asian but more strategically important Hawaii. 

If landscape is defined as "the network of interactions between people and 

landmarks" (Zedeno et al. 1997:27), it is necessary to briefly describe how relocation 

centers and prisons were connected. First it is important to understand that no relocation 

center was an isolated place. Its residents came from all over the West Coast (defined 

broadly) and may have been connected to their new neighbors by fonner neighborhood, 

state, or not at all. Internees may have been moved among centers, especially if they 

were considered "disloyal." 

The Places of Relocation 

Home Places 

In 1941, most Japanese Americans lived in etlinic enclaves in Hawaii or along the 

West Coast of the United States. Most worked in agriculture or fishing industries, where 

children were expected to assist the family business after school and on weekends. 



Growing up in such conditions, they had Httle experience and no environmental 

knowledge of the desert places where they would be interned throughout the war. 

Relocation Centers ~~ The Camps 

Relocation Centers (and the temporary Assembly Centers) were the "internment 

camps" in which most Japanese American evacuees were incarcerated. Families lived in 

one-room barracks arranged in blocks, ate in mess halls, worked (when work was 

available) at camp facilities, and used public bathrooms and washi'ooms, all surrounded 

by barbed wire and armed guards. The Centers were built according to standard plans for 

military installations, but with considerably less care and under greater time constraints 

than most military bases. 

Even the WRA recognized the "unnatural" environment that had been created in 

the relocation centers. Unlike their relatively lush "home places," the locations selected 

for relocation centers met the barest standards for habitability. Eight of the centers were 

located in desert environments, two in locations noted for harsh winters, and two in 

swampland. Daniels (in CWRIC 1997:156) observes that "[the fact that] these areas were 

still vacant land in 1942, land that the ever-voracious pioneers and developers had either 

passed by or abandoned, speaks volumes about their attractiveness." 

Outside - Universities, Work Sites, and War Fronts 

Relocation centers were not the only places of internment. After the initial 

relocation period, internees were not required to remain inside the camps. They could, 

with permission from the WRA, accept jobs or educational opportunities outside the safe 

zone. This option usually meant that individuals would have to leave their families and 



communities in order to relocate in areas that lacked, by definition, a concentrated 

Japanese American population. Leave was only available to Nisei who had never studied 

in Japan and who tolerated an extensive bureaucratic review process. Many Nisei did 

accept these opportunities, leaving the centers for farms, logging camps, and Midwestern 

universities. They remained however, until the end of the war, on "indefinite leave," at 

the -discretion of the WRA. 

The endangered sugar beet crop was the primary driving force for the agricultural 

leave program, which began in May 1942. Many intemees had been engaged in 

agriculture at some point prior to relocation. They were well-received by formers, and 

"labor-pirating" of intemees was common (CWRIC 1997:182). The amenities at work 

sites varied. Although farmers were required to provide housing and competitive wages, 

and to ensure the safety of their workers, some Japanese American workers reported 

being housed in bams and other substandard housing or being harassed. The facilities 

that remain at these work sites are a valuable clue to community attitudes toward 

Japanese Americans. These outside places could be dangerous. Kitano (1993:51) recalls, 

"Toward the end of the summer [of work ing on leave near Provo], a group of young 

Provo males drove by the tents and fired some rifle shots at us. That was a clear signal to 

ray group that the only 'safe home' was behind barbed wire; we piled into whatever 

transportation was available and hurried back to camp." 

The decision to allow Japanese Americans to enlist in the U.S. military (and 

eventually, to be drafted) was closely related to the WRA's goals of resettlement. The 

creation of an all Japanese-American combat team came about as "a way to get evacuees 



out of the camps and to rehabilitate them in the eyes of the public" as well as a 

propaganda strategy in what officials were increasingly recognizing as a "racial war" 

(CWRIC 1997:188-189). In 1943 Japanese Americans were allowed to enlist and soon 

after, to be drafted. Most of these served in the European theater in the 100"V442"'' 

Battalion. A smaller number served in the Military Intelligence Service in the Pacific 

theater. 

Prisons 

Only a small percentage of Japanese Americans spent the war years in federal 

prisons. These were the "resisters of conscience," young men who were drafted from 

inside the Relocation Centers and convicted of Selective Service Act violations when 

they refused to comply. While most young Japanese Americans were willing to serve in 

the U.S. military, they could not understand why they should be asked to fulfill the 

responsibilities of citizenship while their civil rights were being violated. Neither federal 

courts nor the increasingly powerful Japanese American Citizens League were 

sympathetic to their stand, however. The resisters were labeled troublemakers and were 

removed from the camps to prisons, then refused re-admittance to the relocation centers 

upon release. 

The prison sites, including the Catalina Federal Honor Camp, Leavenworth 

Federal Penitentiary, and McNeil Island Federal Penitentiary, are rarely associated with 

internment. But these relocation places have been forgotten for more political reasons, as 

have the resisters themselves. Until recently, the Japanese American community had not 

acknowledged the resisters as part of their World War II history, choosing to invest their 
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historical memory in Nisei veterans, particularly members of the all-Japanese-American 

442"" Battalion. 

McNeil Island and the Catalina Honor Camp are, ironically, located within the 

military safe zone from which all Japanese Americans were excluded. This fact is less 

significant to their location than their distance from all Relocation Centers. The resisters 

were considered dangerous influences. Physical separation from their families was an 

integral part of their punishment, a threat invoked by the JACL representatives that 

visited the resisters in county jails prior to their trials. Most of the resisters arrived at 

the prisons in leg irons and under armed guard. Gordon Hirabayashi, however, 

hitclihiked to the Catalina Federal Honor Camp. At the Arizona prison, Hirabayashi and 

the 45 resisters of conscience imprisoned there enjoyed a great deal of freedom, with no 

barbed wire or guard towers. 

Place Choices 

Leave sites meant more than a chance for variety in scenery. As Walter Funabiki 

(in CWRIC 1997; 180) testified, "It was an opportunity for the farmers and hakujins 

[white folk] out there because they were looking for cheap labor.... We saw it as an 

opportunity to get to go to the store and to buy stuff to bring back to the family." Leave 

also provided workers an opportunity to make "outside" wages, a strong incentive to 

internees who had lost investments, homes, and farms because of relocation. Those who 

left mostly did so alone; Seventy percent of those leaving relocation centers in 1943-1944 
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were between fifteen and 35 years of age (CWRIC 1997:204). Leaving the relocation 

center, therefore, meant leaving the family. 

The decision whether or not to enlist in the military, or how to answer the "loyalty 

questionnaire" foi-mulated by a military commission that would ultimately determine 

which Nisei were eligible to be drafted, was perhaps the most divisive aspect of 

relocation. Those who joined the army (no other U.S. military branch was open to 

Japanese Americans) were choosing to leave their families - perhaps permanently - and 

accepting the chance that they might be fighting relatives in the Pacific theater, but they 

were also choosing to accept the widely held belief that the best way to demonstrate the 

loyalty of the Japanese American community was to fight Japan (in fact, most Japanese 

American soldiers served in the European theater). 

Those who chose not to join, even to refuse the draft, chose a much harder path 

that ended at a prison rather than the warfront. Although many cited the fact that they 

were expected, as first sons, to support their families, the resisters of conscience were 

physically separated from their communities and many were socially ostracized. The 

repercussions of the "draft issue" continue today, and are still apparent in the very public 

discourse between Nisei veterans and resisters earned out in the Japanese-American 

press. 
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CHAPTER 4: 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

This study of the cultural landscape of internment and its role in the changing 

history of Japanese Americans is centered on concepts of place, power, and resistance. In 

this chapter I introduce the conceptual background of the study, landscape archaeology 

and everyday resistance, and place the internment eventscape in theoretical context. 

Cultural Landscapes 

The idea that humans occupy and identify themselves with bounded spaces is 

axiomatic in anthropology. Even the earliest anthropological texts reference the concepts 

of settlement, territory, and activity areas. Yet the explicit archaeological study of places 

as material culture is relatively recent. What separates this approach from earlier 

treatment of the spatiality of past human behavior is an emphasis on human-nature 

interactions as they mutually shape and reflect one another. 

Anthropologists, geographers, historians, landscape architects, architectural 

historians, land-use planners, and ecologists all use the concept of cultural landscapes. 

While archaeologists seem to be attracted to landscape from diverse subdisciplines, they 

have had difficulty actualizing the theory, perhaps because, as Tilley (1994:37) explains. 
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"'landscape is an unstable category, sitting uneasily between opposed ecological or 

'naturalistic' and ideological or 'culturological' approaches to human society." 

The term "landscape" has become ubiquitous in archaeological writing, yet the 

concept itself remains a black box; anthropologists agree that it is culturally significant 

but cannot agree - or do not wish to examine it closely enough to understand - what it 

really is. Rather than seeking a single cohesive definition of landscape, archaeologists 

seem to prefer to invent their own on a case-by-case basis. Or, more frustrating still, they 

do not bother to define landscape at all. The following definitions represent a few 

different views: 

• Greider and Garkovich (1994:1) describe cultural landscapes as "the symbolic 

environments created by human acts of conferring meaning to nature and the 

environment, of giving the environment definition and form from a particular 

angle of vision and through a special filter of values and beliefs. Every landscape 

is a symbolic environment. These landscapes reflect our self-definitions that are 

grounded in culture." 

• Harvey (1996:70) identifies landscape as "a moment of material practices [that] 

focuses on the material embeddedness of human life." 

• "Cultural landscapes are not static things, but dynamic accumulations of human 

activity interacting with the natural environment and shaped by the myriad of 

meanings given to a place through time" (Temkin 2001). 

• Landscapes are "stable and pemianent localities of persistent places that serve as 

reservoirs of accumulated and ongoing history" (Rubertone 2000:436). 



• "The concept of cultural landscape derives from the notion that the land exists in 

the mind of a people and that their imagery or knowledge of the land is both 

shared among them and transferred over generations" (Stoffle et al. 2003). 

At the simplest level, a landscape is "a piece of topography bounded by its use by 

a given social group" (Rockman 2003:13). Where theoretical opinions diverge is at what 

kind of use defines a landscape and what scale of topography makes a landscape. The 

topography of a cultural landscape may consist of natural, environmental elements such 

as mountains, or of human-built physical elements such as architecture. More murkily, 

the topography of a landscape may also consist of locations that are exclusively symbolic. 

Such topography may be impossible to detect by cultural outsiders. The concept that 

unifies these disparate types of topography is place. 

Place 

As common as place is, a concise and accessible definition of place is elusive; 

there are as many definitions as there are writers on the topic. Part of the problem is 

that, "place makes a poor abstraction" with little meaning when "separated from its 

materializations" (Geertz 1996:259). It is difficult to define place without reference to 

particular places. 

The concepts of space, place, and more broadly, proxemics, are the building 

blocks of landscape theory. Proxemics are "the interrelated observations and theories of 

man's use of space as a specialized elaboration of culture" (Hall 1969:1). Simply stated, 

humans use and arrange space in culturally patterned ways, and proxemics is the 

systematic study of those patterns. Proxemics emphasize both "place," "the spot in 



which something is located," and "space," "the physical reality of where things are not 

located" (Orser 1996:136). Space may be unbounded and is often unknown (although not 

necessarily empty). By contrast, p/ace indicates a location that is definitely bounded and 

usually assigned to a certain activity or entity. Place and space are not strictly 

dichotomous, however; as both are culturally constructed, one social group's space may 

be riddled with another group's places. 

It is easy to accept that land is physically marked by human activities; this is the 

cornerstone of archaeology (at least the identifying/descriptive aspect of archaeology). 

The cognitive characteristics of place are considerably more difficult to describe. An 

understanding of place appears to be inherently human. We identify a house or a city as 

"home." We visit the locations of historical battles or the graves of historical figures. 

There are locations such as home towns, colleges, or previous vacation spots that we 

return to again and again to try to reconnect with past experiences. Yet when 

anthropologists and cultural geographers attempt to describe this profoundly common 

phenomenon, they resort to the most esoteric and imprecise language. 

Orser's definition above is limited in that it refers to the location or locale of 

something presumed to be culturally meaningful without supplying any context for that 

meaning. Tuan (1977:6) defines places as discrete loci of human-land interactions, "the 

varied features, localities, regions, and landscapes that make up earth's surface" (Tuan 

1991:684). But place is more than the setting for action; it is "socially constructed, 

spatialized experience" (Rodman 1992:641). Rodman (1992:642) is critical of the 

simplistic definition of place as locale, suggesting that "places not only feature in 
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inhabitants' (and geographers') narratives, they are narratives in their own right" that 

"come explicitly into being in the discourse of [their] inhabitants, and particularly in the 

rhetoric [they] promote" (Berdoulay 1989:135 in Rodman 1992:642). This concept of 

place as text can be problematic for ai'chaeologists, particularly since places are 

"multivocal," having different meanings to social groups or individuals within a group. 

These issues can be mitigated by careful attention to scale and the use of multiple lines of 

evidence. Oral history is a particularly useful tool for accessing the nan-ative meanings 

of multivocal places (Whiteley 2002). 

Place refers to the common human tendency to attach cultural meaning (usually 

connected to individual or group memory) to discrete locations. The term applies to 

more than a physical locus of activity, but also to an entire suite of behaviors that occur at 

that place or in reference to it, including commemoration, celebration, ceremonies, and 

storytelling. Places (that is, locations embedded with this cultural meaning) shape human 

activities by their physical construction and have their physical constructions shaped by 

human activities. 

For example, several physical characteristics of internment camps facilitated their 

function as detention centers, including their isolation from large communities, the 

extreme heat, cold, dampness, or aridity (their inhospitability) that made such large tracts 

of land available in 1942, and their amenability to being enclosed in barbed wire and 

monitored from watch towers. At the same time, these places (and certainly what 

remains of them today) were physically marked by the internment activities that occurred 

there: gardens, fields, and even waterworks were constructed in deserts, an orchard was 



planted in a swamp, and huge landfills remain at each camp location. Two former 

intemment camps, unremarkable in any natural way that would suggest a National Park, 

are now National Monuments preserved and interpreted for visitors. In considering the 

physical aspects of place, one must mind the constant intei-play between physical setting 

and human agency. 

The concept of place may be clarified by handling these competing definitions as 

elements of place. Agnew (1987 in Duncan 1994b;443) identifies three major elements 

of place that include, "locale, the settings in which social relations are constituted . . . ; 

location, the geographical area encompassing the settings for social interaction as defined 

by social and economic processes operating at a wider scale; and sense of place, the local 

'structure of feeling'" (see also Bischoff et al. 2000:106 for similar elements that 

comprise cultural landscapes). 

Landscape 

Like place, landscape is a slippery concept that seems to be redefined by each 

scholar who handles it. This term is used by artists, antliropologists, ecologists, 

geographers, historians, landscape architects, and land planners, and it means something 

slightly different to each. Several anthropologists (Anscheutz et al. 2001; Bischoff et al. 

2000; Greider and Garkovich 1994; Hirsch 1995; Knapp and Ashmore 1999; Marquardt 

and Crumley 1987; Orser 1996; Penning-Rowsell 1986; Rossignol 1992; Rotman 2003; 

Tilley 1994; Whittlesey 1998) have examined the artistic, architectural, and ecological 

roots of the landscape concept. While I wish to focus on the use of the term in 

archaeology, it is worth repeating some of this intellectual history here. 
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The earliest use of the term landscape apparently occurred as the word landskip, 

referring to a painting of rural scenery (Duncan 1994a;316, Hirsch 1995:2, Little 

1995:ix). This usage reflects a natural and rural connotation that has persisted in the 

intellectual development of landscape theory. Hirsch (1995:2-3) insists that there is an 

inherent relationship between landscape as countryside and landscape as the attempt to 

actively create the picturesque and thus "'landscape' entails a relationship between the 

'foreground' and 'background' of social life." Landscapes reflect both the lived 

experience of everyday social life and the idealized, imagined life. Kealhofer's (1999) 

study of Virginia colonists creating English-style gardens out of wilderness is an 

excellent example. 

This is what Knapp and Ashmore (1999:1) call landscape's "socio-symbolic 

dimensions: Landscape is an entity that exists by virtue of its being perceived, 

experienced, and contextualized by people." Green (1995:31) considers the visual arts 

history of the tenia to be a meaningful point of departure for anthropology since "it brings 

into focus the question of how we perceive the external world - whether psychologically, 

historically, or socially - as an issue that cannot be taken for granted, but needs to be 

theorized, analysed, debated." How people perceive places and how they arrange places 

in order to be perceived is a critical element of analysis in landscape archaeology. 

The terni "cultural landscape" is strongly associated with Sauer, who used the 

term to contrast with the "natural," that is pre-human, landscape. He defined cultural 

landscape as "fashioned from a natural landscape by a culture group. Culture is the 

agent, the natural area is the medium, the cultural landscape is the result" (1925). This 
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treatment set the precedent for a problematic dichotomy between natural and cultural 

landscapes. Sauer's treatment of cultural landscape was intended to counter 

environmental determinism (Cosgrove 1994:114) by describing the ways in which 

humans influence their environment. This definition is of limited utility, however, as 

Sauer's model also focuses exclusively on the material aspects of place, with no 

consideration of the ideological or cognitive aspects of human-land interactions. 

Examination of these perspectives brings us to one of the critical themes in the 

intellectual history of landscape archaeology, the tension between "explicit" and 

"inherent" approaches to landscape. Explicit approaches consider only the observable 

aspects of cultural landscapes, with the human component remaining external to the 

landscape. The human experience of landscapes is central to inherent approaches, in 

which landscape is viewed as "an entity that exists by virtue of its being perceived, 

experienced, and contextualized by people" (Knapp and Ashmore 1999:6). 

Experience of a place is the critical distinction between space and place; space is 

any location that the referent has not personally (or culturally) experienced, while place is 

a location that is known. Thus much landscape archaeology theory borrows from 

phenomenology, "the understanding and description of things as they are experienced by 

a subject" (Tilley 1994:12). It is because of their experience that such places are warmer 

and often sheltered from the elements, for example, that prehistoric people so frequently 

chose to locate their camps on south-facing slopes. 

Like Lowenthal's (1985) framework of artifacts, text, and memory as access 

points to the meaning of the past, I believe that landscape offers, by its uneasy position 
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between paradigms, a bridge to bring together the ecological and cultural aspects of 

human relationships with places. Whittlesey (1998, following Zedeno et al. 1997) 

provides a practical solution to these two competing treatments of landscape. The 

conflict between explicit and inherent models can be resolved by dividing archaeological 

perspectives on place, space, and landscape into dimensions; the formal dimension 

focuses on activity spaces and their physical characteristics; the historical dimension 

describes the transformation processes in a place or landscape's life history; and the 

relational dimension depicts the social and symbolic connections between people and 

places. 

Another common distinction in the archaeology of landscapes is that between 

archaeological- and cultural landscapes (Bischoff et al. 2000). This distinction is largely 

temporal, although it contains a notable implication that not every aspect of cultural 

landscapes may be archaeologically detectable. A more critical distinction is that, in 

application, archaeological treatments of landscape often minimize the socio-symbolic 

meanings of places. 

In practice, Itxndscape archaeology is often "a new label for the same old things" 

(Whittlesey 1998:19); that is, studies of past settlement systems and resource 

exploitation. Using the spatial distribution of human activities as an analytical tool, 

settlement archaeology treats settlement patterns as reflecting the relationship between 

humans and their environment as well as spheres of social interactions and tenitoriality 

(Trigger 1989:282-285). However, settlement archaeology is limited to the study of land 
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use. As its name implies, settlement archaeology is also disproportionately focused on 

habitations and not the connections between features of a landscape (Adams 1991:92). 

Beaudry (1989:19) differentiates between land use and landscape, defining 

landscape as "deliberate and conscious manipulation of the physical environment" that 

"may include architecture and other features as well as earth-moving." Landscape 

archaeology emphasizes the imposition of order on space, whether conscious or 

unconscious, encompassing but surpassing land use. Furthermore, landscape "actively 

serves to create, reproduce, and transform social relations" because "Members of society 

use space to reinforce and resist relations of power, authority, and inequality by 

organizing the landscape to facilitate the activities and movements of some individuals 

while concurrently constraining others" (Rotman and Nassaney 1997:42). In contrast to 

land use studies (such as settlement archaeology), landscape archaeology recognizes 

"space as a medium rather than a container for action, something that is involved in 

action and cannot be divorced from it" (Tilley 1994:10). Of course, there is a strong 

element of land use and land function in any archaeology of landscape, whether the space 

in question serves an ecological (or economic) or ideational use. 

In my analysis of the cultural landscape of internment, I do not make a distinction 

between an archaeological- or cultural landscape. The reason for this is practical. The 

internment eventscape exists at multiple spatial and temporal scales; although some of 

the behaviors under consideration occurred in the past, others are ongoing. The exact 

point at which the internment eventscape passes from the past to the present is bluiTed, 

and I have made no effort to clarify that point. 



Today "cultural landscape" is often used in cultural resource management to 

mean a series of associated locations, often historic properties associated by time or 

historical context. No temporal boundary is indicated in this usage. The tenn "cultural 

landscape" is a gloss that includes sacred, spiritual and (for lack of a better word) secular 

conceptions of land and recognizes the role of symbolic creations of landscapes, but 

cannot be limited to these terms or especially western interpretations of their meanings 

(Stoffle et al. 1997:233). The tenn is pailicularly practical because it has been given 

National Register of Historic Places recognition and definition. The National Park 

Service defines cultural landscapes as complex resources, both natural and cultural, 

contained in a geographic area associated with an historic event, activity, or person (NPS 

1994:94). Expanding on this usage, landscape may also refer to a way of conceptualizing 

the interconnectedness of a variety of resources — plants, animals, water, and "places" 

— that are often perceived as inlierently separate and treated separately by western 

thinking and especially laws for resource protection (Stoffle et al. 1997:230). Any 

specific landscape exists and lives only in the minds of members of social groups (Stoffle 

et al. 1997:233). 

Landscape, History, and Identity 

Places have a particular cultural meaning in reference to historical events; they act 

"as durable symbols of distant events and as indispensable aids for remembering and 

imagining them" (Basso 1996:7). Thus, although individuals may not have personal 

experience of a landscape, myths or stories about that landscape gives them cultural 

experience of it. Such knowledge is usually reserved for cultural insiders and this poses 
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an obstacle for outsiders wishing to understand the meaning of a landscape. 

Anthropologists may access the meaning of place through an understanding of "senses of 

place" including "the relation of sensation to emplacement; the experiential and 

expressive ways places are known, imagined, yearned for, held, remembered, voiced, 

lived, contested, and struggled over; and the multiple ways places are metonymically and 

metaphorically tied to identities" (Feld and Basso 1996:11). Again, oral history and 

storytelling becomes a critical line of evidence for archaeologists seeking a thorough 

understanding of cultural landscapes. 

Landscape theory recognizes that landscapes are archives of past social relations 

as well as an artifact of those relations (Rubertone 2000). The life history of a landscape 

is significant. Low (1994:66-67) explains that "Place-making, the symbolic 

appropriation of space, is an ongoing human activity that is fundamental to human well-

being" and therefore "The disruption of place, then, does more than destroy the sites of 

labor reproduction; it also limits people's ability to reproduce their social world and 

everyday lives." Place loss, particularly in the past, is difficult to obsei-ve, and has been 

neglected by anthropologists. 

Landscape Archaeology 

Landscape in historical archaeology is both method and theory. The discussion 

above has focused on landscapes as subject matter, in terms of what range of human-land 

interactions might comprise a landscape. Landscape theory, however, refers to a 

framework for understanding how human-land interactions and the spatiality of social 

relations shape the land and how people in the past and present embedded meaning in 



74 

places. Metheny (1996:384) offers an inclusive definition of landscape theory in 

historical archaeology: 

Landscape archaeology is "concerned with both the conscious and the 

unconscious shaping of the land: with the processes of organizing space or 

altering the land for a particular purpose, be it religious, economic, social, 

political, cultural, or symbolic; with the unintended consequences of land 

use and alteration; with the role and symbolic content of landscape in its 

various contexts and its role in the construction of myth and history; and 

with the enactment and shaping of human behavior within the landscape. 

Metheny solves the fonnidable problem of defining what landscape archaeology 

is by providing a laundry list of what it does. This goes a long way toward emptying out 

the contents of the black box for examination. The definition above includes landscape 

archaeology's treatment of land and places as setting as well as artifacts. This definition 

also clearly delineates how landscape functions as two different artifacts - one that is 

physically shaped by and to facilitate human activities and another as a symbolic archive 

of past social relations. 

As a theory, landscape archaeology models the spatial relationships and built 

environment (as well as impacts on the natural enviromnent) as culturally patterned and 

reflecting the social relations of the humans who have organized or impacted it. As a 

method, a landscape approach is a nondestructive means of investigating human impacts 
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on their environments as a measure of social relations and ecological interactions. 

Landscape archaeology has traditionally focused on resources, ecology, economics, and 

technology, or how prehistoric people exploited (or were exploited by) their physical 

settings. 

Places and Power. Cultural landscapes are discrete places, and their boundaries 

are as embedded with meaning as the spaces they contain. The exclusionary function of 

boundaries makes them useful tools of power relations. "The human landscape can be 

read as a landscape of exclusion" according to Sibley (1995;ix), who explains that 

"Because power is expressed in the monopolization of space and the relegation of weaker 

groups in society to less desirable environments, any text on the social geography of 

advanced capitalism should be concerned with the question of exclusion." This kind of 

differential access to natural resources is common in traditional settlement system 

archaeology, but it is important to recognize that such differential access is not limited to 

competing political entities but may also reflect power relations between gender 

(Hatutaniemi and Rotman 2003) or ethnic groups (Ireland 2003, Ruppel et al. 2003) 

within the same population. 

In addition to the ability to exclude through boundaries, cultural landscapes are 

potent tools for portraying power relations as natural and inevitable. The person or group 

that controls the most abundant and desirable resources (and their distribution to other 

groups) certainly has great power (see Hautaniemi and Rotman 2003, Lewis 1984, and 

Paynter 1985, for historical archaeological case studies of this phenomena and Leone 

1978 for an opposite scenario). But the group that is able to portray this situation of 
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differential power as being part of the natural order of things has assured unchallenged 

control of these resources. The constrtiction of larger or more elaborate architecture, for 

example, reifies class relations and thereby, "the built environment encodes important 

messages about the coiTectness and inevitability of ideology" (Whittlesey 1998:22). 

In situations of contested power, the group that is able to control social space is 

often the winner. This concept is well illustrated by Kealhofer's (1999) analysis of • 

colonial Virginia landscapes. Colonists vividly demonstrated their ability to turn 

wilderness into civilization and themselves into Virginians through "the clearance of the 

forest and the creation of an open, grassy, agricultural landscape [as] part of the creation 

of colonial identities." Colonial gardens would have given their observers the impression 

that colonists' power to alter their new landscapes was inevitable as "the garden becomes 

part of the natural world as viewed from the house, and the stature of the house was 

increased when viewed from afer" (Kealhofer 1999:72). 

"In the context of landscapes, power is the capacity to impose a specific 

definition of the physical environment, one that reflects the symbols and meanings of a 

particular group of people .... The particular landscape that comes to dominate and 

thereby influence social actions and the allocation of social resources is the one that 

represents the group exercising the greatest degree of power" (Greider and Garkovich 

1994:17). A few examples from archaeology will illustrate the relationships between 

cultural landscapes and power. 

Landscape archaeology is closely tied to historical archaeology's early 

involvement in historic reconstruction of houses and gardens (Beaudry 1996; Leone 



1988, 1989), where documentation of both the residents and their built environment were 

frequently available to aid interpretation and where the units of analysis are "landscapes 

[that] were usually designed and created to be seen and experienced" (Rotman and 

Nassaney 1997:42). These designed landscapes often reflect the economic, social, or 

political status of their builders, and may be considered according to how they conform to 

formal aesthetic standards such as the Georgian order, traditional English landscape 

gardens, and other formal styles. 

Landscape archaeology involves both designed and vernacular (that is, not 

formally designed) landscapes. Beaudry's (1989) examination of the Lowell Boott Mills 

complex is an example of a designed landscape analysis. The housing and layout of the 

Lowell mill reflect "a conscious statement of the goals of industrial capitalists" that "was 

designed both to serve the needs of industry and to accommodate America's image of 

itself as an agrarian republic" (Beaudry 1989:19). The buildings were designed and 

placed in the landscape deliberately in order to reflect the factory's social controls. In 

addition, the worker housing demonstrates that factory owners were actively separating 

workers from "the possibility of labor unrest" that was common in working-class 

neighborhoods (Beaudry 1989:20). The Lowell Boott Mills analysis demonstrates how a 

landscape approach to archaeology is especially useful for measuring cultural change 

through time, as the buildings' locations betrayed the factory owners' decreasing concern 

for employee housing in relation to decreasing profits. 

Historical archaeologists have long recognized that social relations are reflected in 

the bviilt environment and differential access to resources. Often archaeologists have 



dealt with this element of human behavior without any explicit landscape theory in place. 

Historical archaeology's most significant contribution to landscape theory is its 

documentation of the material conelates of multiple co-existing and overlapping cultural 

landscapes in multi-ethnic or otherwise stratified societies. Knapp and Ashmore (1999, 

also Tilley 1994:20) label these landscapes "nested landscapes." This concept 

acknowledges that "family, kin, community, gender and age/experience would have 

linked land, dwellings, and ceremonial spaces" (Knapp and Ashmore 1999:16-17) that 

occupy the same physical spaces but may hold very different meanings to each group. 

Kealhofer (1999:61) clarifies that "How landscape is structured shapes individuals' 

actions, but different individuals and different groups perceive the same landscape 

differently." A similar relationship, called "cultural landscape layering" (Stoffle et al. 

2003:4) exists when a given place functions in multiple cultural landscapes. 

Units of Analysis in Landscape Archaeology. Cultural landscapes may be as large 

as a region or as small as a single structure. At any scale, landscape archaeology requires 

examination of a complex variety of features, including natural features such as 

moimtains, springs, or rivers and human-built walls, buildings, and resource extraction 

areas. In addition to structures and natural features, Orser (1996:133-134) emphasizes 

the importance of connectors to a landscape approach to archaeology (see also Zedeno 

and Stoffle 2003). The spatial construction of an archaeological site must be considered 

along with the roads, waterways, and paths that connect one site to another (macrolevel 

connectors), one part of a site to another part of the same site (semi-microlevel 

connectors), and parts of features or buildings to one another (microlevel connectors) 



(Clarke 1977:11-12). Whittlesey's functional approach to landscape (1997:24) classifies 

connectors together as "communication space." Another essential unit of analysis in 

landscape archaeology is boundaries, both natural and built. These contain crucial 

infomiation about the limitation of space and the exclusion and inclusion of specific 

social groups. 

Landmarks are sites that relate to specific aspects of culture or significant cultural 

or historical events (Mohs 1994:196). Landmarks are "locational markers that indicate 

places where interactions and activities occuiTed," yet landmarks may also include 

"unmodified physiographic features of the landscape" (Whittlesey 1998:25). Thus space 

may be culturally meaningful without having been visibly altered, posing a challenge to 

archaeology that must be mitigated by documentary and ethnographic research. 

The Built Environment. While historical archaeology has dealt extensively in 

recent years with place on the scale of colonies, forms, mining landscapes, and cities, 

most have stopped short of consideration of the micro-landscape of interior spaces 

(Adams 1991; Deetz 1996; Karskens 2003; Spencer-Wood 1991; and Wall 1994 are a 

few notable exceptions, although these are not explicitly oriented toward landscape 

archaeology). I believe this lapse has more to do with the persistence of the 

natural/cultural landscape dichotomy than with any substantive difference between the 

way humans experience indoor and outdoor spatiality. Indeed, "human activity, cultural 

expression, political statements, and reflections on worldviews occur within the bounded 

spaces of structures as well [as the outside world]" (Rotman 2003:5). 



An early example of archaeological treatment of private, interior space (although, 

literally outside the house) is Leone's (1978) study of Mormon fences. Leone recognizes 

the ecological llinction of fences that protected agricultural spaces from wind, but also 

devotes a great deal of attention to the ways that fences around house lots created private 

spaces within a very public religious community. He summarizes, "In a town where the 

social structure was based on equal property and close cooperation, and where order was 

maintained through everybody knowing everybody else's business, fences drew the 

literal line between closeness and privacy ... the propinquity of town life could only 

work by providing a degree of distance within the essential closeness" (Leone 1978:198). 

More recently, Baxter (2002:25) described the efforts of Victorian oil workers and their 

families made to "separate home from work, to distance the smells of the kitchen from 

smoke-belching boilers, and the strmn of the guitar on the porch from the pounding of the 

drill," by locating their homes a long distance from their work sites, using landforms as 

visual baniers between public and private space. 

Heritage and Memorials 

Landscapes and places are not passive locations. A significant subfield in the 

anthropology and archaeology of landscape pertains to memorials and memorialization. 

This is the deliberate commemoration of certain places - at the expense of other places -

in the interest of the production of heritage. The term "heritage" is usually reserved for 

the conscious reproduction of memories through the commemoration of historically 

critical events in the national identity of Americans since the late 19"' century (Lowenthal 

1998; Shackel 2000:177); it is a uniquely modern and nationalistic phenomenon. Heritage 



tends to refer to official memorials and official histories, and by implication, to the 

privileging of certain histories over those of less powerful social groups. However, the 

commemoration of special places associated with culturally significant events is 

ubiquitous. The scale at which a place is commemorated is usually related to a social 

group's stiTJCtural power. 

Historical archaeology's preoccupation with Heritage and memorials is generally 

isolated to those archaeologists who work with national memorials or sites that played a 

role in some critical national event, such as the Civil or Revolutionary wars. These 

archaeologists are understandably concerned with the misuse of their work as "proving" 

the truth of what they consider a single narrative in a contested history. Construction of a 

memorial is never a politically neutral event. "One of the most effective ways of 

monopolizing the telling of history is to establish pemianent or 'official' memorials at 

key historical sites. ... In controversial cases, such memorials usually serve the interests 

of some living individuals or factions at the expense of others" (Novak and Kopp 

2003:102). Historical archaeologists often struggle with this situation and search for 

ways of mitigating the privileging effect of memorials. Leone (1978:193) summarizes; 

Histor}' may be the commonly agreed-on lie but, for that common 

agreement to be sustained and realized in individuals, they must see it for 

themselves . . . This can be done by using artifacts that have no meaning in 

themselves apart from their archaeological context, no meaning that will 

contradict the one imposed on them by those responsible for the 
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'authenticity' of the hundreds of colonial Williamsburgs throughout this 

country. 

As Leone suggests, context is critical to combating misuse of historical 

archaeology data for political ends, as is the feir presentation of unflattering information 

and alternate narratives of historical events. In this study of the internment eventscape I 

am specifically concerned with the way that places are commemorated in order to 

challenge the master narrative that Japanese-Americans internees were complacent. I 

freely disclose that this research question is politically embedded and, because of the 

scale of the study, have not examined alternate narratives of internment landscapes. Such 

narratives certainly exist. 

LAnes of Evidence in Landscape Archaeology 

Although the physical landmarks of landscapes are visible, their boundaries and 

matrices of social meaning are not. Unlike other artifacts, they cannot be examined 

direcdy. The "interpretive challenges" (Knapp and Ashmore 1999:2) that the socio-

symbolic landscape poses to archaeology are obvious; the degree of "sacredness" or 

importance that a place holds for a people is not in any way marked by degree of use or 

archaeological visibility. Perhaps even more so than in any other subfield of historical 

archaeology, a landscape approach must be supported with documentary, archaeological, 

and oral historical evidence. Delle (1999:137) explains, "landscapes are constructed of 

various spatial elements, some of which, like buildings, are empirically observable in the 

archaeological record, while other spatial elements, like land tenure systems, are best 



interpreted from cartographic and documentary records." Land and tax records. Abstracts 

of Title, Sanborn and other historical maps, garden and other design books, newspaper 

articles, and personal records (diaries, letters, etc.) are sources of additional information 

to aid the interpretation of landscape features. Zedeno et al. (1997:28) recommend that a 

contextual analysis of landscape contain three essential elements or phases; the isolation 

of a single interaction or activity, identification of the landmarks (or landscape features) 

where interactions occurred, and an analysis of the historical progression of interactions 

that occur in association with those landmarks. 

Even with documentary support, the archaeological study of landscape is limited 

to those specific landscape elements that can be observed, what landscape "is," in terms 

of those material aspects of landscape that yield cultural information (Whittlesey 

1997:23). To access what landscape "does," one must turn to the third dimension of the 

past, memoiy. Oral history and documentary research are critical to reconstructing the 

"people-landmark interaction networks" that make a landscape meaningful. 

Eventscapes 

The term "cultural landscape" may refer to a wide variety of functional and 

spatial relationships between people and places. Without further differentiation between 

types of cultural landscapes, landscape theor>' has limited heuristic ability. The term 

"eventscape" has greater descriptive power, particularly when applied to the relationship 

between Japanese-American internees and the places of internment. Eventscapes are one 

variety of cultural landscape that occur "when people within and between ethnic groups 

jointly participate in an activity. By participating in this activity they tie together in 



special ways themselves and the places where these events occur" (Stoffle, Carroll, 

Toupal, Zedefio, Eisenberg, and Amato 2000:9). The eventscape gives context to the less 

archaeologically visible elements of cultural landscapes, particularly their symbolic 

meanings and the reasons for their persistence through time. This framework also 

suggests an explanation of the origin of cultural landscapes, why people associate 

themselves with certain places that are not specifically natural resource areas or locations 

where individual members of a social group have spent time. 

Eventscape is not a commonly used framework in historical archaeology. Its 

application so far has been limited to describing relationships between Native Americans 

and locations associated with culturally critical events that have influenced the 

development of community identities (Stoffle, Carroll, Toupal, Zedeno, Eisenberg, and 

Amato 2000; Stoffle et al. 2003). 

Stoffle, Loendorf, Austin, Halmo, and Bulletts (2000:14) use eventscape to 

describe the "interethnic connections produced by joint participation in culturally critical 

and persistent events such as the Ghost Dance of 1890." The Ghost Dance was a 

ceremony (or series of ceremonies) performed by Native Americans in 1870 and 1889-

1890 in an attempt to restore aboriginal lands and conditions to pre-European-American 

contact conditions. In the context of the Ghost Dance, Paiute and Pai people interacted 

together at the Kanab Creek Ghost Dance site, rock paintings were made by Shamans or 

medicine people, and the site was transformed into a sacred place. Over the years since 

the Ghost Dance, 
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the sentiments associated with the site as a refuge and ceremonial location 

used by people from two ethnic groups remain strong via the mechanisms 

of visitation, entailing individual or group ritual acts of prayer and 

offerings which serve to create or renew bonds between visitors and the 

place, and storytelling, the recounting of the historical circumstances 

surrounding the place and the ceremony held there as a method of teaching 

younger generations and others and thus reaffirming those bonds (Stoffle, 

Loendorf, Austin, Halmo, and Bulletts 2000:24). 

Following the description above, and based on the descriptions of eventscapes in 

Stoffle, Carroll, Toupal, Zedeno, Eisenberg, and Amato 2000 and Stoffle, Loendorf, 

Austin, Halmo, and Bulletts 2000,1 propose the following criteria of eventscapes. 

An eventscape is a series of connected places associated with a social group's 

participation in culturally critical and persistent events. In addition, an eventscape is 

often associated with emergent ethnic or community identities. Eventscapes maintain a 

role in the ongoing identity of the social group, whether through commemoration, 

storytelling, or visitation and are reproduced by cultural transmission of this information 

across generations. 

Following this definition, eventscapes are not unique to non-western contexts. 

Native Americans are not unique in having identity-foiTning relationships with places. 

The eventscape framework is ideal for describing the connections that post-relocation 

Japanese Americans feel toward the relocation centers and prisons in which they and 

their families were interned. One reason that historical ai'chaeologists may not see 



eventscape as a useful tool in their discipline is its apparent requirement for time depth to 

allow for identity development. However, the post-colonial period has witnessed the 

emergence of many new identities and ethnogenetic events (including the Ghost Dance). 

Internment was indeed a culturally critical event for Japanese-Americans, so much so that 

when introducing themselves, two Nisei will ask one another, "What camp were you in?" 

And both former internees and their children and grandchildren return to these places, 

even when little material culture remains to mark the sites. 

The eventscape framework provides a doorway through which we may, with the 

assistance of documentary or artifactual data, access the socio-symbolic context of 

landscape, while remaining tied to a comfortable material record. This can be a powerful 

tool for historical archaeology. Stoffle et al. (2003:4) write that "a cultural landscape 

should make sense as a kind of culturally defined single area, defined by a common logic 

and composed of unique and connected places." The common logic that ties together the 

places that comprise an eventscapes may be historical, and need only be minimally 

referent to the land. In the following chapters I will demonstrate how the framework of 

eventscape ties together the seemingly disparate places of internment, at multiple scales, 

and extracts the meaning of these places in ways that archaeology alone cannot. 

EVERYDAY RESISTANCE 

Like landscape, resistance as a model in archaeology is popular but poorly 

defined. The primary obstacle to interpreting the archaeology of resistance is the absence 
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of an explicit universal model. Resistance is often used opportunistically as one 

framework for interpreting patterns at historical sites, with little effort to define the 

specific strategies employed by subordinated people, the cultural context of resistance, or 

how such behaviors are articulated to the archaeological record. Wurst and Fitts (1999:3) 

critique what they consider to be the simplistic comparative approach that commonly 

characterizes the treatment of resistance in archaeology: 

A common strategy stemming from the dominance and resistance 

approach has been to identify sites and assemblages associated with two 

different groups, say workers and managers, and then compare the 

material record. If they appear different, the conclusion is that the workers 

were resisting the dominant culture; if the material culture of these groups 

is similar, it is assumed that, rather than resist the dominant norms, they 

'actively' emulated them. This benign affirmation of difference 

downplays the vital relational emphasis on conflict. 

By examining the body of work on resistance archaeology, a model does emerge. 

These studies vary in their actors and artifacts, but are unified by a focus on behaviors 

that undermine hegemonic power structures without directly engaging the dominators. A 

secondary theme in these studies is the manipulation of material culture in the 

construction of an independent subaltern identity. Barth (1969) identifies the critical 

components of ethnic groups to be those that communicate boundaries between members 

and nonmembers. Thus, ethnic groups use material culture as overt signals of belonging, 

"the diacritical features that people look for an exhibit to show identity, often such 

features as dress, language, house-form, or general style of life" (Barth 1969:299). 
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The most easily recognized forms of resistance are of course overt, explicit, 

violent, and relatively unambiguous. These are rare in the archaeological literature, 

however. Singleton (1995:9) suggests that "Flight and rebellion were among the most 

aggressive forms of resistance" among African American slaves and as such "These 

extreme measures were attempted only when there were no other viable alternatives." It 

is with those other alternatives that the everyday resistance model is concerned. While 

direct or violent resistance did occur in slave and post-contact indigenous communities 

(Armstrong and Wurst 2003; Jahangir 1989; Orser 1988a, 1991; Pikirayi and Pwiti 1999; 

Taussig 1994; Weik 1997), as in the Manzanar War Relocation Center (Unrau 

1996b;477-523; Weglyn 1996:121-25, 132-133), the majority of subaltern resistance 

utilized "everyday resistance," including "behaviors such as sabotage, feigned sickness, 

intentional tool damage, strikes, slowdowns, poisoning, and arson" (Weik 1997:84). 

These are "the ordinary weapons of relatively powerless groups" (Scott 1985:29). Rather 

than overtly and violently engaging their oppressors, these people contested their 

identities as property or enemies, often by simply living in their own worlds. Space plays 

an active role in everyday resistance, as much resistance occurs where it is "hidden in 

view" (Ruppel et al. 2003:324), in seemingly public places where "it is visible, but it can 

also be inscribed with superimposed meanings that may not be apparent to the dominant 

culture because it is coded." The places themselves may be visible, but their meanings 

are "hidden transcripts" (Scott 1990) known only by insiders. 

The public transcript is "the open interaction between subordinates and those who 

dominate" (Scott 1990:2), a kind of public performance put on by both in order to 

maintain the outward appearances of fulfilling the roles required by the dialectic of 

power. The behavior of both parties (although certainly the dominator risks fewer 

physical repercussions) is circumscribed by their roles; the slave must comply with the 



89 

slave owners' orders, speak and act submissively, and show no signs of owning property 

themselves, or risk physical punishment. The slave owner must also give orders, speak 

and act assertively and decisively, and physically demonstrate his wealth or risk losing 

his economic and social position of authority. It is with subordinate transcripts that this 

paper is concerned, and specifically the public perfoiTnances of those transcripts that 

demonstrate internees actively engaged in "impression management in power-laden 

situations" (Scott 1990:3). 

Obviously, the public transcript is not the whole story. There is a hidden 

transcript to any power relationship as well, "discourse that take place 'offstage,' beyond 

direct observation of powerholders" and "consists of those offstage speeches, gestures, 

and practices that confirm, contradict, of inflect what appears in the public transcript" 

(Scott 1990:5). 

Archaeology allows us to speak to the subordinate performer "offstage" (Scott 

1990). In the same way that artifacts offer insight into other historically covert and illicit 

behaviors - drug and alcohol use, prostitution, excess, and black-market trade - they 

reveal portions of the hidden transcripts of subordinated groups that may be contrasted 

with the public performances described in historical sources. 

The Archaeology of Everyday Resistance 

The archaeology of resistance is a common theme in studies of the contact 

between indigenous peoples and Europeans. Here the behavior of resistance is often tied 

to the larger process of ethnogenesis. Hill (1996:1) defines ethnogenesis as "not merely a 

label for the historical emergence of culturally distinct peoples but a concept for 

encompassing people's simultaneously cultural and political struggles to create enduring 

identities in general contexts of radical change and discontinuity." The concept of 

ethnogenesis operationalizes the process by which ethnic groups strategically adapt their 
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material (and other culture) while maintaining ethnic boundaries under changing 

conditions (Barth 1969). Ethnogenesis emphasizes the creative processes by which new 

ethnic and other groups have emerged in the environment of cultural contact, but in 

application, archaeologists tend to depict indigenous people as the receivers of culture 

while Europeans remain largely unaltered. A striking exception is the body of research 

related to the introduction of indigenous material culture into the Spanish colonial 

household (Deagan 1983; Majewski and Ayers 1997; Van Buren 1999). 

Goodby's (1998) study of technological patterning and style on n"" century 

Native American ceramics in New England argues that the continued production of 

traditional ceramics despite the availability of EXiropean goods represents resistance to 

acculturation. He contends that "the very production of pottery can be viewed as a 

political act, used to express and defend traditional native identity and culture" (Goodby 

1998:177). Seventeenth century Pequot-Mohegan, Narragansett, and Wampanoag potters 

elaborated their pottery "in ways that blurred social boundaries, because the recognition 

and acceptance of these boundaries was strongly contested within native communities" 

(Goodby 1998:176). Although such elaboration "reflects an older cultural unity upon 

which the social boundaries of the seventeenth century were imposed" (Goodby 

1998:176), this should not be confused with an uninteiTupted continuation of that culture 

in the face of European hegemony. 

Rubertone (1989) offers a rare analysis of a form of resistance that is not 

dependent on the pre-existing condition of culture change. In her analysis of wampum 

tribute between the Narragansetts and New England colonists, Rubertone (1989:41-42) 

identifies archaeological evidence of political resistance emerging in a single generation, 

in a cemetery used within the archaeologically discrete time period of 1650-1670. 

Compared to a cemetery utilized one generation or less earlier, the tribute-period 
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cemetery contained a surprising quantity of wampum in a few of "the most richly 

endowed" (Rubertone 1989:42) adolescent burials. Rubertone (1989:42) proposes that 

this pattern reflects "the ritual consumption of wampum ... as an unwritten statement of 

political resistance" that "symbolically upheld Narragansett tribal authority, and at the 

same time took quantities of wampum demanded as tribute by the colonial government 

out of circulation." It is important to note that the resistance that Rubertone proposes 

utilizes existing cultural structures. The act of burying wampum with members of the 

sachem lineage "reaffirmed Narragansett leadership and tribal authority via acts of 

negotiation with the ancestors" (Rubertone 1989:42, emphasis added). The act of 

burying the wampum itself, however, represents a new resistance behavior. 

Pikirayi and Pwiti (1999:78) link "the spread of mercantilism from Europe and its 

effects on indigenous societies" in the Zimbabwe Plateau interior to domination and 

resistance in the sixteenth through nineteenth centuries. They offer a rare example of the 

material remains of violent confrontations between Europeans and indigenous groups. 

The "Refuge Tradition" is marked by stone fortifications traditionally interpreted as 

temporary shelters used by women and children during attacks on villages, but may also 

mark "an important resistance frontier" (Pikirayi and Pwiti 1999:85). Pikirayi and 

Pwiti's work is particularly notable in its use of resistance places. 

Models of African American resistance are based on one of three paradigms, 

creolization (Ferguson 1992; Staats 1996; Weik 1997), persistence of African religious 

beliefs (Ferguson 1991, 1992; Russell 1997; Thomas 1998; Stine et al. 1996), and the 

strategic withholding of labor through work stoppages, theft, or violent revolt (Orser 

1988a, 1988b; Young 1997). Most also cite the perpetuation of a unique African 

American culture independent from that of European Americans as a form of strategic 

defiance. American archaeological sites can rarely be associated with Africans who had 
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just aiTived into a state of slavery, but " From the very beginning of American slavery, 

Africans and their descendants resisted their bondage" in the form of "lying, stealing, 

breaking tools, feigning illness, refusal to work, rebellion, or taking one's freedom by 

running away" (Singleton 1995:9). Such behaviors, however, may be ephemeral in the 

archaeological record. 

Creolization is "the result of a complex situation where a colonial polity reacts, as 

a whole, to external metropolitan pressures, and at the same time to internal adjustments 

made necessary by the juxtaposition of master and slave, elite and labourer, in a 

culturally heterogeneous relationship" (Braithwaite 1971, in Ferguson 1992:xlii). 

Ferguson (1992:150) adds to this definition that creolization "recognizes free-will, 

imagination, and creativity of non-Europeans" in "the building of a new culture from 

diverse elements." Most studies of the archaeology of African American slaves, even 

those that argue for the continuity of certain African religious forms, rely on some notion 

of creolization. Russell (1997:77), for example, points to the emergence of an African 

American profession, that of the healer, "wholly unrelated to plantation production," but 

still part of the process of "syncretisms between the African-American archaeological 

record and traditional West African religious practices" (Russell 1997:63). 

Orser (1988b) frames the "retention of certain Africanisms in material culture" as 

a kind of cultural continuity rather than creolization, suggesting that this, along with slave 

revolts and desertions "indicate that many slaves had not given the situation up as 

hopeless." His model of plantation production ownership across the antebellum slavery 

and postbellum tenant farmer periods leaves little opportunity for consideration of 

nonprocessual behaviors. Thomas' (1998) structure of the slave-planter dialectic is based 

on the idea that the cultural or both slaves and planters evolved regularly as part of "the 

give-and-take that defined those power relations" (Thomas 1998:535). 
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A more dynamic approach to everyday resistance is found in Young's (1997:7) 

study of slaves' risk management strategies "as mechanisms of resisting oppressive 

Southern society." Young's (1997:8) analysis demonstrates that ''slaves at Locust Grove 

actively worked to minimize some of the risks they faced" through strategies that 

included "forming strong family and community ties reinforced by generalized 

reciprocity, by producing surplus through raising their own livestock and gardens, and 

through religious practice." Rather than directly confronting the ideology or mechanisms 

of slavery through revolt or other physical resistance. Locust Grove slaves developed 

specific strategies to minimize the risk of such immediate dangers as physical abuse, 

being sold (and separated from family), starvation, and malnutrition (Young 1997:14). 

Risk management strategies included slave control of their own resources (in the form of 

gardens, livestock, or hunting and fishing), the use of rituals or religion to ward off 

misfortune, and storage of food and other possessions to prevent seizure by planters. 

Perhaps most important, slaves developed a cultural system of reciprocity and extended 

bonds of kinship that provided control over food shortages as well as support in cases of 

being sold away and, in the most extreme case, a community-wide reaction to instances 

of overwork or physical abuse considered too extreme by the slave community (Young 

1997:25-3L). In the case outlined for Locust Grove, slaves resisted not by confronting 

planters or the system of slavery itself, but by mitigating its impacts on a community 

level. 

Orser's (1991) description of the archaeology of free black resistance in the 

postbellum south includes the same continuum of resistance described by others for 

slaves. In addition, as sharecroppers, African Americans also resisted the unfair 

restrictions of the contract system "by moving from plantation to plantation, breaking 

each successive contract, in search of fair terms" (Orser 1991 ;46), a strategy that was 
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particularly effective because the property-less sharecroppers could not be sued. This 

widespread practice became known as "shifting." For many freedmen, shifting was 

considered a test of freedom (Tebeau 1936:132, in Orser 1991:46). Orser's (1991:50) 

archaeology focuses on the material expressions of the decreasing alienation of African 

American tenant farmers through time, through "their movement out of the compact, 

uniform slave quarters and into single-family tenant dwellings . .. built some distance 

from the watchful eye of the landlord." Orser claims that archaeological evidence of 

freedman resistance is unknown, as such resistance was "short-lived and would leave 

little readily recognizable archaeological evidence" (Orser 1991:51), more often taking 

the nonmaterial form of "daily resistance ... expressed in songs, folk tales, and 

language" as a "verbal, non-violent form of protest [that] was a way for blacks to shut 

whites out of their world," (Orser 1991:45). 

The very existence of escaped African slave, or Maroon, settlements is evidence 

of resistance, but here too, archaeologists find more subtle everyday resistance. Weik 

(1997:86) suggests that the aitifact signature of African (or African American) artifacts 

alongside European, nearly universally read as a sign of acculturation, may indicate quite 

the opposite in these locations. Maroons may have acquired such goods through raiding, 

"an opportunistic type of resistance" (Weik 1997:86). Weik's continuum of resistance 

behaviors exist within the framework of a notion of African American slaves as 

creolized, but the behaviors themselves are synchronic; there is no indication that they are 

adaptations, but simply the same behaviors that any free person might engage in, made 

"resistant" by the context of slavery. 

Ferguson's (1991, 1992) work on African American slave culture as resistance in 

South Carolina brings a new facet to the archaeological model of resistance, ideology as 

active but unconscious resistance. Ferguson (1991:29) emphasizes the separate cultures 
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of slaves and planters (or other European Americans) that created a "resistance of 

incongruity" in which the "system of meaning and posture of attitude of slaves were at 

odds with the ideology of planters," with the result that "there could be no [common] 

ideology allowing slavery to operate as efficiently as the planters envisioned." If slaves 

and planters had shared a common culture, slaves would not have resisted, but submitted 

their labor willingly "because it was their accepted role" (Ferguson 1991:29). 

While anthropologists traditionally fixate on structural power and its impact on 

the subordinated, Ferguson (1992:xliv) cautions that it is doubtful "that plantation slaves 

typically would identify their most important activity as producing the master's crops; 

nor would they see their most important relationships as those between themselves and 

their overseer or master." Rather, interactions within the community and shared culture 

of subordinated people provide the primary meaning and source of power for 

subordinated people. In addition to articulating forms of everyday resistance to the 

material record, Ferguson consciously addresses different forms of resistance and the 

motivations of their actors. He proposes that 'another unconscious resistance must have 

been manifest in the content and structure of daily activities such as foodways that were 

controlled by slaves" [Ferguson 1991:28; emphasis in original]. 

Material Culture and Contested Identity 

The use of material culture to define the limits of a marginalized group's own 

identity is a perspective on resistance that allows the archaeologist to depart from 

considerations of "pure" and altered culture and address the perpetuation and expression 

of cultural identity in the context of domination. This perspective emphasizes boundary 

maintenance and the use of material culture as signals of belonging. It also allows for 

cultural change through time that results directly from contact between ethnic groups. 
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describes the role of invented tradition in ethnic boundary maintenance as part of 

"dynamic ethnicity." Although most Chinese immigrants to San Francisco originated in 

south China, the Chinatown rebuilt following the 1906 earthquake incorporated elaborate 

(northern) classical Chinese architecture. These buildings, designed by non-Chinese 

architects, represent an invented tradition, "distilled, highly stylized, commodified 

images of a my thical 'heritage' that respond to the outsider's imposition of difference and 

to the insider's adoption of ethnicity as a distinguishing identity" (Upton 1996:5). Such 

seemingly unauthentic artifacts act as "metonyms of identity" that reinforce ethnic 

boundaries (Upton 1996:5). As units of archaeological analysis, invented traditions 

demonstrate one way that ethnic groups dynamically recontextualize themselves in 

multiethnic settings, by strategically commodifying select material aspects of their 

identities. Archaeologists considering material culture as signals of community identity 

must may careful attention to the role of cultural markers that reference an historically 

unauthentic identity as a uniquely ethnogenetic trait. 

Plantation archaeology provides testimony of the world of slaves that existed out 

of sight of the planter (and thus the wi-itten record). Ferguson (1992:119) points to the 

distinctive material culture of African American slaves as "material symbols . . . [that] 

operate in the same way that oral tradition does — creating identity and molding values." 

Ferguson argues that, once in place creolized African-American culture resisted through 

cultural persistence within a sphere of everyday existence that was beyond the immediate 

influence of the planter. He explains that "While many slaves may not have overtly 



resisted their enslavement on a day-to-day basis, most did ignore European American 

culture in favor of their own, and in doing so they also ignored and resisted the European 

American ideology that rationalized their enslavement" (Ferguson 1992:120). 

More so than the covert insurgency behavior of stealing from the planter and 

hiding the spoils. Hall (1992) indicates that it is the very secrecy of plantation slave's 

subterranean root cellars that lends itself to the discourse of slave resistance. Root cellars 

"show slaves creating a world for themselves within the daily brutality of plantation life" 

(Hall 1992:386). Slaves were able to resist the ideology of slavery by defining 

themselves and their community, even within the structural community designed by the 

planter. Similarly, Singleton and Bograd (1995:9) hint at the persistence of culture as 

resistance when they write that "Enslaved people's efforts to maintain a separate cultural 

identity also constituted a form of resistance." 

Ruppel et al. (2003) describe a similar pattern wherein slaves maintained uniquely 

African ritual spaces such as gardens and yards that challenged their identities as property 

and as powerless. Gardens allowed slaves to own crops and participate in a barter 

economy while supporting their families. Yards, and the practice of yard sweeping, 

represented spiritual places where slaves might domesticate spirits and call upon them to 

haim enemies. These economic and spiritual spaces demonstrate a t^w of the ways that 

slaves "refashioned the spatial limitations given within slavery in order to preserve 

spiritual and family values and thus establish New World identities" that disputed the 

identity given them by the white world (Ruppel et al. 2003:324). 



Other groups also engaged in identity-construction (or maintenance) as resistance. 

In open defiance of Sacramento's codes for brick buildings as part of a planned Victorian 

landscape, the city's Chinatown residents "continued to build structures more in keeping 

with their own vision of imperaianence into the early 1860s" (Praetzellis and Praetzellis 

1992:82) at considerable financial loss when such non-regulation structures were 

removed by the fire warden. Praetzellis and Praetzellis (1992) assign agency to both the 

dominators and resistors. They argue that "the 'brick-only' building regulations imposed 

on Sacramento's Chinese district was a step in the creation of an architectural orthodoxy 

for the commercial district, based on Victorian sensibilities" (Praetzellis and Praetzellis 

1992:82), a contrived strategy for imposing a specific cultural order on the politically 

marginalized Chinese. For their part, the Sacramento Chinese responded to 

discriminatory anti-Chinese legislation and violence with a tendency to "invest less than 

their European-American counterparts in material improvements that could be torched by 

riotous 'anti-coolie' elements or legislated and taxed away by the state," an attitude that 

can be interpreted as "a considered and intelligent strategy of keeping their financial 

assets in liquid and readily negotiable forms" (Praetzellis and Praetzellis 1992:82). 

Less explicit in Praetzellis and Praetzellis' interpretation is the fact that the 

Sacramento Chinese's selected form of resistance maintained traditional structures in an 

effort to mitigate the impermanence of their situation. The Chinese on I Street did not 

change their buildings in order to defy city ordinances for brick buildings, but actively 

and calculatedly continued to build them in markedly Chinese forms, "an eclectic mixture 

of wood, brick, iron, and canvas" that "rejected the very gridiron plan of the city's streets 



in favor of an auspicious pattern derived from geomancy" (Praetzellis and Praetzellis 

1992:82). Resistance here is achieved tlirough cultural persistence in defiance of the 

dominant order. 

The use of material culture to define community identity is not limited to ethnic 

groups. McGuire (1991) describes the emergence of working class solidarity through the 

construction of communities in the boroughs of late-nineteenth-century Binghamton, 

New York. Having been forced into class-segregated boroughs as part of the 

implementation of Social Darwinism by city planners, factory workers not only labored 

together but "at the end of each day they returned to a common neighborhood, so that 

class, work, and family networks all overlapped" allowing workers to organize strikes 

that "sprang from the infonnal networks of family and neighborhood" (McGuire 

1991:113-114). Factory worker resistance is framed again as emerging from community 

and a shared culture that included not only a desire for fair wages but also for preventing 

their wives and daughters from being forced to work in factories (McGuire 1991:114). 

Spencer-Wood's (1991:231) investigation of the material aspects of domestic 

reform illustrates another case in which "adhering to minority cultural patterns is viewed 

as an expression of resistance rather than as a failure to assimilate to the dominant 

culture." Domestic reformers successfully professionalized women's domestic work and 

thereby "resisted the male-dominated cultural categorization of women's work as inferior 

to men's work" to the degree that work traditionally defined as feminine gained an equal 

status to that of men (Spencer-Wood 1991:233). Yet this strategy "worked within the 

normative cultural framework to indirectly undermine male dominance" and "was 
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successful precisely because it did not directly attack male dominance" but instead "used 

accepted beliefs about women's innately superior domestic abilities to expand women's 

roles both in the home and in the public realm" (Spencer-Wood 1991:234). Spencer-

Wood demonstrates how subordinated people are able to manipulate perceptions of their 

traditional identities in order to elevate their status within the dominant ideology. 

This interpretation of female resistance is particularly amenable to archaeology, 

as domestic reform was accompanied by technological innovations "as a primary strategy 

for professionalizing aspects of housework" (Spencer-Wood 1991:233). As a framework 

for the study of resistance, it explicates how resistance may be accomplished within the 

ideology of domination, but while using the cultural strengths of the subordinated (in this 

case, women's expertise in domestic skills). The material expression of this particular 

form of resistance is not dramatically different than that of the dominant (male) culture, 

but reflects an intensification of the existing minority culture, as well as material 

innovations that express that identity more efficiently. 

An example of food choice specifically as an expression of resistance to structural 

power comes from Paul Mullin's (1999) study of class and African American 

consumption behaviors in 1850 - 1930 Annapolis, Maryland. Archaeological 

assemblages from two African-American communities are dominated by national brand 

product containers, a pattern that transcends class differences between communities. 

Local merchants frequently overcharged African-American customers, a practice that was 

enabled by the selling of loose merchandise that was measured and bottled by the 

merchant on demand for each customer. Purchasing national brands assured the African 
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American consumer of a standard quality and quantity, and actively selected racially 

neutral (if only through the anonymity of the customer) national purchasing in resistance 

to local institutionalized racism. 

A second pattern of food consumption found in the Annapolis households was a 

marked decrease in consumption of locally caught fish following Reconstruction, when 

African American fishermen and oyster hucksters became widespread racist caricatures. 

Instead, "many African Americans may have willingly shifted to genteel foods and 

market venues, eager to play out the possibilities of their new consumer citizenship" 

(Mullins 1999:32). In the case of fish consumption, African Americans abandoned 

traditional foodways as an ethnic stereotype imposed from outside the community in 

favor of a new identity as class-conscious consumers. Mullins frames African American 

consumer resistance as a choice of foodways among a diversity of food options, which 

marks a group's power to define itself despite a racist infrastructure that would appear to 

dictate otherwise. 

Paynter and McGuire (1991:1) propose that the dialectic of power has specific 

strategic correlates, which they model as a binary opposition of "those who use structural 

asymmetries of resources in exercising power, known as domination, and those who 

develop social and cultural opposition to this exercise, known as resistance" (Paynter and 

McGuire 1991:1). By this definition, a common cultural foundation is essential to any 

act of resistance. Paynter and McGuire's conception of resistance ties it closely to 

cultural structures, and almost limits its expression exckisively to everyday resistance. 

They suggest that "Subordinates act in a compliant manner in those social spaces where 
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own social arena" (Paynter and McGuire 1991:11). The studies above, and my own 

study of resistance at Manzanar described below, suggest that the social space of 

resistance is not so neatly delineated. It is the creation of independent social arenas, 

cultures and identities beyond the influence of the dominant social group, that represents 

resistance. Furthermore, elements of these arenas may be introduced into those of the 

dominators, as when workers use their common culture and desires to organize a strike or 

when slaves' kinship networks mitigate a planter's selling family members "down the 

river." It is the construction (or persistence) of a cultural identity that is independent of 

or even contradicts that imposed by the dominator that comprises the foundation of 

resistance, "by beclouding and sometimes contradicting hegemonic power" (Paynter and 

McGuire 1991:11) or preventing a common ideology that justifies the unequal power 

structure (Ferguson 1991). 

Rubertone (1989:37) has suggested that "quiet" forms of resistance should be 

addressed as part of the repertoire of empowerment behaviors. She argues that "it is 

possible to detect actions taken to express frustration, dissatisfaction, and even contempt 

of the systems of inequality being imposed" upon subordinated groups, and that, because 

such covert behaviors have predictably not been recorded in documentary history, 

archaeology is the tool by which we may receive "an Indian commentary on the events 

and developments that affected native peoples' lives, work, and relations with others" 

(Rubertone 1989:37). Rubertone's language is significant. The behavior which she 

articulates is expression, not violence or confrontation. Moreover, she does not suggest 
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that archaeologists address the gross scales and processual nature of resistance that have 

caught the attention of history, such as revolution and acculturation. Where acculturation 

suggests that only an altered Native American could respond to colonialism, expressions 

of "frustration, dissatisfaction, and . . . contempt" (Rubertone 1989:37) can occur 

immediately, and without cultural change. 
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CHAPTER 5: 
WHAT CAMP WERE YOU IN? ORAL HISTORY OF INTERNMENT PLACES 

Lost Boy was his name. 

He had another name, a given name 
at another, given time and place 
but those were taken away. 

The road was taken away. 
The dog was taken away. 
The food was taken away. 
The house was taken away. 

The boy was taken away 
but he was not lost. 
Oh, no he knew exactly where he was.... (Inada 1993) 

It is common for historians and anthropologists to treat relocation as an event of 

the past, since the physical incarceration of Japanese Americans is discretely bracketed 

by the years 1943 and 1945. The relocation experience, however, is ongoing. As ' 

discussed above, relocation had long-term effects on the relationships between Japanese-

American generations and the master narrative of Japanese-American identity. 

A second reason that relocation persists in the consciousness of the Japanese-

American community is the ongoing interest, especially among younger Japanese 

Americans who were not themselves interned, in challenging the master narrative of 

relocation, especially the myth that Japanese Americans did not resist intemment. The 

interest in the dedication of the Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation Site demonstrates both 

themes. 
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The Tucsonians Oral History Project 

Oral History Study Design 

In the interest of exploring the ongoing role of internment in Japanese-American 

identity and the ways that this identity is used to manipulate modem interpretations of 

relocation, University of Arizona PhD candidate in History Cherstin Lyon and I 

conducted a series of oral history interviews as part of "The Tucsonians Oral History 

Project." Between August 2001 and August 2002, we interviewed the remaining 

"Tucsonians," their family members, and Gordon Hirabayashi. These interviews 

consisted of traditional oral history questions concerning the individual's personal and 

family history, as well as questions specifically oriented toward the infomant's 

relationships to the places of intenunent, their motivations in participating in the site 

dedication and other "resister"-themed events, and how they referenced relocation in their 

daily lives. 

The interviews were conducted either in the informant's (or the interviewer's) 

hotel rooms during the weekend of the GHRS interpretive sign unveiling (August 2001, 

in Tucson, Arizona), at the Honor Camp site, or at the informant's home (various 

locations in California). Participants were those who attended or expressed interest in 

attending the dedication of the Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation Site conducted by the 

Forest Service in November 1999 and who also served federal prison sentences at the 

former Catalina Federal Honor Camp or the family members of these people. The men 

are in their 80s and responded to letters of invitation to the dedication from the Forest 

Service or articles in Japanese-American, Arizona or California newspapers announcing 
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the event. The participants asked to have their stories recorded to aid in the creation of 

interpretive signs for the site and for the preservation of their personal histories. 

A list of questions was provided to the interviewees for approval and revision 

prior to the interview as well as a clear and complete consent form, in compliance with 

the University of Arizona's Human Subjects Protection Program. The questions were 

open-ended. All interviewees had the freedom to decline questions, revise them, or add 

information where ever they desired. The interviewees were informed that if at any point 

they wished to withdraw from the interview or withdraw their recorded interviews from 

the project, their wishes would be accommodated. All intei-viewees were given copies of 

their own transcribed interviews for review, revision, and final approval. 

Interviews were conducted over a one- to three-hour period, by either of the two 

principle investigators and tape-recorded. Often the informant's spouse or, in one case, 

other Tucsonians were present and participated in the interview. All participants in the 

interview process (including those who only "sat-in" and were not explicitly being 

interviewed) were informed about the conditions above and signed a consent foiTn. The 

interview followed a set of pre-written (and pre-approved by the participant) general 

questions, although the informant was generally allowed to stray in any direction he or 

she chose. During lulls in the informants' dialogue, the interviewer returned to the 

formal questions. The exact questions covered varied by informant. The tape-recorded 

interviews were professionally transcribed and have been archived at the University of 

Arizona and the Japanese-American National Museum. Travel, transcription, and 

materials expenses were supported by grants from the California Civil Liberties Public 
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Education Program (CCLPEP), the Coronado National Forest, the Southwest Oral 

History Association at the University of California - Los Angeles, and the University of 

Arizona departments of Anthropology and History. 

Evaluation of Oral History Data. Like any other historical evidence, oral history 

must be subjected to criticism to determine its reliability and validity. Oral historians 

have identified a number of criteria for internal criticism of oral history data. Hoffman 

(1984) distinguishes between reliability and validity criteria as follows: Reliability is a 

measure of the consistency with which an individual will tell the same story on different 

occasions while validity represents the degree of conformity between an oral narrative 

and other documentation of the same facts or event. 

Whiteley (2002:411) suggests a compelling standard by which oral histoiy may 

be validated, explaining that "oral historians cannot be expected to provide accounts that 

confonn exactly to scientific models of falsifiability. But that does not mean the latter 

are thus by definition unrigorous, or are not held accountable to social standards of truth 

evaluation." Selection of infoimants is critical; infonnants should be recognized by their 

communities as authorities, whether through personal experience of the particular events 

to be discussed or as repositories of group knowledge (as of myths). Most importantly, 

accounts recorded at different times should conform to one another in content as well as 

structure. 

The type of data collected for this study falls into the category of personal 

recollections (Finnegan 1996:131). The participants in the Tucsonians Oral History 

Project are recognized in their communities as experts on the topic of their personal 
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experiences as resisters of conscience during Worid War II. The oral history data 

addressed here was collected explicitly for this study by myself and my partner, so it's 

"genuineness, authenticity, and integrity as a record" (Moss 1996:115) is certain. There 

are occasional breaks in the interviews that reflect the ends of audio tapes, but this is not 

considered a significant loss of integrity. 

The issue of validity of oral history data is more problematic, particularly where 

the oral histoiy is in the forni of personal recollections. Moss (1996;116) notes that "So 

much of the evidence [in oral history] is personal and unique that there is not a body of 

data against which to cross-check the information." This is certainly true of the 

Tucsonians' data. However, some of the events about which they speak can be 

corroborated (or theoretically, falsified) by documentary sources such as the Tucsonians' 

Federal Bureau of Investigations files and newspaper accounts of their trials. Another 

important consideration in the criticism of the data is the degree to which individual 

Tucsonians' stories agree with one another. 

However, it is worth noting that these interviews were not intended to recreate 

events or to confirm or deny particularistic historical events. Rather, the goal of the 

interviews (or at least the portions of the interviews used here) was to explore the 

participants' individual relationships with the places of relocafion and their attitudes 

toward the historical themes already identified. Rather than recreating a particularlistic 

past, the value of this data is that "Without claiming to offer decisive answers, it can 

provide an indication of how those directly involved experienced and made sense of 

social change" (Brown 1992:3). For these purposes, the validation of the historical 
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details is less important than might normally be true for oral history data, and where 

discrepancies do exist, this does not invalidate the data, but rather presents an opportunity 

to examine "the more subtle truths of fiction and poetry" (Joyner 1996:296). In fact, the 

story that the Tucsonians choose to tell in commemorating the Flonor Camp is more 

significant than the literal truth. As Lowenthal (1998:128, emphasis in original) 

observes, "We exalt our own heritage not because it is demonstrably true but because it 

ought to be." Regardless of whether the stories that the Tucsonians tell in reference to 

their internment heritage are literally true or not, the units of analysis in this oral history 

project might be classified as what they believe ''ought to be true." 

Oral History as Communicative Event. An oral history is an artifact of the 

relationships between interviewer and interviewee and the setting in which it is 

conducted. These "communicative events" (Joyner 1996:295) were very much 

influenced by my familiarity with many of the events described (thus names and 

historical events that are not elaborated in the text) and by the historical and political 

moment in which they were conducted. 

I was introduced to the resisters and their families as an employee of the 

Coronado National Forest in the context of the Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation Site 

dedication. During some of our conversations I was, literally, in uniform and was often 

expected to answer questions regarding the Forest Service's plans for the site. 

Frequently, the Tucsonians' observations of the irony of "the government" putting up a 

memorial to them were directed toward me. Flowever, the resisters and their families 

also knew that I was a student and that they were participating in my (and Cherstin 
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Lyon's) PhD dissertation research as well as providing information to aid in public 

interpretation at the GHRS. Neither Cherstin Lyon nor myself are Japanese American, 

and we are both of the same generation as the informants' children or even grandchildren; 

this too is reflected in the interviews and 1 believe it benefits the reader as the 

interviewees go to some lengths to explain Japanese phrases and to instruct us in the 

cultural and historical settings of their personal histories. 

Many of the follow-up interviews were conducted the weekend of May 11, 2002, 

when the JACL issued its historic apology to the Resisters of Conscience and officially 

recognized their contribution to the Japanese-American community during Relocation as 

equal to that of the 442"^" volunteers. Therefore there is an underlying thread throughout 

these conversations about "official" recognitions of the resisters, which appears 

intermittently even during the seemingly neutral discussion of personal histories. It is 

also apparent in the transcripts that the interviewees recognized that we were actively 

involved in recreating a new histoiy of internment. 

The interviewees also seem to have two narrative voices (as I am both Forest 

Service employee and student to them) during these interviews. When talking about their 

internment experiences the participants are almost the teenagers they were during the 

1940s, as when Kay Yoshida responds to the question of whether she was fearful of 

leaving the relocation center because of prejudice in the outside world, ''But you see 

when you're 18, you're looking for adventure anyway. But if you're older, you get 

fearful. 1 never worried about people doing anything to me. I was just happy to be out!" 

Or Joe Norikane, who responds to a question about an entry in his diary, "I remember 
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dancing with girls." When speaking of how history has recognized (or not recognized) 

the resisters, however, they are adults again, talking about how their children cannot 

understand their positions during the war. 

Storytelling 

One of my original reasons for conducting this research was to investigate the 

role of storytelling as a strategy of challenging the master narrative of relocation. Thus 

the questions I posed to the participants were deliberately oriented toward evoking 

stories, rather than personal historical facts. The participants' interviews contain much 

ritualized discourse. Some stories about relocation and imprisonment have obviously 

been told so many times amongst themselves that the Tucsonians tell each other's stories. 

These anecdotes occupy a different status in the memories of the Tucsonians and so I 

have set them apart as a category of narrative quite different from the memories that were 

elicited through a question and answer exchange. Stories ai-e "highly agentive speech 

acts that occur in specific contexts and are co-constructed by speakers and their 

audiences" and that "remember past events and offer moral vantage points" (Mattingly et 

al. 2002:745). This class of narrative contains several elements that separate it from other 

dialogue in the oral histories. When telling stories, the nan-ator frequently uses pauses 

and foreshadowing or withholds certain facts until a dramatic moment in the story. For 

example. Ken Yoshida (2002) uses foreshadowing and the specific ordering of events in 

this story about the role of the older brother (nisan): 
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Ken Yoshida; .... The older brother is called nisan. And the Japanese 

custom is the younger children respect the older ones. Especially 

the men. Because, even my two younger brothers, even today... I 

remember when my mother died... 

Let's go back a little bit further. My sister died first. She left money, and 

my mother was still alive. She was in [her] 90s. So, my sister left 

money for all of the kids when she died. 

Kay Yoshida: For her brothers and sisters. 

Ken Yoshida; Because she was an old maid. So, she left the money and 

left each one of the brothers and sisters [the] same amount of 

money. And so, my younger sister was the trustee. And I said, 

well, what we're going to do is each one of the kids with the 

money that they inherited, $10,000, is going into this pot for my 

mother. And the two younger ones kind of hesitated giving back 

that money. You know, one likes to play the stock market, so he 

wanted to put it in the stock market. The other one lives in Hawaii 

and he had condos and stuff and he wanted to put the money into 

that. So, my sister was able to talk my youngest one into bringing 

the $ 10,000 back into the account for my mother, but the other one 

in Hawaii, my sister says, I talked to him and he hasn't sent [any] 

money. 1 said, okay, Fll talk to him. And I got on the phone [the] 

same day, the evening that day, got on the phone, called Hawaii, 
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called him up. My sister called me up and said, I got the money! 

So, for them to do that, they got to respect the older brother, 

otherwise they wouldn't have done it. So, the Japanese way has 

been like that for years. The older brother they call the nisan, and 

they kind of follow, you know, what the big brother said. But they 

still, even today, they kind of respect me, you know, the younger 

brothers. 

The stories that the Tucsonians and their families tell reveal a great sensitivity to 

how the places of internment shaped their experiences, as well as an awareness of how 

they and their families resisted their incarcerations in both subtle and over ways. 

Mattingly et al. (2002:744) write that stories "may seem to be 'about' the past, but they 

have implications for how one should act on or interpret immediate and future events." 

The Tucsonians' narratives demonstrate a deep conviction that their stories should be told 

as a warning to future generations. 

Oral History Results 

The oral history data presented here lacks the elegance of an artifact analysis. 

There is no simple hypothesis here that can be disproved by the presence or absence of a 

given fact or story. Although each interviewee was asked questions from the same list. 
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these questions were deliberately open-ended. I did not wish to unnecessarily constrain 

the range of stories that a participant might choose to tell. 

For purposes of analysis and narrative, I grouped the responses of participants 

into story- or subject classes. These classes include recurring topics (not all occurrences 

of the topic are reproduced here) that speak to the significance of place in the 

participants' memories and in particular to the themes identified in Chapter 2); Much 

mundane personal data has not been included here, but can be found in the complete 

interview transcripts (Special Collections, University of Arizona library). 

Barbed Wire 

Barbed wire fence is an evocative and familiar symbol of Japanese-American 

relocation, featured on interpretive signs, book covers, and in internment art. As one of 

its earliest development activities the Manzanar National Historic Site recently sought 

and was awarded a millennium grant so that the barbed-wire fence that originally 

surrounded the camp could be rebuilt (Dubel 2001:95). Kay Yoshida explains her first 

impressions of the Tanforan Assembly Center and how the physical arrangement of the 

place communicated her new situation: 

"When we went into Tanforan, there's... what do they call those things? 

Wires and fences that are all barbed wire. How come? Who's out there 

that's gonna hurt us? [laughter] Then you see a nervous young man, 

soldier, having his gun pointed at you! You know, my friend and I were 

walking along that barbed wire, he didn't know what to do! We shouldn't 
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have been that close to the barbed wires I guess at that point. And it's [the 

barbed wire] not pointing out someplace else! It's pointing at [us]. You 

begin to realize, hey, this is it. You're in some kind of a prison." 

Noboru Taguma made the same observation about the armed guards at Amache: 

"Oh, yeah. They say they are to protect us people. But, you take a look over there. 

They're raising their guns toward us people, inside, not outside. And that's a bunch of 

bullshit, protecting [the internees] from other persons. They're aiming at the inside." 

Barbed wire, however, was not always effective. Yenokida, Taguma, and 

Yoshikawa all recalled being denied entrance to Relocation Centers following their 

imprisonment at the Honor Camp; All recalled sneaking into the camp through the barbed 

wire. 

Yenokida: So, every night before the bum-, we were going into camp, the 

relocation center, under the wire. Every night, to see my parents. 

One night, we were in camp, and Mom says, you'd better go out 

because they're going to be looking for you, so we went into the 

movie theater, which is right across the way. So, we were in the 

movie theater, looking at the movies, and this security officer I 

knew—^he was a good friend of our family—he said, hey, you'd 

better get out of here, because they are looking for you. So, we ran 

by the stars. It was getting dark. The desert can get awfully dark 

at night. And we ran and ran. We ran so hard we'd fall down and 
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run again. We got underneath the wire, got out of there, went to 

that place [their apartment], and then the next day we got burned 

out. 

The JACL and the Master Narrative 

The Tucsonians and the JACL have a long history of animosity between them, up 

to and including the final weekend in which we conducted interviews, when the national 

JACL leadership formally recognized the resisters' wartime contribution as equivalent to 

that of the Nisei veterans. All of the Tucsonians shared bitter memories of how they felt 

betrayed by the JACL: 

Joe Norikane; And then these guys [JACL members who volunteered to 

organize the evacuations in California] were supposed to be the 

police. And they were all Japanese. And they were a little older 

than L and they were the inspectors going through all the stuff and 

going through the suitcases, and I thought, "You dumb guy. Why 

you can't trust anybody and work with the white man like that?" I 

said, gee wiz. I think those guys were so anxious to be so 

Americanized. But you don't have to be like that to be American. 

the way I look at it. I think you try to help your own people a little 

bit. But, oh no, if you do, you can lose your job. You have to be 

strict, I guess. 1 was kind of disgusting toward those guys then. 
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Right away, I knew those guys were Irom Turlock or Livingston. 

There was a real JACL town, so. And all those guys don't speak 

Japanese, they all speak English. Really Americanized guys. 

Noboru Taguma: "[I told the JACL representatives who visited me in 

county jail] I'm not going to the anny, unless my folks inside the 

camp, they be released and sent back to California. Then I'll be 

fighting, willing to fight, you know. Then Min Yasui said, 'Oh, 

Issei [are having] a fine time in camp!' Oh, I got so mad I burst up 

and I speak in Japanese a bad thing about the JACL—good for 

nothings. And I scolded [them and told them they] don't know 

anything about Issei people. I noticed all the Issei men—every 

morning they walk around the fence. They're looking outside. I • 

know they want to go outside. They got to work. Their body 

useless—they spend two years in there they ruined the Isseis' 

spirit." 

Tee Norikane; My father said that it was these JACL guys who fingered all these Issei 

who were the ones who were doing all kinds of things for the community, 

like teachers, reverends, you know, all these people were up there. So, my 

father said that they're the guys, the JACL guys. And he said they were 

the inu, you know? And I was 14 then, and I decided right there that I will 
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never join JACL because they are doing something against their own kind. 

And you know, there are these guys that are way older than me, and yet, 

they want them going to camp without even saying that it's 

unconstitutional. You know? That's why I never joined the JACL. 

Keeping the Family Together 

The majority of the Tucsonians were the eldest son (nisan) of their families and 

attribute at least part of their decisions to resist to their nisan responsibility to keep their 

families together. This feeling takes two forms; first, they were concerned that if they 

served in the military they might be killed and thus leave their families without a head, 

and second, they felt all the more responsible for leading the entire family to make the 

most ethical decision concerning the draft, resistance, and citizenship. Ken Yoshida 

explains that his younger brothers also decided to resist once he had. His youngest 

brother, Mac Yoshida, decided that he did not want to stay in prison, so eventually did 

report for his physical. When he was discharged, Mac was ashamed to return to the 

family, since he had not followed Ken's example and resisted. Ken explains, "he wanted 

to come home, but he didn't want to come home on his own .... Because, when he went 

into the army, he went out on his own. So, my sister and I, we went over there, picked 

him up and brought him back. And he was so happy about that." 

As oldest sons, however, the Tucsonians were also especially responsible for 

bringing shame to their parents by their actions. Ken and Kay Yoshida describe the 

scrutiny that Ken's mother faced in camp when her son decided to resist the draft: 
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Kay Yoshida: [regarding Ken Yoshida's mothers' reaction to Ken 

protesting the draft] You know the word, shikataganail 

Lyon; Yes. 

Kay Yoshida: Okay, that's what she said. Shikataganai. 

Ken Yoshida: Can't be helped. In one ear and out the other whatever 

people would say to you. 

Lyon: Did she say what people would say to her? 

Kay Yoshida: She would mumble under her breath, "I just mind my own 

business"-—that kind of thing, [chuckles] 

Lyon; But what would they say to her? 

Kay Yoshida: On, no. She knew that they were... Because in Topaz, 

most of them went into the army, and they said, you have three 

strong boys [who should be in the army]. I mean she had five 

boys, and none of them went into the army? But eventually, Mac 

went when he got out of county jail, and they couldn't say much to 

her, but in the meantime, she knew that they were talking like that. 

.... And she said, no, she's happy that her sons were able to stand 

up for their rights, that they were able to do what they feel was 

right. Other than that, she would support them, but it was no body 

else's business. It was just in her family. So, she never said 

whether she was happy, but 1 know between the two of them, that 

he [Ken] always wanted to make sure that he was around to 



support his mother. So, being not in the army helps, too, because 

he could go out and be killed, and then who would support the 

family? 

Identity as Registers and Americans 

Contrary to what the JACL's master narrative claims, the Tucsonians strongly 

identify their resistance activities with citizenship and with being American. Noboru 

Taguma explains that, "the JACL [said], sacrifice your life to prove your loyalty, like 

that. We were loyal to America, but the government itself was unloyal to us. That's why 

I didn't [report for my physical]." 

KenYoshida: I was never worried about these things anyway. 1 always 

counted on [the fact that] I'm a U.S. citizen. They can't take that away. 

So, when people began to renounce their citizenship, I said to myself, they 

don't have to worry about their citizenship because they were bom and 

raised here. So, the thing is, if they renounce their citizenship, all they 

have to do is come back. They can't take it away, unless they charge them 

with sabotage, or treason, or something like that. They can't take it away. 

There's no way they can do it. So, I was never worried about citizenship. 

Some said, I'm going into the service to prove that I'm a citizen. That 

didn't make sense to me. 1 just said to myself, [they don't need to do 

that]. What is it, the Constitution? And I said, yeah, I'm right. Then one 
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guy says, they're [the veterans] proving 200% citizenship. Why do they 

need to do that? 100% is enough. It just didn't make sense to me. So, 

now^ I'm glad that this story is being brought our and told the way it's 

supposed to be. 

Joe Norikane's description of why he chose to resist is particularly interesting for this 

study as he so clearly identifies his choice with the loss of his home. He says: 

"Yeah, the guy [from the army, who came to Amache to recruit Nisei], I 

think he was a lieutenant or something. I never talked about volunteering. 

But all I was saying, if you're going to fight for your country and your 

homes, I ain't going to go die for my home in the concentration camp. 

This is my home here, because I don't have it in California anymore. 

That's what I was thinking all the time. If you're going to die for your 

country, you should have something to die for—your home and you don't 

have it." 

Passing on Relocation Memories to Subsequent Generations 

One of the primary research questions for the oral history portion of this study 

was how memorialization of the resisters was being used to challenge the master 

narrative of shikataganai. Irons (2000:75-76) cites the younger generation's 

abandonment of gaman (literally, "keep it inside") as the catalyst for former internees to 

begin speaking of internment generally. When asked about this, the interviewees agreed 
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that the youngest generation of Japanese Americans were active in uncovering the "lost 

history" of internee resistance. Ken Yoshida explains, 

I don't think it's the veterans or the resisters. I think it's the third and 

fourth generation that are running the Pacific Citizen [the JACL 

newspaper], and they read about all these things that were said against the 

resisters, and so, I have a feeling that they figure they should, as PC 

members, should apologize for what they said about the resisters.. . . But 

the thing is, the third and iburth generation people, they don't know 

nothing about camp. They read about it. And they figure that while the 

resisters were not like traitors or anything like that, they were just fighting 

for their rights. And so, they figure the JACL should apologize to the 

resisters and they could have one family again, instead of having veterans 

and resisters. Now they have veterans and resisters and the third or fourth 

generation PC members, so you got three groups there. And 1 think 

they're trying to put it all in one group now. 

Kay Yoshida attributes the Sansei and Yonsei interest in internment resistance to 

their public school educations, or what was missing in them. She explains that the 

renewed interest in internment resistance began 
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when [those people in public schools] began to realize that nothing was 

written about the camp, that internment happened during WWII, and from 

that, you go into what really happened, why wasn't there some kind of 

protest, especially my younger grandchildren [ask this]. The older ones 

are asking, 'Grandma, why didn't you say no, you're not going to camp?' 

Very simply put. But there was the war hysteria. You have to live at that 

time to realize what was going on. But, then all of a sudden, it was just 

left out of our history books, like it never happened. Then people began to 

realize, it was history. It was part of our lives. And so, with that, and the 

finding out there was more to it. The resisters were there. How come we 

never talk about the resisters? 

Noboru Taguma tells his children about his wartime experience so that they know 

they have a responsibility to uphold the Constitution. He seems to imply that he has done 

his part by preparing them for a time when they might have to follow his example when 

he says: 

So, from now on, you got to, like Gordon Hirabayashi say, the constitution 

is just a piece of paper. It's the people who got to protect that. So, this 

younger generation, I'm glad they're educated and they understand that 

now. I am. So, we did our part then one time. I don't care now. 
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[laughter] And then my children .. . But I tell them always fight for your 

rights. That's all. Everybody's equal in America. 

The hardest part of educating their children about their internment experiences is 

explaining why they complied with relocation. Their sense of shikataganai, their feelings 

of being outsiders in the white world, and of obligation to comply with their elders, is 

often foreign to their own children and grandchildren. 

Kay Yoshida: [Our children] knew what dad was doing from the time 

they were teenagers. But the interest in all of this was not perked 

until about 10 years ago. Our youngest daughter lives close by. I 

talk to her all the time. And I have a book, Journey to Topaz. I 

have had that book for a long time and my children all read that. 

So they had an idea what it was like for a child to be in the camps. 

Branton; So how old were they? They were teenagers when you told 

them? 

Kay Yoshida: My youngest was about nine, and my oldest was about 

sixteen. 

Branton: Do you remember why it was you told them, or how you started 

to tell them? Was it because they were studying about World War 

II in school? 
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Kay Yoshida: Their books in school, because they are all in their forties, 

didn't have anything to do with internment, or Japanese history. It 

was something that... I'll tell you, me, because I am inward, I felt 

guilty. I'm in camp because I did something wrong. And 1 think I 

am not the only one that felt like that. I'm a teenager in camp, and 

I must have done something. And 1 couldn't blame my parents for 

being Japanese, or immigrants. Why should I blame them? 

Although there were times when I felt they should have stayed in 

Japan. But, you see what I mean? You feel that guilt - of, why 

am I in prison? Well, it wasn't prison, but in a camp like that. 

Lyon: But it surely felt like prison, didn't it? 

Kay Yoshida: Yes, and I must have done something wrong. So, that stays 

with you. You didn't do anything wrong, but there is that guilt 

conscience. So you kind of get that—let's go on with our lives. 

And you don't bring it up until—well the reunions happen, and 

then all of a sudden, wait a minute, children have to know what's 

going on. And that's how they became aware of it, internment. 

And even at that time, as teenagers, there weren't books. 

Eventually, books like The Quiet Americans came out about that 

time. That was about one of the first ones. And then Michi 

Weglyn's book, from that we learned. But personal experience. 
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no. Not until about 10 years ago. And now we have more books 

on everything. 

Branton: Did they [your children] ever attend any of these reunions with 

you? 

Kay Yoshida: Yeah. Well, a couple of them. The good ones were the 

ones where children were allowed. Bring your children! It was all 

family style. And we have three. And so we got to know some of 

the other children. 

Kay Yoshida: That's a third generation away, now, and then World War 

n, what was that?! To her [my daughter], it is like the 

Revolutionary War, way back when. So, but that's okay. As long 

as it's part of history now, even if it's a small part, it needs to be 

known; 

Kay Yoshida: But it was at that time, with the talk of the redress 

happening in the 1980s that it opened up our children's eyes. 

What is redress? What is this going on? At that time, too, my 

daughter had asked, "Why? Why didn't you resist?" I said, the 

Issei were the ones who were leading us, and they decided to just 

go along with the government. 

Joe Norikane did not even tell his wife. Tee, that he had been a resister until after they 

were married, and his children learned on their own: 
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Tee Norikane: When he told me, I said, 1 would have done the same old 

stuff. And then, I didn't want to tell our kids from me. I said, 

when he's ready, he'll tell them himself. It took him, how many 

years, Dad? I am very glad that he took his stand. 

Joe Norikane; 1 don't know. 

Tee Norikane: Thirty years? 

Joe Norikane: Joey graduated from Cal Poly and then he was going to the 

Navy place and I told him, hey, they're gonna check up on you 

and they'll check up on me, too, if you go in there. 1 didn't go to 

draft and I was in jail, but I got pardoned by Truman. "Don't 

wony, it's okay. I know about it." 

Branton: He already knew about it? 

Joe Norikane: Yeah. 

Branton: How did he find out if you didn't tell him? 

Joe Norikane: I don't know. I used to go to this reunion, and go see my 

Tucsonian reunion. And I guess he wanted to know what I'm 

doing, 1 guess, so he knew about it. 

Tee Norikane: 1 never... I left it up to him. So, it was maybe thirty years, 

maybe, before he told the kids. 

Joe Norikane: I told my girl, [Gay Fumiye Kurashige], today, I talked to 

her, and 1 said, "Hey, I'm going to the meeting tonight. I'm going 
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to the apology ceremony, you know, with the guys that were in jail 

with me." And [she said,] "Oh, that's gonna be nice. You're 

gonna talk about the good old times, then." "Yeah." "Okay, have 

a nice time." "Thanks." [laughter] But her husband is an army 

guy. He's in the air force. He knows about it, but he's not for or 

against it, I don't know. 

Most of the interviewees expressed satisfaction that the younger generation are willing 

to accept multiple voices in the histor>' of internment, because they do not have 

personal experiences of the time. 

Ken Yoshida: Before, we [the resisters] would get shouted down, but 

another generation has taken over. 

Kay Yoshida: It has. It's the third generation now. 

Ken Yoshida: Because if you try to fight the Nisei [over versions of 

history], you'd have a heck of a time, because there were a lot of 

people who went in the service and not a lot of people who 

resisted. If it had been 50/50, it would be a lot easier to get 

together. 

Branton: So, do you think the Sansei are more open to the resisters? 

Kay Yoshida: Very much so. 

Ken Yoshida: Well, they don't have any conflict. They're just kids. 



Kay Yoshida; That's why they want to know more. They want to learn 

more. They know this is what the Japanese community went 

through, and why. Of course the whole thing came out about the 

resisters, but about the Japanese people themselves. Why? My 

daughter would ask me, "Why? Why didn't you resist going into 

the camps?" My father was the one that bound the family together. 

He was very much l^amily oriented and kept the family together. 

He said, "If we're going to camp, then we're all going together." 

Sus Yenokida explains the influence of the Sansei over the "new" JACL: 

Yenokida: Well, the puipose [of the JACL ceremony recognizing the 

resisters] probably is to... The idea is also that the administrative 

staff today [are] not the people that were in there during the war 

years. And the idea is that some of these people think that we 

might have done the right thing. Who knows? We made our own 

decision at that time, right or wrong. We made whatever decision 

we made. We stuck by it. So, that's the way it is. 
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CHAPTER 6: 

PLACE AND INTERIOR SPACE: WOMEN'S RESISTANCE INSIDE THE CAMPS 

Memory and history both derive and gain emphasis from physical remains. Tangible 

survivals provide a vivid immediacy that helps to assure us there really was a past 

(Lowenthal 1985:xxiii). 

So fer this study has concentrated on the largest scale of landscape, the locales 

associated with various Relocation activities and the physical and symbolic connections 

between them. In this chapter, I focus on a much smaller scale, the barrack "homes" 

created by interned women. Interior space, particularly as it defines public versus private 

space, is a powerful, if often overlooked, component of cultural landscapes. 

Public and Private Places within Relocation Centers 

The concentration of 117,000 people into 10 military-style camps had dramatic 

social effects on internees (Arai 1999; Nagata 2000). The earliest arrivals were horrified 

by the quality of their new environments. There were few, if any, truly private places in 

the relocation centers. Families were assigned one 20-foot by 25-foot room each, 

regardless of how many and what age people comprised the family. Incomplete walls 

often separated barrack units, so that all conversations could be overheard. Joanne Iritani 

(Iritani and Iritani 1995:45) recalled that "an Issei woman said she was not being beaten 

because she was in camp." 
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Even the bathrooms did not have interior walls or doors initially. Internees ate in 

mess halls with their barrack neighbors, waiting in long lines to be served. All work was 

public, intended to benefrt the camp or the war effort communally. As Weglyn (1973;xx) 

summarizes, "Evacuees ate communally, showered communally, defecated 

communally." 

Whole books could be written about what fonner internees remember about the 

restroom facilities in camp. The fact that Japanese Americans are willing to discuss such 

a personal topic so readily testifies to the impact this situation had. In a typical 

discussion of camp sanitary facilities, Tee and Joe Norikane are so anxious to talk about 

bathrooms that they trip over one another to discuss them: 

Tee Norikane: You talk about flushing the toilet. Hey, at the first camp 

we went, there was nothing to flush! You just go outhouse 

with six holes, and you sit next to somebody. It was 

embarrassing, you know. To go, you have to go, so okay, 

you just walk in front of the person sitting there, and sit 

down. You had to bring your own paper. 

Branton: Where was that? The assembly center? 

Tee Norikane: Yeah. [Marysville Assembly Center in California] 

Joe Norikane: [At] Merced Assembly Center, I think there were 10 holes 

over there, and then you had a can, I think it must have 

been 10 gallon water system set up. Then one of you'd 
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[pull the rope to flush and it would] go, "kashumk!" and 

flush it all the way down—so that if you stay at the end... 

well, you never sit at the end! Because that was where the 

water goes splash! [laughter] That was the most terrible 

thing you'd ever seen. If you were one of those [who got 

splashed]! 

Tee Norikane: [People] were saying before we went in the camp, there's 

not going to be separate [bathrooms]—men and women are 

all going to use the same place, so the ladies decided, we're 

going to have to hold together. If we have to go to the 

toilet, we're going to have to all go together, so that you 

don't have to sit with anybody else. 

In fact, concern about the lack of privacy remains a preoccupation of Japanese 

Americans recalling their time in camp. Prior to evacuation, rumors about camp 

conditions ran rampant. The .lERS anthropologists also noted the social problems posed 

by public restrooms, showers, dining facilities, and even living spaces. Everything was 

public in camp. "The lack of privacy was not limited to the barracks. In the latrine, there 

was a long trough with many faucets, so brushing teeth became a communal experience. 

There were doorless toilet stalls and a large, communal shower room. . . . How difficult it 

must have been for the shy teenager or young adult. I was young enough not to care" 

(Iritani and Iritani 1995:45). 
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The lack of privacy was not just humiliating, it also meant that internees were 

literally homeless. Without any private place to spend time in together, family members 

scattered, working, playing with friends, or learning new hobbies. Nakano (1990:146) 

observes that the kitchen, "the literal and symbolic center of the family" was a significant 

loss. This loss of home is particularly poignant in the context of World War II, when 

"the symbolism of home as the place one returns to" was amplified and "homes as a 

place, as a 'physical' sense of belonging, inspired loyalty, provoked nostalgia and was 

longed for" (Goodman 2002:19). Joe Norikane eloquently expresses the irony of the 

situation and the prominence of "home" in wartime discourse: 

But all I was saying, if you're going to fight for your country and your 

homes, I ain't going to go die for my home in the concentration camp. 

This is my home here, because I don't have it in California anymore. 

That's what I was thinking all the time. If you're going to die for your 

country, you should have something to die for—your home and you don't 

have it. 

Freedom from Patriarchal Authority 

The absence of home places had dramatic effects on the structure of interned 

families. For Nisei women, the transition to camp life made the maintenance of 

traditional feminine roles nearly impossible and often unnecessary. Some women 

embraced this opportunity to explore new social roles outside their traditional submissive 

position (Arai 1999:225; Nagata 2000; Nakano 1990), particularly Issei women who had 

previously been completely absorbed in the care of their families and homes. Women 



could earn the same wages as their husbands and fethers (a maximum of $ 19 per month 

[CWRIC 1997]). Peer relationships assumed a more prominent role in Nisei's lives, 

especially those who were young enough to attend school or who, on the "outside" had 

been too busy assisting their families on fanns to socialize with peers. Young women 

were able to date with much less restriction than they had ever experienced before. These 

new opportunities mirror the experiences of women of all ethnicities during World War 

II, and should be considered in the wider context of anxiety about women's economic 

independence and access to non-local spaces that was widespread throughout the war 

years (Goodman 2002; Massey 1994). In this context of reduced paternal authority and 

less circumscribed gender roles, we might expect to see material evidence of women 

acting outside their traditionally domestic sphere. 

The Appropriation of Space in the Relocation Center 

Internees did not accept the colonial space of the relocation center passively. 

Faced with uninhabitable barracks they stole lumber, metal, and other materials to 

weatheiproof their rooms and build furniture to make these places into homes. They also 

used their scant wages to purchase material for curtains, tablecloths, and room dividers 

(Nagata 2000:61). The appropriation of space by internees is evident in the 

archaeological remains of relocation centers. Japanese gardens, ponds, wading pools, 

fur OS (concrete soaking baths), Judo dojos. Sumo wrestling arenas, and monuments like 

the Soul Consoling Tower at Manzanar (Burton et al. 1999:16; Horiuchi 2001:268-269), 

all built by internees, testify to internees creating distinctly Japanese-American places 

within the camp boundaries. In doing so they defined themselves as a community and 
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created "spaces for insurgent citizenship" (Horiuchi 2001:258) that defied their assigned 

identity as "enemy aliens" or "prisoners." These alterations in the built environment not 

only leant a sense of normalcy and comfort to the camp, but quietly asserted the 

"Japaneseness" of the community. 

Private Space as Gendered Place 

• The need for private space would have been felt most strongly by women, whose 

spheres of influence were traditionally the private and the informal. McKay (2001:206) 

notes that the patterns of resistance reflected in the oral history of former internees are 

"virtually invisible." I believe they are apparent in the landscape and archaeology of 

relocation, particulai'ly in the archaeological evidence of dining behavior at the Manzanar 

War Relocation Center. By creating traditional meals in their barracks rather than 

allowing their families to eat in the mess halls, some Manzanar women "organized their 

lives around the notion of normalcy" and so "defied cultural meanings of imprisonment 

and the notion of caving in as passive victims of the oppressor" (McKay 2001:206). 

McKay (2001) describes the subtle acts of everyday resistance performed by 

interned Japanese-American women. These acts of resistance were unorganized, private, 

and covert. They were also frequently directed toward the manipulation of place. One of 

the women interviewed by McKay (2001:204) recalls that her mother "was apparently 

among the women who demanded and got walls and doors erected for privacy in the rest 

rooms." Bathing facilities were similarly controversial. Arai (1999:224) claims that the 

process of standing in line for a communal shower was "made routine cleanliness a 

humiliating, public, chore" that "robbed women of their femininity." 



Tee Norikane remembered the way that Tule Lake internees altered their built 

environment in order to maintain modesty and facilitate feminine chores such as washing 

small children: 

Tee Norikane: And the showers... at first they didn't have them but they 

put the stalls,- put the doors in between. And then we had one little tub, 

you know, Japanese style tub [ofiiro], made of wood about this big. One 

time, when 1 was there, my friend and I, we washed our siblings, younger 

siblings, so she brought her two little brothers, and I brought our three in, 

my three little sisters, and they were all in there - I was still outside - and 

just when I was going to go in, the other kid, my friends' brother, he 

pooped in the bath. It was just sitting like this, and everybody screamed 

and jumped out! [laughter] You'd think somebody was getting murdered! 

Branton: So did the administration build that tub, or did internees build 

that tub? 

Tee Norikane: Internees. Everything was made by them. 

Branton: That's interesting. Did all the blocks have one of those? 

Tee Norikane: I don't think so. I think, like if you have somebody 

specialized in different things, you know, those people would volunteer to 

make them. I never went into other blocks' bathrooms. 
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Tubs like the one that Tee Norikane describes not only facilitated the washing of 

children, but also created places in which women could gather and socialize (Nagata 

2000:61). Joe Norikane remembered the controversy over a man invading this feminine 

space by using the ofuro in the women's shower room: 

Joe Norikane: And then some men would go over there in the bathtub, 

using the women's side. Everybody was mad .... [The man who used the 

tub] he was an older person, but still... And then the lady thinks her 

husband is not so good, and wants him to take a bath, so she'd take her 

husband in there, and well, she thought nothing was wrong, but other 

people thought it was wrong for him to go. 

Tee Norikane: Well, sure, whose going to go in there when there's 

somebody else [a man] in there? 

Joe Norikane: Well, you don't have to go in the tub, you can go in the 

shower. [So the man] get[s] in the bath and it feels so good, the man says, 

'OHHHHhhhhh" and you can tell it's a man's voice. "Wait!" [laughter] 

Men's side never had a bath, just showers—no partitions. Even the toilet. 

No partitions. Then after breakfast, everybody goes over there, and you 

have to stand in line and everybody's there... 

This anecdote illustrates how alterations to home places were usually oriented 

toward women's and children's (but not men's) activities. Women immediately took 
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charge of reorganizing the space of their new "homes" in order to regain a sense of 

normalcy. This took the form of weatherproofing the walls, adding room dividers or 

furniture, and otherwise decorating. These activities focused on creating privacy (as with 

room dividers) as well as hominess. Often women instructed men in the physical labor of 

making these changes. Kay Yoshida described how her mother turned the barracks room 

into a home: 

Branton: You mentioned, Kay, how dusty [things were] and how when 

you got to the camp, you thought, this is not a great place to be. 

Both of you were there with your families. Do you remember 

what kinds of things did your parents do, or especially probably 

your mothers do to kind of fix up your barracks, or to make it more 

homey? 

Ken Yoshida: I know they were busy closing up all the holes. You know, 

there was just a plank there. So, you had to cover up all the holes, 

because all the dust was coming through. And then, my mother, 

you know, all these Japanese ladies were pretty good. They'd find 

materials and things. And first thing, of course, is close up the 

windows, make sure nobody could look in. 

Branton: Curtains? 

Ken Yoshida: Yeah, curtains to divide the room, and make rooms. 
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Kay Yoshida: And they had blankets to do all that, too, because they 

issued you as much as you wanted. And like your family, my 

mother and father, we had five in our family, plus my mother and 

father. And so, they give you as many blankets as you wanted, 

especially in the winter when it is cold. And, no, they were busy, 

as you probably can realize. I think we had our wall sheet rocked. 

Changes to the environment outside the home came under the purview of men: 

Ken Yoshida: What they did [to mitigate the mud] was they kind of 

brought in gravel and made paths. 

Kay Yoshida: Men folks knew what to do. They went out and got planks 

and whatever, and they made the little paths. Because most of 

them were so used to being active, as soon as there's a need, they 

build it. Houses began to look a little better, a little warmer. And 

then those who knew how to garden put gardens in right away. 

When it was too muddy, they fixed that walkway. Oh, yeah. 

There were things done by the men, you wouldn't normally see. 

Over/ Resistance 

Japanese-American women in 1942 had been raised to be submissive, non-

aggressive, and to comply with their families and communities. As such, they did not 

identify themselves with open resistance; their own brand of resistance focused on the 
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family and the home. Tee Norikane suggests this when she says, "I still couldn't 

understand why these guys that were older than me didn't say anything about 

constitutional stuff. ... I was mad, but who is going to listen to a 14 year-old kid? You 

know?" For Nisei women like Norikane, who were American citizens, relocation 

"severely challenged their sense of justice, democracy, and identity" (Nagata 2000:50). 

She felt betrayed by the adults who decided to comply with evacuation, but unable-to 

resist their decisions: 

Tee Norikane: Well, I think it was bad because I wanted to go to school 

with my friends. And to be uprooted like that, and on top of that, 

when I was in the 1^^ grade, I learned about the Constitution. And 

then, I decided because they're tossing us in the camp, I said, we 

must have Constitution all right, but then one for white and one for 

us. [laughter] Because you're never convicted unless you are 

guilty, right? So, you know, those things that we leam in civics 

class, I said that's a big fat joke! Because, they didn't do what 

they're supposed to. So, I [have] always been angry, I still am, 

because they don't know what they're talking about when they say 

justice, because this is what they did. 

Yeah, I was always angry, and then I still couldn't understand why 

people who were older than us didn't even say a word. They really 

put me down. 
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Branton: So, did you feel like you had to go along because the older 

people were? 

TeeNorikane: Yeah. That's the only reason why. Because even if I 

make noises, nobody gonna listen. I never believed that the 

Constitution was like it's supposed to be, because we got thrown 

in [to camps]. 

So, when I found out later... I didn't know [Joe] went in 

jail. But I said, I would have done the same old stuff, because it 

was unconstitutional in the first place, so why should they try to 

get you out of there [with the draft] when they put you in like a 

prisoner already. They don't have any right to do that, but they 

did. 

Food Stealing and Parties. Interned women in McKay's study had frequently 

stolen materials to improve their living quarters for their families and guests. One 

woman stole sugar packets from the mess hall and gave these as gifts to guests who 

visited her barracks (McKay 2001:210). Nagata (2000:61) reports that some mothers in 

her study attempted to bring food from the mess halls to serve in the barracks in an effort 

to preserve family meals. Another food behavior was the holding of children's tea 

parties, with food purloined from the mess hall either by well-connected parents or the 

children themselves (Iritani and Iritani 1995:46). The Tucsonians and their families 

recalled special meals prepared in barracks as well: 
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Branton: Did you always eat in the mess hall? Or did you ever have 

special meals in your barracks or anything? 

Yenokida: Mom always thought we should have... They were supplied 

meals in the barracks, so we did go and have meals in the barracks. 

Occasionally she would make something, but not very often. 

Branton: What kinds of things did she make? 

Yenokida: Oh, she loved to make Manju, which is a confectionery. 

Harry Yoshikawa: Japanese confectionery. 

Yenokida: Yeah, Japanese confectionery. 

Branton: So, treats. 

Yenokida: Yeah. 

Branton: Did she make whole meals ever? 

Yenokida: I don't think so. She didn't have the means to get the supplies. 

Joe Norikane described snacks that were procured through the cooperative store to be 

served during parties, as well as sandwich materials that could be brought back to the 

barracks: 

Branton: I noticed a few times, in your diary Joe, you mentioned having, 

eating at people's houses? 
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Joe Norikane; At their block. 

Branton: Oh, eating at their mess hall? 

Joe Norikane: But even when you say at their houses, it means potato 

chips and all that stuff, because there's no way of cooking. 

They give us party, they give us sandwich or something. 

And then from the mess hall we get the bread and make 

sandwiches. But the day before I got picked up, they gave 

a party, and [we had] soda and potato chips and all that. 

Nobom Taguma's mother also succeeded in procuring food in camp to prepare for 

her son. He recalls his mother making "rice balls and pickles" for him when he returned 

to Amache after serving his prison sentence; she bought the rice at the camp store: 

Taguma: When I sneaked in [to Amache, after being in prison in Tucson], 

all my brothers and sisters, they go to movie and they watch 

outside, you know, so that there are no security guards. Then 1 

sneak in and watch the movie, come out, and my Mother makes 

rice balls. 

Branton: So, your Mom made rice for you to take back to your house 

outside of the camp? 

Taguma: Yeah. He doesn't know how to cook. 

Branton: So you had to sneak in to get food from your Mom! 
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Taguma: Yeah! At the store, you could get the same, but... 

Internees at Amache also organized preparation of Mochi, a special rice that Japanese 

traditionally prepare to celebrate the new year: 

Branton: There were a couple of times you wrote [in your diary] about 

eating Mochi? What is it, could you tell me a little bit about that? 

Joe Norikane: It's a rice cake. New Years, that's what they do, so they 

bought a certain rice—I don't know how they got it—and they 

pound it with a mallet. They pound it and make it to a cake like 

stuff. And that's Japanese delicacy on New Years. And you have 

that and you cook it in some kind of soup, and that's what you 

have on New Years day. They say, Happy New Year, Happy New 

Year, and then eat that. It's long and sticky and you eat it. Now 

they don't pound it. They got a machine to do it. [laughter] So, 

once in a while, in the center there, they have it in New Years time. 

The holiday, they have it so people can come and look at it and 

they let the kids pound it, too. And in camp, the men, you know, 

they pound it and the men go like this, and there were some men 

that were real good at that... And in camp, there were a lot of 

young guys, so they had a lot of power, so everybody wanted them 

to, you know, especially with a lot of girls, they didn't even want 
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to show up! [laughter] That's what we used to do in our block. In 

Amache, they all did it, 1 think every block had so much rice, and 

it's a different kind of rice, it's not an ordinary rice. They call it 

the sweet rice. 

The behaviors described in these oral and documentary histories demonstrate some of 

the ways that interned women manipulated public and private space in the Relocation 

centers as a form of everyday resistance. By creating home places and private spaces 

within the very public setting of the camp, these women constructed a sense of normalcy 

that directly challenged the identity of "other" (that is, "non-American," "enemy," and 

"prisoner") that was imposed on them by Relocation. The practice of stealing food items 

from mess halls and serving meals or snacks in the home provides context for the 

archaeological data below. 

Barrack and Mess Hall at Manzanar 

The Manzanar War Relocation Center was the first of 10 permanent internment 

camps, and was occupied between March 21, 1942 and November 1945 with a peak 

population of over 10,000 people (Unrau 1996a:xxvi). In 1998, the National Park 

Ser\'ice's Western Archaeological and Conservation Center conducted surface collections 

and partial excavation of a relocation-period landfill under Section 110 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act at what is today the Manzanar National Historic Site. 

Fieldwork included surface inventory, mapping, and subsurface testing with diagnostic 

and distinctive artifacts collected. Eight hundred forty-three ceramic tableware artifacts 
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were analyzed, including whole and partial vessels and sherds, with the intention of 

finding evidence that internees may have practiced traditional Japanese foodways. 

Since internees are supposed to have taken their meals at the camp's 36 mess halls 

(Unrau 1996a:397-401), ceramics in the landfill should consist of only institutional-style 

hotel wares (Majewski 1996:795-796) supplied by the U.S. Army Quartermaster. 

However, many noninstitutional. generally Japanese-made tablewares in traditional 

Japanese forms (such as rice bowls, straight-sided cups, sake cups, and Japanese "dishes" 

[Costello and Maniery 1987:32-33]) occur in the landfill collection, suggesting that 

internees did practice traditional foodways. This pattern coincides with similar evidence 

at the Butte Camp relocation center in Gila, Arizona (Tamir et al. 1993). 

Ceramic Analysis 

This analysis approaches the study of the material culture of resistance through 

the practice of traditional foodways in an environment of immense physical and 

psychological pressure to acculturate and to accept a "prisoner" identity. The ceramic 

analysis identifies the presence of Japanese domestic tablewares in a collection from one 

of the Manzanar Relocation Center landfills in order to answer two research questions: 1) 

did internees possess their own ceramic tablewares at the relocation center, and 2) did 

internees practice traditional Japanese foodways inside the camp? Results ai^e presented 

below and in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Summary of Ceramic Analysis 
Results 

Classification N % 
Institutional tablewares 
Noninstitutional tablewares 
Traditional Japanese forms 
Nontablewares 
Total ceramics 

31 3.8 
794 96.2 
154 N/A 
10 l . l  

853 

The presence of noninstitutional ceramics in traditional Japanese forms in the 

Manzanar collection can be linked to behaviors of what Scott (1985) has called 

"everyday forms of resistance," best explicated archaeologically in the material culture of 

African American slaves, contact-period Native Americans, and other historically 

marginalized groups. The maintenance of Japanese foodways despite the targeting of 

such cultural traits as "un-American" demonstrates that internees were actively engaged 

in the construction and perpetuation of their own community identity. 

The Manzanar War Relocation Center was occupied between March 21, 1942, 

and November 1945, with a peak population of over 10,000 people (Unrau 1996a:xxvi). 

The sample examined here is the result of surface collections and partial excavation of a 

relocation-period landfill (Burton 1998:2) investigated under Section 110 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act by the National Park Service (NPS). Fieldwork included 

"surface inventory, mapping, and subsurface testing" with diagnostic and distinctive 

artifacts collected (Burton 1998:1-2). Eight hundred fifty-three ceramic artifacts were 

analyzed, including whole and partial vessels and sherds and nontableware forms such as 

dolls, insulators, and pipes. Eight hundred forty-three artifacts were tablewares. Vessel 

form and portions, ceramic body, decoration, thickness, rim diameter, base (or footring) 
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diameter, height, footring height and form, and maker's mark and date were recorded 

during analysis (following Majewski 1996). Quality of data varied according to artifact 

size and completeness and degree of postdepositional alterations. 

An alternate explanation of the contents of the Manzanar landfill could be that the 

traditional Japanese ceramics found there represent a single episode in which contraband 

Japanese artifacts were seized and disposed of by the camp administration. However, the 

Manzanar ceramics cannot represent a single depositional episode. Maker's marks on the 

ceramics include manufacturing dates of 1941, 1942, 1943, and 1945, spanning the full 

occupation of the relocation center [Majewski (1996:Table D.2) found the same time 

range represented in the ceramics excavated from relocation center room blocks and 

landfills during initial archaeological testing]. Other, nonceramic artifacts from the 

landfill con'oborate these dates, including newspaper fragments from November and 

December 1942 (Burton 1998:12). 

The following description of the samphng, excavation, and collection of the 

Manzanar landfill is taken from a NPS Trip Report for WACC Project No. MANZ 

1998A (Burton 1998). The landfill (CA-rNY-4905) covers nearly 20 acres (80,000 

square meters) (Figure 2). Thirty-seven individual artifact concentrations (Features 1-

37) were identified, and nine of these were selected for subsurface testing or clean-up in 

compliance with the excavation's research objectives of "(1) complete detailed surface 

recording, (2) clean-up vandalism, and (3) recover a controlled sample of the undisturbed 

subsurface deposits" (Burton 1998:10). Each of these features had been disturbed by 

looting. In total, four backhoe trenches and one l-by-2-m excavation unit were 
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excavated, and several features were "cleaned up" (work primarily included raking dirt 

and nondiagnostic artifacts into place, with diagnostic artifacts recorded in the field or 

collected). 

* 2 Feature 1 is about one acre (4,250 m ) in size, cut on the southern side by an 

overflow drainage of Bairs Creek and is further divided into areas A-E. Feature 1 

contains three separate trash trenches. Areas A-C are part of a large (850 square meters), 

shallow pit that was never completely covered, which may have been used after the 

relocation center closed. A second, smaller trash trench was identified within Area B 

(indicated with a separate field number and yielding 14 ceramic artifacts), but most of its 

contents had eroded into the drainage. The third trash trench is located further west and 

contained only construction materials. Feature 1 yielded the largest number of ceramics. 

Feature 2 consists of two buried trash trenches measuring 135 m and 140 meters 

long, respectively, and a 40-m-square scatter of trash at the end of one trench. Three 

disturbed areas (2A-C) covering 170 square meters were cleaned up, with diagnostic 

artifacts recorded or collected, and a backhoe trench representing 0.5 percent of the total 

trench excavated through each (backhoe trenches 3 and 4). 

Feature 3 is a portion of a buried trash trench measuring over 40 feet in length. 

Two areas were cleaned up within this feature; Area A measured 225 square meters and 

Area B measured 45 square meters. 
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Feature 19 is composed of a trash scatter and two looters' pits. A l-m-by-2-m 

unit was excavated to 70 cm. In addition to the ceramic tablewares reported here, several 

ceramic molds and clay were recovered from Feature 19. 

Several other trash scatters (Features 33, 35, 36, and 37) and a vandal hole 

(Feature 28) were cleaned up and determined to be postrelocation center target shooters' 

debris. 

The method of collection places certain limitations on the ceramic analysis. Only 

diagnostic artifacts were collected, and for those artifacts not collected, only maker's 

marks and general vessel form were recorded in the field. Because institutional wares are 

generally undecorated, and because their occun^ence in the landfill was expected, 

relatively few institutional wares were collected. As a result, the Manzanar collection is 

considerably biased toward distinctive Japanese forms and highly decorated sherds, and 

away from the less attractive, but no less significant, institutional ceramics. 

In addition to tablewares, ceramic components of the Manzanar assemblage 

include kitchen wares (used in food preparation but not table service), toys, and electrical 

porcelains such as insulators. Other construction-related ceramics include floor tiles and 

sanitary porcelain. The ceramic analysis addresses only ceramic tablewares. 

Internees are supposed to have taken their meals at the camp's mess halls (Unrau 

1996a:397--401); therefore ceramics in the landfill should consist of only institutional-

style hotel wares (Majewski 1996:795-796) supplied by the U.S. Army Quartermaster. 

However, other noninstitutional, generally Japanese-made tablewares in traditional 

Japanese forms (such as rice bowls, straight-sided cups, sake bottles and cups, and 
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Japanese "dishes" occur in the landfill collection, suggesting that internees may have 

practiced traditional Japanese foodways away from the mess halls. 

Institutional and Noninstitutional Tablewares. The first question that this ceramic 

analysis addresses is whether domestic ceramic tablewares were brought to (and 

presumably used in) the Manzanar War Relocation Center. Therefore the primary 

classification of ceramics is (once nontablewares have been excluded) institutional versus 

noninstitutional ceramic bodies. This research question classifies artifacts by 

technological characteristics (after Majewski and O'Brien 1987) of the ceramic body, 

which "reflects what prehistorians often refer to as 'paste', and is roughly equivalent to 

'ware' as understood by historical archaeologists" (Majewski 1996:795). Because most 

ceramics produced for use in institutional settings (McNamara 1948:488) and all those 

issued by the U.S. Army Quartermaster Corp (Unrau 1996a:400) were hotel ware 

(vitreous whitebodied earthenware), the units of observations for the first research 

question are hotel ware versus all other ceramic bodies. 

"Hotel ware" or "hotel china" refers to a group of highly vitreous whitebodied 

earthenwares (firing range 1250-1520 degrees centigrade, with absorbency of 0-0.3%) 

that grew out of the American ceramic competition with English "ironstones" during the 

late nineteenth century (Majewski and O'Brien 1987; 115). Hotel ware is a "rather unique 

type of ware developed and made only in the United States" (McNamara 1948:488) for 

use in military mess halls, restaurants, hospitals, hotels, and other public eating places, 

although thinner domestic tableware varieties were eventually developed. The ceramic 

body is composed of "clay, flint, and feldspar fired to complete vitrification and then 
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covered with a fairly hard, resistant glaze" (Majewski and O'Brien 1987:124). Hotel wai'e 

vessels are rarely decorated and highly datable by their maker's marks, which often 

indicate the day of their firing. 

Hotel wares are further classified by thickness into grades. They include double 

thick (5/16" - 3/8"), for the most severely handled service (including military messes), 

single thick rolled edge (5/32" - 1/4"), and single thick without rolled edge (less than 

1/4") manufactured for household use and "high class eating places"(Newcomb 

1947:489). Majewski and O'Brien (1987:124) note that this grade may be decorated 

more elaborately when produced for domestic tableware use. 

In order to avoid biasing the number of government "mess" wares by assuming all 

hotel wares to be government-issued, measurements of vessel wall thickness are taken (as 

an average of three caliper measurements). Those measuring less than 1/4" thick are 

considered domestic tablewares representing individual possessions and are included as 

noninstitutional, but definitively non-Japanese vessels. Hotel ware sherds in the 

Manzanar collection measure between 0.08 and 0.45" in thickness, with a mean thickness 

of .23 inches. One sherd measuring only 0.2" is classified as institutional because of its 

U.S. Quartermaster Corp base mark. The low thickness is attributed to the vessel portion 

represented; bases are notably thin, and Newcomb's (1947:489) thickness grades are 

based on vessel walls. Vessels recorded in the field as having U.S. Quartermaster 

(U.S.Q.M.C.) marks are assumed to be institutional-grade hotel ware. 

In addition to the thin (less than 'A") medium-weight varieties of hotel ware 

produced for commercial sales, noninstitutional ceramic tablewares in the collection 
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included hardpaste porcelain, semivitreous and nonvitreous whitebodied earthenware, 

and stoneware bodies. 

Porcelain in this study refers to "true" or hardpaste porcelain, "a variety of dense, 

highly vitreous and translucent whitebodied wares" (Majewski 1996:797) containing a 

combination of kaolin, feldspar, and flint (McNamara 1948:477-478). The majority of 

porcelains recovered from the Manzanar assemblage are Japanese hardpaste, but those of 

undetermined origin are represented as well. 

Hardpaste porcelains have "a clear, thick, glassy glaze that is absent on the bottom 

of the basal [foot] ring" (Majewski and O'Brien 1987:127). While Continental porcelains 

are stark white, Asian porcelains are milkier to grayish in appearance (Majewski 

1996:797). The Manzanar collection includes 520 porcelain tableware artifacts. 

Porcelain tablewares in the Manzanar collection include cups, bowls, plates, saucers, rice 

bowl lids, sauce dishes, tea pots, a sugar ormustai'd container, a toy cup, "dishes," and a 

decanter. 

Some examples of nonvitreous and semivitreous whitebodied earthenwares also 

occur in the Manzanar collection. These ceramics are composed of earthenware, fired at 

lower temperatures than those of hotel wares. The result is softer, coarser bodies with 

greater decorative possibilities. The low glost firing temperature allows for a variety of 

decorative methods, which may be applied under the glaze, directly on the biscuit. This 

results in decoration that is very likely to persist in the archaeological record and remain 

recognizable (Majewski 1996:795). Nonvitreous and semivitreous Manzanar tablewares 
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include cups, bowls, plates, saucers, sugar or mustard containers, a figurine, and several 

fragments of Old Spice cologne bottles. 

A small number of stoneware artifacts were recovered from the landfill, including . 

flower pots, jugs, jars, crocks, a cup, and a bottle. Stoneware is made of coarse white 

fine-grained clays (often ball clays), vitrified at high temperatures. Vessels may be 

glazed or not, although all Manzanar stoneware examples are glazed on at least part of 

the vessel. Decoration on these vessels included varying colored slips, relief molding, 

and underglaze stamping. Stoneware vessels are generally kitchenwares rather than 

tablewares, used in food preparation and storage. 

Both institutional and noninstitutional ceramics were found at Manzanar (Table 

1). From this highly selective sample (n = 825, with nondiagnostic artifacts and those that 

were field recorded for marks only eliminated from the total), 31 (3.8%) sherds or vessels 

were identified as institutional (see Branton 2000: Table 2) and 794 (96.2%) were 

identified as noninstitutional. Institutional ceramics included plates, cups, and bowls. 

Four pieces were decal marked with the words "United States Army Medical 

Department," and were most likely used in the camp hospital. Thirty-one artifacts of 

hotel ware body were identified by thickness as noninstitutional. 

Because of the method of field collection, the Manzanar collection does not 

represent a tme sample of ceramics in the landfill. There is no way to know what 

proportion of the true assemblage is represented in these numbers. We can only know 

that some internees used private tablewares, most likely to consume meals in addition to 
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or instead of those served in the mess halls. This practice has been noted in 

ethnographies from the period of occupation and is discussed above. 

Traditional Japanese Forms. The second research question addressed by this 

ceramic analysis is whether traditional Japanese foodways were practiced in the camp. 

The units of observation for this question are ceramics in traditional Japanese forms. The 

forms are described below. Diagnostically Japanese forms include rice and tea bowls, 

tiny and straight-sided cups, sake cups and bottles, and "dishes" (Costello and Maniery 

1987:32). Saucers are diagnostically European-American. Plates may not vary in fonn 

between Japanese and non-Japanese varieties, and, as were any bowls, cups, serving 

dishes (tea pots, sugars or mustards, creamers, tureens, etc.) or indeterminate sherds that 

did not fit one of the diagnostic categories, were not considered in counts of traditional 

Japanese forms, even where decorative resemblance to other (diagnostic) pieces in the 

collection suggested they were part of a set of Japanese dishes. 

Typical vessel forms used in the practice of traditional Japanese foodways have 

been established by Costello and Maniery (1987) in their study of assemblages excavated 

at a northern California "China town" representing occupations by both Chinese- and 

Japanese Americans from the 1860s through 1980. These classifications are considered 

highly reliable as a combination of Japanese Americans, Asian historians, and art 

historians were consulted in their identification. The following classifications used in 

this analysis are taken from Costello and Maniery (1987:25-29; 32-33). 

Bowls are identified by their open form and steeply raised sides. Decorations on 

bowls tend to be concentrated on the vessel exterior. Decoration placement therefore can 
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be useful in identifying sherd forms. Japanese bowls have a relatively small base with 

more steeply angled bodies than European American fonns. Distinctions are made 

between Japanese rice and tea bowls based on rim diameters; Rice bowls are those with 

diameters between four and six inches, and tea bowls those with diameters between three 

and four inches. 

Although Costello and Maniery's categories of rice and tea bowls are somewhat 

broad (and notably overlapping), these fomis tended to fall into more discrete categosries 

in this analysis. Fifty-seven complete or mostly complete (containing all diagnostic 

components — rim, body, and footring) rice bowls were identified, with a maximum rim 

diameter range of 4.0-5.5" and mean rim diameter of 4.5". Thirty-two of these bowls had 

rim diameters of 4.5". Only two diagnostically complete tea bowls are found in the 

Manzanar collection, with rim diameters measuring 3.5 and 4.0", respectively. 

Cups share a similar form with bowls in Japanese tablewares, and it is often 

difficult to distinguish between the two vessel types. In general, cups are defined as 

having steeper sides and a rim diameter smaller than 3 inches. Japanese cups do not have 

handles. "Tiny cups" are defined as having a rim diameter of less than 3 inches. 

Straight-sided cups have the same rim diameters of 3-4", with characteristically vertical 

straight sides. Sake cups are small bowl forms with wide-flaring, flat sides and rim 

diameters of up to 4 inches. 

Any open vessel form "not obviously a cup, bowl, or plate" (Costello and 

Maniery 1987:32), with unusually shaped sides is defined simply as a dish. This is a 

category designated in the Walnut Grove, California, assemblage for the purpose of 
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describing a Japanese or Chinese vessel. The individual Japanese examples of dishes in 

the Costello and Maniery (1987:72) catalog for Walnut Grove are six- or eight-sided 

dishes. Six diagnostically complete Japanese dishes are found in the Manzanar collection 

(at least 50% of the rim was required to estimate number of sides in the completed 

vessel). These were oval or rectangular in shape, with four sides. 

Of 843 artifacts analyzed, 154 are traditional Japanese forms, overwhelmingly 

represented by rice bowls (Branton 2000: Table 3). The collection contains portions of 

rice and tea bowls, sake, straight-sided, and tiny cups, dishes, and rice bowl lids. The 

Manzanar collection may contain fragments of additional Japanese ceramics, but these 

were too small or incomplete to be identified as traditional Japanese forms. 

This ceramic analysis has identified the presence of personal tablewares and 

vessels used in the practice of traditional Japanese foodways in the landfill assemblage of 

the Manzanar War Relocation Center. Further analyses of more representative samples 

of internment camp landfills are necessary to understand the pervasiveness of traditional 

Japanese food consumption in relocation centers. Oral histories conducted with former 

internees may provide more data about how frequently traditional meals were eaten, 

whether vessels were brought to the camp or bought at the Manzanar cooperative store, 

and whether internees perceived participating in traditional Japanese cultural activities as 

resistance. 

Implications of the Data 

Mess Halls. Historians and former internees agree that one of the most dramatic 

effects of relocation was the schism that internment caused between Japanese American 
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generations. The American-bom and primarily English-speaking Nisei were given 

positions of power in the camps and in the JACL. The Issei, traditionally the heads of 

Japanese-American families, were often unable to work and many confined themselves to 

their barracks. 

A less political cause of the division between the generations was the fracturing of 

the family caused by the material arrangements of relocation. Family members did not 

linger in the barrack apartments but spent their days with friends or at work. As the 

eldest members became more withdrawn, the youngest were engaged in activities away 

from the family. With so much free time and so many crowds to get lost in, as well as the 

development of gangs and cliques, mothers had an especially difficult time controlling 

their children. This posed a substantial challenge to women's child-rearing roles, 

particularly for those women whose husbands entered military service or were 

imprisoned as draft resisters. 

The mess hall played a prominent role in removing young Nisei from family 

influences. Instead of dining with their parents and grandparents, as they would have in 

their homes, interned children and adolescents took their meals with their friends. 

Seating in the mess halls was based on how people entered the room (each person filed 

into the next available seat) rather than on family or barracks. Many former internees 

report running from mess hall to mess hall to see how many meals they could eat in one 

day. 

The sociologists assigned to study the effects of relocation in the camps 

understood the effect that the mess halls would have on families and the raising of 
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children, but were unable to persuade the WRA to assign family seating until late in 

1944. The Report of the Wartime Commission on Wartime Relocation and Internment of 

Civilians (1997:141) reports that "community feeding weakened family ties. At first 

families tried to stay together; some even obtained food from the messhall and brought it 

back to their quarters in order to eat together. In time, however, children began to eat 

with their friends." 

The Manzanar dishes are evidence that Japanese American women may have 

served meals in their own batTacks as a strategy for maintaining family unity, rather than 

allowing their husbands and children to eat in the camp mess halls. One of the most 

devastating effects of internment was the breakdown of family that resulted from 

internees dining collectively in the mess hall. Children often ate with other children, 

rather than with their parents and grandparents. One Manzanar mother described to the 

camp administration a typical mess hall scene and her concern for "the harm this system 

was doing to our children"; 

Children 6 and 7 years of age, with no supervision from older folks, gang 

together at one table, laughing and talking loudly, eating sloppily, with no 

thought of manners. If they could only eat with their families, they could 

be made to eat properly, out of shame, by their older brothers and sisters, 

if not by their parents (in Unrau 1996b:568-569). 

Lillian Sugita, who was interned at Jerome, Arkansas as a child, remembers 
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"About a week after we got there, we said, 'We're not going to eat with our parents." All 

the kids would meet and we would sit at our own table. That's where this terrible 

breakdown of the family happened. You're not with your family at mealtime or the rest 

of the time" (in Levine 1995:54). Another internee describes how this separation 

contributed to the schism between generations that characterized the Japanese American 

community following internment. He says, "Before that lousy heave-ho, parents and 

children, eating together, would discuss family matters. But in Poston, it couldn't be 

done. We didn't see each other often enough, and we stopped eating as families" (in 

Bailey 1971:83). 

Women may have been particularly motivated to serve meals to their families in 

the baiTacks, as this would have reaffirmed their traditional roles. Fonner internee Bert 

Nakano recalls that 

In camp, when we kids had breakfast or dinner, we always ate with 

friends. My mother was very lonesome. Most of the time she took the 

food home to the barracks. After a while, my brother said, 'O.K., you 

guys are going to bring the food home to the apartment. We're going to 

eat as a family.' My mother had nothing to do. She felt like a failure. A 

mother is supposed to bathe the kids, take care of them, clothe them, feed 

them. She's not doing that. Of course she's going to think she's a failure. 

Especially if she's traditional (in Levine 1995:65). 
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For Issei women, "the change from the private, familial atmosphere of the home to a 

communal setting with thousands of strangers" (Arai 1999:220) would have been 

overwhelming. Sus Yenokida's mother was at least partially successful in forcing her 

family to eat together at Amache: 

Branton: When you were eating in the mess hall, did you eat with your 

friends, or did you eat with your family? 

Yenokida: Well, since mother was alone, we tried to have meals with her 

[but did not always do so]. 

By serving meals in their barrack apartments, these women would have faced 

penalties from the WRA. Hotplates were considered contraband (Davis 1982:79-80) and 

"The possession of and the serving of foods which require heating or cooking [was not] 

allowed in the quarters of evacuees" (Western Defense Command and Fourth Army 

Wartime Civil Control Administration 1942:15). In some camps, women with infants 

were allowed to use hotplates to heat infant formula. 

Preparing foods or even snacks for visitors to one's quarters would also have 

allowed interned women to express their creativity and recapture the appreciation that 

they had enjoyed from feeding their families at home. Even those who worked in the 

mess halls were disheartened by the repetitive and uninventive process of cooking for 

hundreds. Lili Sasaki (in Arai 1999:223) complained that "We got so tired of camp food. 

And it got so we couldn't stand looking at the women's magazine with all of the jellos 
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and cakes. We wanted to go home and bake a cake or something." 

Because of the nature of artifact collection, there is no way to know how many 

families may have participated in this strategy of everyday resistance. The rice and tea 

bowl sherds left in the landfill at Manzanar demonstrate that, for at least some women, 

the risk of fines or even imprisonment was outweighed by the imperative of reinforcing 

family unity and cultural continuity. Oral history evidence suggests that a similar 

strategy may have been practiced in other camps as well. In at least one relocation center 

(Heart Mountain Relocation Center in Wyoming), women organized in protest against 

that camp's mess hall policy against giving away fbod to be prepared in barracks (McKay 

2001:211). 

Part of the problem with mess hall fbod was that, although the WRA operated on 

a food allowance of 50 cents per person per day, the same as military facilities, it actually 

only spent 39 (CWRIC 1997:142). The poor quality of camp food or "slop suey" is 

another strong memory among the resisters and their families: 

Tee Norikane: And we never ate sheep before, and you have to cook for 

so many that everything was cut big. And they drown out the taste 

with just tons of curry. Everyday, we'd have the "slop-suey." You 

know, you just got sick of it. But we had it over three years, well, 

three and a half years. So, when we came ovit of camp, I didn't 

cook with curry for about twenty years, or more, [laughter] I 

could still see yellow-green color on the slop. 
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Sus Yenokida describes the difficulty the Japanese-American cooks had making 

palatable and familiar meals out of the supplies provided by the WRA. 

Branton: Did they try to serve Japanese style foods, or were there more 

Anglo kinds of foods? 

Yenokida: It was quite difficult for the chefs, because the type of product 

that was shipped in, they were not accustomed to feed us. You see, 

because there were quite a number of times we had Ox tongue, and 

sometimes we had heart, liver. And they were not accustomed to 

feeding us, or to properly cook that. So, sometimes it was pretty 

difficult for them. I know that they did the best that they knew 

how, but at times it did not come out right. 

"A Violence of Plates and Cups " 

In addition to the information that the Manzanar dishes contain about the past, 

they function (like all things connected with relocation) in the present, as icons of living 

Japanese Americans' relationship with a place in the relocation eventscape. The image of 

broken dishes in the landfills at Manzanar figures prominently in memoirs and literature 

of camp visitation, among former internees and their families. Nakagawa (2003) writes 

graphically of the "violence of plates and cups" she observes during a Manzanar 

pilgrimage, noting the makers' marks on the institutional dishes that "were all made / in 



America just like me" and imagining who might have used them and what they were 

eating or drinking. Kuida (1996) includes "seeing bits of shattered china, shattered lives" 

among the images that are "too much for this Sansei" during her Manzanar pilgrimage. 

In the following chapter, I will demonstrate where this place, and these events, fits within 

the larger internment eventscape. 
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CHAPTER 7; 

THE INTERNMENT EVENTSCAPE AND THE GORDON HIRABAYASHI 

RECREATION SITE 

There will never be a monument to the Japanese American draft resisters of World War 11 

in our nation's capital, or for that matter, anywhere else. Yet these young men .were 

patriots; in their willingness to risk the condemnation of their community, they showed 

courage. They were the nails that stuck up. True to the prediction of their Japanese 

forbears, they got hammered. Perhaps now, fifty-five years later, we can begin to hear in 

that hammering the construction of a truly American identity (Muller 2001 a: 198). 

Relocation is not in the past, even if World War II is ancient history 

(Spencerl989:157). Internment, and especially the places of internment, are active parts 

of the ongoing construction of modem Japanese-American identity. Former internees 

continue to self-identify as internees by referencing themselves and others according to 

the camp in which they were incarcerated. Relocation history itself is in flux. Relocation 

remains present in Japanese American identity tlirough the constmction and 

reconstruction of public memory, and this occurs most frequently at Relocation sites. 

Now that redress has been achieved, the resisters pardoned, and the habeus corpus cases 

of Hirabayashi and Korematsu reversed, Japanese Americans are struggling to decide 

how they will remember the war years. As various factions within the Japanese-

American community struggle to have their own internment histories validated, they look 

to the places of relocation to reify those histories. Like any other official memory, the 

new narrative of relocation "must be supported through ceremonies and commemorations 
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if their ideas and histories are to be long lived" (Shackel 2001 ;660). Memorials of 

relocation and Japanese-American experiences in World War II are the stage of the 

struggle over the master narrative. 

The Honor Camp in the Landscape of Internment 

The Catalina Federal Honor Camp was a federal prison work camp built in the 

Catalina Mountains near Tucson, Arizona, for the purpose of incarcerating non-violent 

offenders while building the Mt. Lemmon Highway. During World War II the Honor 

Camp was home to many draft resisters, including 45 Japanese Americans resisters of 

conscience. In 1999 the Coronado National Forest, which manages the Honor Camp site, 

dedicated the site the Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation Site (GHRS) after the most famous 

of these prisoners. The overwhelming response to the dedication and the events 

surrounding it, and the stories that are told about it illustrate the concepts of place, 

cultural landscape, and eventscape. 

The placement of the Honor Camp is significant. Nisei convicted of draft 

resistance were moved to federal prisons with the specific goal of removing them from 

their families, community, and other Nisei they might influence. Interestingly, the 

Catalina Honor Camp is located within the military safe zone, the area from which 

Japanese Americans were excluded. 

The Honor Camp is located at the end of a trail connecting the Tucson camp to 

Seattle, where Gordon Hirabayashi was sentenced. This is the route Hirabayashi 
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hitchhiked to the prison, because the Department of Justice would not pay for his 

transportation. Along the way is the internment camp in Idaho where he visited his 

family before reporting to the sheriff in Tucson. 

The physical characteristics of the Honor Camp are important in its meaning. 

Ironically, the resisters may have enjoyed more freedom in this prison than their families, 

never convicted of a crime, experienced in the relocation centers. There was no barbed 

wire at the Honor Camp, no walls, and no guard towers (for more on the controversy over 

the existence of guard towers at the Manzanar War Relocation Center, see Burton et al. 

1998). Only a line of white rocks marked the limits of the prisoners' spatial freedom. 

The location of the camp, in the (at that time) remote Catalina Mountains allowed this 

freedom; the real walls were the miles of wilderness and desert separating the prison from 

Tucson. This was a poor deterrent to escape, however; some non-Nisei prisoners did 

escape from the work camp. 

The built environment of the Honor Camp was racially segregated, with a white 

barracks, a black barracks, and a third barracks for Japanese-American, Indian, and 

Mexican prisoners. It is clear from the camp's prisoner-produced newsletter that the 

Japanese Americans imprisoned there were recognized as somehow different from the 

Hopi or Anglo conscientious objectors, although they are vwitten of admiringly as "our 

Nisei." 

That the Honor Camp exists as place only in the social construction of a bounded 

social group should be evident to any non-Japanese American who visits it. While one 

definition of place may be "whatever stable object catches our attention" (Tuan 
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1977:161), the sense of this place is not apparent in the broken concrete slabs that remain 

at the site. To return to Feld and Basso's (1996:11) definition, the sense of place 

associated with the Honor Camp (or GHRS) is found in the way that Japanese Americans 

identify, imagine, remember, and contest this place as associated with the experience of 

internment and resistance and the multiple ways it is metaphorically tied to their identity 

as an ethnicity and as a community of Americans. 

It is not the Tucsonians' resistance at this place that defines the Honor Camp 

eventscape, but its commemoration. Although Muller's (200la: 198) declaration (above) 

that "There will never be a monument to the Japanese American draft resisters of World 

War II in our nation's capital, or for that matter, anywhere else" is not correct (and was 

not in 2001, when he made it), but it is an easy mistake to make. For the Tucsonians it is 

nearly inconceivable that their stoiy is being told tlirough such an official venue as a 

Forest Service recreation site. Nobom Taguma explains, "It was hard to think that the 

govemment itself is doing that [recognizing them in an official capacity] to us. Oh, of 

course all the Japanese was happy—overjoyed. Just like a dream." 

It is notable that the site of the resister memorial is not on the National Mall. The 

location of the GHRS at the actual site of the prison where the Tucsonians served their 

sentences lends immediacy and physical context to their story. The absence of the 

physical remains of the prison - walls or bars - asserts that the Tucsonians are the 

forgotten patriots of World War II. Certainly the forest appears to have forgotten them. 

That their oppression and exploitation occurred in such a (now) idyllic setting enhances 

the feeling of shocked disbelief one has when reading (on interpretive signs) or hearing 
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(if one is fortunate enough to have a personal guide) the story of the Nisei resisters. How 

could the United States govemment unilaterally incarcerate thousands of citizens without 

due process and then draft them? And how could such events have played out in this 

place? 

This sense of the Honor Camp as place was revealed as the Forest Service 

planned a dedication of the site, having accidentally discovered that resisters of 

conscience had been imprisoned there. News of our plans spread through Japanese 

American acquaintances (Maiy Fai'rell, Jeff Burton, and I were already involved in 

archaeological research at the Manzanar National Historic Site) and the choice of a name 

was made for us by letters and emails supporting the choice of "the Gordon Hirabayashi 

Recreation Site" over "Freedom Camp" and other suggestions. The resisters, who 

maintain contact with one another, sent information about the dedication to Japanese-

American activists and educators, and eventually to the Asian-American press. Many 

Japanese Americans sent checks to support the dedication and especially interpretive 

signs to be placed at the site. Tliree charter buses brought visitors to the site on the day of 

the dedication, and more people attended the panel discussion held the night before. 

Gordon Hirabayashi and the GHRS 

The naming of the Honor Camp as the Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation Site 

reflects the fact that part of the power of this eventscape is derived from the fact that a 

specific person, Gordon Hirabayashi, participated in the events there. Stoffle, Loendorf, 

Austin, Halmo, and Bulletts (2000:23) explain that the Kanab Creek Ghost Dance site 

and ecoscape are "parts of a contextual cultural and social landscape — synergistically 
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associated in a specific context, event, or period of time with particular people." Gordon 

Hirabayashi is enormously well-regarded by Japanese Americans, as he was one of the 

few people who actively resisted relocation but also because the reopening of his case in 

1989 led to the U.S. government's admission that the decision to intern Japanese 

Americans during world war II was based on hysteria and not military intelligence. 

Hirabayashi was not a resister of conscience (he did not resist the draft), but rather one of 

only three Japanese Americans who legally resisted relocation itself. As a student at the 

University of Washington in 1941, Hirabayashi first defied a curfew imposed on 

Japanese Americas in Seattle immediately following the bombing of Pearl Harbor, then 

protested relocation directly. Rather than assembling with his neighbors for removal to 

the relocation centers, Hirabayashi presented himself to the FBI with a statement 

explaining that he could not participate in relocation because it was unconstitutional. He 

was sentenced to serve four month in prison. 

In addition to his early resistance to internment, Hirabayashi is acclaimed by the 

Japanese American community for his role in bringing legal recognition to the injustice 

of internment and a formal apology from the U.S. government. Forty years after his 

conviction Hirbayashi's case was reopened based on previously suppressed evidence, and 

his conviction overturned. The case prompted a federal commission to rule that the 

internment of Japanese Americans during World War II was motivated by racial 

prejudice, wartime hysteria, and failed political leadership. In response to this ruling, in 

1988 President Ronald Reagan signed the Civil Liberties Act, which acknowledged and 

apologized for internment. Many visitors to the GHRS, including the resisters of 
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conscience and other conscientious objectors who served time there, identify the 

importance of the site with him, even though he only spent a few months there. 

Taguma: Min Yasui was my hero at first. Because he fight for the thing. 

But all of a sudden he changed to JACL. I don't know why. The 

JACL was opposed to the test case, you know. But funny thing, to 

turn around and come to the JACL. And then he's helping the FBI 

taking over the Isseis, you know. That we learn from James 

Omuro. All of a sudden they change like that. I thought him, 

[and] Gordon Hirabayashi was my hero. I know that thing. Yeah, 

but Min Yasui changed. That's why I told him off. But 

. He spoke Japanese, too. Oh, 1 spoke a bad thing 

about the JACL in front of him. 

Branton; Do you remember when you first heard about Gordon 

Hirabayashi? 

Yoshikawa: Yeah! 

Taguma: 1 had a picture of him with his bride, young, you know. 1 had 

that but the fire burned everything up, see. He was my hero. 

Yoshikawa: He broke that curfew law. 

Taguma: But he got married... I had a picture of him hanging down. It 

was in the newspaper when he got married, so 1 cut that out. I kept 

it. 
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The Tucsonians also spent only a short amount of their lives here, although that 

time is remembered intensely. Place attachment, and the Tucsonians' attachment to the 

Honor Camp specifically, is not diminished by the brevity of time spent in a place (Tuan 

1977:184). The resisters made their time at the prison part of their identity immediately; 

they have been holding reunions and staying in touch with the other "Tucsonians" (as 

they call themselves) ever since they met at the Honor Camp. 

The fact that most Japanese Americans have not spent time at the Honor Camp 

does not diminish its importance. The meaning of the place reflects Japanese Americans' 

self-defmition (Greider and Garkovich 1994:10). As examples of how Japanese 

Americans have acted in defense of civil rights, the resisters of conscience and Gordon 

Hirabayashi are tied to Japanese American identity as Americans. That a place still exists 

where these individuals came together and where their story has been recognized and told 

to a new audience is the fulfillment of a quest to be recognized as Americans that began 

with internment. It is the intimacy, not the duration, with which they have experienced 

this event that explains their attachment to this place. 

Tucsonian Identity 

In his study of the Heart Mountain resisters, Muller (2001 a: 189) writes that those 

resisters who were not part of that organized resister group failed to separate the issue of 

loyalty from that of compliance with the law and therefore "allowed their anger at the 

govermnent to influence not only their response to the draft, but also their continued 

sense of belonging in American society." The Tucsonians' oral histories strongly suggest 
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that the same was not true of their group. These men are unwavering in their belief that 

they acted in a decisively American manner to defend their constitutional rights. 

Moreover, they see their stories as pertinent not only to Japanese Americans but to all 

Americans. This is tme of even Gordon Hirabayashi, now living in Canada, and Ken 

Yoshida, who applied for repatriation to Japan with his family. Hirabayashi explains that 

at the time of evacuation, he was 

becoming color blind, and I'm looking at things not through the eyes of a 

minority, who didn't have the fair shakes..,. And I tried to be like the 

founding fathers, and to take a risk, you know. .. . And I found the 

Constitution to be my lifesaver, and things of that nature. I was able to 

use that model. I'd say to the government, for example, I could say with a 

straight face, and without being aggressive, I could say, 'Well, I believe in 

the Constitution and I want to uphold it. It means a lot to me. And if I 

don't uphold something, I don't see how I could insist on being a good 

American. 

Similarly, all of the Tucsonians identify their actions as just one episode in the 

ongoing vigilance that citizens must maintain against the power of a government. When 

Noboru Taguma tells his children about his resistance, he warns them, 
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So, from now on, you got to, like Gordon Hirabayashi say, the constitution 

is just apiece of paper. It's the people who got to protect that. So, this 

younger generation, I'm glad they're educated and they understand that 

now. I am. So, we did our part then one time. I don't care now. 

[laughter] And then my children . . . But I tell them always fight for your 

rights. That's all. Everybody's equal in America. 

The GHRS as Communicative Event 

The Honor Camp is a very modem type of place, one that actively and overtly 

communicates. It has an agenda to inform its visitors, both Japanese American and 

otherwise, about a hidden history. The Honor Camp eventscape exemplifies Shackel's 

(2001:666) contention that visible and visited places like national parks and forests make 

ideal "arenas for negotiating meanings of the past." 

The GHRS is a product of a given historical moment, the latest phase in Japanese 

American reactions to relocation and it is appropriate to examine the timeboundedness of 

this intentionally conserved past (Mondale 1994:16). As described above, some Japanese 

Americans did resist relocation, but their stories were largely suppressed by a master 

narrative that celebrated Nisei veterans and patriotic compliance. When plans began for 

the Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation Site in 1998, a younger generation of .lapanese 

Americans (Sansei and Yonsei) without personal experiences of internment, had begun to 

ask very modem questions about internment - why had their parents and grandparents 
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complied with relocation? Why hadn't they complained about the abuse of their civil 

rights? These Japanese Americans were seeking out the resisters of conscience, writing 

books and articles about them, and pressuring the JACL to recognize their history. In 

short, shikataganai was out and resistance was in. 

Nisei attribute this phenomenon to the acculturation of the Sansei and Yonsei and 

their education in mainstream American schools. There is a joke among Japanese 

Americans that illustrates how they feel about the degrading of Japanese values over 

time. To paraphrase this joke, "An Issei woman knows how to take care of a man and 

does so. A Nisei woman knows how to take care of a man but does not bother. A Sansei 

woman doesn't how to take care of a man and doesn't care to." The Nisei, in other 

words, see their children and grandchildren as much less Japanese than they themselves 

are. The themes that motivated them through the war years, shikataganai and the idea 

that the nail that stands up gets hammered, ai'e literally foreign to the Tucsonians' own 

children. 

The meaning of the GHRS to the Japanese American community must include the 

response of the youngest generation of post-World War II Japanese Americans to this 

place. The rediscovery of the history of resisters of conscience is largely a product of 

young Japanese American researchers (Etsuko Joy Kubo, Michi Weglyn, Laveen 

Komatsu) and activist writers (Kenji Taguma, Martha Nakagawa), who were unsatisfied 

by the portrayal of Japanese American passivity in the history of internment. The role of 

Sansei and Yonsei in spreading news of the dedication and raising money to support 

interpretation at the site should not be overlooked. Public recognition of the resisters of 
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conscience is a very recent phenomenon, largely the product of new Sansei leadership in 

the Japanese American community. These Japanese Americans did not experience 

internment themselves, and have a greater stake in understanding the full range of 

internment experiences, than their parents. They have not been influenced by the 

wartime JACL and many have refused to accept its master narrative. It is Sansei who 

have influenced the JACL to issue (as recently as May 15, 2002) an official apology to 

the resisters, and who have published newspaper articles, books, and documentaries on 

the subject of internment resistance (such as William Hohri's 2001 book Resistance: 

Challenging America's Wartime Internment of Japanese-Americans and Frank Abe's 

documentary Conscience and the Constitution). 

The Tucsonians who participated in the GHRS dedication and this oral history 

project consider the site as a place to educate people about the "real" history of 

internment. Their goals take two forms: first, they want their stories told, their counter-

memories included alongside the officially sanctioned stories of the veterans. They are 

explicit in wanting their memories to carry equal (not greater) weight to those of the 

Nisei veterans. Noboru Taguma explains that the members of the 100"'/442"'' "did their 

part" like the resisters did, and some have already apologized for the way the resisters 

were treated: 

The veterans they shouldn't apologize. They don't have to apologize . . . 

What we were doing was for the whole of the Japanese people . . . .They 

shouldn't [apologize]. But some veterans, they did, like Hawaiian. They 
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understand our situation. We never asked for apology. We asked for 

understanding. 

The resisters' second educational goal is to educate all visitors to the site about the 

constitutional issues they challenged through their resistance. They feel that the JACL's 

master narrative has suppressed these issues. 

Yenokida; Well, we did the things we thought was right at that moment. 

Sure, we studied the Constitution and all. But whether that was 

the right thing to do, we think it was right. But then the other 

people don't. And it's a conflict of ideas between two individuals. 

So, we're not going to ever erase all the hatred that was put against 

us at that time. A lot of them will still carry it on. They will never 

forgive. They will never forgive. That's how I feel. But, never 

have I ever heard or said, the fact that many people did serve for 

the United States, never had any hatred. Actually, we praised 

them. Their honor, their bravery, you know, for them to serve for 

the arniy. And [I] never had a bad word against those people. 

Commemoration 

While the Tucsonians held annual meetings and identified themselves in reference 

to the Honor Camp, they never visited the place itself until the Forest Service designation 

of the Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation Site. It is the official sanctioning and 
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commemoration of the site that makes it meaningful to at least one resister. When asked 

how he felt when he was told the site would be dedicated to Hirabayashi and the 

Tucsonians, Harry Yoshikawa explains, "It was a real honor. I never thought that a thing 

like this would happen. 1 never thought I'd go back, period. When I got out, I said I'd 

never go back any more, never will. But, you know, Mary Feirrell, Jeff Burton and 

you..." The events that instill meaning into the GHRS eventscape are the-

commemoration and interpretation of the Tucsonians, not necessarily their incarceration. 

Hohri (2000:399) writes of the empowering effects that challenging the master 

narrative of internment has had for the Nisei: 

As we grew in mind and spirit, we remembered the camps and read the 

books about them that began, ever so slowly, to appear.... We uncovered 

the hidden history of our-wartime trauma, the why and how of the camps. 

We learned there was something we could do about it. So, taking our 

time, we raised the banner ~ and the money - and went to Congress and 

into the courts to revisit and repair our injuries. We realized we could 

carry much more. And we did. 

In their interviews, the Tucsonians often refer the topic of what the site dedication 

"means" to them back to their children and the importance of passing on the story of 

resistance. Ken Yoshida explains how he feels about the choice of "Gordon Hirabayashi 

Recreation Site" over other names that refer to the resisters of conscience: 
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I think it was a lot better than having a resister's name. Because if you 

have a resister's name, it comes out too strong. Whereas, with Gordon 

Hirabayashi, it's a camp, and he's sort of a resister. So, it was good. And 

this gives us a chance to come out and say our piece. Before, we would 

get shouted down, but another generation has taken over. 

He goes on to describe how he felt when he first learned that a site associated with 

the resisters would be officially designated and interpreted. He says, 

Oh, I was surprised. I was really surprised. Joe [Norikane] was the one 

that told us about that. Gee, they're going to have a [site dedicated to a] 

Japanese person in Tucson? There is no Japanese down there or anything. 

I don't remember who found out about it, and started digging it up and 

decided on that name, but I was surprised. I think a lot of Japanese were 

surprised, too, to see a resister prison get notoriety. 1 was really surprised. 

I thought, oh, my gosh, this is really something. Then they say they want 

the resisters to come. And I thought, this is nice. Now we can get our 

story out. It was coming out before, but this really brought it out. This is 

a national park [National Forest]. 

The Honor Camp may be described as a landmark in the landscape of internment. 

Stoffle et al. (1997:237) define landmark as "a discrete physical place within a cultural 
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landscape.... A landmark tends to be a small part of the local geography that is 

topographically and culturally unique." The broad cultural landscape of internment 

connects relocation centers and Department of Justice facilities to represent the full 

spectrum of the internment experience. As a landmark, the GHRS is a locus of 

resistance, not only because of the resisters of conscience who were imprisoned there, but 

because of its function as a mouthpiece for the lost histories of resistance that are now 

challenging the master narrative of relocation. It has been appropriated (Basso 

1996; 143), not only by its former prisoners and their families but by the Japanese 

American community, as a place that expresses their identity as Americans, an identity 

that they have negotiated and sought recognition since December 7, 1941. 

As a place, the GHRS thus references two pasts: a remembered past (Mondale 

1994:19) for the resisters and other former internees and a historical past for their 

children and grandchildren. The eventscape may prove a means of bridging these two 

types of past, as Sansei and Yonsei renew bonds through visitation and storytelling. Only 

time will tell whether this goal is achieved, as the living memory of the place recedes. 

The multiple meanings of this place, and its association with multiple people — the 

resisters, their families, Gordon Hirbayashi — illustrate the "multilocality and 

multivocality" (Rodman 1992) that characterizes place and eventscape. Forest Service 

archaeologists were at first frustrated by the resisters' inability to agree on the location of 

certain buildings or activities among the remaining concrete foundations and stairs. 1 

have since realized that such limited information is insignificant. An approach to place 

that recognizes "that places, like voices, are local and multiple," that "For each 
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inhabitant, a place has a unique reality, one in which meaning is shared with other people 

and places" (Rodman 1992:643) de-privileges the location of individual features and 

recognizes the GHRS as a more significant site, in terms of cultural resource preservation 

and public history, as a cultural landscape. This illustrates the heuristic value of moving 

beyond anthropological treatments of place as locale to access the sense of this place for 

Japanese Americans. 

Storytelling and Identity 

Communication is an integral part of the empowerment of places and landscapes 

(Basso 1996a, 1996b; Tuan 1977:18, 29; 1991; Rodman 1992). Social groups "transform 

nature and the world that is there into meaningful subjective phenomena" tlirough 

symbols (Greider and Garkovich 1994:4, 6-7) in order to make places meaningfiil to their 

own identity. Tuan (1991:686) describes the power of storytelling to transfonn space 

into place. Places gain value as stories told to new generations "transform and further 

empower" them (Low 1992). 

The Japanese American community has already made the GHRS a place. Their 

enthusiastic reception of first the plan to name the site after Gordon Hirabayashi and later 

of a dedication ceremony and interpretive signs demonstrate a community that has chosen 

a focus-place for their identity as Americans. Basso (1996:7) writes that "what people 

make of their places is closely connected to what they make of themselves," and it is 

clear that Japanese Americans have chosen their identity as a community that has not 

only triumphed over oppression, but that did so as Americans. 
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Much has been written about the breakdown of the Japanese American family 

following internment (Thomas and Nishimoto 1946, Takaki 1989:484-488). As Stoffle, 

Loendorf, Austin, Halmo, and Bulletts (2000:23) have said of the Kanab Creek Ghost 

Dance site and ecoscape, "Simultaneously, they are empowered by the place in that these 

acts reaffirm their identity," despite the loss of property and dignity that surrounded 

internment, because they retain their connection to their history, regained by connection 

to the places where that history occurred. The Tucsonians and other members of the 

Japanese American community hope that, by using the site to convey the story of Gordon 

Hirbayashi and the resisters of conscience to a new audience, the may indeed shape 

future generations in accordance with their values of civil rights (Zedeno et al. 1997:20). 

They are actively involved in place-making through the naming of the GHRS and 

communicating the meaning of the place in verbal and written stories (Tuan 1991; Basso 

1996a, 1996b). Joe Norikane describes how he feels about having his story told at the 

site, saying 

I'm glad that whatever we did is going to be left in history, or somebody 

later on will look at it. We were in County Jail and we said nobody is 

going to listen about us, [they will] forget about us. But somehow, 

someplace, it is like one of those poetic things, that [if we] leave a footstep 

in the sand of time, somebody would be looking after it. I kind of thought 

somebody might look up and see what was going on in World War II time. 
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The degree to which the Tucsonians identify with the place of the Honor Camp 

cannot be overstated. They literally identify themselves as "the Tucsonians," and have 

held reunions yearly. The reunions helped remind them why they had made their stand, 

and this appears to have bonded them to each other more strongly after their 

incarceration. The Yoshidas explain: 

Kay Yoshida: But the thing is, too, whether he was really close with any 

other prisoner—yet when they were all out. Bill Nagasaki and Min 

Yenokida, they got the names of all these fellows and had an 

annual reunion, which is kind of nice. At the end, now, they're 

very close to each other.... They were a lot of young guys. Of 

course when they were young, they were in their twenties, they 

went to every reunion. We never talked to our kids about the 

internment camps. We were too busy trying to get our lives back 

together, but because of the reunions we had at Tahoe, Lake 

Tahoe, we finally told them. Your dad was in prison. I still 

remember their reaction, especially our son, "Our dad was in 

prison?!" [laughter] 

This experience seems to be quite different from that of resisters who served their 

sentences elsewhere. 
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Taguma: Heart Mountain resisters, they never had reunions hke Tucson. 

That's what Mits Koshiyama said, "You Tucson bunch, you guys 

stick together." And I say, "Yeah! We were individuals with the 

same ideas. That's why we were close." 

Taguma: Yeah, there's quite a big group of Heart Mountain resisters in 

San Jose. Most of them keep quiet, because they think about their 

children. 

Yenokida: Yeah, a lot of them don't come out. 

As many of the Tucsonians and their families have described, their ability to ignore the 

way they have been portrayed in the master narrative of internment and their confidence 

in the position they took to resist internment is closely tied to the Honor Camp and to the 

community of people they met there. 

Place, Integrity, and Development 

As Stoffle et al. (1997:233) observe, "When developmental changes to the 

landscape are discussed, the assessment of these changes will be affected by which 

symbolic landscape is being considered." Inherent in any discussion of landscape, then, 

is the competition between social groups over how the landscape should be used (Greider 

and Garkovich 1994). In the case of the Honor Camp, former inmates and interested 

members of the Japanese American community were happy to see it developed for public 

interpretation and as a trailhead that would bring new visitors to the site. Strongly 
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resisters, and a new generation of young Japanese Americans to "correct" the portrayal of 

internees as passive and the complete absence of the resisters" story from standard 

histories. Unlike the cultural landscapes of many Native American (Mohs 1994:200), the 

GHRS will be further empowered by sharing its meaning with outsiders. In this case the 

landscape of internment has not conflicted with the Forest Service's perceptions of a 

landscape of recreation and public education; both allowed for development. 

One reason for this agreement is that, while the GHRS represents a place of 

particular cultural value to Japanese Americans, the resisters themselves have always 

identified their struggle with citizenship; their goals were first, to bring attention to the 

fact that internment was a gross civil rights violation and only secondly to demonstrate 

that it was Japanese Americans whose rights were violated. The development of the 

GHRS for public education meets these goals perfectly. Of course, to those who wished 

at one time to develop the site into a shooting range or those who see the resisters as 

"draft dodgers," the portrayal of the resisters' story in official Forest Service inteipretive 

signs represents the group's activation of power in the global struggle over landscapes 

(Greider and Garkovich 1994:18-19). 

Other Internment Memorials 

Mamanar 

The Honor Camp is not the only landmark in the cultural landscape of internment. 

Perhaps the best example of place-making and memorialization of internment is 
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Manzanar. Every year on the last Saturday in April, hundreds of fonner internees, their 

families, and others participate in the "Manzanar Pilgrimage," a day of 

"remembrance, education and rededication .... On this day, the War Relocation Center 

is brought to life by the memories its former residents" 

(http://www.nps.gov/manz/Manzhis.htm). But not only fonner Manzanar internees 

•attend the pilgrimage; former internees (and their families) from all 10 relocation centers 

make the pilgrimage. They pose for photographs next to the banner that indicates "their" 

camp. 

The Manzanar Pilgrimage began in 1969, when a group of Los Angeles college 

students traveled to the site of the camp because they were "curious about the camp and 

unable to get their parents to talk about life there" (Ross 1991:56). Soon after, the grass

roots Manzanar Committee was established. The Committee sponsors the annual 

pilgrimage and promotes public education about internment. They were also 

instrumental in having Manzanar preserved and recognized as first a state- and eventually 

a national historic landmark. In their 1971 petition to the California State Department of 

Parks and Recreation, the Manzanar Committee wrote that Manzanar should be declared 

a state historic landmark because the site "recreates [for Japanese Americans] that 

moment in their lives when all the world was enclosed within this one-mile square." 

Of course, the memorialization of such a contested place as Manzanar has not 

been without controversy. Some simply object to making the site a national monument, 

managed by the National Park Service. Much controversy has sun-ounded the use of the 

http://www.nps.gov/manz/Manzhis.htm
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term "concentration camp" in the California Historical Landmark plaque at the site, 

which reads. 

In the early part of World War II, 110,000 persons of Japanese 

ancestry were interned in relocation centers by Executive Order No. 9066, 

issued on February 19, 1942. 

Manzanar, the first of 10 such concentration camps, was bounded 

by barbed wire and guard towers, confining 10,000 persons, the majority 

being American citizens. 

May the injustices and humiliation suffered here as a result of 

hysteria, racism, and economic exploitation never emerge again. 

Although the definition of the term "concentration camp" is literally accurate according 

to the definition in most English dictionaries, the practical usage of the term since World 

War 11 has become almost exclusive to the Nazi "death camps." Some believe that to 

equate Manzanar and the other War Relocation Centers with concentration camps such as 

Auschwitz diminishes the suffering of those who were killed there and is even 

historically inaccurate. National Park Service policy prohibits use of the term on future 

material at the site, but the plaque remains, and continues to evoke strong responses to 

this place. The sign has been defaced, including by an anonymous man who told a Los 

Angeles newspaper that he "had driven more than two hundred miles for the sole purpose 

of urinating on if (Dubel 2001:96). 
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Commemoration of the site, whatever it is called, invokes opposition as well. The 

National Park Service has received threats against the restored buildings (Forstenzer 

1996). Opponents, following Lillian Baker (1981), claim that the National Park Service 

is distorting the facts of relocation to attract tourists and has even altered historical 

photographs that show barbed-wire fences and guard towers (Dubel 2001:98-99). 

Memorial Visitation 

While many former internees chose to simply forget the past and move on with 

the business of re-establishing families and businesses after leaving the relocation 

centers, many have found that, particularly after they retired and their children left home, 

they are drawn to a kind of "relocation tourism." They seek out the sites of the fornier 

relocation centers, the ones they themselves lived in or the others. Some of these, like 

Manzanar, Minidoka, and the Honor Camp, are accessible and interpreted. Others, like 

Manzanar and Gila River, require negotiation with private or tribal landowners to gain 

access. Often they bring their children and grandchildren. 

Taro O'Sullivan (2002), aSansei, writes of the pilgrimage, "This place, 

Manzanar, is where we must all go. Not because we want to celebrate the victory of 

human strength and character which endured this prison, but because for those of us bom 

after 1942, going there is the only way our hearts will process the reality of the injustice 

which occurred here .... We teach our children as we take them to these hallowed 

grounds." 
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Ken and Kay Yoshida have visited most of the relocation center sites and 

frequently attend the annual Manzanar pilgrimage. They described their travels and why 

they want to return to these desolate places: 

Branton: So, when did you start going to the camps. 

Kay Yoshida: Oh, just recently, within the last 10 years. 

Ken Yoshida; In the last five years. Because we started from... the main 

thing is Manzanar. That was a couple of years ago we started 

going to Manzanar, so I got interested in the other camps. But, 

after seeing all these camps so far, there's actually nothing to see 

except, you know... 

Kay Yoshida: They're all so desolate. And then I said, how could it be so 

desolate here, and then you have to picture all those black 

ban-acks, all lined up. Even at that, the looks of the barracks is 

desolate. And like Michi Weglyn said, how could the government 

find such desolate, wasted areas for these camps, [chuckles] 

Because, they're all identical, except for Amache right now. 

Amache is green. It's so full of trees now, it's beautiful If 

you go to Manzanar, and they have more or less the way the rows 

of buildings used to be 

Branton: So, what is it you like to see when you go out there? 



190 

KenYoshida: See what it is like. Just to see what kind of area it was. 

Because, 1 say, nothing could be as bad as Topaz. 

Kay Yoshida: And nothing has been. 

Branton: Really? 

Ken Yoshida; Well, Manzanar isn't that good either. 

Kay Yoshida: But something about that mountain being right there, it just 

saves your soul, [chuckles] It's beautiful. 

Ken Yoshida: Oh, yeah, the mountain is beautifiil. 

Lyon: It seems like there's something valuable in that, in preserving how 

desolate, especially Topaz, was to help people who go back to 

understand. 

Kay Yoshida: I don't remember what time of the year we went there, but 

it was-so hot and so windy with all the things flying around, and 

the soil was so cracked. 

Branton: Did [your granddaughter] ask you why you go [to visit the sites 

of relocation centers]? 

Kay Yoshida: Yeah. 

Branton: And what did you tell her? 

Kay Yoshida: Well, I told her Grandpa mostly wants to go simply 

because he wants to see where they were, what it looks like now, 

and the change in it. And on my part, I said, I'm looking for 

something I lost. 
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Frank Iritani (Iritani and Iritani 1995:52), who, as a resident of Colorado, was not 

interned, writes of the experience of visiting former relocation centers, 

1 tried to imagine what it was like living in these small, barrack rooms 

with no water, no privacy, no inside toilets, in the extreme heat and dust of 

summer, and extreme cold of winter. That the internees found themselves 

in such a miserable, inhospitable environment through no fault of their 

own except ethnic origin is most incomprehensible. 

The experience of seeing the camp remains leaves Iritani with the impression 

"that a big difference between Internee and Non-Intemee living was the daily uncertainty 

and frequent confiision, even chaos, that made up camp life" (Iritani and Iritani 1995:53). 

Recently, ceremonies at Relocation sites have become a forum for non-Japanese 

Americans to revisit the ghosts of internment. At the 2000 Heart Mountain reunion, the 

Governor of Wyoming issued an apology letter to the former Heart Mountain residents 

and their families (Muller 2001b). The wording of the apology echoes the themes found 

in this oral history, learning from the past, violation of internees' civil rights, and a 

charge that Americans should work together to prevent future civil rights violations. 

"What Camp Were You In?" 

Whether they physically visit them or not, former internees retain a persistent 

identification with the camp in which they were interned. It is common to hear two 
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Japanese Americans of internment age ask one another, upon meeting, "what camp were 

you in?" Valerie Matsumoto (1993:14) describes this phenomenon in her oral history of 

the Cortez Japanese-American community. She writes, "At the begimiing of each 

interview, I was asked where my family came from and in which camp they had been 

interned. I replied that my grandparents came from Fukuoka-ken in Japan, that they and 

their children had farmed in northern and southern California, and that they had spent the 

war years in the Poston Camp in Arizona and the Topaz Camp in Utah. These facts 

enabled the Cortez people to locate me within the Japanese American cosmos and to 

confirm the presence of common bonds of understanding between us." 

Although the number of people who have an answer to the question, "what camp 

were you in?" are diminishing, many "camp babies" (people born in assembly- or 

relocation centers) remain. The Tucsonian interviewees recognized this practice: 

Branton: I have heard people say that sometimes, Japanese Americans 

will sort of introduce themselves by the camp that they were in. I 

think somebody was talking about that at the Heart Mountain 

conference we were all at [referring to a conference held in June 

2001 in Cheyenne, Wyoming on the topic of resistance sponsored 

by the Heart Mountain, Wyoming committee]. Do you ever do 

that when you meet someone that is your age, [when] you think 

this person was in a camp, too? 



Ken Yoshida: Oh yeali. We were on a trip one time, and we asked 

someone, what camp were you in? And he said, I wasn't in a 

camp, I got stuck in Japan, he says. He was in Japan, and was a 

U.S. citizen, so they kept him in the army. After the war, he came 

back. He really got stuck over there, and stayed all during the war. 

Branton: So, do you ever ask people that, and it turns out they weren't 

even in the west at that time, they were in Nebraska or some place 

like that? 

Ken Yoshida: Oh, my lawyer, I asked him what camp you were in and he 

said, I'm from Hawaii, [laughter] 

Branton: So, what is that telling you about people? 

Ken Yoshida: Well, I say to myself, well I guess he hasn't had the 

experience, so he won't know about it. 

Kay Yoshida: Because you know if you ask and they say, oh, we were in 

Poston, or we were in Amache, well, we have the same experience 

that we went through for two or three years, no matter if it was 

nicer or worse. And it makes it kind of a kinship—kindred spirits 

if it were. 

Branton: And do you talk about the camps any more? Or do you just go 

on to talk about the weather, or whatever? 

Kay Yoshida: No, we don't talk about it after you say, "Oh, you were 

from Minidoka?" "How long did you stay," is about the next 
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question you ask. "Did you come out earlier, or did you go out 

east?" or something like that. But you don't talk about the camp 

experience because you already know. I mean it's about the same. 

There's a monotony about the whole thing anyway. 

Ken Yoshida; The only thing I tell them is, "I'm from Topaz. I'm the 

first resister from Topaz." 

Branton: You do tell them that? 

Ken Yoshida: Oh, yeah. I'm proud of that. I'm the first resister from 

Topaz. And then, BOOM, they go off the subject. I don't know 

why. [laughter] 

The places of the internment eventscape include both loci of action in the past and 

memorials that teach in the present. In this sense the eventscape is unique in its ability to 

existence in both the past and present (and, if the Tucsonians' messages are successfully 

received, the future). The logic that ties these places together is resistance against the 

identity of "enemy" that has been imposed upon Japanese Americans generally and 

resisters of conscience generally. In so much as "The struggle of man against power is 

the struggle of memory against forgetting" (Kundera 1999:2), Japanese Americans' 

resistance against this identity seems, finally, to be succeeding. 
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CHAPTER 8: 

CONCLUSIONS 

The past itself is gone - all that survives are its material residues and the accounts of 

those who experienced it. No such evidence can tell us about the past with absolute 

certainty, for its survivals on the ground, in books, and in our heads are selectively 

preserved from the start and further altered by the passage of time (Lowenthal ]985:xxii). 

Too often the anthropological analysis of place resorts to cognition and 

representations of "sacredness," producing the esoteric antliropology for anthropology's 

sake. But the cultural construction of place is not strictly academic, despite all our 

attempts to capture it in the boundaries of our own terminology. Places hold real value 

for real people, and possess discrete and identifiable characteristics of meaning and 

integrity. In my own experience as a cultural resource manager, place-based planning 

need not be hopelessly llizzy. While anthropologists may fumble with toponymy, 

"multiple positionalities," and "place-worlds," the real meanings of places are intelligibly 

articulated by the very regular people who value them. In this dissertation I borrow the 

terminology of others who have examined place and space before me. My goal has been 

to use these terms sparingly, when necessary to make the meaning of place more explicit. 

The example of the internment eventscape illustrates that people recognize the multiple 

meaning of places and strategically manipulate place toward their own ends. Place and 

place-making are common and mundane tools of the everyday. 
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The Strateg>^ of Place-Making 

The creation and manipulation of places is an enduring strategy of resistance, 

particularly effective where structural power overtly assigns space. This can be observed 

among Native Americans ostensibly confined to reservations, European internees in 

Asian concentration camps, and Japanese-American internees in War Relocation Centers. 

Internees reordered and redefined institutional space into private places within the very 

public confines of Relocation centers. Years after their incarceration was over, former 

internees cultivate eventscapes from the places of internment that actively challenge the 

master narrative of Relocation. 

The Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation Site, as a landmark in the Relocation 

eventscape, is a tool in the resistance of the abuse of civil liberties and racism that led to 

internment and the ongoing victimization of the resisters of conscience. Many interned 

Japanese Americans never fully recovered from their forced incarceration; they were 

unable to recoup the financial losses of being forced to sell or abandon businesses and 

homes or the personal losses caused by the shift of community power from the Issei to 

the Nisei. The resisters of conscience had the greatest difficulty moving on. They were 

not only ex-convicts, but also traitors in the eyes of their community. It is natural, then, 

that the resisters of conscience are still resisting internment by redefining the way that it 

is (and they are) memorialized. 
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The Internment Eventscape 

One of the great advantages of landscape archaeology is its ability to handle both 

large- and small scales of material culture. As a unit of analysis, a given landscape might 

include whole regions or territories (Basso 1996a, 1996b; Van Wormer 2003) or a single 

garden (Beaudry 1996; Kealhofer 1999; Leone 1988, 1989). In this study I attempted to 

detect evidence of place manipulation as a strategy of everyday resistance at several 

temporal, spatial, and social scales. The Manzanar ceramic analysis addresses place-

based resistance in the past in terms of the built environment and specifically oriented 

toward women's resistance. The Tucsonians Oral History Project focused on how place 

is remembered and communicated, and resulted in two scales of data: Memories about 

particular events that occurred at specific places and instructive memories evoked by the 

discussion of place that are intended to rectify history by challenging the historical 

portrayal of resisters of conscience. These stories informed the broader analysis of the 

internment eventscape as well as contextualizing the discussion of the GHRS as a 

landmark and memorial. 

The concept of the internment eventscape unifies these seemingly disparate 

temporal, spatial, and social elements. To return to the definition in Chapter 4, 

eventscapes are cultural landscapes comprised of places connected by a social group's 

participation in a culturally critical and persistent event that tie those people and places 

together in unique ways (Stoffle, Carroll, Toupal, Zedeiio, Eisenberg, and Aniato 
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2000:9). Eventscapes are associated with emergent ethnic or community identities and 

maintain a role in the ongoing identity of the social group, often through 

commemoration, storytelling, or visitation and are reproduced by cultural transmission of 

this information across generations. The event that ties together Relocation Centers, the 

Catalina Federal Honor Camp, and Manzanar (both as the War Relocation Center and the 

National Historic Monument) is internment (or Relocation), an event so culturally critical 

that it permanently altered the social stmcture of the Japanese-American community, 

gave unprecedented freedom to young Nisei, caused schisms between family members 

and between resisters and veterans that persist to this day, empowered a social club to 

write official history, and permanently altered the self-defmed identities of internees. It 

also seems to have charged some who experienced this event with a personal mandate to 

correct the historical record that World War Il-era Japanese Americans were less than 

"American." As a result of Relocation, fonner internees feel an abiding connection to 

these prisons and camps and make efforts to reproduce this connection in their children 

and grandchildren tlirough storytelling and visitation. 

The internment eventscape serves more than a mnemonic function, however. In 

the past and today, there is substantial evidence that Japanese Americans use the places 

of internment to resist the identities of "prisoner," "enemy," and "traitor" that was 

imposed upon them during Relocation. The interior spaces of camps were transformed 

into home places and the locations of camps and prisons have been transformed into 

memorials that instruct visitors (and young Japanese Americans with no first-hand 

experience of internment) in the suppressed historj' of internee history. Buchli and Lucas 
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(2001 a; 80) write that "In every memorial, something has been left out or forgotten, in 

every removal, something is left behind, remembered." There are dozens of places that 

contribute to the internment eventscape that I have not discussed here. I am confident 

that there are multiple nested landscapes among the Relocation Centers, Assembly 

Centers, Department of Justice camps, prisons, home places, agricultural work sites, and 

other locations that figured in the life histories of inteiTiment. I am equally confident that 

the eventscape I have outlined in this study would be meaningless to Nisei veterans, Issei, 

or JACL members, among other social scales. 

Internment Themes Revisited 

In Chapter 2,1 proposed a number of themes that persist across the spatial and 

documentary history of Relocation. Below I summarize how these themes have provided 

the socio-symbolic matrix that holds together the individual places of the internment 

eventscape. 

The Master Narrative and Relocation Memorials 

The Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation Site (and other internment memorials as 

well) is an unusual example of an official memorial. Most national memorials are 

dedicated to the heroic past of the nation (Lowenthal 1998; McGirr 2003; Seibert 2001; 

Shackel 2001, 2003). Rarely do these provide for the possibility that "the nation" was 

wrong, particularly about an issue as critical to American national identity as civil rights. 

Given that "How, why, and whether we choose, as a society, to remember dissonance is 
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much influenced by our desire for a stable, triumphalist pasf (Bills 1998:233), the GHRS 

challenges the notion of a "stable past" in which all citizens' Constitutional rights were 

upheld. More importantly, the site demonstrates how a handflil of second-generation 

citizens whose loyalty was under suspicion because of their race sacrificed their freedom 

(relatively speaking) and social status within their own community to uphold the 

Constitution. 

The GHRS challenges Shackel's (2003:3) contention that "The official expression 

sponsored by the federal government is concerned with promoting and preserving the 

ideals of cultural leaders and authorities, developing social unity, and maintaining the 

status quo. Official expressions intei-pret the past and present realities in a way that help 

reduce competing interests." This memorial constmcted by the federal government 

challenges the status quo (both the World War II propaganda that Japanese Americans 

were a threat and the master narrative that Japanese Americans did not resist), and does 

not preserve the ideals of authorities (i.e., the 1940s federal government acted on hysteria 

and suppressed evidence). However, it does attempt to develop social unity and to reduce 

competing interests (as between veterans and resisters). 

This issue seems less problematic when one considers the practice of instructive 

storytelling at internment memorials. The Tucsonians, at least, draw a direct historical 

line between their actions and the patriotic begimiings of the nation, and consider their 

"dissonance" to be a necessary part of the vigilant maintenance of democracy. For those 

with a personal stake in including resistance in Relocation history, the portrayal of a 

"stable, triumphalist pasf is less important than the instruction of future generations in 
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how to ensure a stable future. Again, it is important to remember that most people with 

personal memories of internment are no longer in positions of decision-makers in the 

JACL or the Forest Service. It is the Sansei and Yonsei (and their non-Japanese 

American peers) who are in a position to accept or reject official history today. 

There is no single narrative of historical events that can be said to represent what 

truly happened during Relocation.- The manufacturing of history is a political process 

that involves negotiations between competing groups, in which the most powerful voice 

will win the right to claim "the truth" of the moment. Shackel (2001:665) writes, "Public 

memory can be viewed as tactical power that controls social settings. Competing groups 

ceaselessly battle to create and control the collective national memory of revered sacred 

sites and objects." It is true that the JACL has battled to control the public memoiy of 

internment resistance and has succeeded in controlling the history of internment. But this 

does not make the emergence of resister history any more "true" than that of the 442"^* 

veterans. A unique characteristic of the Hirabayashi memorial is that it is multivocal in 

its inckision of the stories of those veterans and of the Issei and children who lived in the 

relocation centers and were not given the choice of serving in the military or resisting the 

draft. It is obvious from the Tucsonians' testimonies, however, that they are consciously 

challenging the JACL's version of history with their stories and actively seeking equal 

standing with veterans. 

Conflicting Definitions of "American " 

The issue above is closely tied to another theme of this study, the ongoing conflict 

between competing definitions of what it means to be "American." 1 suspect that the 
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Tucsonians would not see these issues as paradoxical. Throughout their oral histories, 

the participants identify their actions with the Constitution, not the United States 

government. As the oral history presented here reflects, the definition of "American" that 

motivated the resisters of conscience was that of a citizen (regardless of ethnicity) who 

puts into action and personally defends the Constitution, even against the United States 

government. This was not necessarily dichotomous with the mainstream Americans 

definition of "American." However, the two definitions differ in that Japanese-

Americans' definition (or at a minimum, that of resisters of conscience) of the term 

revolved around action rather than ethnicity. 

The commemoration of the resisters of conscience at a national memorial seems 

to be in direct contradiction to Shackel's (2001:659) argument that "The goal of the 

official public memory is to produce obedient, patriotic citizens." 

Shikataganai 

It is apparent from the archaeological and oral history data that not all Japanese 

Americans complied with Relocation. By adding the lens of everyday resistance to the 

examination of internment history, a wide range of behaviors emerge that, without 

overtly challenging the WRA, nonetheless effectively resisted internment identities and 

the effects of public space on the family. The Tucsonians Oral History Project 

demonstrates that overt resistance also occurred, but has been suppressed in favor of a 

falsely cohesive master narrative that privileged the Nisei veterans. The key to accessing 

these alternate histories is place; it is the experience of the Honor Camp that triggers the 

Tvicsonians' storytelling. 
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The oral history presented here reveals another intriguing challenge to the tenet 

that Japanese Americans internalized shikataganai. The term shikataganai refers to 

action, or public performance. When speaking o^shikataganai, the participants say 

things like, "Japanese custom says that, well, if the government says so, you might as 

well obey it. Can't do nothing about it, so might as well go. Japanese call it, 

shikataganai'^ (Norikane 1999). Whenever any interviewee speaks of shikataganai, they 

talk about doing, going, etc., but not to believing. This may certainly be an artifact of the 

sample (these are, after all, people who self-identify as "resisters"), but it nonetheless 

suggests a break between custom and action. 

Only What They Could Carry 

The long-held belief that the material culture of internees includes "only what 

they could carry" does not hold up to the archaeological evidence found in the Manzanar 

landfill. It is unlikely that the personal tablewares found in the landfill were all brought 

in the two suitcases that each evacuee was allowed to bring with them from home. 

Internee material culture was supplemented by mail-order catalogs, cooperative stores, 

and invention. Contrary to what one might expect from people classified as prisoners, the 

material record demonstrates that internees, particularly female internees, actively 

engaged in home-making as a strategy of contesting their roles as prisoners and 

mitigating the effects of homelessness on their families. 

Public and Private Spaces, Public and Hidden Transcripts 
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In the introduction to this paper, I proposed that the structure of pubHc versus 

private space would prove to influence how factions within the Japanese-American 

community resisted internment (and internment identity). The framework of public 

versus hidden transcripts (Scott 1990) proved useful in the interpretation of public and 

private resistance. Private places such as barracks, Issei social clubs, bathrooms, and 

laundry rooms are ideal settings for resistance that does not overtly challenge dominant 

ideology. 

It would be overly simplistic to equate men's and women's resistance with the 

dichotomy of public and private space or public or hidden transcripts, although this 

analysis seems to support that structure. Certainly the hidden transcript was more 

important to the kind of resistance associated with the Manzanar dishes than to the 

Tucsonians, who "spoke truth to power" (Scott 1990:1). 

The Tucsonians represent a more-public transcript for resistance and appropriately, 

their resistance took place in the public spaces of courtrooms and "outside" prisons. The 

discourse of the resisters of conscience, however, is not strictly public, but rather the 

private transcript made public. The resisters acted on feelings and a discourse of 

citizenship that was widespread but unspoken among internees. The loyalty 

questionnaire and later the drafting of Nisei forced this hidden discourse into the public 

arena. 

Both men and women are actively involved in the more recent resistance activity 

studied here, the assertion of previously suppressed histories and the reproduction of 

these histories through instructional stories. Unlike Native American eventscapes. 
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Japanese-Americans promote their places as open to outsiders; the knowledge embodied 

by these places is not exclusive. In fact, teaching non-Japanese Americans about the 

history of internment seems to be a principle motivation behind visiting the places of the 

internment eventscape and sharing personal stories to be used in public interpretation. 

What Camp Were You In? 

This study has demonstrated that the places of internment have an ongoing 

influence upon the identity of former internees, their children, and their grandchildren. 

By referring to themselves (among themselves) by what camp they were in, former 

internees communicate a shared experience of desolation. 

Whether or not the landscape of interrmient locations and the social meanings 

attributed to them by the Japanese-American community will persist after the last Nisei 

have passed away is a decision to be made by the Japanese American comnumity as the 

landscape's life history unfolds. It is clear from the overwhelming response of the 

community — resisters and their families, former internees, influential members of the 

Japanese American historic preservation community, Asian press, and young Japanese 

Americans — that the site is relevant to the community as a whole, and not for the 

physical remains of buildings and what is normally considered an archaeological site. 

That the Japanese American community attaches a level of importance to place 

amenable to this model is evident in the popularity of pilgrimages to the site of former 

relocation centers, especially Manzanar (IJnrau 1996:821-826). Stoffle, Loendorf, 

Austin, Halmo, and Bulletts (2000:24) cite the mechanisms of visitation and storytelling 

for maintaining attachment to place. The Japanese American community has used these 



206 

reaffirming mechanisms in regard to the GHRS, providing evidence that the site is a 

landmark in the cultural landscape of Japanese American internment and post-internment 

identity. 

The case illustrates the importance of the development of tenninology and models 

for describing the complex attachments that people and groups of people maintain to 

place. The discussion is more than semantic when cultural landscapes meet development. 

The concept of eventscape, outlined here following Stoffle, Loendorf, Austin, Halmo, 

and Bulletts 2000 and Stoffle, Carroll, Toupal, Zedeiio, Eisenberg, and Amato 2000, 

provides anthropologists with a more precise tool for describing a particular variety of 

cultural landscape. Much discussion about place and landscapes in Anthropology and 

cultural resource management has focused on American Indian places and perceptions of 

land use. While the classic works on place and space (Tuan 1977, 1991; Hall 1966) 

concentrated on Western cultural perceptions, the anthropological concept of cultural 

landscapes was developed by researcher of American Indian cultures in response to 

Indians' increased involvement in resource management decision-making. I believe the 

example of the internment eventscape will complement this body of work by adding a 

new ethnic and temporal dimension and by separating the treatment of place from notions 

of sacredness. As a cultural resource manager, it is also my hope that in illustrating this 

concept I may provide a means to actualize this unique variety of cultural resource for 

preservation. 
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APPENDIX A: LIST OF INTERNMENT PLACES 

Table 2: Internment Places 

Name 
Japancse-Anicrican 
Population Haici«iccupifJ 

Assembly Centers 

Fresno, CA 5120 May to October, 1942 

Manzanar, CA 9837 March to June, 1942 

Marysville, CA 2451 May to June, 1942 

Mayer, AZ 245 May to June, 1942 

Merced, CA 4508 May to September, 1942 

Parker Dam, AZ 11738 May, 1942 

Pinedale, CA 4792 May to July, 1942 

Pomona, CA 5434 May to August, 1942 

Portland, OR 3676 May to September, 1942 

Puyallup, WA 7390 April to September, 1942 

Sacramento, CA 4739 May to June, 1942 

Salinas, CA 3586 April to July, 1942 

Santa Anita, CA 18719 March to October, 1942 

Stockton, CA 4271 May to October, 1942 

Tanforan, CA 7816 April to October, 1942 

Tulare, CA 4978 April to September, 1942 

Turlock, CA 3661 April to August, 1942 
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Name 
Japancso-American 
F'opulation Dates Occupied 

Relocation Centers 

Gila River, AZ 13348 
July, 1942 to November, 
1945 

Granada, CO 7318 
August, 1942 to October, 
1945 

Heart Mountain, WY 10767 
August, 1942 to 
November, 1945 

Jerome, AK 8497 
October, 1942 to June, 
1944 

Manzanar, CA 10056 
June, 1942 to November, 
1945 

Minidoka, ID 9397 
August, 1942 to October 

1945 

Poston, AZ 17814 
May, 1942 to November, 
1945 

Rohwer, AK 8475 
September, 1942 to 
November, 1945 

Topaz, UT 8130 
September, 1942 to 
October, 1945 

Tule Lake, CA 18789 
May, 1942 to March, 
1946 

Department of Justice Camcs 

Crystal City Internment Camp, TX 4000 November, 1942 to 1947 

Fort Lincoln, ND 650 January, 1941 to 1945 

Fort Missoula Internment Camp, MT 2300 April, 1942 to July, 1944 

Fort Stanton, NM 2100 
January, 1941 to October, 
1945 

Kenedy, TX 3500 
April, 1942 to October, 
1944 

Kooksia Internment Camp, ID 256 May, 1943 to May, 1945 

Lordsburg Internment Camp, NM 1500 July, 1942 to July, 1943 

Santa Fe Internment Camp, NM 1500 
February, 1942 to March, 
1946 

Seagoville, TX 647 April, 1942 to June, 1945 
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Ntinic 
Japanese-American 
l\ipiil:iiiiiii Dates Occupied 

Citizen Isolation Centers 

Leupp, AZ 71 April to December, 1943 

Moab Citizen Isolation Center, UT 49 January to April, 1943 

Prisons 

Leavenworth Federal Penitentiary, KS 35+ N/A 

McNeil Island Federal Penitentiary, WA Unknown N/A 

The Catalina Federal Honor Camp, AZ 46 N/A 

Other Places 

Antelope Springs, UT (WRA Recreation 
Area) Unknown Unknown 

Cow Creek CCC Camp, CA 65 
December, 1942 to 
February, 1943 

Fort Sill Military Reservation, OK 350 Unknown 

Honouliuli, Hawaii (Kibei internment 
camp) 284 Closed November, 1944 

San Francisco Presidio, Building 640 
(Fourth Army Intelligence School) Unknown Unknown 

Sand Island Detention Camp, Hawaii 5000 Unknown 

Stringtown, OK (enemy alien internment 
camp) Unknown Unknown 

Tule Lake CCC Camp, CA 334+ March to October, 1943 

Temoorarv Detention Stations 

Angel Island, CA Unknown N/A 

Ellis Island, NY Unknown N/A 
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Figure 2: Manzanar excavation map (from Burton 1998). 
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Assembly Center: Temporary detainment facilities that housed evacuated Japanese 

Americans before the relocation centers were completed. The assembly centers were 

usually modified fairgrounds or stockyards. 

Camp: Common name for relocation centers. 

Evacuation: Term used to describe the removal of persons of Japanese ancestry from 

their homes to assembly centers. 

Executive Order 9066: Issued by President Franklin D. Roosevelt, this order authorized 

the secretary of war to prescribe military areas from which "any or all persons" could be 

removed in order to secure the area. 

Internee: General term used to refer to a Japanese- or Japanese-American person who 

was incarcerated in a relocation center, internment camp, or assembly center during 

World War II. 

Internment Caimp: Prisons run by the Department of Justice to incarcerate noncitizen 

aliens suspected of espionage or sabotage. 
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Inu: A derogatory term (literally, "dog" in Japanese) for a person suspected of being an 

informant or traitor. 

Issei: A first-generation Japanese Immigrant; most internees over the age of 30 were 

Isseis. 

JACL: The Japanese American Citizens League was an all-Nisei social organization that 

assisted the WCCA and WRA during evacuation and relocation; this organization 

acquired great political and social power during relocation. The JACL endorsed 

enlistment and strongly opposed resistance of all kinds. Sometimes pronounced as 

"jackal." 

Kibei: A second-generation Japanese American (U.S. citizen) educated in Japan. 

Nikkei: A Japanese-American citizen of the United States. 

Nisei: A second-generation Japanese American who was bom in the United States and is 

therefore a citizen. Most internees in their teens and 20s were Niseis. 

No-No: An intemee who answered "no" to questions 27 and 28 on the loyalty 

questionnaire; an intemee sent to Tule Lake Relocation Center for doing so. 
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Relocation Center: One of ten guarded camps in which persons of Japanese ancestry were 

incarcerated during relocation (1942-1946). 

Sansei'. A third-generation Japanese American who was bom in the United States and is 

therefore a citizen. Very few Sanseis were alive during relocation; most were bom 

during the post-war baby boom. 

Tucsonians: The resisters of conscience who served time at the Honor Camp self-

identify as "Tucsonians." This term should not be confused with the term "Tucsonan," 

which is the most widely accepted term for residents of the city of Tucson, Arizona. 

War Relocation Authority (WRA): The government agency that was established to 

administer the War Relocation Centers during relocation. 

Wartime Civil Control Authority (WCCA): The government agency that was established 

to supervise the relocation of "persons of Japanese ancestry" to assembly centers. 

Yonsei: A fourth-generation Japanese American who was bom in the United States and is 

therefore a citizen. 
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APPENDIX D: ACRONYMNS 

CNF Coronado National Forest 

FPC Fair Play Committee 

GHRS Gordon Flirabayashi Recreation Site 

JACL Japanese American Citizens League 

JERS Japanese American Evacuation and Relocation Study 

NFS National Park Service 

WRA War Relocation Authority 
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APPENDIX E: THE TUCSONIANS ORAL HISTORY PROJECT PARTICIPANTS 

Gordon Hirabayashi was bom April 23, 1918 in Seattle, and currently resides in 

Edmonton, Alberta, Canada. Hirabayashi was not a Resister of Conscience, but a 

Conscientious Objector (C.O.); in 1942 he legally challenged curfew orders and refused 

to report for evacuation, and served three months at the Catalina Federal Honor Camp. 

He later refused to register for the draft because of his Quaker faith and, as a C.O., served 

four months at McNeil Island Federal Penitentiary. 

Joe Norikane was bom in Yuba City, Califomia, on April 22, 1922. He was intemed at 

the Amache Relocation Center and served an 18-month sentence at the Catalina Federal 

Honor Camp in 1944 for violation of the Selective Services Act; He died in March, 2003. 

Tee Norikane was intemed at the Tule Lake Relocation Center; she was an "Old 

Tulean," one of the original residents of the camp prior to the loyalty questionnaire. 

Noboru Taguma was intemed at Amache Relocation Center in Colorado. He served a 

nine month sentence at the Catalina Federal Honor Camp for violation of the Selective 

Service Act. He currently resides in West Sacramento, Califomia. 

Susumu Yenokida was bom June 28, 1925 in Turlock, Califomia. He spent two years in 

the Amache Relocation Center near Granada, Colorado and served a prison sentence at 
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the Catalina Federal Honor Camp in 1944 for Selective Service Act violations. He 

currently resides in Gait, California. 

Kay Yoshida was bom Kay Takahasi in California. She was incarcerated in the Topaz 

War Relocation Center between 1943 and 1945. She married Ken Yoshida in 1948. The 

Yoshidas live in San Mateo, California. 

Ken Yoshida was bom July 31, 1923 in Tacoma, Washington. He was interned at the 

Topaz Relocation Center. He pled guilty to violation of the Selective Service Act and 

served 18 months at the Catalina Federal Honor Camp. He lives in San Mateo, 

Califomia. 

Harry Yoshikawa was bom in Califomia on June 26, 1922. He was living in 

Wilmington, Califomia, when Executive Order 9066 was issued and voluntarily relocated 

to Colorado; he was not interned in a War Relocation Center. However, he protested the 

drafting of Japanese Americans while so many were denied their civil rights. He was 

sentenced to two years at the Catalina Federal Honor Camp and now lives in Gardena, 

Califomia. 
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