Chapter Six

The Cold War Chinese Immigration
Crisis and the Confession Cases

The‘ subpoenas in question can only be used for the
obwflous purpose of oppressing and’ in'timidating the
entire Chinese American community in San
Francisco and, whether intentional or otherwise,
they are having the effect of stigmatizing the social
and family status of a respected community with
criminal coloration.

—Chinese Six Companies, 1956
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| The, Sino-Japanese War prompted widespread mobilization among Chi-

nese Americans to support China. Chinatown communities hosted mass

demonstrations, raised funds, and organized campaigns to stop the shipment
of American scrap metal to Japan. Gender did the work of Chinese national-
sm to particular effect, especially with the American public. The beautiful,

Wellesley-educated Soong May Ling (Madame Chiang Kai-Shek) won the

heart§*of Americans in her tour of the United States. After Pearl Harbor and

he American entrance into the Pacific war, China became a formal ally of

#F the United States. Over twelve thousand Chinese American men and women

P served in the U.S. armed forces, and many construed their contribution to

& the war in terms of patriotism and national loyalty to both the United States

¢ and China.!

Int 1943 Congress repealed the Chinese exclusion laws as a wartime mea-

P sure to counter Japanese propaganda that held up Chinese exclusion as evi-

¢ dence of American’s anti-Asiatic race policies.” But Congress’s continued an-

| tipathy towards Chinese migration was evident in the annual Chinese quota

b of 105. This quota was unlike all other immigration quotas in that it was not

~ for China but for all Chinese in the world, regardless of their country of
birth or residence. The global Chinese race quota addressed the ways in
which the Chinese diaspora mapped onto the system of national origins
quotas. With the repeal of exclusion, Chinese in the British colony of Hong

‘ Kong would have had access to Britain’s vast, mostly unused quota, and

. Chinese living in Cuba and other parts of the Western Hemisphere would
have had unrestricted entrance. The global race quota was necessary to limit

| Chinese immigration.

g Yet, the repeal of Chinese exclusion was an important democratic reform
that ended a sixty-year-long racist, policy. Exclusion’s repeal legitimated Chi-
nese immigration, allowed Chinese to naturalize as citizens, and opened the
way for nonquota family migration. During the war Chinese Americans
made other democratic gains as well: the war economy created opportunities
for Chinese American employment outside of the Chinatown ethnic econ-
omy and the narrow occupational streams (Chinese hand-laundries and res-

taurants) that served white Americans. In the immediate postwar years a

small number of Chinese intellectuals and professionals immigrated to the
United States, as well as wg,{ﬁ brides and other family members of Chinese
Americans. An expanded and reinvigorated Chinese American middle class
§  began to live in suburbs and in university communities. In these ways Chi-
j*  nese began to move out of marginal, isolated Chinatown communities.*

u Yet, the Chinese Revolution of 1949 and the advent of the Cold War atten-
‘ uated and complicated the modest wartime progress that Chinese Americans
had made in their legal standing and socioeconomic position. In a few short
years the dominant image of Chinese lurched from despised oriental “other”
to wartime ally to dangerous Communist threat. In the context of shifting
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p(?i;;cical wind§ both Chinese Americans and the U.S. government grappled
with the lega.iaes o'f exclusion. In particular, exclusion had generated a wide-
spre_ad practice of ﬂl.egal Chinese immigration. William Jack Chow, an immi-
ﬁl;atlon att_orney, estimated that at least half of all Chinese immigra’nts durin,
bazetzcclusmn era ent;red the United States illegally. A conservative estirnateg
on a review of official data, indicates that at leas ,
. \ fal data, t 25 percent of th
SCthmefe American Ropulat}on in 1950 was unlawfully presentpin the Uniteg
fa:;s. Most of the ‘1llega1 immigrants comprised so-called paper sons—tens
gf thouts;z:,ndtsi olf1 Chinese who entered the United States during the first half
t the twentieth century by posing‘as th i i i
Citizonship by sate g e sons of Chinese with American
\{Vh.lle Chlpese Americans sought to resolve this problem as part of a post-
Ie::c IiSIfOIIi 'ga)('ectoz toward legitimate migration and citizenship, the govern
ent felt during the Cold War a new ur imi illegal i i
: ‘ ' gency to eliminate illegal immigra-
}:;1: Dunn%1 the m$-1950s the United States Departments if Statelinrad
1ce waged a coordinated campaign to eliminate immigrati
stice way . ‘ paper immigration, cul-
zlzélalt]mtg ml ‘the.Chlnese Confession Program sponsored by the Igmmigration
aturalization Service. The INS pledged i i
[ ged to help legalize Chin h
confessed to their illegal status, and th jori ousand
. atus, € vast majority of the thirty thousand
Sl(?ople who were mvoIYe'd in the program did in fact become legat{ly resident
iens or' naturahzed. citizens. The benefits of legal status, however, did not
Ic\znée vt»l'jltl.]out conflict or without cost. The politics of the Cold War and
ct. arthyism shot thr01.1gh the government’s campaign against illegal immi-
gtz ir1lon a'nd t}‘le C(')nfeSSIOI.l Progfam, shaping the government’s perception of
ese immigration and impelling the process of negotiation by which Chi-
nese Americans relocated their place in American society.

Exclusion and Paper Sons

;[}‘lhe I(thlmese exclusion laws (1882-1943) barred all Chinese from entering
t ed nited Stz}tes save for merchants and their families, students treaty
[lj'a.ers, and diplomats. .A.lthough not a few Chinese laborers ente;ed the

nited States l?y surreptitiously crossing the Mexican or Canadian borders
many more gained entry by posing as persons who were legally admissibl ,
f)ften with fraudulent certificates identifying them as merchants):)r by cl iy
ing to be American citizens by native birth or as the China-born sonsy ofaIlJn;_
flltlz.ens,th known formally as derivative citizens.* Two Supreme Court rulin.g;
I I;11'11;;9g5 ﬂ:elg%s e?co.uragf:d a _trend 'toward native-birth citizenship claims.
: . ourt 1m1te<.i )u‘dlc1a.l review in cases where the customs collec-
or re)eFted the prospective immigrants’ claims to exempt status, making it
lr)r.lotx}'f dlfﬁcult to enter with fake merchant papers. In 1898 the C(;urt uphgeld
irthright citizenship for Chinese under the Fourteenth Amendment Citi-
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zenship claims were further encouraged by the San Francisco earthquake and
fire of 1906. It has become nearly legendary that the destruction of the San
Francisco Hall of Records enabled Chinese to assert native-birth citizenship
because no records survived to contradict them. Thus, claiming derivative
citizenship became the principal method of illegal immigration of Chinese
Jaborers during the exclusion era. Between 1920 and 1940, 71,040 Chinese
entered the United States as derivative citizens.’

Central to the problem of illegal Chinese immigration was the inability of
the state to authenticate the identity of Chinese entering the United States.
Typically, young Chinese men arriving in America during the first decades of
the twentieth century claimed that they were born in the United States and
taken back to China at a young age by their parents. When customs and
immigration inspectors excluded Chinese entering without documentation,
Chinese turned to the courts to overturn those decisions. Federal judges
supported Chinese exclusion but felt obligated to hear habeas corpus cases,
and once Chinese petitioners gained a hearing they found the courts inclined
to accept uncontradicted oral testimony. Between 1891 and 1905 the United
States District and Circuit Courts in San Francisco heard over 2,500 cases
brought by Chinese petitioners and ruled favorably in over 60 percent of
them."

The courts’ discharge papers in these cases created documentation of na-
tive-birth citizenship where none had previously existed. Chinese imimigrants
thus invented a system of illegal entry built entirely upon a paper trail de-
rived from the state’s efforts to enforce exclusion. In many instances, docu-
‘mentation supporting the identity of two or three generations of American
citizens—including certificates of identity and citizenship, passports, and an
ongoing registry of names of children born in China to American citizens—
rested on a slender reed of evidehce: an oral claim. Moreover, the authorities’
interrogations of Chinese claimants and their witnesses about family history
and the details of village life, which were originally devised to uncover fraud
by finding discrepancies in testimonies, turned into something of its opposite
by creating a record of facts that could be coached, memorized, and recited.
The interrogations became increasingly elaborate over the years, but if that
made the process of memorization and recitation more difficult, it did not

solve the problem; it only+enlarged the body of evidence. Thus the logic of
enforcing exclusion compwélled immigration officials to impose an upward
spiral of evidentiary requirements upon Chinese immigrants; but, at the
same time, the authorities mistrusted the entire register of documentary evi-
dence that they had created. Captives of their bureaucratic procedures, im-
migration officials were indignant that they were mocked by impostors—the
service frequently remarked that each Chinese woman residing in the United
States before the 1906 earthquake would have had to have given birth to
hundreds of sons to account for all the native-born citizens and despaired
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they could ever solve the problem of paper immigration. General Joseph
S.w1ng, the immigration commissioner during the Eisenhower administra-
t101.1, recalled, “Ever since the first Chinese came over here . . . the male
Chinese went back . . . and he’d come back with a man child, and that went
on, until there were ten, eleven children, all male, over the years. Well of
course, it was a big fraud. . . . Going way back, the whole gang’s illegal. The
just had us spinning our wheels, trying to track these things down.”" ’
The government and Chinese viewed paper immigration across a wide
cultural divide. If the authorities believed Chinese were immoral because
'they knowingly broke the law, Chinese believed paper immigration was mor-
ally justified because it was one of the few ways to enter the United States
\A.rhen exclgsion made legal immigration impossible. Chinese believed exclu-
sion was immoral, even if it was legal. Testifying before a Congressional
panel in 1952, Edward Hong of the New York Chinese Consolidated Benevo-
lent Association explained the feelings of many Chinese Americans: “It is the
fact that [Chinese Americans] do not have a chance to obtain and enjoy the
freedoms of a democratic government in a legal manner that forces them to
seek these privileges under any means whether legal or illegal.”™
.Le.gally, the authorities found paper immigration nearly impossible to
eliminate, because it rested on documentation that was created by the state
Th'us, just as oral testimony and interrogation helped create that body o%
evidence, “confession” became the only method of proving its fraudulent

character. The question was: What would induce Chinese paper immigrants
to confess?

The Cold War Immigration Crisis: Hong Kong

T}}e' ir.npetus for solving the problem of paper immigration grew out of a
crisis in Chinese immigration during the 1950s that reflected both the legacy
of Chinese exclusion and Cold War politics. The roots of that crisis lay in
part in the great increase in the number of Chinese seeking entry into the
'Umtec.l States when unsettled conditions created by civil war and revolution
in China prompted many Chinese to emigrate. Congress repealed the exclu-
sion laws in 1943, but only a few could hope to enter the United States under
Fhe a:nnu'fll quota of 105. Most Chinese found alternative legal avenues for
n.n.rmgratlon as war brides and wives of citizens, refugees, and derivative
citizens.”

After the Chinese Revolution in 1949, the American consulates in China
clos.ed, and several thousand visa and passport applications that had piled up
during the war years were forwarded to the consulate at Hong Kong. In
1950, 117,000 Chinese American derivative citizens applied for passports at
the United States Consulate at Hong Kong in order to join their families in
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| America, 67 percent more than had applied in 1940. Passport applicants
b were confronted with a four- to twelve-year wait for processing."
'« In 1950 the Passport Division of the State Department issued special regu-
. lations for Chinese derivative citizens applying for passports. Applicants had
46, submit affidavits from the American father in triplicate, photographs from
k. childhood onward, and other documentation difficult or impossible for
.many Chinese to acquire. Chinese without birth certificates had to produce
“ah identifying witness, preferably an American citizen, well and favorably
I known to the consular office.” In 1951 the consulate began to use blood tests
I to determine paternity. It soon added bone x-rays to ascertain age. The sci-
|, entific value of these tests was doubtful even at the time, but the courts
| upheld their use. Yet, even while demanding extraordinary forms of evi-
§ dence, the consulate did not always accept them. An immigration attorney
' recalled, “Even if you passed the blood test, they might reject it if they felt
' they weren’t fully satisfied. . . . Sometimes a marriage certificate was accepted
by the passport office as documentation to show a child’s legitimacy, but the
same marriage certificate was rejected by the U.S. consular office in Hong
' Kong as documentation for the wife’s visa.”"
L Investigators subjected applicants to severe interrogation, with questions
® even more numerous and detailed than in the past. They required applicants
i .fo answer eighty-one questions in writing (Question 22: “List all the people
“; Whio lived within five houses on all sides of your last place of residence in
‘ "China before you came to the U.S. and state their relationship to you if any”)
i« and then sit through one or more lengthy oral interviews. Discrepancies
i ‘between declared statements and other testimony sometimes prompted in-
I vestigators to visit the applicant’s home, searching for incriminating evi-
| degce, such as family letters, a p?actice that the consulate knew infringed
g upon the subject’s rights. The San Francisco paper Chinese World editor-
N ialized that the hurdles in the passport application process at Hong Kong
E tere “so harsh and oppressive that even legitimate applicants cannot sur-
mount them.”
E " Moreover, changes in immigration policy enacted in 1952 further re-
L stricted the rights of Chinese Americans by giving consular officials final
I authority to grant visas and.by eliminating the right of judicial review in
S " Citizenship matters as provid¥d by the Nationality Act of 1940. Between 1952
S and the end of 1955, when the new provision went into effect, over twelve
S  hundred Chinese American derivative citizens who were denied passports by
f  the consulate in Hong Kong filed civil suits in United States District Courts
¥ in California, asking for declaratory judgment on their claims to citizenship.”
i In 1955 the consulate still had over one thousand passport cases pending
in which fraud was suspected. The State Department was determined to
investigate “every single case” so that “we will not again be inundated with a
flood of illegal Chinese.” Representatives of the State Department conducting
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a site visit to the Hong Kong post in the spring of 1955 found the consul
staff suffering from an “acute feeling of frustration” owing to the huge v ?11”
urne”of cases and the “deviousness of all but a very few of the applicangts t}?e_
If_z;gf; IIZIorale at (the post was so low that the visiting officials declared tha}t,
on - .
- g theygh :\gme v::ltslelgllllﬁsexaggerat1on . . . the worst of any Foreign Service
'I"l?e consulate’s fixation on fraud was imbued with the anti-Communist
poht}cs and anti-China policy of the time. By the mid-1950s the United State
con51d<?red China its number one enemy; by 1954 the Korean War ended witl:
' the Umte.d States accepting a stalemate at the 38th parallel and the Americans
were paying for 75 percent of the French military operation in Vietnam. Th
Eisenhower administration believed that the real threat in Vietnam ;ls i;
Korea, was China. During late 1954 and 1955, the United States came d’an er-
ously clos§ to war with China over Jinmen and Mazu, tiny islands a few n:giles
off the Chinese coast that had been seized by Chiang Kai-shek’s forces when th.
depose@ Nationalist government retreated to Taiwan in 1949.* :
Relations between the United States and China during the mid-1950s thus
seemed to Test on a hair trigger, and the implications were not lost on Chi-
nese Amer.lcans and their relatives seeking entry to the United States. Framed
by the Chinese Revolution, the issue of citizenship was not conﬁne(i to Chi-
nese {A‘mer.icans but was international, facing other overseas Chinese as well
es'peaally in Southeast Asia, where 90 percent of all overseas Chinese resided’
Eisenhower believed the twenty-two million overseas Chinese in Asia formeci
a ﬁfth column for China. The Kuomintang also warned that Communist
Chl-na would claim the citizenship of the overseas Chinese and presumabl
th.elr loyalty. The warning was ironic, for the Kuomintang he;d been buii’;
with overseas Chinese support and funding, and had pursued an aggressive
overseas Chinese policy based on the principle of jus sanguinis—that persons
of Chinese blood, regardless of their country of birth, are citizens oprhina
When the thnese Communist Party assumed power in 1949, it inherited ar;
overseas Chinese “problem” that had evolved historically thr(;ughout South-
east Aga. Longstanding social and economic resentment towards the Chinese
combined with fear of subversion. During the mid- and late 1950s, China
?tter'npted to reduce tensions with the countries of Southeast Asia b, elim-
inating c_lual citizenship of overseas Chinese and distinguishing betwegn Chi-
nese nationals and citizens of local countries of Chinese descent.?

The central figure in the American campaign against immigration fraud in
Hong”Kong was the consul general, Everett F. Drumright. A former “China
hand,” Drumright was one of the few Foreign Service officers who did not
come gnder attack during the early 1950s by McCarthy and Nixon for “los-
ing China.” The son of a midwestern farmer who struck oil in Oklahoma in
.1902, he was the most politically conservative member in the Foreign Service
in prewar China, a distinction that led his colleagues to sometimes call him
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“Right Drum” and went a long way to place him above suspicion by the
McCarthyites.”

Drumright led the American consulate at Hong Kong during the mid-
1950s, at the height of the Cold War. An emphatic anti-Communist politics
and racist suspicion of Chinese informed his approach to the immigration
crisis. In December 1955, Drumright submitted an eighty-nine-page white
paper to the State Department that directly linked the problem of fraud to
Communist infiltration. The report alleged that Communist China was ex-
ploiting a widespread “criminal conspiracy,” which included a fantastic mul-
timillion-dollar black market operating in Hong Kong, San Francisco, and
New York (complete with blood-type-matching services designed to thwart
the new regulations). Drumright alleged there were 124 “citizenship broker-
age houses” openly operating in Hong Kong, though he gave no evidence for
the charge. He warned that China was sneaking espionage agents into the
United States by purchasing false papers and that the Communists planned
to organize the newcomers who are in the United States illegally and there-
fore are “open to blackmail.” The passport fraud rings, Drumright warned,
had to be “destroy[ed] . . . for once and for all, thus bringing to an end a
unique history of illegal immigration and of resisting Americanization while
buying and selling the rights of American citizenship before Communist
China is able to bend that system to the service of her purposes alone.””

Drumright gave no evidence that China was sending spies into the United
States, but he saw potential spies everywhere. The consulate believed a so-
called smile campaign, conducted by the Communists towards overseas Chi-
nese and their families in southern China during the mid-fifties (reclassifying
families from “landlord” to “peasant” status, returning their houses, increas-
ing rations, relaxing remittance protedures), was part of a Communist strat-
egy to gain influence in the United States. By giving benefits to Chinese
Americans’ relatives in China, the consulate reasoned, the Communists
would make Chinese Americans dependent upon them and therefore vulner-
able to blackmail. It speculated that the Communists would gain further
influence in the United States as the sons and paper sons of Chinese Ameri-
cans, having been schooled in the Communist education system and served
in the People’s Liberation Army, emigrated to America. The consulate wor-
ried further about a Commuftist-backed “marriage racket.” It alleged that the
Communists sent “Chinese girls” into Hong Kong, where they married Chi-
nese Americans and then sought entry into the United States with no other
evidence of identity than their Hong Kong marriage certificate. The consul-
ate despaired that it had “no way to even begin a security investigation” of
such persons. In fact, the Communists’ overseas Chinese policy was more
complex than the fifth-column theory suggested. China was more concerned
with keeping a smooth flow of remittance than exporting revolution.”

The Drumright report also betrayed racial hostility and suspicion towards
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the Chinese reminiscent of exclusion-era rhetoric. Drumright offered a crude
analysis of Chinese culture, citing adoptions, plural marriages, multiple nam-
ing, and preference for male children as a “common cultural occurrence”
that becomes “a perfect alibi” for illegal activity. Moreover, he alleged that
Chinese were culturally inclined to fraud and perjury since they “lack a con-
cept equivalent to the Western concept of an oath.” In the final analysis,
Drumright simply did not want to see so many Chinese immigrating into
the United States. He recalled the late-nineteenth-century vision of the Chi-
nese yellow peril and raised the specter of race riots and exclusion. Noting
that 99 percent of Chinese immigration from Hong Kong was on a nonquota

. basis, Drumright suggested that the nonquota immigrants were somehow
cheating the quota system that had, after all, been designed to limit Chinese
immigration. He compared the 1940s, when the Chinese population of the
United States increased by over 50 percent, to the 1870s, “when an increase
of 67 percent so alarmed the West that Exclusion was enacted within a few
years.”*

However, Drumright opposed the State Department’s decision to increase
the investigative staff at Hong Kong and argued with his colleagues in Wash-
ington about it for over a year. Drumright believed it would be an impossi-
ble expense to investigate every case. He doubted there were enough compe-
tent and loyal local Chinese whom the consulate could hire for an expanded
investigative staff. He also complained that the Hong Kong police would not
give the consulate access to its files or issue search warrants for “home
visits,” making consular investigations more difficult. Drumright argued that
direct investigation was not necessary except in unusual cases. He advocated
instead a much easier method: if an applicant failed to meet the consulate’s
standards of evidence, passports and visas could be denied on the simple
grounds of “identity not established.””

Since the consulate had erected nearly insurmountable barriers to proving
identity and suspected every applicant of fraud, Drumright’s method would
have denied passports and visas to virtually all applicants. State Department
officials regarded Drumright’s views and practices with unease. A formal
review of Drumright’s report and recommendations concluded that denying
passports and visas on the basis of mere suspicion, without investigation,
was arbitrary and probably violated due process. Some officials also believed
the standards of evidence imposed at Hong Kong were unreasonable *

But Drumright continued to frustrate and embarrass the department, es-
pecially in visa cases, where he had final authority. He suspended hundreds
of cases indefinitely—including those where evidence had already been sub-
mitted and the petition already approved by the INS—rather than grant the
visa. He refused to respond to inquiries from members of Congress about
specific cases.” The consul general believed the State Department should not
bend to “bureaucratic pressure” from congressmen who were manipulated
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by Chinese American “pushers.” In fact, the latter were wez'ilthy Chinese
‘American supporters of the Republican Party and the Kuommfagg whom
both Congress and the State Department were reluctant to offerid.
V‘Drumright’s position was actually the logical extension of .the govern-
m@rﬁ’s historical policies for authenticating the ide':ntlty of Chinese immi-
gr)ai;nlts. Drumright understood that Chinese determined to enter the United
Stites could thwart nearly any requirement imposed l?y the government.
! Ca;ught in an upward spiral, Drumright advocated policies that were so ex
trefne as to lapse into farce. For example, when bloo‘d tests were first im-
p’ohsed in the early fifties, a negative result was considered proof t.hat the
claimed relationship was false. In 1956 Drumright wanted to also reject ap-
plicints who tested positive because he believed impostors. had Iearned‘ to
match their blood types before making their claims—begging the question
of. what purpose a blood test served if any result was ground§ for denial.
Drumright wanted to fingerprint applicants, subje'ct 'suspected.lmpostors to
polygraph tests, and install hidden microphones in interrogation rooms to
mohitor the consulate’s Chinese interpreters, whom he did not trust. He
deemed “worthless” and wanted to reject out of hand as inconclusive old
ceftificates of identity, tax statements, remittances to family members other
than the applicant, and letters without postmarked em'/elopes. He even sus-
‘pected that Chinese made fake confessions after investigators prodl‘xced evi-
‘denice of fraud. “If an immigration family claims six sons and one is shown
tc; be a blood fraud,” he said, “. .. the family will ... decide to ‘confess
everything.” The new family history will, however, continue to §how all of the
&ther five sons.” While continuing to raise the standards of evidence, Drum-
right offered what he believed was the only way out (.)f the spiral: .just say’no.29
¢onsistent with the premises &f Chinese exclusion, ‘D%‘umrxght believed
Chinese immigration could not be addressed within existing law but was a
special problem requiring special solutions that is, arbitrary power to den.y
Cﬂinese entry to America. The State Department, whose standards of evi-
dence for Chinese derivative citizens were already above and beyonc.l those
required of other derivative citizens, nevertheless argued thaf its Poliaes and
;;rocedures should apply globally. Within that framework, it believed fraud
could be uncovered only by directly investigating each case that came under
supicion.” it .

This is not to say that the State Department was any less committed t(? t}.le
anti-China, anti-Communist agenda. Drumright had strong support within
the Far Eastern Bureau in the department. Scott McLeod oversaw the State
Department’s programs and divisions dealing with visas, pas'sport§, cc?nsular
affairs, refugee admissions, as well as personnel and internal mv:.st_lgatlon—-—-i
massive “security” portfolio that critics claimed he directed. as “Big Brother
and with “savage tactics.” But the conflicts between Drumn_ght a.nd t.he State
‘Department did reflect tensions in Washington over both immigration and
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foreign policy. While Drumright guarded the gate in Hong Kong with single-
minded anti-Communist and anti-China determination, the State Depart-
ment, while sharing the same fundamental position, also had to navigate
.foreign policy with the Nationalists in Taipei and the British colonial author-
ities in Hong Kong. The department worried that criticism of its policy and
actions from those quarters would embarrass the United States. It was sensi-
tive to charges of racial discrimination, knowing that such charges damaged
the international image of the United States, and may have felt particularly
vulnerable to criticism of the Chinese quota, which was based on race, not

. national origin.” Although nativists in Congress, led by Francis E. Walter, the

cosponsor of the 1952 Immigration and Nationality Act, blocked immigra-
tion reform throughout the 1950s, the Eisenhower administration advocated
reforming the quota system and viewed such reform as part of the United
States’ ability to present itself as the leader of the free world.”

‘ Despite their differences, the consul general and State Department officials
in Washington generally agreed that nearly all, if not all, Chinese passport
and visa applicants at Hong Kong were impostors and that decisive action
was needed to keep them from entering the United States. By September
1956 the department had assigned twenty-three additional investigative
teams to Hong Kong. And, if Drumright lost the immediate battle over pass-
port and visa procedures, he did not suffer politically from it. In 1957 he was
named United States Ambassador to Nationalist China.*

The Cold War Immigration Crisis: Chinatown USA

The Department of Justice carried out the domestic component of the gov-
ernment’s campaign against illegal Chinese immigration. In February 1956
the United States attorneys in San Francisco and New York impaneled grand
juries to investigate fraudulent entry by Chinese. Whereas the enforcement
of- immigration policy in matters of admission and deportation was an ad-
ministrative procedure, the Justice Department’s action exposed Chinese pa-
per sons to felony charges of fraud, perjury, and conspiracy.

The grand jury in San Francisco subpoenaed the officers of Chinese family
and district associations, as well as the “lists, rolls, or other records of mem-
bership of the association during the entire period of the association’s exis-
tence, all records of dues, assessments, contributions, and other income of
the association, and all photographs of the membership or any portion
thereof.” The Justice Department believed that Chinese joined their true
family association, not the association of their paper name. It therefore be-
lieved that the family associations’ files contained “independent, accurate
records of Chinese family relationships” that could be used to challenge the
legitimacy of citizenship claims in the cases pending in District Court. The
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U.S. attorney assembled a task force that included five investigators from the
State Department Office of Security, eight investigators from the INS, and
three United States marshals. Teams from the U.S. Attorney’s office and the
district office of the INS fanned out throughout Chinatown on the morning
of February 29 and served the subpoenas on thirty-four family and district
associations. The order gave twenty-four hours to comply.*

On March 1 the grand jury began proceedings at the Post Office building
in San Francisco. Some fifty Chinatown residents and family associations
leaders appeared, many armed with “pasteboard boxes full of papers and
photographs.” Jack Chow, an officer of the Gee Tuck Sam Tuck Family Asso-
ciation and an assistant district attorney under Edmund Brown, and Earl
Louie, president of the Louie Fong Association and a member of the Central
Committee of the California Republican Party, were among those present. In
a dramatic move, the San Francisco Chinese Six Companies, the original and
preeminent Chinese benevolent association in America, challenged the sub-
poena. The family associations refused to turn over their records, charging
the.subpoena was so vague as to constitute unlawful search.”

The grand jury investigation frightened and outraged the community. Lim
P. Lee, the head of the Cathay Post of the American Legion, who later be-
came the postmaster general of San Francisco, recalled, “Chinatown was hit
liké an A-bomb fell. Streets were deserted. Restaurants dropped income.
Shoppers avoided Chinatown, and for three weeks it was a ghost town.”
Rumors circulated that Chinese would be rounded up en masse and de-
ported, or, alternatively, put into “concentration camps.”

The state’s attack on the Six Companies was ironic, since the local Kuo-
mintang, which overlapped with the Six Companies leadership, had colluded
with the FBI and INS to harass dfid deport Chinatown leftists during the
early 1950s. Chinatown politics had enjoyed a period of popular-front unity
during the 1930s and 1940s, but that situation changed after the Chinese
Revolution and the advent of the Cold War. By 1956 organizations of the
Chinese American left, such as the Chinese Hand Laundry Alliance and
China Daily News in New York and the Chinese Workers Mutual Aid Asso-
ciation and the Chinese American Democratic Youth League in San Fran-
cisco, were crippled by state repression and local Kuomintang opposition.”
When immigration politics réched into the community at large, Chinatown
politics were severely fractured and the leadership of the community’s resis-
tance fell largely to the Chinese Six Companies.

The Six Companies’ role in the immigration crisis recalled its historical
position in the Chinese community dating back to the late nineteenth cen-
tury. An associative council comprising all the family and district associa-
tions and led by the Chinese merchant elite, the Six Companies was an in-
strument of social and labor control within the community as well as its
representative to mainstream society and voice of protest to the government.
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During the exclusion era, when Chinese were ineligible for citizenship and
excluded from the polity, the Six Companies carved out a narrow legal space
within which it fought for the interests of Chinese in America. It used the
federal courts adroitly to challenge Chinese immigration policy, taking many
cases as far as the U.S. Supreme Court. Although the Chinese lost more cases
than not, they achieved some significant victories, such as the ruling in Wong
Kim Ark (1898), which upheld birthright citizenship under the Fourteenth
Amendment for Chinese born in America.”

In response to the immigration crisis in the 1950s, Chinese again relied on
legal means to protect themselves. But after World War II, Chinese Ameri-
cans began to develop some political influence, owing to the repeal of the
exclusion laws, a loosening of immigration restrictions, and the maturation
of a generation of American-born Chinese, especially in California.”” Candi-
dates running for political office in San Francisco courted the Chinatown
vote, and Chinese who were aligned with the Kuomintang supported the
Republican Party in the belief that the latter was the strongest ally of the
Nationalist government. These developments enlarged the space within
which Chinese could organize their resistance.

When the grand jury subpoenas were served on the family associations,
the Six Companies mustered a legal challenge literally overnight. It then
moved to mobilize public support. On March 16 the Six Companies held a
press conference where it said it would cooperate with the authorities in any
investigation of Chinese that was a “legitimate and proper avenue of inquiry”
but condemned the blanket subpoena in harsh language that reflected its
essentially nationalist world view, claiming the subpoena was being used for
the “obvious purpose of oppressing and intimidating the entire Chinese
American community in San Francisco and, whether intentional or other-
wise, they are having the effect of stigmatizing the social and family status of
a respected community with criminal coloration.”™®

Several community organizations participated in the press conference, in-
cluding the conservative Chinese Chamber of Commerce and Chinese Amer-
ican War Veterans Association, the more moderate Cathay Post, and the
liberal Chinese American Citizens Alliance. The leadership of this united
front was clearly in the hands of the Six Companies, which had the added
moral authority derived from being the victim of an injustice. At the same
time, the left was absent from the meeting as well as from any collective
protection organized by the Six Companies.*

Chinese in New York watched with alarm as the situation unfolded in San
Francisco. In response to reports that the INS had raided the Chinese New
Year celebrations of numerous family associations in San Francisco, New
York’s Chinese Consolidated Benevolent Association (CCBA, the counterpart
of the Six Companies) ordered all New Year banquets in New York canceled.
The CCBA also retained a lawyer and, in an open letter printed in the China-
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6.1 During World War 11 and the Cold War, the U.S. government promoted a positive

™ image of Chinese Americans who were aligned with the Chinese nationalist govern-

ment. This merchant lived in Brooklyn, New York, 1942. (Courtesy of Marjorie Col-
lins, FSA/OWI Collection, Library of Congress.)

o
A

town press, advised Chinese organizations and individuals “molested without
cause” to report the matter to the CCBA, which would “assume it‘s respon-
sibility . . . to make preparations to protest . .. for their legislative rights
according to law and according to justice.” CCBA leaders also appealed to
the Nationalist Chinese government to protest the Grand Jury actions.”
The grand jury proceedings met a storm of protest in the Chinese press.

i » One paper deplored the “blupderbluss” tactics of the government that “failed

I.Fl

 to distinguish between racketeers and the long-established, reputable family

associations.” The press obtained a copy of the Drumright report from the
U.S. Attorney’s Office, adding fuel to the fire in Chinese press in both the
United States and Hong Kong. The World Journal published a pamphlet with
a lengthy critique.® Dai Ming Lee, editor of the Chinese World, polemicized
against the Drumright report every day for two weeks. He criticized Drun}—
right for ignoring Chinese immigrants’ contributions to building the Ameri-
can West and “cast[ing] the antecedents of the Chinese in America in the
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role of criminals.” Lee suggested that “methods that might have been taken
out o.f the communist manual are being used upon children of Chinese
Americans applying for a passport in Hong Kong.” The Hong Kong Tiger
Standard called the Drumright report “too fantastic for words” and said it
was designed to “stir up the American public, which is given to hysteria on
the slightest provocation.”

On March 20 Judge Carter granted the motion of the family associations
to quash the subpoenas, agreeing that the blanket nature of the subpoena
Zlolated their Fourth Amendment rights. Carter said the subpoenas were

oppressive,” “unreasonable,” and “had the effect of a ‘dragnet’” The United
_ States Attorney’s Office, while still alleging “suspicion of fraud involving
every family association,” said it would conduct a “more limited probe.”™®

In fact, investigations in both the United States and Hong Kong continued.

The State Department’s Office of Security, the INS, and the FBI assigned
additional investigators to assist the U.S. attorneys, especially in San Fran-
cisco, where the investigation was “bogging down” due to a lack of man-
power.” Having lost in the matter of the mass subpoena, the U.S. attorney
§ubpoenaed specific family association records in connection with specific
individuals under investigation. In June the Welfare Committee of the Chi-
nese Six Companies announced it had agreed to cooperate with the INS in
the ql%estioning of the officials of certain associations. But Chinese continued
Fo resist in a number of ways. The CCBA in Boston, New York, and Wash-
ington instructed local family associations to relocate the names of paper
sons from the records of their true family associations to the association to
which the paper name belonged.?

. Individual Chinese who were called before the grand jury were not en-
tirely _cooperative. A field report submitted to the State Department Office of
Sec1.1r1ty, summarizing thirty cases heard by the San Francisco grand jury
during the month of April 1956, shows that in four cases Chinese refused to
cooperate outright, two by invoking the Fifth Amendment and two by failing
to. appear. In eighteen cases, more than half, Chinese dropped their suits and
withdrew their applications for passports pending in Hong Kong; in ex-
change the U.S. attorney dropped criminal charges. In five cases Chinese
maintained they were true sons or daughters while admitting to paper names.
£n only three cases did Chinese admit to creating or using false immigration

s%ots.” The Justice Department was sufficiently frustrated that it considered
filing charges against the CCBA for obstruction of justice for advising Chi-
nese to not cooperate with the investigations.*

In Hong Kong, too, Chinese resisted by refusing to cooperate with investi-
gators. Many witnesses “disappear[ed] rather than be interviewed” and many
subjects “refused to respond to questioning or cooperation in any way.” Al-
'thoug.h the task was more difficult, the consulate nonetheless completed the
investigation of fifty cases by the end of July. The consulate reported indica-
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b tions. of fraud in all fifty cases, but it obtained direct confessions only in

| twenty-six cases, of which half were confessions by true sons or daughters
k using paper names. Only one case revealed an exchange of money for papers.

" In fourteen cases the subjects either disappeared or refused to incriminate
themselves.”

f:  The high incidence of Chinese who were true family members using paper

names suggests paper immigration had become a burden for many Chinese
Americans. Once the paper trail had started in the early twentieth century,
Chinese Americans using paper names had no choice but to perpetuate the

E false lineage in order bring their true family members into the United States.
. The.high percentage of direct confessions by true family members using

paper names suggests that they did not believe they had really committed a
crime, even if they knew they had technically broken the law. Those Chinese
confessed believing, perhaps, that the authorities would recognize their
moral innocence and not prosecute them. At the same time, Chinese who
asked that their civil suits be dismissed or refused to testify understood that
without confession the prosecutors would not have enough evidence to ob-
tain a conviction. Ironically, the U.S. attorney pursued criminal charges
against Chinese who confessed to being true sons using paper names while it
declined to prosecute cases stipulated for dismissal, even though the latter
were more likely to involve the use of paper names by people of no relation
or the sale of false immigration slots for profit.”

As a result of the coordinated investigations the district court dismissed
Some two hundred civil suits and the grand juries in New York and San
Francisco handed up thirty-eight indictments. The authorities exposed only
one “racket,” operated by a prominent New York Chinatown businessman
who owned two restaurants and a travel agency. Prosecutors said the latter
was a “front” for an illegal immigF8tion operation with connections to doc-
tors who certified blood types and lawyers who handled the applications.
They claimed that he filed sixty-five actions for more than one hundred
applicants between 1949 and 1952, although they tried and convicted him in
connection with only five cases. The trial also revealed that he made a profit
of $23,000 in two years from selling false papers, a substantial sum but far
less than the $3 million a year originally alleged by the government.”

Indeed, the actual cases involving fraud that were brought by the govern-
ment hardly matched up to the sensational charges made by Drumright and
the Justice Department. While paper citizenship was widespread, the result
of sixty years of exclusion, contemporaries believed that the practice of buy-
ing false papers had ceased by the early 1950s because it had become widely
known that the American consulate at Hong Kong was blocking most citi-
zen-claimant applications. Observers also wondered why Communist China
would try to sneak spies into the United States by what had become the most
ineffective means of illegal entry, when agents could, for example, simply
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pose as seamen and jump ship.” The problem was not Communist infiltra-
tion or multimillion-dollar rackets, but the existence of tens of thousands of
ordinary Chinese Americans who were related in some way 1o a paper citizen.

The INS Chinese Confession Program

In March 1957 the CCBA called a nationwide Chinese American conference
on immigration reform in Washington, D.C. It was an unprecedented gath-
ering, drawing 124 delegates from thirty-four cities from all regions of the
country, including such unlikely places as Savannah, Minneapolis, Cleveland,
and Houston. Howard Pyle, a White House assistant to President Eisen-
hower, addressed the conference. Delegates passed fourteen resolutions,
mostly concerned with increasing Chinese immigration and reforming the
discriminatory aspects of American immigration policy. A resolution to ad-
mit Chinese refugees to work as agricultural laborers, similar to Mexican
braceros, recalled the CCBA’s historical role as a labor contractor.”

The conference reflected some subtle shifts in the CCBA’s perceptions of
its role in community politics and evinced a growing sophistication in politi-
cal lobbying. Significantly, the conference promoted an image of the Chinese
as solid American citizens, not overseas Chinese. The issue of China was
absent from the conference call and agenda. Conference delegates challenged
the notion that the Chinese were not American in resolutions and statements
that pronounced their commitment to being “good citizens” of the United
States.**

Following the conference, the CCBA continued to lobby for reform. CCBA
leaders held private discussions with the INS to promote legislative reforms,
discourage immigration raids into the community, and find ways to adjust
the status of the paper immigrants. Toward achieving the latter goal, CCBA
leaders agreed to promote the service’s Chinese Confession Program.”

The San Francisco district office of the INS started the Chinese Confession
Program in 1956. The program was a procedure for an administrative ad-
justment of status. If Chinese who had entered the country by fraudulent
means made voluntary disclosure of their false status, the service said it
would assist confessors, “if at all possible under the law,” to adjust their
status. Under existing law, persons who were in the country illegally were
eligible for a suspension of deportation and permanent resident status if
they had resided in the United States continually for seven years. Aliens

who served in the armed forces for ninety days were eligible for naturalized
citizenship.®

According to an internal INS report, the service organized the confession
program as a result of its experience in a case involving the Leong family of
San Francisco. Leong Bok Yin had established himself as a native-born citi-
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evidence of fraud. Even when Chinese were induced to confess, the authori-
ties solved only individual cases, which did little to eliminate the system of
paper immigration.

The INS thus hoped that the confession program would eliminate that
system. It believed it could foreclose future illegal immigration by securing
the confessions of entire families. As the Leong family case demonstrates,
exposure of an entire family tree included the disclosure, and therefore the
elimination, of false “slots” that were still unused. The INS held out the
possibility (never the promise) of relief only to confessors who named all
names. Investigator Stanley explaired, “If this program is to be of value to
this Service, it is imperative that full information concerning all family mem-
bers be obtained and that the Chinese not be permitted to testify solely
concerning his own individual identity and nationality.”®

INS investigators worked patiently and persistently to get the confessions
of whole families. Stanley noted that it could take as long as a year to obtain
an entire family’s cooperation and explained the need to “save face” for true
family members who were caught in the web of illegality of their kin. An
immigration attorney who handled confession cases in New York’s China-
town similarly recalled that service investigators often seemed like “social
workers,” who assisted families with their confessions.®

Yet, the process of individual and family confession was not always
smooth. Many families divided over whether or not to confess, sometimes
quite bitterly. And, although service publications described the confession
program as a benefit for which Chinese could voluntarily apply without fear
of prosecution, the program was not entirely voluntary or free from the taint
of criminality. It began in 1956 when the grand jury and Hong Kong investi-
gations were still taking place, blurring the line between voluntary confession
and criminal proceedings. Moreover, the INS aggressively sought to induce
confessions from people whose names surfaced in investigative leads from
anonymous telephone calls, letters, and coaching material seized by the ser-
vice. In many such cases, INS investigators called Chinese in for “informal
interviews,” where they would confront them with some evidence that sug-
gested fraud or news that a paper brother living in another city had con-
fessed. The Chinese often upheld their original story but then returned a few

weeks later with an attorney and confessed.

Confession entailed a formal interview with INS officials. After several
years the program became somewhat routinized. Confessors answered ques-
tions according to a standardized form, confessing their fraudulent claim to
citizenship and listing the names of their true family and paper family mem-
bers, including their whereabouts. They were asked if they had ever been
convicted of a crime, voted in an election, served in the armed forces, be-
longed to the Communist Party or believed in “communistic aims.” More-
over, confessors had to turn over all documents of citizenship and write in

221
¢OLD WAR CONFESSIONS

their own hand, “I hereby surrender my passport” (o¥ certificate of identity).
At the conclusion of the hearing, INS officers req\m.‘ed confessors to state
that they were “amenable for deportation” and then lnstruct(?d them to ap-
ply for a suspension of deportation and for pgrfr}anent resident status or
naturalized citizenship, depending on their eligibility. A memoragdum was
then referred to the INS board of special inquiry, where a hearing officer
n the confessor’s status.®
rul"f‘;lleovast majority of confessors successfully recei"zed legal status, but some
were found ineligible for relief. Of those, a relatively small number were
deported; others remained in the United State§ because the US attorney
declined to prosecute and the INS shelved thc.elr cases—a mixed b.les}slmg,
since they were left with no status at all. Sometlmes.an unsympathfzt%c e;ar—
ing officer simply denied relief to confessors even if they. were ehgl})led gr
adjusted status. In one case, a seaman who had Jl'lmped ship was advised by
his attorney to confess; he was denied a suspension of dfaportation because
the hearing officer did not believe it would be u_nconsaonable to deport
him. The seeming arbitrariness of the service’s ru.hngs and the lack of statu-
tory or even published guidelines led immigration attorneys to cor.n_plalm
that they could not properly advise prospective confessors: Not. surprisingly,
many Chinese immigrants mistrusted the program, especially in t_he beg{n—
ning, and the INS considered the cooperation of the CCBA essential to giv-
i ibility to the program.® . ’
mizzzcﬂ)ingt};o publighe;gi statistics on the confession program in the INS’s
Annual Reports from 1957 to 1965, at least 11,336 Chlnes? Amerl.ce.ms cg.n-
fessed to having entered the United States unde}r false clalfr{ of citizenship.
Another 19,124 people were implicated as holding false citizenship b}r the
confessions of others. Finally, some 5,800 “slots”—names osf5 nonexistent
persons not yet used for illegal entiry—were closed (table 6.1).

If the confession program offered a resolution to the prc?blem of paper
immigration, the INS consistently denied that beI}eﬁt to Chinese ‘Amenc.an
leftists. The INS kept copies of the subscription list of.the left-wing China
Daily News and membership lists of groups like the. C‘hmese 'Hand Laundry
Alliance and the Chinese Workers Mutual Aid Assoc;au(.)n' Flatlng bacfk to the
1930s and continued using those lists to determine eliglbglty for rel.1ef.. Typ-
ically, in denying an application, the INS would reffar' to conﬁdf:nt'lal 1nfor;
mation the disclosure of which would: be prejudicial to public interest,
which was understood to mean “communist.”® o .

During the early 1960s left-wing activists whom immigration and FB
agents had harassed over the years became subject to deportation and. crlrnl-f
nal proceedings once their false status was revealed by 'fhe confessions o
others. In New York, Louie Pon of the Hand Laundry Aﬂlfance and Yee Sun
Jok, an employee of the China Daily News, were degorted in 1964 and 1966,
respectively, after each was exposed as a paper son.
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TABLE 6.1
INS Chinese Confession Program, 1957—1965

Year(s) Confessed* Implicated® Slots Closed:
1957, 1958, 1959 1,700 NA! NA
1960 (Northeast only) 151 158 327
1961 1,248 2,235 1,187
1962 1,419 3,003 1,391
1963 2,241 4,233 NA
1964 2,579 , 5,911 1,192
1965 1,998 3,564 1,192
Total 11,336 19,124 5,800

Source: INS Annual Reports, 1957-1965.

‘Number of persons who made direct confession of illegal status.

*Number of persons named by confessors as illegal, but no direct confession.
‘Number of future illegal entries eliminated.

'NA: Not available,

In San Francisco, the owners of the World Theater, Karl Fung and Law-
rence Lowe, were charged with fraudulent citizenship. Several members of
the Chinese American Democratic Youth League, familiarly known as Min
Qing (Democratic Youth), were arrested on criminal charges of fraud related
to their alleged illegal entry into the United States. In August 1962 a federal
grand jury in Tacoma, Washington, indicted Maurice Chuck for procuring a
certificate of citizenship in 1954 as a result of “false and fraudulent state-
ments.” Chuck had come to the United States in 1948 at the age of fifteen to
join his father, who was a paper son. He soon joined the Min Qing and
wrote articles for China Daily News.®

Chuck’s father, Hwong Jack Hong, had participated in the confession pro-
gram and was subpoenaed to testify against his own son. During the trial,
father and son stayed in the same hotel room. Their relationship had never
been easy: Maurice Chuck had grown up in China without knowing his
father, and when he came to the United States, they clashed over Maurice’s
radicalism. In Tacoma, the elder Chuck cried every night over the govern-
ment’s forcing him to testify against his son. The court found Chuck guilty
and stripped him of his citizenship. He served three months of a five-year
prison term.*

In 1961 Kai G. Dear, also of the Min Qing, was tried on criminal charges
of conspiracy for entering the United States as a paper son in 1933 at the age
of ten, falsely representing himself as a citizen by voting in elections, and
serving as a witness at his wife’s naturalization hearing in 1956. The case
against Dear was based on the confession of his aunt. Dear’s defense at-
tempted to show that the INS had a secret list of Chinese American organi-
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zations, including the Min Qing, the members of which were to be denied
the benefits of the confession program, but the court quashed the subpoena
issued by Dear’s lawyers for the INS. Dear too was convicted and stripped of
his citizenship.”

The confession trials served not only to punish Chinese American leftists
but as a public counterpart to the loyalty statement each confessor was re-
quired to make. The price of disloyalty was high: the accused faced charges
that were often abusive and frivolous, involving crimes allegedly committed
when they were children, as well as possible deportation or imprisonment.
Their families suffered humiliation and anguish as their relatives were sub-
poenaed to testify against them, even though the INS had assured the com-
munity that confessors and their families would not be prosecuted.

The confession program served as a means of renegotiating the terms of
Chinese Americans’ citizenship. Although Chinese Americans and the INS
approached that negotiation from asymmetrical positions of power, Chinese
Americans resisted the state’s efforts to criminalize the entire community.
The Six Companies and CCBA successfully mobilized both legal and mass
opposition to the grand jury’s mass subpoenas and offered legal counsel and
community support, which also made individual acts of resistance possible.
They also utilized their connections within the Republican Party and the
Kuomintang to lobby the State Department. The CCBA, of course, also ben-
efited from the government’s use of the confession program to further
weaken the Chinese American left and strengthened its own political position
in the community in the process.

The resistance offered by Chinese was not without effect. Whereas the
Hong Kong investigations and gra,'gd jury proceedings granted no reward for
admitting fraud, the confession~program afforded benefits to both Chinese
Americans and the state, The bargain at the core of confession—Ilegalized
status for those already settled in America in exchange for closing off future
paper immigration—settled, for the most part, the legacy of illegal immigra-
tion from the exclusion era.

Yet, if confession follows sin and redemption follows confession, the com-
munity could not entirely redeem its virtue. Cold War politics and the sensa-
tionalized investigations against fraud reproduced racialized perceptions that
all Chinese immigrants were illegal and dangerous. Confession legalized Chi-
nese paper immigrants, but it did not necessarily bring them social legit-
imacy. The official history that racialized Chinese as unalterably foreign and
unassimilable remained unchallenged. Dai-Ming Lee called for the govern-
ment to recognize the “human aspect” of illegal immigration and suggested
that public officials could “foster respect for the law by careful observance of
the spirit as well as the letter of the law.” To “condemn an entire racial
group,” he said, was “repugnant to the spirit of American justice.””
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An official amnesty program might have resolved the problem, because
amnesty is based on forgiveness, removes the stigma of wrongdoing, and
suspends the letter of the law in the interest of justice. President Roosevelt’s
statement in 1943 that Chinese exclusion was a “historic mistake” and an
“injustice to our friends,”” provided a basis for amnesty. Although the con-
fession program fell short of such a resolution, it nevertheless stabilized the
grounds upon which Chinese Americans would continue to strive for racial
equality and the full rights of citizenship in the latter half of the twentieth
century. -
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