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ABSTRACT

Most studies on World War II in the Pacific explore the relationships between
Japan and the United States. As a result, Japanese and Americans figure prominently in
diplomatic, social, military and economic studies of World War II. Rarely do any of
these studies seriously consider the role of Pacific Islanders as actors and narrators of the
war. This dissertation addresses the issue of Pacific Islénder representation in the
historical record of World War II. Its purpose is to examine the social construction of
memories of the war in the Mariana Islands, and the degree to which they are informed
by the politics of colonialism, indigenous cultural agency and, finally, commemoration.
Employing an interdisciplinary approach, this dissertation focuses on the indigenous
Chamorro people of the Mariana Islands and their experiences with and memories of
Japanese and American colonialism in the twentieth-century. This project thus
contributes to comparative and indigenous-centered studies of colonialism, conflict and

commemoration in the Pacific and elsewhere.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION:
WAR, MEMORY, HISTORY
The relationship between war, memory and history resonates deeply and
profoundly in what Naoto Sudo calls the first “bostcolonial” literary history of the
western Pacific region.! Referring to the 1986 publication of Chris Perez Howard’s
Mariquita: A Tragedy of Guam, Sudo observes that this novel highlights both Japanese
and American colonialisms in Guam.? Unlike most postcolonial writings which target
Euro-American colonialisms in the Pacific, Howard’s novel offers a radical postcolonial
intervention in its critique of what might be understood as “Asian” and “Western” forms
of colonialism.”> The book focuses on a family tragedy in Guam, the southernmost island
in the Marianas archipelago invaded and occupied by the Japanese military during World
War IL* In particular, the novel portrays an indigenous Chamorro woman, Mariquita
Perez, who rises in social status in prewar Guam, then ruled by the United States Navy,
only to perish for unknown reasons in the subsequent war between Japan and the United
States.’

Mariquita’s ascendancy to the upper social and political spheres of prewar Guam

stems from her fierce sense of independence—an independence fostered by her curiosity

' Naoto Sudo, “Colonial Mirror Images of Micronesia and Japan: Beyond the Tug of War between
‘Americanization’ and ‘Japanization,” Postcolonial Text [online] 1, no. 1 (30 July 2004): 2. Available
from http://www.pkp.ubc.ca/pocol/viewarticle.php?id=19. For more on Pacific literature and criticism, see
Nicholas J. Goetzfridt, Indigenous Literature of Oceania: A Survey of Criticism and Interpretation
(Westport and London: Greenwood Press, 1995).

* Ibid., 2.

> Ibid., 2.

4 Chris Perez Howard, Mariquita: A Tragedy of Guam (Institute of Pacific Studies of the University of the -
South Pacific, 1986).

3 Mariquita Perez Howard disappeared toward the end of the war, and no human remains have surfaced that
could be identified as hers. The late Joaquin V.E. Manibusan, a former Superior Court Judge of Guam and
survivor of World War II, claims that the Japanese killed Mariquita Perez Howard in Tai. See his
commentary, “In Tai, a Day of Terror and Tragedy,” in Liberation: Guam Remembers (Agaiia: 50®
Anniversary of Liberation Day Committee, 1994), 35-36.




about and passion for imitating the “modern” American woman of the early twentieth
century.6 In her attempt to stand apart from her more “traditional” peers, she maintains
close ties to the island’s indigenous and military elite, dresses in the latest American
fashions and eventuaily marries a United States Navy sailor by the name of Eddie
Howard. Shortly thereafter, the newlyweds bear two children, Chris and Helen. The
family forms a relationship that is tolerated and contemplated by their friends and
families, Americans and Chamorros alike, in local gossip and print media.

On December 8, 1941, the Japanese military bombs Pearl Harbor, Oahu, and
invades various countries in Southeast Asia and the Pacific. On this same day, the
Japanese military attacks Guam. The Japanese invasion of Guam abruptly intempts and
transforms the novel’s nostalgic portrait of an intercultural marriage émong the island’s
prewar cultures of the “colonizer” and the “colonized.” Mariquita’s modern world
suddenly faces, however reluctantly, another vision of modernity as inscribed in Japan’s
call for “Asia for Asians” and an Asia without Western colonial tyranny. The Japanese
militarization of the island and its indigenous people soon leads to a series of conflicts,
radically altering the setting from one of a peaceful prewar past to a violent wartime
present. In the novel, the conscription of indigenous interpreters and police assistants, the
physical and psychological abuse of civilians, and the institutionalized rape of Asian and
indigenous “comfort women” all surface as conflicts of varying degrees and with varying
consequences among the indigenous and colonial communities of Guam.

Furthermore, at the demand of the Japanese military, the couple is forced to
separate, signaling the gradual and, at times, rapid escalation of tragedies to come.- Like

some of his American and Allied counterparts in the European and Pacific theaters of the

¢ Ibid., 10.



war, Eddie becomes a prisoner-of-war of Japan. The dictates of Japanese colonial policy
and racial prejudice dehumanize Eddie, emasculating him given the loss of his honored

7 Mariquita, on the other hand,

position as a “fighting man in the service of his country.
lives with her extended family in preparation for what would be nearly three years of
Japanese wartime rule. Another separation occurs when the Japanese military enlists
Mariquita, now tweﬁty-three years old, as one of the female domestic “aides” to a
Japanese agricultural officer in the village of Tai. The final separation, indeed the
novel’s dramatic climax, transpires when she mysteriously disappears in the jungles of
Guam, under the muffling reverberation of American aerial bombardment and rapid
gunfire in the summer of 1944.

Mariquita unfortunately never lived to see what many Guam Chamorros recall as
the American “liberation” of Guam from Japanese colonial rule. Her memory and history
of the war, however, live on in the pages of the novel, in the hands of its author and in the
minds of its readers. In what way, then, is this novel compelling in terms of its
contribution to postcolonial literature and criticism in the Pacific and elsewhere?® What
does its approach to the study of the past suggest for creative and critical reflections on

war, memory and history? The novel’s significance rests, in part, in its contribution to

literary studies of the “typical trope” in colonial fiction, that is, what Sudo refers to as “a

7 Ibid., 52.

8 The region of the Pacific islands is divided into three areas: Melanesia, Polynesia and Micronesia. They
are problematic terms, as are the labels “Asia-Pacific,” “South Pacific, and “Oceania,” because they are
often used to describe and homogenize the diverse political, cultural, economic and historical makeup of
these island and atoll societies. This dissertation treats such terms as strictly geographical locales. On the
topic of naming, as it pertains to the region of Micronesia, see David Hanlon, “Micronesia: Writing and
Rewriting the Histories of a Nonentity,” Pacific Studies 12, no. 2 (March 1989): 1-21; on the issue of racial
determinism reflected in the usage of these labels, see Nicholas Thomas, In Oceania: Visions, Artifacts,
Histories (Durham and London: Duke University Press, 1997); and, finally, on the decolonizing usage of
these terms, see Epeli Hau’ofa, “Our Sea of Islands,” in A New Oceania: Rediscovering Our Sea of Islands,
ed. Eric Waddell, Vijay Naidu and Epeli Hau’ofa (Suva: School of Social and Economic Development, the
University of the South Pacific, 1993), 2-16.



happy marriage between a white man and an indigenous woman, their reluctant painful
separation, and her tragic death.”® However, this literary interpretation, although an
important one, essentializes the novel’s portrayal of culture and colonialism, memory and
history. The complex inter and intra-cultural relationships that take place in the novel
resist any simplified form of reading. What happens, for example, when an indigenous
culture adopts two conflicting notions of colonial loyalty? What structures of power
inform colonialism in times of war and peace? How do people, indeed social
collectivities, remember traumatic events and experiences? Mariquita offers much more
in terms of illustrating the contradictions and malleability of culture and colonialism,
memory and history, as categories of representation and analysis.

Howard’s novel also challenges the dominant paradigm in conventional and even
postcolonial studies of the “Pacific” in which most scholarship, historical or otherwise,
focuses on Euro-American colonialisms.'’ As the Tongan scholar Epeli Hau’ofa
observes, the main factors for the reconstruction of Pacific pasts are “events determined
by Euro-American imperialism.”11 The “West,” in short, often attracts the attention of
scholarly and creative authors in the Pacific. By looking to Asia and Asian forms of
colonialism, Mariquita contributes to a growing “postcolonial” literature that examines
issues of war, memory and history in comparative contexts in and outside the Pacific
1‘egi0n.12 Like the postcolonial writers of Africa and the Pacific, Howard similarly

enriches an understanding of colonial contact, movement and exchange among the

? Sudo, 5. :
' Exceptions include studies on migration and diaspora, with their focus on the movement and exchange of
peoples and ideas across lands and oceans. See, for example, Paul Spickard, Joanne L. Rondilla, Debbie
Hippolite Wright, eds., Pacific Diaspora: Island Peoples in the United States and Across the Pacific
(Honolulu: University of Hawai ‘i Press, 2002).
' Epeli Haw’ofa, “Epilogue: Pasts to Remember,” in Remembrance of Pacific Pasts: An Invitation to
ﬁemake History, ed. Robert Borofsky (Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press, 2000), 455.

Sudo, 14.



diverse peoples of the colonial periphery and metropole. This has been one of the roles
of the postcolonial writer—to bring a deeper sense of humanity and complexity to
understandings of the colonized and the colonizer. As Ibo novelist Chinua Achebe
eloquently puts it, writers can teach “where we went wrong, where the rain began to beat

B Mariquita likewise informs readers where the rain began to beat the Japanese,

us
Americans and Chamorros 1n the Pacific and elsewhere.

What also makes this novel particularly significant is its commemorative
dimension. That Chris Perez Howard wrote a novel about his mother’s life testifies
strongly to his interest in issues of memory and history. Given the unknown reasons
surrounding his mother’s disappearance in World War II, the war provided a highly-
charged emotional setting through which Howard could come to terms with his own
cultural identity, his mother’s life history and his island’s turbulent encounter with both
Japanese and American colonialism. Having movéd to the United States after the war
under the care of his father, Eddie, Howard returned to Guam in the late 1970s.

During many occasions, such as family parties, Howard reunited with his
mother’s extended family. His mother, naturally, became a subject of numerous
conversations. At first, recalls Howard, “I hadn’t wanted to know anything more [about
my mother] because I knew she had been killed by the Japanese during World War II and
I didn’t want to dwell on it. I am one of those who shy away from unpleasantries and

what could be more unpleasant than to think of the death of one’s own mother?”'*

However, Howard’s interest in his mother’s life increased as he encountered more stories

" Chinua Achebe, “The Novelist as Teacher,” in African Writers on African Writing, ed. G.D. Killam.
(Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1973), 3.

' Chris Perez Howard, “Thoughts and Confessions of a Chamorro Advocate,” in Hale 'ta: Hinasso’:
Tinige’ Put Chamorro, Insights: The Chamorro Identity (Agaia: Political Status Education Coordinating
Commission, 1993), 155. ‘



about her and his extended family.

Eventually, Howard decided to write a novel about his mother based on archival
sources and personal interyiews with relatives and friends who knew her before the war.
“In writing my book,” states Howard, “I grew to love my mother and toward the end of
this difficult undertaking, I discovered that I. did, in fact, have an emotional memory of
her.”'® In this sense, the novel commemorates Howard’s mother, Mariquita, not as a
static figure of the past. Rather, she comes across as a living and breathing person,
whose tragedy in war commemorates the suffering experienced by the various people
affected by it. Mariquita, the book and the person, thus commemorates the undue
tragedies of the war in general, and the tragedy of her death in particular. It is up to her
readers to remember the war and her memory of it in ways found appropriate, relevant
and meaningful.

A HISTORIOGRAPHY OF WAR

This dissertation examines the social construction of memories of World War 11 in
the Mariana Islands, and the degree to which they are informed by the politics of
colonialism, indigenous cultural agency and, finally, commemoration. Like the novel
Mariquita, this dissertation primarily focuses on the Chamorro people of the Mariana
Islands and their memories of and experiences with Japanese and American colonialisms
in the twentieth-century. The three interrelated goals of this dissertation are to
demonstrate: 1) that culture functions as a process of local and global identification and
differentiation; 2) that colonialism operates as an ambivalent and mutable process of
control; and 3) that people consciously engage in interpretations and representations of

the past. In doing so, this project advocates the need for more rigorous postcolonial,

5 Howard 1993, 157.
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interdisciplinary and comparative approaches concerning the historical study and
historiography of war.

This need becomes readily apparent when one considers the methodological and
theoretical limitations of the historiography of war in the American profession of history.
Far from positing interdisciplinary approaches, the study of the writing of war has been
largely the concern of military historians in the United States.'® Since the turn of the
twentieth-century, American military historians have gained prominence in the field of
military history, rivaling their peers iﬁ Britain, Germany and France. The voluminous
works produced by American military historians oﬁ the two world wars often focus on
“biography, fiction, battle narratives, memoirs, theoretical treaties, scientific discourses,
philosophy [and] economic studies.”!” The content and scope of such works fall into two
general overlapping categories, with soldiers seeking the utilitarian value of military
history on the one hand and with scholars observing its educational value on the other.

.Soldierly concerns with strategy, combat and morale do not differ much from scholarly
analyses of war. Both the soldier and the historical specialist read similar documents and
sources, engage common problems, and arrive at their own conclusions. Yet changing
social impressions of war, conflict and violence eventually threatened what was primarily
a conservative vision of military history.

In the early 1900s, professional historians in the United States “began to turn

16 Numerous subtopics of war exist and so do a wide array of interpretations on these subtopics. This
dissertation only focuses on a few studies of war, especially as they pertain to discussions of World War II
in the Pacific. For more on the philosophical, anthropological and scientific origins and repercussions of
war, see Doyne Dawson, “The Origins of War: Biological and Anthropological Theories,” History and
Theory 35, no. 1 (1996): 1-28; Keith L. Nelson and Spencer C. Olin, Jr., Why War?: Ideology, Theory, and
History (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980); and Dean G. Pruitt and Richard C. Snyder, eds.,
Theory and Research on the Causes of War (Englewood, Cliffs: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1969).

7 Lt. Col. John F. Votaw, “An Approach to the Study of Military History,” in A Guide to the Study and
Use of Military History, ed. John E. Jessup, Jr. and Robert W. Coakley (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1979), 41.



away from political and military history,” and instead devoted “more of their attention to
social, economic, and intellectual problems.”18 As militafy historians demonstrated less
interest in adapting to the historiographical trends of that period, a rift emerged between
military history and the larger discipline of history. This resulted in the writing of
military history before World War II done “largely by the military profession as a vehicle
for the instruction of officers and as propaganda for plreparedness.”19 Military historians
subsequently catered to military cadets, officers, enlisted personnel and the general public
rather than to graduate students and researchers interested in the overall study of war in
modern diplomacy and society. Many of these military historians soon found themselves
immersed more deeply in the making of military policy than in the scholarly
advancement of the profession. While such changes in the reception and instruction of
war and military affairs in the United States did not altogether diminish the profession of
military history, these shifts in attitudes on war, from embracing nationalist and romantic
histories of war to ignoring them, served as a precursor to even greater shifts in the
discipline of military history.*’

By the end of World War II, American military histories proliferated on a global
scale; this publication explosion disguised the profession’s decline.”’ Despite the general

public’s interest in stories of the “good war,” enrollment in military history courses at

18 Louis Morton, “The Historian and the Study of War,” The Mississippi Valley Historical Review 48, no. 4
(1962): 600. ' ;

" Ibid., 600.

>0 Ibid., 600.

2! Numerous American movies, documentaries, coffee table books and other popular media on World War
II flourished in production as well. This dissertation does not focus on these media as most cinematic or
visual descriptions of the Mariana Islands stress military strategy and battles, rarely centering on the lives
of the Chamorro people. For an analysis of film in Micronesia, see James Mellon, “Images of Micronesia
on Film and Video,” in Pacific History: Papers from the 8" h Pacific History Association Conference, ed.
Donald H. Rubinstein (Mangilao: University of Guam Press and Micronesia Area Research Center, 1992),
385-403.



colleges and universities dropped dramatically, a problem which the field has yet to
resolve. Military historians began to realize that their provincial concern for the technical
and utilitarian aspects of war worked against them. In an essay on military
historiography, Col. Thomas E. Griess writes that “following World War II and the
Korean War a note of despondency concerning the relevance of military history began to
be heard.”* Griess maintains that “this discouragement, largely voiced by civilian
critics, was rooted in the belief that military history ... was still too technical and
utilitarian in purpose and that if it was to be of more than antiquarian interest it had to
become a broad study of war itself.”* Others cognizant of the impact of the civil rights
and Vietnam anti-war movements in the United States, criticized the profession of
military history largely because they believed war “as a subject was unworthy of study, if
not downright dangerous.”** Feminist scholars and civil rights activists, in particular,
challenged the intentions of military historians, military policymakers and military
institutions in ways that focused needed attention on the understudied social and
gendered aspects of war.

Although military historians have long shown interest in the relationships between
war and society, feminist, activist and gender scholars argue that such studies generally
associate war with “activity, heroism and masculinity,” and view its anﬁthesis, peace, as

3525

“quiet, mundane, feminine. Feminist scholars reveal more clearly the “patriarchal”

22 Col. Thomas E. Griess, “A Perspective on Military History,” in A Guide to the Study and Use of Military
History, ed. John E. Jessup, Jr. and Robert W. Coakley (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1979), 29.

>3 Ibid., 29.

24 Morton, 612.

S Liz Kelly, “Wars Against Women: Sexual Violence, Sexual Politics and the Militarized State,” in States
of Conflict: Gender, Violence and Resistance, ed. Susie Jacobs, Ruth Jacobson and Jen Marchbank
(London and New York: Zed Books, 2000), 48.

10



and “feminine” dimensions of war, and especially, the languages and discourses of war.
As Karen J. Warren and Duane L. Cady note, “much of feminist critique regarding war
and violence focuses on language, particularly the symbolic connections between sexist-
naturist-warist language, that is, language which inferiorizes women and nonhuman
nature by naturalizing women and feminizing nature.”?® These feminist, semiotic
analyses urge others to understand war “as a gendering activity, one that ritually marks
the gender of all members of a society, whether or not they are combatants.”’

In times of war, for example, women who “consort with the enemy are
stigmatized, humiliated, even executed, while soldiers’ romantic interludes in enemy
territory are idealized.”v28 National war-time propaganda provides an abundant variety of
instances when the friendly and the hostile are gendered feminine or masculine. In
World War I, the governments, militaries and popular media of Japan and the United
States produced racist and gendered images of each opposing society (e.g., the Japanese
ape and the American barbarian). For both countries, the purpose of generating these
images was to justify the defeat of a feminine or masculine-worthy opponent, yet an
ultimately weak and non-human enemy.”” These gendered images serve a variety of
purposes during war, and often become employed to glorify violence or to dehumanize
people.

Cynthia Enloe and bell hooks separately argue that criticisms leveled against

26 Karen J. Warren and Duane L. Cady, “Feminism and Peace: Seeing Connections,” Hypatia 9, no. 2
(Spring 1994): 12.

Margaret Randoiph Higonnet, Jane Jenson, Sonya Michel and Margaret Collins Weitz, “Introduction,” in
Behind the Lines: Gender and the Two World Wars, ed. Margaret Randolph Higonnet, Jane Jenson, Sonya
Michel and Margaret Collins Weitz (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1987), 4.

28 Margaret Randolph Higonnet and Patrice L. R. Higgonet, “The Double Helix,” in Behind the Lines:
Gender and the Two World Wars, ed. Margaret Randolph Higonnet, Jane Jenson, Sonya Michel and
Margaret Collins Weitz (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1987), 37.

% John W. Dower, War without Mercy: Race and Power in the Pacific War (New York: Pantheon Books,
1986), 9-10.
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colonial militaries and industries, as well as wars and conflicts, can be framed within the
larger study of “militarism.” They believe that by focusing on militarism one can
examine better the intersecting relationships and procésses linking the military, society
and war. For example, Enloe lists some of the strengths of a feminist study of militarism.
She notes that the concept of militarism avoids being subjected “to patriarchal
historiography in the same way as the concept of war” and encourages cross-cultural
dialogue and the analysis of ideological change.3 % hooks, on the other hand, adds that
although feminists view militarism as a gendered process in certain ways, they have to
understand first that “imperialism and not patriarchy is the core foundation of
militarism.”!
Feminism, activist, and gendered studies of war thus engage in discourse analyses
of militarism, patriarchy and imperialism. These studies present new approaches for the
study of war. For one, more women pursue the study of war, a field once dominated by
men, in ways that draw from a variety of disciplinary and theoretical approaches on race,
class and gender.* As diverse approaches to the study of war increase in scope, it
becomes clear that the study of war in the American context no longer exists as the
exclusive preserve of soldiers and military historians. Yet despite recent innovative

efforts to reshape and rethink studies on wars few studies focus on the cultural

dimensions, political implications and theoretical concerns of wars as they specifically

30 Cynthia H. Enloe, “Feminist Thinking About War, Militarism, and Peace,” in Analyzing Gender: A
Handbook of Social Science Research, ed. Beth B. Hess and Myra Marx Ferree (Newbury Park: Sage
Publications, 1987), 540. For more on militarism, see John R. Gillis, ed., The Militarization of the Western -
World (New Brunswick and London: Rutgers University Press, 1989).

31 bell hooks, “Feminism and Militarism: A Comment,” Women’s Studies Quarterly 23, no. 3 and 4 (1995):
61.

32 John Shy, “The Cultural Approach to the History of War,” The Journal of Military History 57, no. 5
(October 1993): 23.
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pertain to indigenous people.

The impact and influence of World War II in the Pacific Islands region is a case in
point.>* For example, military historians commonly interpret World War II as
“essentially an American-Japanese war.”** Conventional military historiography reads
the war as “the result of a clash of political goals: the Japanese calling for ‘Asia for the
Asiatics’ ... and the Americans demanding an ‘open door’ policy in China.”® Even
studies by social and economic historians frame the war as grounds to discuss exclusively
the Japanese mandate of Micronesia, American international diplomacy and Japanese-
American social rélations in general.36 What results is a historiographical perception that
the war affected only Japan and the United States.

Military histories of World War II in the Pacific show that Pacific Islanders play
no central role in their narratives. This suggests that military historians privilege the
histories of national governments, combatants and imperial politics. Pacific Islanders
provide a silent, faceless backdrop on which to write these histories. Further, military
historians seldom refer to the work of Pacific historians, thereby creating a wide gulf
between the two fields of history in their understanding of the Pacific Islands and of the

war.37

% Understandably, the terms “World War II”” and the “Pacific War” oversimplify the plurality of
experiences and views about the war. For the purpose of this dissertation, these terms are used
interchangeably, as are any general reference to “war” to connote the war’s impact in the Pacific islands.
34 Stanley Sandler, “Introduction,” in World War II in the Pacific: An Encyclopedia, ed. Stanley Sandler
(New York and London: Garland Publishing, Inc., 2001), viii.

% Ibid., vii.

38 These studies discuss the contexts and consequences of World War II in the Pacific as perceived
especially by American and Japanese government officials and policy makers. For studies on Japanese
expansion into the Pacific, see George H. Blakeslee, “The Mandates of the Pacific,” Foreign Affairs: An
American Quarterly Review 1, no. 1 (1922): 98-115. On American interest in the Pacific, see Earl S.
Pomeroy, “American Policy Respecting the Marshalls, Carolines, and the Marianas, 1898-1941,” The
Pacific Historical Review 17, no. 1 (1948): 43-53.

37 On the origins and future directions of Pacific History, since its inception as a discipline in the 1950s,
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On the one hand, military historians usually envision the Pacific Islands as a
tabula rasa on which to inscribe their histories of heroism and victimization without due
consideration of Pacific Islander understandings of the war, let alone with any
recognition of the variety of indigenous knowledge systems of the region and its peoples.
The military historiography of the Pacific war can be read, indeed, as a body of discourse
in which only Japanese and Americans constitute the agents of change and continuity in
the region, erasing the agency and voice of indigenous peoples and replicating what
Edward W. Said calls “orientalism.”®

On the other hand, Pacific historians continue to grapple with indigenous and
non-indigenous histories of culture contact, colonization, missionization, exploration and
gender roles. They pay little attention to military historiography perhaps because of its
tendency to study the utilitarian nature of combat and to focus exclusivelby on imperial
agents. Additionally, Pacific historians often concentrate on the “effects” of the war on
indigenous societies, rather than assessing the impact of the war beyond indigenous
shores.

It comes as no surprise that military and diplomatic histories of World War II
rarely mention the roles of Pacific Islanders, presuming that they do not fit nicely into the
schemes of colonial history and historiography. As anthropologists Lamont Lindstrom

and Geoffrey M. White note, “military historians writing about the Pacific war, for their

part, have ignored wholesale the people living on the islands over which the armies were

see J.W. Davidson, “Problems of Pacific History,” Journal of Pacific History 1 (1966): 5-21; David
Routledge, “Pacific History as Seen From the Pacific Islands,” Pacific Studies 8, no. 2 (1985): 81-99; and
Greg Dening, “History ‘in’ the Pacific,” The Contemporary Pacific 1, no. 1 & 2 (1989): 134-139.

38 See Edward W. Said, Orientalism (New York: Vintage Books, 1978).
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‘hopping’.”39 They add that “we can augment and enrich reinterpretations of the war by
listening to the stories, songs, and personal recollections of some of the thousands éf
Pacific Islanders who took part in the evenfs of the 1940s. Their stories, too, compose a
valuable historical archive.”*® The recent publication of The Typhoon of War, for
instance, draws from Micronesian oral histories of the war, relying heavily on indigenous
experiences and memories as valuable sources of data.*' White’s edited collection of
essays in Remembering the Pacific War also illustrates the lasting significance of the war
as a period of great change in the memories of Micronesians and Melanesians alike.**
The archive Lindstrom and White speak of continues to grow, also producing
studies on race, nationalism and oral history.* These contributions to the study of World
War II underscore the significance of Pacific Islanders as laborers, community leaders,
couriers, soldiers, mediators, coast-watchers and translators. As David Welchman Gegeo
explains, “one thihg Pacific Islanders can teach historians, therefore, is about the roles

Islanders took in the war, the activities and events they witnessed and participated in, and

» Lamont Lindstrom and Geoffrey M. White, “War Stories,” in The Pacific Theater: Island
Representations of World War II, ed. Geoffrey M. White and Lamont Lindstrom (Honolulu: University of
Hawai‘i Press, 1989), 6.

0 Ibid., 6.

M in Poyer, Suzanne Falgout and Laurence Marshall Carucci, The Typhoon of War: Micronesian
Experiences of the Pacific War (Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press, 2001). On oral histories of World
War II in Melanesia, see the special issue of ‘O’0: A Journal of Solomon Islands Studies, no. 4 (1988), ed.
Geoffrey White and Hugh Laracy; and Geoffrey M. White and David W. Gegeo, eds., The Big Death:
Solomon Islanders Remember World War Il (Suva: Solomon Islands College of Higher Education and the
University of the South Pacific, 1988).

42 Geoffrey M. White, ed., Remembering the Pacific War (Honolulu: Center for Pacific Islands Studies at
the University of Hawai‘i at Manoa, 1991).

*3 For an introduction to the postwar Maasina Rule movement in the Solomons, see Hugh M. Laracy,
“Marching Rule and Missions,” The Journal of Pacific History 6 (1971):96-114; and Hugh Laracy, ed.,
Pacific Protest: The Maasina Rule Movement, Solomon Islands, 1944-1952 (Suva: Institute of Pacific
Studies, University of the South Pacific, 1983). On the issue of war and race, see K.S. Inglis, “War, Race
and Loyalty in New Guinea, 1939-1945,” in The History of Melanesia (Canberra and Port Moresby:
Research School of Pacific Studies, The Australian National University and The University of Papua and
New Guinea, 1969), 503-529.
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the changes the war brought about in their understandings about the world.”** An
awareness of and sensitivity to Pacific Islander involvement in and perceptions of World
War II, as well as those of the colonial nations, help historians to appreciate more fully
the complexity of the war in global and local terms. How, then, can scholars incorporate
indigenous perspectives into the study of war? What methodological and theoretical
concerns should be considered? What can Pacific Islander experiences of the war tell
about the power and persuasion of colonialism and indigenous cultural agency? How can
these studies of war rethink not only historiography, but also, more broadly, the nature of
humanistic inquiry in the Pacific and elsewhere around the world?

MEMORY AND HISTORY

This dissertation addresses these questions of Pacific Islander representation in
the historical record of World War I. To a certain degree, an ethnohistorical approach
informs the methodological scope of this dissertation, and not just because of this
project’s focus on the social construction of ethnic or cultural groups.45 Rather, as Greg
Dening notes, ethnohistory fosters conversations “we have about the ways in which
historical consciousness is culturally distinct and socially specific and how, in whatever
culture or social circumstance, the past constitutes the present in being known.”*® This
project likewise interprets the past as culturally distinct and socially specific, a past that
is shaped by both contemporary and historically contextualized demands and

circumstances. In the study of Pacific Islander involvement in World War II,

* David Welchman Gegeo, “The Big Death: What Pacific Islanders Can Teach Us About World War I1,”
‘O°0: A Journal of Solomon Islands Studies, no. 4 (1988): 7.

“ Ethnohistory focuses on the study of culture and change. For a brief survey of ethnohistory, see William
S. Simmons, “Culture Theory in Contemporary Ethnohistory,” Ethnohistory 35, no. 1 (Winter 1988): 1-14.
46 Greg Dening, “A Poetic for Histories: Transformations that Present the Past,” in Clio in Oceania:
Toward a Historical Anthropology, ed. Aletta Biersack (Washington and London: Smithsonian Institution
Press, 1991), 356.
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ethnohistory provides one interpretive lens to discuss the historical impact and
implications of this war upon indigenous and non-indigenous people alike, now and then.

More than an insulated field of study, ethnohistory’s anthropological and
historical theories have helped to give shape to a related field of study called “memory
studies.” Increasingly, sociologists, historians, literary critics and anthropologists are
turning to this field of inquiry in their study of traumatic events, such as conflicts, natural
disasters and genocide campaigns. But what makes memory studies different from the
conventional historiography of war is its concern with collective remembrances of the
past; to put it another way, the question of cultural, religious, and national remembrances
of traumatic pasts comprises the general focus of this field of study. As David Thelen
observes, “the historical study of memory opens exciting opportunities to ask fresh
questions of our conventional sources and topics and to create points for fresh synthesis
since the study of memory can link topics we have come to regard as specialized and
distinct.”*® Fundamental, then, to memory studies is the relationship between “memory”
and “history.”

However, it would be erroneous on this author’s part to suggest that rhemory and
history are two uncontested categories of analysis. Different traditions of history and
memory exist in the fields of psychology and history.49 In the field of history, for

example, the identification of truth requires documentable recollection. However, David

*7 For overviews on the theory and historiography of memory studies, see Jaclyn Jeffrey and Glenace
Edwall, eds., Memory and History: Essays on Recalling and Interpreting Experience (Lanham and London:
University Press of America, 1994), and Susannah Radstone, ed., Memory and Methodology (Oxford and
New York: Berg, 2000).

® David Thelen, “Memory and American History,” The Journal of American History 75, no. 4 (March
1989): 1117.

¥ For problems in the study of memory and history, see Alon Confino, “Collective Memory and Cultural
History: Problems of Method,” The American Historical Review 102, no. 5 (December 1997): 1386-1403;
and Noa Gedi and Yigal Elam, “Collective Memory--What is 1t?” History and Memory 8, no. 1
(Spring/Summer 1996): 30-50.
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Lowenthal explains that “psychologists generally confine themselves to aspects of
memory testable or replicable in the laboratory; historians study the past by scrutinizing
accounts of what has happened in the real world.”*® Some also caution that history and
memory should not be conflated as they sometimes signify different meanings altogether.
As Pierre Nora notes, “memory and history, far from being synonymous, appear now to

31 That opposition rests on the notion that “history,” by

be in fundamental opposition.
which Nora means the academically distanced study of the past, finds no sustainable
comparison to “memory,” an ephemeral and emotional remembrance of the past. Nora
suggests that history and memory are not only antithetical to each other, but that “history
is perpetually suspicious of memory, and its true mission is to suppress and destroy it.”>2
Nora’s stark observations rightly attest to conyentional historians’ views of memory. For
a traditionally trained historian, memory endangers the historian’s fact-finding mission to
interpret and to portray the past objectively. Emotional and personal feelings taint the
historian’s narrative, and distort the objective interpretation of the past.

Indeed, the gap between traditional historical and psychological methods seems
vast, without much close interaction and debate. Even the psychologist Sigmund Freud
said little about history, devoting most of his energy to studies of the remembering and
forgetting of personal experiences. Writing in the early 1900s, and despite his ongoing

analyses of childhood and adult memory, Freud remarked that “no psychologic theory

has yet been able to account for the connection between the fundamental phenomena of

30 David Lowenthal, The Past is a Foreign Country (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 212.

31 Pierre Nora, “Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire,” Representations no. 26 (Spring
1989): 8.
> Ibid., 9.
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remembering and forgetting.”53 The task of memory studies, however, does not involve
the search for a universal model of human memory, as has been the case for those like
Freud, but rather entails an understanding of the determinative role that social factors
play in the processes of rememben’ng and forgetting.

The early intellectual thrust in the advancement of memory studies comes not
from psychologists and historians, but from a sociologist by the name of Maurice
Halbwachs, the “starting point for every scholar of memory.”>* Unlike Freud’s goal to
create a model for understanding what he called conscious and unconscious memories,
Halbwachs believes that individual memories are shaped in social contexts, made even
more meaningful by the shared experiences of a group.55 In his words, memory should
be defined as “a collective function.”®

In the 1930s, Halbwachs studied fémily traditions, religious pilgrimages and
comrhunities to demonstrate that individual memories find meaning and significance only
in relation to a‘society’s concerns and views. He argued that individuals fashioned their

memories in the present, through the aid of group recollections, thereby giving shape to
‘what he termed “collective memory.” The analysis of collective and individual memory
now stands at the forefront of memory studies, tracing its origins to sociological,
psychological and historical understandings of memory and history. An interdisciplinary

approach to-the study of “memory” and “history” thus informs this dissertation.

This approach does not advocate a psychological model of human memory, or

53 Quoted in A.A. Brill, ed., The Basic Writings of Sigmund Freud (New York: The Modern Library,
1965), 95.
>4 Confino, 1392.
3 Patrick H. Hutton, “Collective Memory and Collective Mentalities: The Halbwachs-Ariés Connection,”
Historical Reflections/Reflexions Historiques 15, no. 2 (1988): 313-314.

6 Quoted in Lewis A. Coser, ed., Maurice Halbwachs on Collective Memory (Chicago and London: The
University of Chicago Press, 1992), 183.
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seek an objectified view of the past in trying to understand the impact of the war in the
Pacific. Nor does this approach belittle the features and differences that underscore
professional studies on memory and history; psychiatric and medical studies of the brain,
for example, are important and necessary in the study of pathology, neurology and other
clinical functions. As Marita Sturken observes, there is “so much traffic across the
borders of cultural memory and history that in many cases it may be futile to maintain a
distinction between them. Yet there are times when those distinctions are important in
understanding political intent, when memories are asserted specifically outside of or in
response to historical narratives.”>” In this respect, this dissertation posits “memory and
history as entangled rather than oppositional.”5 ® This project recognizes, moreover, that
the production of knowledge about the past “is always enmeshed in the exercise of power
and is always accompanied by elements of repression.”>

In the study of Pacific Islanders’ involvement in the war, as well as their
remembrances of it, one must consider that memory and history also function as
processes that exert power in shaping how the past is constructed, represented and
interpreted. Pacific Islander experiences and‘remembrances of the war present much in
terms of trying to understand the politics of historical remembrance and erasure,
especially since many of the societies draw from oral traditions rather than written ones.
As Jacque Le Goff notes, “it is societies whose social memory is primarily oral or which
are in the process of establishing a written collective memory that offer us the best

chance of understanding this struggle for domination over remembrance and tradition,

ST Marita Sturken, Tangled Memories: The Vietnam War, the AIDS Epidemic, and the Politics of
Remembering (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997), 5.
58 1.

Ibid., 5.
% Lisa Yoneyama, Hiroshima Traces: Time, Space, and the Dialectics of Memory (Berkeley, Los Angeles
and London: University of California Press, 1999), 27.
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this manipulation of memory.”60 The rise of World War Il commemorations in the
Mariana Islands, the general subject of this dissertation, provides an opportunity to
explore the politics of remembrance among one oral and two written societies: the
indigenous Chamorros on the one hand, and the Japanese and Americans on the other.

THE POLITICS OF COMMEMORATION

The power and reach of national and local identity, collective and individual
memory, and colonial‘and indigenous history can be revealed in the study of
commemorations. Commemorations, in this respect, can be read as “mnemonic
technique[s] for localizing collective memory” and can be studied as a means to revisit
and rethink current theoretical notions of war, memory and history.61 This dissertation
specifically employs John R. Gillis’ definition of commemorative activity as a social and
political process, entailing “the coordination of individual and group memories, whose
results may appear consensual when they are in fact the product of processes of intense
contest, struggle, and, in some instances, annihilation.”®? This concept of
commemorative activity, Gillis reminds scholars, derives from twentieth-century
understandings of commemorations. But commemorations are by no means unique to
one society, geographical locale, or time period.

Commemorations are as varied as the memories and histories they represent.

In nineteenth-century Europe, for example, commemorations served the interests of

“fallen kings and martyred revolutionary leaders” of monarchial societies, such as

% yacque Le Goff, History and Memory, trans. Steven Rendall and Elizabeth Claman (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1992), 98.

! Hutton, 315.
%2 yohn R. Gillis, “Memory and Identity: The History of a Relationship,” in Commemorations: The Politics
of National Identity, ed. John R. Gillis (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996), 5.

21



France.”® The commemorations focused on men of the clergy and aristocracy, tributes to
the elite members of a society. As Gillis states, “national commemorations were largely
the preserve of elite males, the designated carriers of progress.”64 Since that time period,
military cemeteries, pilgrimages, monuments and other kinds of commemorative
activities and structures have emerged throughout Europe and America. The gendered
and social dynamics of these commemorative activities emphasized the place of elite men
in the formation or disintegration of nations, as well as inscribed histories for the people
premised on lives of these various leaders. Women therefore occupied marginal spaces
in the commemoration of events and individuals. The role of women, writes Gillis, “was
largely allegorical....The figure of Liberty [for example] came to stand in both France
and the United States as a symbol of national identity, but the history of real women was

85 “It was not until after the Second World War,” continues

systematically forgotten.
Gillis, “that national commemoration began to alter.”®® The widespread destruction that
ensued and the tremendous political and economic changes that occurred throughout the
world greatly affected the content and style of commemorative activities.

In terms of style, parades rapidly replaced pilgrimages as the primary memorial
activity. Aspects of mourning that first transpired in World War I lingered into World
War 11, again suppressing the rank and class of the fallen in favor of acts of collective

67 . o
bereavement.” ' Veterans, the survivors of war, also became more glorified than common

soldiers of past wars. Further, as Gillis suggests, the construction of “living memorials,”

% Ibid., 9.

5 Ibid., 10.

% Ibid., 10.

5 Ibid., 12.

87 Jay Winter, Sites of Memory, Sites of Mourning: The Great War in European Cultural History
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 227.
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such as parks and sports stadiums, proliferated in honor of civilians lost in the war.%

These social forms of celebrating and mourning, as well as architectural innovations in
monument development, again transformed the meaning of commemorative activities.
Gradually, the commemorations shifted, though did not lose entirely, their focus from the
memories of “elite” individuals to the memories of cultural, national and religious
groups.

Some did not even commemorate World War II, or at least in ways comparable to
the commemoration of it in Europe. In Southeast Asia, for example, Wang Gungwu
asserts that people there did not “seem to be keen to remember the war. Compared with
the range of writings by the Europeans about the war in Europe, it is obvious that the
people in this region either do not wish to remember, or do not feel as intensely about

»6% Many indigenous peoples of this region did not possess any

their experiences.
dominant memory of their wartime occupiers, the Japanese, as antagonists of war.
Consequently, they did not collectively resent the Japanese. As Gungwu explains, this
“was partly because the Japanese had been skillful in the discriminatory policy they had
devised to support the claim that they had launched the war to rescue the local peoples
from Western colonialism.””°
The perceived sense of liberation from Western colonialism shared by some

people in Southeast Asia gave rise to “prospects of nationhood to which they could look

forward.””" Indonesian cooperation with the Japanese, for example, was “the highest

form of patriotism because it advanced Indonesian nationalism” and opposed further

% Gillis 1996, 13.

% Wang Gungwu, “Memories of War: World War II in Asia,” in War and Memory in Malaysia and
Singapore, ed. P. Lim Pui Huen and Diana Wong (Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 2000),
14.

7 Ibid., 19.

" Ibid., 20.
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Dutch colonization of Southeast Asia.”” The general lack of national commemorations of
World War I in Southeast Asia further demonstrates the degree to which memories of
the war are influenced by the politics of thé past and the present. Still, the proliferation
.of war commemorations is now a global phenomenon.

Four features best describe the recent internationalization of these
commemorations.” First, the debates encircling the commemoration of the Shoah,
othefwise known as the Holocaust, constitute the most apparent transnational
ﬁlanifestation of war remembrance and commemoration.”* As Dominick LaCapra notes,
the “recent past has been marked by the proliferation of museums, monuments, and
memorials dedicated to the HO]OC&US'[.”75 The three other indications for the increase in
global commemorative activities include the rise in anniversary commemorations of
various wars, legal demands for redressing wartime injustices and injuries, and civil strife
in former Soviet territories. With regard to the latter indicator on civil wars, the very
continuation of wars—ethnic, nationalist or religious—creates the conditions for future
forms of remembrance and erasure, legal debate and reparation.

At stake in the study of these commemorative activities of war are rituals of
national identification, collecﬁve and individual mourning, and familial life-stories of

war. These studies reveal that the nation-state, as much as the individual or group,

7 David Joel Steinberg, Philippine Collaboration in World War II (Ann Arbor: The University of
Michigan, 1967), 15.

BTG Ashplant, Graham Dawson and Michael Roper, “The Politics of War Memory and
Commemoration: Contexts, Structures and Dynamics,” in The Politics of War Memory and
Commemoration, ed. T.G. Ashplant, Graham Dawson and Michael Roper (London and New York:
Routledge, 2000), 1-5.

™ In the Hebrew language, shoah means “great disaster.” For a fuller treatment of the critical distinctions
in terms used to describe the German persecution of Jews in World War II, see Omer Bartov,
“Antisemitism, the Holocaust, and Reinterpretations of National Socialism,” in The Holocaust and History:
The Known, the Unknown, the Disputed, and the Reexamined, ed. Michael Berenbaum and Abraham J.
Peck (Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1998), 75-98.

5 Dominick LaCapra, History and Memory after Auschwitz (Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press,
1998), 10.
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controls and shapes the means by which peoples and institutions remember wars.
Through a close attention to the politics of institutional and personal remembrances of
war, one can grasp better not only the social construction of collective and individual
memories of war, but also understand the competing histories ﬁpon which such memories
are built. The increasing variety of political, national and personal expressions from
which to commemorate or contest war and the growing internationalization of these
activities certainly indicate the significance of the study of war memory and
commemoration. This case applies as well to the Pacific region where various war
commemorations have also emerged since the eﬁd of World War II.

In the Pacific, war commemorative activities have been influenced by narratives
of defeat and triumph, death and survival. Pilgrimages of mourning, the construction of
war and peace memorials, ceremonial speeches and a whole host of commemorative
activities have taken place in this region.”® The most internationally visible
commemorations of the war in the Pacific include the remembrance of its “beginning”
and its “end”: America’s Pearl Harbor of 1941 and Japan’s Hiroshima of 1945. These
studies criticize both the United States and Japan for cbmmemorating the war in terms of
victory and victimization, which often disregard competingvand lesser-known memories

of the war.”’ By calling into question the dominant narratives of Pearl Harbor and

76 James West Turner and Suzanne Falgout, “Time Traces: Cultural Memory and World War I in
Pohnpei,” The Contemporary Pacific 14, no. 1 (Spring 2002): 119.

77 John W. Dower, “Three Narratives of Our Humanity,” in History Wars: The Enola Gay and Other
Battles for the American Past, ed. Edward T. Linenthal and Tom Engelhardt (New York: Henry Holt and
Company, Inc., 1996), 66. Dower states that the United States has repeatedly constructed narratives of
heroism and value, giving shape to a discourse he calls “trinmphalism.” With regard to Japan, Dower
argues that higaisha ishiki, or “victim consciousness,” has developed among Japanese since the American
atomic bombing of Hiroshima on 6 August 1945. Yet he reminds readers that Japan was not solely
responsible for presenting itself as a nation of victims. As he indicates, the “soft-pedaling of Japan’s war
responsibility was an American policy, and not merely a peculiarly Japanese manifestation of nationalistic
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Hiroshima, respectively, these scholars hope to publicize marginalized remembrances of
the war.”® In doing so, as in the case of the Smithsonian Institution’s 1995 exhibition of
the Enola Gay, they find that challenging dominant views of the war often legds to
politically and morally charged discussions over interpreting the past.”” Although the
Smithsonian Institution eventually commemorated an Ameﬁcan celebratory view of the
airplane and the atom bomb, the debates surrounding the Enola Gay demonstrate that the
exhibit drew its meaning from cross-cultural notions of war, memory and history.

Elsewhere, in areas like Micronesia, “most islands quickly instituted
commemorative holidays marking the local end of the war.”® “Liberation Day”
celebrations emerged, for instance, in such areas as the Marshall Islands and Pohnpei to
commemorate thé arrival of American military forces and the surrender of the Japanese
military in 1944, Interestingly, neither island society used commemorations to encourage
active remembrances of the war. In the Marshall Islands, religious prayer, feasting and
field games characterized Liberation Day, but did not ‘recreate the war “as a part of

»81

national or local history.”" For those in Pohnpei, Liberation Day’s “primary focus was

forgetfulness. Downplaying prewar Japanese militarism, sanitizing Japanese atrocities, minimizing the
horror of war in general—including the horror of Hiroshima and Nagasaki—was a bilateral agenda” (68).
78 For more on the multiple interpretations, commemorative activities, and operations associated with Pearl
Harbor, see Geoffrey M. White, “Moving History: The Pearl Harbor Films,” in Perilous Memories: The
Asia-Pacific War(s), ed. T. Fujitani, Geoffrey M. White, and Lisa Yoneyama (Durham and London: Duke
University Press, 2001), 267-295.

7 The Smithsonian Institution exhibition of the Enola Gay, the B-29 Superfortress known for dropping an
atomic bomb on Hiroshima, culminated in intense debates between United States government officials,
museum curators, historians, war veterans and peace activists as to how to represent the role of the atom
bomb in ending World War II. For more on this exhibit, which eventually resulted in portraying a
celebratory and triumphal view of the Enola Gay, see Philip Nobile, ed., Judgment at the Smithsonian
(New York: Marlowe and Company, 1995), Michael J. Hogan, ed., Hiroshima in History and Memory
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), and Edward T. Linenthal and Tom Engelhardt, eds.,
History Wars: The “Enola Gay” and Other Battles for the American Past (New York: Henry Holt and
Company, 1996).

% poyer, Falgout and Carucci 2001, 338. |

® Lin Poyer, Ethnography and Ethnohistory of Taroa Island, Republic of the Marshall Islands (San
Francisco: Micronesian Endowment for Historic Preservation, Republic of the Marshall Islands and U.S.
National Park Service, 1997), 67.
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on shore and field athletic competitions,” and not on indigenous attempts to recall the
war.?* Although commemorative activities usually mediated notions of memory and
history, the commemoration of the war in the Marshall Islands and Pohnpei showed that
such mediations were not as significant for the people of these areas.

On Kosrae, commemorative activities were “deliberately scﬁpted so as to teach” a
war history of survival.*> World War II commemorations in the Solomon Islands have
increasingly become associated with narratives of American heroism and valor.** And in
the Mariana Islands, Chamorros “on Guam, and to a lesser extent on Saipan, have long
made something of a memory industry of the war.”® The mere presence of
commemorative activities, therefore, does not suggest that all island societies participated
in collective acts of war remembrance, nor do such commemorative activities imply that
island societies conformed to only one method of remembering the war.

In large part, indigenous memories of the war are not limited to national,
international or local commemorations of the war. In fact, the principle mediums of
conveying indigenous experiences and memories of the war include storytelling, legends,
songs, art and chants. For example, songs, like all of these mediums, are often
appreciated for their “historical weight” by Pacific Islanders and scholars alike.’® These
traditionally regarded modes of retaining indigenous memories of the war are also

supplemented by such “non-traditional” mediums as radio broadcasts, video and audio

%2 Turner and Falgout, 119.
8 Poyer, Falgout and Carucci 2001, 338.
8 Geoffrey M. White, “Remembering Guadalcanal: National Identity and Transnational Memory-Making,
Publlc Culture 7 (1995): 531.

% Poyer, Falgout and Carucci 2001, 337.
8 Lamont Lindstrom and Geoffrey M. White, “Smgmg History: Island Songs from the Pacific War,”
Artistic Heritage in a Changing Pacific, ed. Philip J.C. Dark and Roger G. Rose (Honolulu: Umversny of
Hawai‘i Press, 1993), 193.
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recordings, and government policies.®” Through such mediums, Pacific Islanders recall
their memories as survivors, couriers, soldiers, laborers and coast watchers. These
memories are then shared, across generations, with friends and family. However, not all
memories are conveyed to different generations, let alone in public spaces of
commemorative activities. Some memories are tightly hidden because of their violent,
disrespectful, or shameful content. For example, memories of indigenous women who
served as “comfort women” for the Japanese colonial and military administrations are not
easily disseminated across generations and among outsiders.®® Under certain
circumstances, though, memories of comfort women in the Philippines, Chuuk, and the
Mariana Islands may be shared and understood, but in ways respectful and sensitive to
the women and indigenous people themselves.*

Overall, many Pacific Islanders recall a period of conflict prompted by foreign

politics and agendas, as well as a time for reflecting upon the impact of colonial rule and

8 Turner and Falgout, 119.

8 Memories regarding “comfort women” in the Pacific are largely repressed for cultural reasons. For some
island societies, the general subject of sex is guarded from public exposure, scrutiny and ridicule. On the
other hand, sexuality can be openly discussed by Pacific Islanders as gossip, for example. Overall, though,
it is challenging to discuss such emotionally-charged or “shameful” topics as rape, abortion, and
prostitution. This problem in trying to understand wartime female agency is compounded by a
historiography of war that privileges the exploration of military policy and strategy rather than the
examination of the human and social dimensions of war. Furthermore, few Japanese military records, if
any, exist that document the conscription of comfort women in the Pacific. For assessments of women and
gender issues in the Pacific, see Caroline Ralston, “The Study of Women in the Pacific,” The
Contemporary Pacific 4, no. 1 (Spring 1992): 162-175; and Margaret Jolly and Martha Macintyre, eds.,
Family and Gender in the Pacific: Domestic Contradictions and the Colonial Impact (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1989).

% Revisions to Japanese textbooks on World War II, legal demands for formal apologies and war-time
reparations, American anti-nuclear protests, and organized peace meetings for war veterans all illustrate a
critical space through which scholars can begin to understand marginal memories of the war by the comfort
women of Asia and the Pacific. For more on these issues as they pertain to the Asian region, see Gerald
Figal, “Waging Peace on Okinawa,” Critical Asian Studies 33, no. 1 (2001): 37-69; and Ellen H.
Hammond, ‘“Politics of the War and Public History: Japan’s Own Museum Controversy,” Bulletin of
Concerned Asian Scholars 27, no. 2 (April - June 1995): 56-59.

28



race relations in the region.”® Japanese wartime militarism, for example, left a negative
imprint on some indigenous memories of the war, yet a nostalgia for prewar Japanese
rule still exists in many former Japanese-mandated islands in Micronesia. Americans
continue to be recalled as “generous” people because of their donations of food—a key
cultural item of exchange and reciprocation in the Pacific—during times of struggle and
famine. But no matter what generic representation might be used to characterize wartime
relations in the Pacific, it remains clear that indigenous memories of and social relations
with colonial authorities differed from one setting to another. With the rise in
commemorative activities in the Pacific Islands, these issues regarding cross-cultural
relations, varying indigenous and colonial memories of war, and conflicting
interpretations of the past come to the fore.

CULTURES OF COMMEMORATION

World War 11, and the subject of war itself, attracts the attention of scholars from
a wide variety of fields. Military historians, feminists, cultural historians,
anthropologists, sociologists, memory scholars and others all interpret differently the
subjects of war, memory and history. The utilitarian significance of combat strategies,
‘the sexism and patriarchal structures of militarism, the collective memories of war
survivors and their descendents, and the politics of war commemoration constitute a
thematic sampling of what these scholars critically assess. Of course, these scholars and
their schools of thought likewise become subject to different forms of critique and
assessment. They have limitations, as all fields do. This dissertation relies, in part, on

the pragmatic, intellectual and theoretical insights of these fields of study. Its purpose is

% Geoffrey M. White, “Preface,” in Remembering the Pacific War, ed. Geoffrey M. White‘(Honolulu:
Center for Pacific Islands Studies, University of Hawai‘i, 1991), vi.
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to produce a social history of World War II commemorations in the Mariana Islands,
- examining the pblitics of collective and individual memory, imperial and indigenous
identity, and colonial and indigenous history.

In doing so, this project aims to demonstrate three interrelated goals. The first
objective is to assert that “culture” functions as a process of local and global
identificétion and differentiation. This is an important consideration, given that group
cultural labels sometimes homogenize generational and intra-cultural variations and
divisipns. As Arif Dirlik explains, in the context of indigenous peoples, “the very notions
of Indian or Hawai’ian (sic) that are utilized to describe collective identities take for
granted categories invented by colonizers and imposed upon the colonized in remapping
and redefining diverse peoples.”® However, the reification of cultural categories does
not come as a result of colonization alone. Notions of cultural identity, solidarity and
difference are also shaped by anthropological concepts of race, tradition, and culture.”
With regard to the Pacific, Jocelyn Linnekin argues that conventional concepts of culture
“have in common an essentialist project: they ... rely on and advance the proposition that
a core or essence of customs and values is handed down from one generation to another,
and that this core defines a group’s distinctive cultural identity.””> What results is the
objectification of culture, whereby notions of Pacific Islander cultural identity remain

fixed and resistant to change and adaptation.94

! Arif Dirlik, “The Past as Legacy and Project: Postcolonial Criticism in the Perspective of Indigenous
Historicism,” in Contemporary Native American Political Issues, ed. Troy R. Johnson (Walnut Creek,
London and New Delhi: Altamira Press, 1999), 77.

%2 See, for example, Eric Hobsbawm, “Introduction: Inventing Traditions,” in The Invention of Tradition,
ed. Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 1-14.

9 Jocelyn Linnekin, “On the Theory and Politics of Cultural Construction in the Pacific,” Oceania 62, n. 4
(1992): 251.

% Jocelyn Linnekin, “The Politics of Culture in the Pacific,” in Cultural Identity and Ethnicity in the
Pacific, ed. Jocelyn Linnekin and Lin Poyer (Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press, 1990), 162-163.
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As an alternative to reductive notions of cultural change and continuity, this
dissertation posits a constructionist view of ‘culture. A constructionist view of culture,
writes Linnekin, implies that culture is a “selective representation of the past, fashioned
in the present, responsive to contemporary priorities and agendas, and politically
instrumental.”> The following chapters explore colonial and indigenous constructions of
culture in the twentieth-century, with a focus on the ways in which colonial loyalties
affect cultural relationships and memories of the war in the Mariana Isllands. Geoffrey
M. White’s thesis that competing memories of World War II in the Solomon Islands give
shape to historical narratives of “loyalty” and “liberation” especially applies to this
dissertation’s study of war, memory and history.96 Exploring the fiftieth anniversary of
the war, White argues that concepts of loyalty and liberation have produced idealized
images of the “national subject” in memories and histories of the war.”” Moreover, these
concepts have helped to develop dominant paradigms in the remembrance of the war in
places like the Solomon Islands, where triumphal narratives of American and Allied
victory sometimes subsume dissonant indigenous memories of the war.”® This
dissertation invokes White’s thesis, examining the “internal tensions among contending
memories or the flow of images and image-making practices across national
boundaries.””

Chapter 2 draws from White’s argument in its discussion of the politics of

Japanese and American colonialism and indigenous cultural agency in the Mariana

Islands. This chaptér specifically explores colonial and indigenous efforts to produce the

% Linnekin 1992, 251.
% White 1995, 531.

" Ibid., 552.

% Ibid., 552.

* Ibid., 531.
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“loyal Chamorro subject”—that is, one who is simultaneously embraced and renounced
as a member of the American and Japanese nation-states. The setting takes place during
what Chamorros call antes gi tiempon guerra, or “the time before the war.” Many
Chamorros, especially the older wartime generations, remember this era in terms of peace
and peaceful social relations. “Life was pleasantly simple,” recalled the late Chamorro
educator Pedro C. Sanchez.!® Indeed, Chamorros often romanticize rural life and
idealize the American, German and Japanese colonial administrations of the early
twentieth-century. Some island societies affected by the war share this perceptioﬁ, many
of whom divide time into two categories: before the war or after the war.'”" Chapter 2
shows that prewar memories of peace actually work to conceal what was, in fact, a
violent era of American and Japanese colonialism in the Mariana Islands. This prewar
nostalgia actually suppresses histories of “Asian” and “Western” wartime expansion and
colonial rule in the Mariana Islands, most notably histories of the Spanish-American War
in 1898 and World War Iin 1914.

Chapter 2 partly fulfills the second goal of this dissertation, which is to show that
“colonialism” operates in ways attentive to the needs of the colonizer and the colonized.
This position on colonialism recognizes the violent and forceful histories of political
conquest, religious conversion and economic subjugation that have come to define, in
part, the historiography of colonialism‘and resistance. Chapter 2, and the chapters that

follow it, also understand colonialism as an ambivalent process of control and resistance,

1% pedro C. Sanchez, Uncle Sam, Please Come Back to Guam (Tamuning and Agaiia: Pacific Island
Publishing Company and Star Press, 1979), 4.
1! Lindstrom and White 1989, 22.
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adaptation and mutation on the part of the colonized and the colonizer.'” As Vicente M.
Diaz argues, the sometimes ambivalent character of colonialism in the Mariana Islands
can be described as a “two-way flow of power that constrains but also furnishes possible
modes (and often competing levels) of indigenous expression and survival only insofar as
the layered expressions are themselves constit,uted in a two-way process of historical and
political action and reaction between the colonizer and the colonized.”'® This
dissertation adopts Diaz’s theoretical premise on the various “flows” of power in the
relationships among the colonized and the colonizer. The goal is to examine some of the
parallels and differences among American and Japanese forms of colonialism, as well as
the various adaptations to and resistance of these colonialisms on the part of different and
divergent Chamorro political identities.

Chapter 3 thus broadens this discussion on the politics of colonialism and
indigenous cultural agency with its examination of World War II in the Mariana Islands.
It surveys the history of this war in the archipelago, paying attention to the motives and
consequences of wartime colonial policies and indigenous cultural politics. In its
exploration of Japanese and American wartime invasion and occupational policies,
chapter 3 considers the agent/victim dichotomy as “not mutually exclusive categories but
contextually signified roles.”'® As David Chappell elaborates, “everyone is acted upon

every day, no matter how independent they may pretend to be. Victims need not be

12 Homi K. Bhaba describes the ambivalence associated with colonialism in terms of “mimicry” and
“mockery,” whereby the power of colonialism is both reinforced and disavowed by the colonial subjects’
efforts to imitate and mock colonial authority. See his book, The Location of Culture (London and New
York: Routledge, 1994).

19 Vicente M. Diaz, “Repositioning the Missionary: The Beatification of Blessed Diego De Luis
SanVitores and Chamorro Cultural and Political History in Guam,” (PhD dissertation, University of
California at Santa Cruz, 1992), 35.

1% David A. Chappell, “Active Agents versus Passive Victims: Decolonized Historiography or Problematic
Paradigm?” The Contemporary Pacific: A Journal of Island Affairs 7, no. 2 (Fall 1995): 316.
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paséive, nor the passive weak, nor actors free agents, for history to happen.”m5 This
chapter treats indigenous agency in terms of everyday survival in the Mariana Islands, set
against the grain of Japanese and American wartimé colonialism. Further, as a matter of
clarification, the term “imperialism” will be used interchangeably with “colonialism.”
This is not to conflate the etymological roots and distinct historical developments of each
term, but to emphasize their contested processes of colonial expansion and ideology on
the one hand, and indigenous resistance and agency on the other. 106

Chapter 4 then examines the aftermath of the war in the Mariana Islands. It asks:
if loyalty and liberation functioned as key concepts in the narrating of colonial histories
in the time before the war, how would these concepts function in its aftermath? This
chapter addresses this question alongside the issue of the American “rehabilitation”
project in the Mariana Islands. Placed within the emerging era of the cold war, it
examines American post-war expansionist policies in the Pacific, the displacement of
village populations in Guam, and the establishment of an American internment
compound for civilians in Camp Susupe, Saipan, among other examples of American
rehabilitation efforts.

Chapter 4 intends to show that the American rehabilitation project, like the war
itself, profoundly affected Chamorro perceptions of themselves and of their colonial
“Others.” This chapter asserts that both the war and postwar eras created the conceptual
foundation, indeed a contested collective memory of the past, through which future
remembrances of the war would draw direction, value and purpose.

In this respect, the third goal of this dissertation is to argue that people actively

105 1¢.:
Ibid., 315.
1% For a brief overview of imperialism, see Wolfgang J. Mommsen, Theories of Imperialism, trans. P.S.

Falla (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982).
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engage in the remembrance and commemoration of the past; that is to say, that everyday
people “make history,” as much as they are made by it. Chapters 5 and 6 intend to show
that Chamorros, Japanese and Americans, of varying generations, continue to remember
the war and to interpret it in ways they find appropriate and meaningful. These chapters
examine the development of World War Il commemorations in Guam and the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI), respectively. Particular
empbhasis is placed on the emergence of the commemoration called “Libération Day.”
Both the CNMI and Guam celebrate Liberation Day, though on different days and for
different reasons.

In the CNMI, as formerly mandated islands of Japan, Liberation Day
commemorates July 4, 1946 to mark the time when American military forces released
Chamorros and Refaluwasch from Camp Susupe, a temporary holding compound not
only for the indiigenous population, but also for Japanese, Okinawan and Korean civilian

107

and military populations.”” Guam, a former American possession prior to the war,

witnessed no large-scale systematic internment of the indigenous population. Instead, the

17 The Refaluwasch, also known as “Carolinians,” are descendents of the indigenous peoples of Woleai,
Lamotrek, Elato and Satawal atolls in the Carolines, which are located south of the Mariana Islandss For
centuries, the peoples of this region navigated to the Mariana Islands, as did others, interacting and trading
with the Chamorros. The onset of Spanish colonialism in the 1600s severed most of these relations. From
1815 to the mid 1800s, the Refaluwasch migrated, once again, to the Mariana Islands. The purpose was to
seek shelter from typhoons and earthquakes that had devastated their atolls, and to acquire new resources
and partnerships with the Spanish colonial government. Seeing interest in using Refaluwasch methods of
navigation to travel throughout the Marianas archipelago, the Spanish government granted permission to
the Refaluwasch to settle in Saipan, Tinian and Guam. Today, the CNMI legally recognizes both the
Refaluwasch and Chamorros as “indigenous people.” In the American territory of Guam,.the Refaluwasch
receive no comparable form of political identity and sovereignty; instead, their rights are premised more
closely to U.S. federal, constitutional and local governmental laws than to indigenous notions of political
representation and authority. Indeed, the various issues and implications of Refaluwasch migration and -
settlement in the Mariana Islands beg closer study. However, a cross-cultural analysis of Chamorro and
Refaluwasch relations is beyond the scope of this project. For a cinematic overview of Refaluwasch
history in the Mariana Islands, see Lieweila: A Micronesian Story. 1998. 57 min. New York: First Run
Icarus Films, a film produced by Cinta Matagolai Kaipat and Beret E. Strong. Also, see William H. Alkire,
“The Carolinians of Saipan and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,” Pacific Affairs 57,
no. 2 (Summer 1984): 270-283.
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Chamorros of Guam commemorate Liberation Day to recall the landing of American
forces in Guam on July 21, 1944, “liberating” the indigenous population from Japanese
war-time rule and indicating the return of American colonialism. Chapters 5 and 6 intend
to demonstrate that the colonial and indigenous memories that inform these
commemorations of the war are premised, in fact, on the politics of the past, as much as
the politics of the present.'®

Yet commemorations of the war also remember to forget certain events, issues,
and experiences, as they, too, are fraught with the politics of exclusion and erasure.
Chapter 7 pursues the issue of collective amnesia in the Mariana Islands, by examining
the “forgotten” history of Japan’s conscription of indigenous labor in wartime Guam,
from 1941 to 1944. This chapter discusses the roles of those who could be understood as
indigenous “collaborators” with Japan’s wartime empire, namely Chamorro interpreters,
“comfort women,” and police assistants. Guam is chosen as the site of study because this
is where the greatest contact among “Japanized” and “Americanized” Chamorros
occurred. This chapter aims to demonstrate that the recruitment of Chamorro
collaborators in Japanese-occupied Guam created the conditions to fragment further the
intra-cultural relations among Chamorros, illustrating the Violénce associated with
colonial loyalties and disloyalties in the time of war.

As a conclusion, chapter 8 revisits the key themes explored in this social history
of the construction of memories of World War II. It raises questions about the future of
commemorative activities in the Mariana Islands, given the changing politics of

colonialism and indigenous cultural agency. As a means to address these issues, this

108 Michel-Rolph Trouillot, Silencing the Past: Power and the Production of History (Boston: Beacon
Press, 1995), 23.
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chapter explores the life and death of Father Jesus Baza Duefias, a Chamorro priest who
worked in J apanese—occupied Guam. Taken as an ethnographic and mnemonic figure,
this chapter examines Father Duefias in light of the emergence of war commemorations
since 1945 throughout the Mariana Islands. Chapter 8§ intends to demonstrate that the
past is never past, that people consciously engage in the making of history. The story of
Father Duefias provides a poetic rumination on the study of war histories and histories of
war in the Mariana Islands and elsewhere.

It is through this kind of social history of war that this dissertation hopes to
encourage more studies on the politics of colonialism, indigenous cultural agency and
commemoration. Given the already understudied histories of American and Japanese
colonialisms in postcolonial studies of empire, the urgency to study these issues in
comparative and indigenous frameworks becomes readily apparent.'” As Amy Kaplan
observes, the “absence of the United States in the postcolonial study of culture and
imperialism curiously reproduces American exceptionalism from without.”"'® The
United States, Kaplan asserts, is either “absorbed into a general notion of ‘the West,’
represented by Europe, or it stands for a monolithic West.”'!! Similarly, a
“conspicuously missing element in the burgeoning critique of colonialism is the lack of
any concerted reference to Japan, the only non-Western colonial power that, even in the

postcolonial era, still situates itself ambivalently in the West/non-West divide.”'*

19 For more on this subject, see the special issue of The Contemporary Pacific: A Journal of Island Affairs
13, no. 2 (Fall 2001), titled “Native Pacific Cultural Studies on the Edge” and edited by Vicente M. Diaz
and Kéhaulani Kauanui.

"% Amy Kaplan, “‘Left Alone with America’: The Absence of Empire in the Study of American Culture,”
in Cultures of United States Imperialism, ed. Amy Kaplan and Donald E. Pease (Durham and London:
Duke University Press, 1993), 17.

"bid., 17.

2 1e0T.S. Ching, Becoming ‘Japanese’: Colonial Taiwan and the Politics of Identity Formation
(Berkeley, Los Angeles and London: University of California Press, 2001), 29-30.
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This dissertation calls for frameworks which can incorporate, like the novel
Mariquita, broad areas of study and, at the same time, consider the role of indigenous
actors and agents in the narration of war, memory and history."”® It is important that such
frameworks further interrogate and, ultimately, give a greater sense of depth and
humanity to stories of the colonized and the colonizer. This form of dialogue raises its
own set of theoretical and methodological problems that scholars are still attempting to
understand. But it is an ongoing dialogue premised on the potential to think beyond
conventionally perceived disciplinary boundaries, geographical areas, cultural systems,
and political paradigms.114 This project intends to foster debate about these issues and,

above all, about colonial and indigenous engagements with war, memory and history.

113 Vicente M. Diaz, ““To ‘P’ or Not to ‘P?’: Marking the Territory Between Pacific Islander and Asian
American Studies,” Forthcoming in the Journal of American Asian Studies, 5.
114 7.

Ibid., 7.
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v CHAPTER 2
NARRATING LOYALTY AND LIBERATION:
THE POLITICS OF COLONIALISM AND INDIGENOUS AGENCY IN THE
MARIANA ISLANDS

One cannot appreciate the memories and histories of World War II in the Mariana
Islands without understanding the narrative devices, or concepts, which shape their
meaning and purpose. In the time before the war, what Chamorros identify as “antes gi
tiempon guerra,” a variety of concepts informed the nature of social, economic and
political relations among Chamorros and their respective colonizers. Most notably, these
concepts included, but were not limited to, notions of “loyalty” and “liberation.” As a
working definition, loyalty signifies “an abiding disposition to act with others in support

”1

of a shared commitment.”” The etymological roots of loyalty stem from “law,” or the

Latin lex, which has “also generated the French terms loi (law) and loyauté (loyalty).”*
The idea of “liberation,” on the other hand, can be described as “the action of liberating
or condition of being liberated.”® The significance of these terms for this discussion
primarily rests on the broad range through which they could have been implemented and
interpreted by both the colonizer and the colonized not only in the Marianas, but in the
colonized world of the early twentieth-century.

In attempting to establish colonial rule in Africa, Southeast Asia orvthe Pacific,
colonial powers often resorted to acquiring the loyalty of its subjects, if not achieving

outright political conquest through violence and conflict. A loyal, colonized society

implied, superficially, an obedient and pacified population. As John Bodnar notes with

! Michael Waller and Andrew Linklater, “Introduction: Loyalty and the Post-national State,” in Political
Loyalty and the Nation-State, ed. Michael Walker and Andrew Linklater (London and New York:
Routledge, 2003), 224. ‘ ‘

? George P. Fletcher, Loyalty: An Essay on the Morality of Relationships (New York and Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1993), 62.

? The Oxford English Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), 884.
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regard to the American context, the rhetoric of loyalty has been “invented as a form of
social control.”® Similarly, European missionaries promulgated the idea of “spiritual
liberation” in an attempt to convert colonized peoples to Christianity, contributing, in
turn, to the rise or demise of colonial rule.” Historical developments of loyalty and
liberation, as concepts of control and conversion, have thus varied in meaning and
purpose over time. Yet these concepts find common ground in what Nicholas P. Dirks
calls the process of “securing the nation-state,” that is, developing and maintaining state
rule, class ruptures, world capitalism and even international poiitical, cultural and
€conomic hegemony.6

By no means, however, did the modern expansion of European rule and
settlement in the colonial periphery signal a homogenous or uniquely Western colonial
enterprise.” As Nicholas Thomas asserts, “colonialism is not a unitary project but a
fractured one, riddled with contradictions and exhausted as much by its own internal
debates as by the resistance of the colonized.”® As opposed to the citizenry, the

colonized often resided, and still do, in states of political ambivalence and uncertainty,

4 John Bodnar, Remaking America: Public Memory, Commemoration, and Patriotism in the Twentieth
Century (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992), 17.

5 The politics of conversion—Christian, Islamic or otherwise—are particularly fraught with varying
degrees of local and global appropriation, resistance and acculturation. For a compelling ethnography on
the subject of conversion, see Jean and John Comaroff, Of Revelation and Revolution: Christianity,
Colonialism and Consciousness in South Africa, vol. 1 (Chicago and London: The University of Chicago
Press, 1991).

® Nicholas B. Dirks, “Introduction: Colonialism and Culture,” in Colonialism and Culture, ed. Nicholas B.
Dirks (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1992), 4.

" David Hanlon, “Patterns of Colonial Rule in Micronesia,” in Tides of History: The Pacific Islands in the
Twentieth Century, ed. KR. Howe, Robert C. Kiste and Brij V. Lal (Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i
Press, 1994), 93.

8 Nicholas Thomas, Colonialism’s Culture: Anthropology, Travel and Government (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1994), 51.

40



simultaneously recognized and renounced as members of colonial polities.’

Yet the questions remain: How did the colonial governments of Japan and the
United States foster notions of loyalty among the Chamorros of the Mariana Islands and
amonyg its colonized subjects more generally? How did the historical development of the
concepts of loyalty and liberation affect the social, political and economic fabric of
indigenous and settler societies in the Mariana Islands? And how did the establishment
of two competing notions of colonial loyalty affect the intra-cultural relations among
Chamorros and, moreover, their sense of cultural agency and collectivity? This chapter
explores these questions in an effort to bring greater context and meaning to the politics
of J apane‘se and American colonialism in the Mariana Islands. The purpose is to examine
the origins and impact of the concepts of loyalty and liberation among the Chamorro
people in the time before the war.

THE POLITICS OF AMERICAN COLONIALISM IN GUAM

Irony resonates in Chamorro recollections of the time before the war. As noted
previously in the introduction, Chamorros, especially those of the elder generation,
romanticize the prewar past of the Mariana Islands, equating the time before thé war with
peace. Violencé and conflict do not appear as dominant themes in these memories. But
many Chamorros forget, or remember to forget, that this prewar past speaks to two
equally significant wars: the Spanish-American War in 1898 and World War I'in 1914.
More importantly, these wars greatly contributed to the rise in American and Japanese

colonial expansion and settlement in regions that extended beyond their national borders,

? Edward LiPuma, “The Formation of Nation-States and National Cultures in Oceania,” in Nation Making:
Emergent Identities in Postcolonial Melanesia, ed. Robert J. Foster (Ann Arbor: The University of
Michigan Press, 1998), 43.
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geographically bridging Asia and the Pacific with the Americas and the Caribbean.'’ In
other words, these two wars helped to prdmote, at that time, debates about the economic,
political and military value of colonial rule outside the demarcated territories of
nineteenth—céntury Japan and the United States.'!

These wars, in short, introduced the Chamorros of the Mariana Islands to their

712 Ag Penelope Bordallo Hofschneider observes, Chamorros

new “Mother Countries.
saw the Americans, and by extension, the Japanese, as filling “in a position established
and held by the Spanish for two hundred and fifty years.”"? At the turn of the twentieth-
century, Chamorros expressed no collective, inter-island affinity for “national” belonging
to either Japan or the United States. As Michael Waller and Andrew Linklater state, new
loyalties “lack strong emotional attachment until they have survived real tests and been

1" Loyalty to

hallowed by time—or have been sealed by a compact, formal or informa
a nation, religion or ethnic group, moreover, “does not naturally find resonance within the
hearts and_ minds of ordinary people.”" The Spanish-American War and World War I
generated the conditions for the United States and Japan, respectively, to introduce and

attempt to make “natural” colonial loyalties among their colonized populations. Through

their varied forms of governance, the United States and Japan strove to foster, in theory

1 Mark R. Peattie, “Introduction,” in The Japanese Colonial Empire, 1895-1945, ed. Ramon H. Myers and
Mark R. Peatie (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), 18; Thomas Schoonover, Uncle Sam’s War
of 1898 and the Origins of Globalization (Lexington: The University Press of Kentucky, 2003), 34.

' As early as the late 1800s, debates emerged in Japan about the significance of hokushin (northern
expansion) into Asia and nanshin (southern expansion) into the Pacific. Similarly, politicians and legal
analysts debated the issue of American expansionism beyond California at the turn of the twentieth-
century. For more on these debates, see Mark R. Peattie, Nan’y6: The Rise and Fall of the Japanese in
Micronesia, 1885-1945 (Honolulu: University of Hawai ‘i Press, 1988), 34-40; and Gary Lawson and Guy
Seidman, The Constitution of Empire: Territorial Expansion and American Legal History (New Haven and
London: Yale University Press, 2004).

12 Penelope Bordallo Hofschneider, A Campaign for Political Rights on the Island of Guam, 1899 to 1950
(Saipan: Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas Division of Historic Preservation, 2001), 51.

B Ibid., 51. ‘

“Waller and Linklater, 13.

" Bodnar, 17.
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and praxis, loyalty and liberation as concepts of social control.

The Spanish-American War of 1898 signaled both the end and beginning of -
colonial rule in Guam, with Spain exiting the island and the United States entering it.
Spain’s loss in the war also led to the political separation of Guam from the northern
Mariana Islands. With Guam in the hands of the United States Naval government,
Germany acquired the Mariana 1slands north of Guam, which included Rota, Tinian and
Saipan.'® Germany purchased the northern Mariana Islands from Spain, along with Palau
and the Caroline Islands, for five million dollars. Germany’s interest in the economic
potential of these islands as sites for the production of copra or the mining of phosphate
rose as quickly as it fell. The onset of World War I in 1914 led to the dismantling of
German rule in the Pacific region and to the introduction of Japanese overseas
governance. The United States, though, obtained more than Guam.

in 1898, the United States also expanded its rule to the Philippines, eastern
Samoa, and Hawai ‘1 in the Pacific, as well as to Cuba and Puerto Rico in the Caribbean.!”
The American government especially valued the Pacific Islands and atolls for their ability
to support and sustain American naval and maritime activities in the region. The Navy
erected a coaling station in Guam which served the refueling needs of visiting vessels on
voyages of economic and military exploration and exchange. Elsewhere in the Pacific

naval vessels made similar stops for provisions at naval stations located in eastern Samoa,

16 The United States Navy assumed contro! of Guam, the southernmost island, while Germany ruled the
northern islands, from Rota to Farallon de Pajaros. This chapter focuses solely on American and Japanese
colonial rule in the Marianas, as extensive comments on the German colonial period are beyond the scope
of this project. On the political separation of the Mariana Islands in the early twentieth century, see Don A.
Farrell, “The Partition of the Marianas: A Diplomatic History, 1898-1919,” ISLA: A Journal of
Micronesian Studies 2, no. 2 (Dry Season, 1994): 273-301. Here, Farrell argues that the United States did
not acquire the entire Mariana Islands partly because it did not see any immediate economic or military
benefit in pursuing such an endeavor. '

7 Warner Levi, “American Attitudes toward Pacific Islands, 1914-1919,” The Pacific Historical Review
17, no. 1 (1948): 55.
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the Philippines, and Hawai‘i.

While American policy in the Pacific showed a decidedly militarist character,
neither the United States government nor its military services fortified or militarized the
islands beyond Hawai ‘1’s shores. The United States saw no immediate and pressing need
to do so. Numerous military strategists and diplomats reassured themselves that the
Hawaiian archipelago provided the sufficient land mass and distance needed to shield the
American mainland from potential Asian enemies, more particularly, Japan. Although
many worried about the military capabilities of the Japanese, American officials quelled
such fears by arguing that Japan posed no substantial mulitary threat. In the time before
the war, the United States Navy saw the western Pacific region as an area for military
maneuvering, economic exploration and political posturing.

On Guam, the American Naval government attempted to impart to Chamorros an
awareness of American civic notions of economic and political development, while
nonetheless ensuring that Ch‘amorros attain only token and trivial positions of political
representation and authority.'® In replacing the previous Spanish colonial government,
American naval authorities made no official proclamations about “liberating” Chamorros.
Yet advocates for American expansion in the media, military and government often
spoke in euphemisms to the contrary, supporting the immediate “liberation” of
indigenous peoples in Cuba, the Philippines and Guam from Spanish “tyranny.” The
American media promoted, for example, the “conviction that only a war with Spain could

free Cuba and thus fulfill the American obligation to spread freedom and end Old World

'8 The Guam Congress, for example, was established in 1917, but the members therein only held advisory
power to the Naval governor.

44



tyranny.”"® Other American military and government officials used the terms “‘liberate’
as a code for ‘occupy,’ and ‘pacify’ for ‘conquer’” in their descriptions of American
colonial activities in the Pacific and the Caribbean.”® In matters regarding relations with
the Chamorros, however, the issue of loyalty “was consistently voiced during navy
discussions over” the island.”!

American loyalty in Guam, as Underwood argues, “didn’t spring up overnight. It
was planted and cultivated by many individuals with many motives.”** American
éolonial education, health policies, and economic projects attempted to garner the
loyalties of Chamorros.”> The American Naval government specifically sponsored
various activities, such as speech contests and village parades, to acculturate Chamorros
to American overseas rule. By the early 1900s, some Chamorros, in turn, appropriated
the concept of American loyalty to attain citizenship, which was then perceived as
offering greater individual and collective autonomy to Chamorros under naval rule.

On 1 July 1925, for example, three Guam Chamorro leaders presented their views
of the United States to several visiting congressmen in Hagatfia, Guam’s largest village
and the island’s capital. They aimed to convince these congressmen that their loyalty to
America warranted inclusion into America’s political sphere. Don Atanasio T. Perez, a
Chief Clerk to the naval Governor of Guam, noted that “the Chamorros are neither

citizens nor aliens--they are truly without country...I hope that Congress will see fit to

! Merle Curti, The Roots of American Loyalty (New York: Columbia University Press, 1946), 195.

# Schoonover, 99.

A Timothy P. Maga, “Democracy and Defense: The Case of Guam, U.S.A., 1898-1941,” The Journal of
Pacific History 3, no. 4 (1985): 171. '

2 Robert Underwood, “Red, Whitewash and Blue: Painting over the Chamorro Experience,” Islander July
17,1977, 6.

3 For analyses of United States naval policies on health and hygiene in Guam, see Anne Perez Hattori,
Colonial Dis-ease: U.S. Navy Health Policies and the Chamorros of Guam, 1898-1941 (Honolulu:
University of Hawai‘i Press, 2004); and Christine Taitano DeLisle, “Delivering the Body: Narratives of
Family, Childbirth and Prewar Pattera,” (Master’s thesis, University of Guam, 2001).
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retain our appreciation and strengthen our loyalty by granting us the title we would prize
above all others:--Citizens of the United States.”** Jose Roberto added that the “middle
aged natives of the island...assure you of their respect and loyalty to the [American]
flag.”* Another Chamorro, Ramon Sablan, reiterated these points by saying, “as
political orphans, we trust, obey and appreciate the paternal protection and guidance of
the American flag. As citizens, we would not betray that trlist, we would not neglect our
obligations; we would not decrease that appreciation.”26

The visiting congressn‘levn listened to these petitions for citizenship, reassuring the
Chamorro leadership that the United States Congress would soon deliberate on the issue
of granting citizenship to the people of Guam.”” Naval governors, such as Wilis W.
Bradley, Jr., also endorsed the movement for American citizenship in Guam.?® Yet, as
David Hanlon observes, the United States Navy ultimately stated that the Chamorro
people of Guam were “not prepared for self-government and that, in effect, they already
enjoyed many of the privileges of citizenship without any of the accompanying
responsibilities.”*

Efforts to attain American citizenship evidently failed in that the issues regarding
the civil rights and political status of the Chamorro people rarely attracted the serious

attention of Congress or the United States Navy. The Chamorro movement to seek

American citizenship, though, reflected a substantial degree of success in the navy’s

** Quoted in Political Status Education Coordinating Commission, Hinasso’: Tinige’ Put
Chamorro/Insights: The Chamorro Identity (Agaiia: Political Status Education Coordinating Commission,
1993), 31.
% Quoted in Political Status Education Coordinating Commission 1993, 31.
2 1
Ibid., 32.
%" Hofschneider, 67.
** Hanlon 1994, 112.
® Ibid., 113.
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attempts to indoctrinate Chamorros into believing in the ideals of American law and
politics. Guam Chamorros had accustomed themselves to the workings of American
naval colonialism in Guam. That they still attempted to achieve citizenship
demonstrated, at the very least, the complex layers of subjugation, resistance and
adaptation through which Chamorros interacted with the American colonial government.
Indeed, the move to garner American citizenship in Guam illustrated a paradox.
This paradox represented indigenous efforts to resist American naval rule on the one
hand, but also showed indigenous acceptance of American democracy on the other—the
same democracy that supports and is supported by the American military. The mutability
of loyalty to the United States had finally transpired, as it often does, serving both the
needs and desires of the American colonial government and the Chamorro political elite.
But despite the various interpretations of American loyalty, the idea that Chamorros
should serve the wider needs of the American polity persisted. Holidays and celebrations
often publicly reminded the wider Chamorro population of this point—to abide vby and
uphold American notions of loyalty, education, sanitation, and industry. The Guam
Industrial Fair, for example, displayed agricultural stands, organized carabao races and
coordinated parades to encourage Chamorros to compete amongst themselves. The goal
of the fair was to determine who could produce the most and best agricultural products.
Another holiday, called Flag Day, celebrated the American presence in Guam,
specifically highlighting the infrastructural, medical and educational contributions of the
colonial government. In March 1934, Remedios L.G. Perez, the Chamorro principal of
Dorn Hall School, praised the occasion of this holiday. Addressing American naval

officials and public spectators at the Althouse Plaza, she spoke with authority and
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conviction. “These improvements,” she began, “come to us through the American Flag,
the American Government, the American People.”3 0 Raising her voice, she firmly
continued, “and, does it [America] ask for a penny in return? It does not! Butitis
expected of all of us to appreciate the benefits we enjoy under American rule and we |
should always love, honor and uphold that flag and never bring it to shame.”" As
evidenced in Remedios’ comments, Chamorro loyalty to the United States had become a
pressing and highly visible issue by the mid 1930s.

Throughout the island of Guam on specific occasions like Flag Day, the Industrial
Fair, or the Fourth of J uly, American governors required Chamorros and military
personnel to display the American flag in front of their homes. The colonial government
likewise advised the populace to paint the trees surrounding their homes with the colors
red, white and blue. Did these commemorative activities represent a growing interest on
the part of Guam Chamorros to be loyal to the United States? And did the concept of
loyalty function only within these contexts of commemoration and, in the case of the
citizenship movement, political representation?

To the contrary, American efforts to garner the loyalties of Chamorros in the first
half of the twentieth-century were fundamentally racist, belittling Chamorros in every
manner possible. With few exceptions, racism and militarism determined the scope and
purpose of American naval governance of Guam. The militarist dimension of American
loyalty attempted to ensure that Chamorros did not challenge the naval operations of the

island in particular and the role of the American Navy in general. The racist elements of

% “Flag Day: Guam’s Greatest Patriotic Celebration,” The Guam Recorder 10, no. 12 (March 1934): 213.
Naval governor George A. Alexander declared the 1% of February as Flag Day by Executive Order on 20
January 1933.

* Ibid., 213.
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American loyalty were reflected in many American views of Chamorros in Guam.” As
Hanlon notes, America “sought to justify domination of Guam and its people through

»33 Many Americans who came to Guam in the

demeaning, essentially racist description.
early part of the twentieth-century, as either sojourners or settlers, perceived Chamorros
as lazy, dirty and ignorant. The “hospitable” nature of Chamorros also garnered praise
from these same peoples, as manyv noted the “generous” nature of Chamorros in
providing food and shelter. Thus, numerous American military personnel envisioned
Chamorros as either the “noble savage” or the “ignoble savage,” drawing from a longer
history of colonial discourse in the Pacific.>* But the racial and racist dimensions of
American loyalty were not only descriptive in nature. These dimensions were also
prescﬁptive in that American loyalty simultaneously worked to accept and distance the
colonized from the colonizer.

Indeed, the early historical development of American loyalty in Guam drew from
a wider history of white American perceptions of and relations with colonized people in
the continental United States. The strong racist undercurrents that gave shape to the
promotion of American loyalty in Guam reflected, in fact, histories of indigenous
dispossession and slavéry in the United States. The American Naval government, in
-other words, looked upon the generic figure of the “Chamorro” by borrowing from

canonical and caricatured images of the “Indian” and the “Negro.” Merle Curti states, for

example, that the “Indian was, like the African, of an inferior race, alien, incapable of

32 Arnold H. Leibowitz, Defining Status: A Comprehensive Analysis of United States Territorial Relations
(Dordrecht, Boston and London: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1989), 323.

* Hanlon 1994, 111.

3 A closer discussion of American views of Chamorros in Guam is provided in Keith Lujan Camacho,
“Enframing I Taotao Tano’: Colonialism, Militarism, and Tourism in Twentieth-Century Guam,” (Master’s
thesis, University of Hawai ‘i at Manoa, 1998). For a fuller account on images of “savagery” in the Pacific,
see Eric P. Kjellgren, “Rousseau and Hobbes in the Pacific: Western Literary Visions of Polynesia and
Melanesia,” Mana: A South Pacific Journal of Language and Literature 10, no. 1 (1993): 95-111.
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learning the white man’s ways'or ever becoming an American.”* In his assessment of
the social relations in early twentieth-century America, Curti argues that the “Indian had
seldom been regarded as capable of becoming a full-fledged citizen.”® Yet the
possibility of integrating Native Americans into the public sphere of American society
arose as a topic of discussion in American political and legal debates. “Having at last
been worsted and shoved into reservations,” explains Curti, “the red men, many held,
now could be integrated into American life through missionary, educational, and
governmental means, made over into good Americans and trained in loyalty to the
nation.”’
Merle Curti’s observations apply to the case of America’s colonized subjects
outside of the continental United States in general and to the Chamorros of Guam in
particular. As E. Robert Statham asserts, the Native American “experience is similar to
that of territorial inhabitants, and it results from a mixture of dissimilar, irreconcilable
ways of living...and unfortunate tyranny, greed, ignorance, and xenophobia on the part of
a certain number of Americans and their government.”38 In the time before the war, the
American Naval government thus employed the concept of American loyalty ultimately
as a form of social control, reflecting a larger history of racism and militarism in the
United States and 1n its newly acquired territories. That Chamorros began to speak
English, sample American foods like hot dogs, and even develop personal and marital

relationships with American soldiers and sailors did not signal total acculturation into the

American political and social sphere.

% Curti, 90.

* Ibid., 183.

¥ Ibid., 183. :

3 E. Robert Statham, Jr., Colonial Constitutionalism: The Tyranny of United States’ Offshore Territorial
Policy and Relations (Lanham, Boulder, New York and Oxford: Lexington Books, 2002), 75.
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The politics of American colonialism in Guam attempted to guarantee that the
“Indian,” the “Chamorro,” and other colonized subjects be loyal to the American nation
only insofar as citizenship, or full constitutional recognition, remained beyond their
reach.” On the other hand, the concept of liberation did not play as integral a role as the
concept of loyalty in Guam. It surfaced only during the time of the Spanish-American
War in 1898 and briefly thereafter. That would not be the case for the Chamorros of the
northern Mariana Islands, where the politics of Japanese colonialism necessitated the use
of both loyalty and liberation as, first, concepts of social control and, second, as concepts
of “national belonging.” As in the case of the Chamorros in Guam, the Chamorros of the
northern Marianas would soon comprehend the colonial dimensions of Japanese loyalty
and liberation, as well as their mutability to assist indigenous needs and demands.

THE POLITICS OF JAPANESE COLONIALISM IN THE NORTHERN MARIANAS

At the onset of World War I, German rule in the northern Mariana Islands ceased.
Germany lost the northern islands to Japan, as a result of the League of Nations graqting
Japan a Class C Mandate to govern the islands of the western Pacific, otherwise known as
Micronesia. Specifically, and without the expressed consent of indigenous peoples, the
League of Nations presented Japan, Australia, New Zealand and Britain with the

-sovereignty to preside over former German possessions in the Pacific. Japan received
islands north of the equator, which included the Caroline, Marshall and Mariana Islands,
excepting the United States territory of Guam. Australia took control of islands south of
the equator, such as former German New Guinea and the Bismark Archipelago. New

Zealand and Britain transferred their authority to Western Samoa and Nauru,

¥ Ibid., 71.
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respe(‘:tively.40

Furthermore, the Japanese acquisition of islands in Micronesia reflected an
extension of its expansionist policies already in effect in Asia. Premised on the veiled
belief in a Pan-Asian empire, Japan sought and fought for new territories in such areas as
Korea and Manchuria, China. The Japanese aspired to promote what they
euphemistically called kaigai hatten (overseas development) in an att¢mpt to address
Malthusian fears of overpopulation and poverty in Japan proper, and to resist Western
colonialism in the Asia and Pacific regions. Japanese colonial authorities promoted the
idea of liberation mainly because the rhetoric of Pan-Asian solidarity and national self-
determination did not appeal to non-Sinitic worlds, such as Southeast Asia and the Pacific
Islands.*' AsLi 'Narangoa and Robert Cribb state, Confucian “principles were not
~especially useful in seeking to include the countries of Southeast Asia which, apart from
Vietnam and the Chinese diaspora, were well outside the Chinese cultural world.”* In
Micronesia, the Nan’yo-chd, or the South Seas Government, likewise aspired to
undermine, through the rubric of “liberation,” Western forms of colonialism.

Coupled with aspirétions to bring “modernity” and a particularly modern Japanese
way of life to the Pacific, the Nan’y6-cho promoted itself as a “liberator” of German,
English and American colonial rule in Micronesia.*> Under the provisions of the

mandate, Japan established laws, monitored the traffic of arms, alcohol and ammunition,

* For more on Japanese expansion, see Akira Iriye, Pacific Estrangement: Japanese and American
Expansion, 1897-1911 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972); and Joyce C. Lebra, ed., Japan’s
Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere in World War II: Selected Readings and Documents (Kuala
Lumpur: Oxford University Press, 1975).

! Nicholas Tarling, A Sudden Rampage: The Japanese Occupation of Southeast Asia, 1941-1945
(Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press, 2001), 126.

*? Li Narangoa and Robert Cribb, “Japan and the Transformation of National Identities in Asia in the
Imperial Era,” in Imperial Japan and National Identities in Asia, 1895-1945, ed. Li Narangoa and Robert
Cribb (London and New York: Routledge Curzon, 2003), 17.

“ Ching, 11.
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and submitted annual reports to the League_of Nations. These stipulations helped Japan
to establish the Nan’yd-cho and to govern the indigenous peoples of these islands and
atolls. The Japanese language quickly became the lingua franca of Micronesia,
supplanting through formal order the use of indigenous languages in official and
administrative settings. Japanese entrepreneurial, trade and scholarly interest in the
region increased in scope and effort in comparison to earlier ventures in the late 1800s.
As expected, the establishment of the mandate later in 1922 allowed these peoples and
companies to pursue their interests.

The economic development of the region proved foremost on the agendas of
government-sponsored and privately owned economic énterprises. This economic fervor
led to the development of sugar plantations and processing plants in the northern

"Marianas, especially in Tinian and Saipan, and to the mining of phosphate in such islands
as Peleliu, Palau.** As part of their obli\gations under the new mandate, Japan also built
schools for the education of Pacific Islanders in Micronesia, and “saw education as a
means to insure the obedient and loyal acquiescence of Micronesian peoples.” Tt can be
argued fhat the American naval education in Guam also served the same purpose, that is,
to acquire the loyalty of the Chamorros. Japanese educational efforts differed no less. In
addition to the implementation of education programs, the Nany6-cho introduced the

Shinto religion, provided opportunities for a few Pacific Islanders to visit Japan, and

* Copra production, trade, tuna fishing and other economic enterprises succeeded in part because the
Japanese monopolized the region’s limited resources. The economic infrastructure left behind by the
Germans (i.e., mining buildings and equipment) also contributed greatly to the development of these
Japanese economies. See David C. Purcell, Jr., “The Economics of Exploitation: The Japanese in the
Mariana, Caroline and Marshall Islands, 1915-1940,” The Journal of Pacific History 11, no. 3-4 (1976):
189-211.

* Peattie 1988, 92.
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organized Pacific Islander youth into patriotic organizations.*

The historian Mark R. Peattie argues that these policies were not intended to
“assimilate” (doka) indigenous peoples into J apanése society, as numerous theories of
J apanizétion claimed.”’ The actual purpose of these policies was to ensure that the
Japanese remain in important socio-economic positions, reflecting the hierarchal nature
of this settler society. As in the case of loyalty and citizenship issues in American-
occupied Guam, indigenous peoples throughout the Japanese empire were similarly
subjected to colonial policies and processes of “becoming Japanese and not having the
rights of a Japanese citizen.”*® As Peattie remarks, J apan’s thion of éssirnilation
attempted to “remold them [islanders of Micronesia] into loyal, law-abiding subjects who
could become almost, but not quite, Japanese.”*

The concept of loyalty, as perceived by Japanese colonial authorities, thus
functioned in the same manner as that of American loyalty in Guam: to “shape the native
to be like us, but not quite like us.” Yet these concepts differed in application and in
interpretation over time. What remains clear is that the Japanese notion of loyalty served
to differentiate indigenous people from the shared cultural traditions in Asia, such as
Confucianism, whereas the American notion of loyalty worked to associate indigenous
peoples with either the noble or ignoble savages. The Japanese notion of loyalty, a‘s

Ohnuki-Tierney reveals, represented the “‘Confucian’ ... moral values of loyalty and

filial piety [which] were resurrected [in the 1880s] to buttress the newly created emperor

“ Ibid., 104.

*7 Wakako Higuchi clarifies the shared and divergent meanings associated with such terms and phrases as
“assimilation” (doka), “Japanization™ (nihonka), and being something like Japanese (nihonteki narumono).
See her essay, “The Japanization Policy for the Chamorros of Guam, 1941-1944,” The Journal of Pacific
History 36, no. 1 (2001): 19-35.

8 Ching, 7.

¥ Peattie 1988, 104.
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50 With regard to the indigenous people of the

system and the modern military nation.
Pacific, Peattie asserts that “Micronesians, like their indigenous counterparts elsewhere in
the empire, were second-class citizens in their own lands, and indeed were considered by
the Japanese as considerably less worthy than Chinese and Koreans with whom the
Japanese at least shared a common cultural heritage.”®" These contradictory processes of
assimilation and exclusion, as illustrated in the Japanese notion of loyalty in the
mandated islands of the Pacific, formed “a constant theme throughout the imperial era
and were a major element in the dissatisfaction of colonized people with Japanese rule.”*?

Despite the broad range of indigenous experiences under the Nanyd-cho, general
statements can be made about J apan’s relationship with the indigenous people of
Micronesia. As preparation for war got underway in the late 1930s, for example, views
on Micronesia shifted from seeing it as a region of economic possibility to seeing it as a
region of military necessity. Natives contributed to Japan’s economy and war-effort as a
“patriotic” and dependable labor force—a goal Japanese assimilation policies strove to
attain in times of peace and maintain in times of war.” Chamorros of the northern

Mariana Islands, like the neighboring Pacific Islanders of Micronesia, encountered these

policies first-hand. Many experiencéd Japanese rule in the schools, in the fields and in

0 Emiko Ohnuki-Tierney, Kamikaze, Cherry Blossoms, and Nationalisms: The Militarization of Aesthetics
in Japanese History (Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, 2002), 6.

3! Mark R. Peattie, “The Nan’yd: Japan in the South Pacific, 1885-1945,” in The Japanese Colonial
Empire, 1895-1945, ed. Ramon H. Myers and Mark R. Peattie (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1984), 189.

32 Narangoa and Cribb, 11.

3 Although many islanders devoted their loyalties to Japan, a complicated issue worth closer examination
from one island society to another, not every islander succumbed to Japan’s patriotic zeal. For instance, the
Palauan anti-Japanese movement, Modekngei, chalienged Japanese authority in the early 1900s. However,
Modekngei’s members failed to increase in number and to mature in political strength due to the efforts of
pro-Japanese indigenous factions which helped to identify, find and arrest the key leaders of the movement.
Donald R. Shuster tatked briefly about the significance of this movement in his essay on Shinto in
Micronesia, “State Shinto in Micronesia During Japanese Rule, 1914-1945.” Pacific Studies 5, no. 2
(1982): 20-43.
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the everyday activities of that period.

At the level of interpersonal communication, Chamorros believed that the
Japanese generally respected their customs and, outside of school and the workplace, the
Japanese rarely interfered with their daily routines. Chamorros attended Catholic mass
and rituals without interruption. In the time before the war, they also continued to fulfill
their familial obligations of providing food for the immediate and extended family, and
tending to the sick and elderly. Tan Lucia Aldan Duefias noted that “the living condition
... was very good during the Japanese administration. The groceries were cheap....The
people were well off because there were lots of respect amongst the people. There was
respect between the Japanese and Chamorros and everyone was in good terms.”* Tan
Lucia suggested that mutual respect existed between Chamorros and Japanese.

Furthermore, the fact that intercultural marriages occurred acknowledged, at the
very least, the relatively peaceful co-existence of Chamorros and J apanese.5 5 Friendships
grew and relations were maintained. Chamorros and Japanese, as well as Okinawans and
Koreans, learned or were exposed to the intimacies of each other’s culture through
individual relationships rather “than through the more formalized aspects of political,
economic, and educational organization.” |
Although the Japanese allowed intermarriages to take place, and although they

met the minimum requirements of the mandate in governing indigenous peoples, nothing

detracted from the reality that their policies were discriminatory in nature. This

3* Tan Lucia Aldan Dueiias, “Finiho Yan Estoria Ginen I C.N.M.I. Archives Kolehon San Kattan Na Islas
Marianas/C.N.M.IL. Oral History Project Northern Marianas College,” interview by Herbert S. Del Rosario.
Translated by Nominanda L. Kosaka and Herbert S. Del Rosario. (Saipan: Northern Marianas College, 20
January 1994), 4.

55 The gendered dynamics of these relations (i.e., the number of Japanese men married to Chamorro
women, motivations for marriage, etc.) are unknown and demand further study.

%6 Alexander Spoehr, Saipan: The Ethnology of a War-Devastated Island (Saipan: Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, Division of Historic Preservation, 2000), 57.
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demonstrates that some Chamorro elders, like Tan Lucia Aldan Dueiias, continue to
remember the time before the war in nostalgic terms, eliding the realities of Japanese
racial and economic discrimination. But Chamorro prewar memories are not entirely
couched in romantic terms. Some Chamorros recall this era in ways which appropriately
reflect the tone and temperament of the Nanyd-chd. For example, Tun Nicolas Q. Muha,
a Chamorro elder of Saipan, explained that “during the Japanese times there was
aiscﬁmination.”s ? Tun Ignacio M. Sablan, another elder of Saipan, added that “the high
positions in the government were held by Japanese.”” These Chamorros testified to the
actuality that Chamorros, again, were losing their place in their own homeland.

Yet despite the discriminatory nature of Japanese rule in the northern Marianas,
some Chamorro leaders believed in complying with the Japanese to the point of
requesting political participation and integration. Led by Jose Pangelinan and signed by
180 Chamotros, a petition presented to the Japanese government clearly evidenced
Chamorro political interest in working with and abiding by the norms of Japanese
colonial rule. Dated 11 September 1938, part of the petition read,

For twenty years we have been honored to be taken care of by Your Majesty. We

have greatly enjoyed the civilization that you have brought to us, and have sought

to improve ourselves. Herein, we wish to express our deepest gratitude, even
though a full expression 1s impossible....Great Emperor, we believe that we are
ready to stand as Your Majesty’s shield. We wish to be the protectors of our
country’s south sea line. We strongly wish to be Japanese nationals forever.

Therefore, we humbly beseech your Majesty’s permission, that we, the natives of
the nan’yo (South Seas Islands) become citizens of the Empire of Japan.”

37 Tun Nicolas Q. Muiia, “Finiho Yan Estoria Ginen I C.N.M.I. Archives Kolehon San Kattan Na Islas
Marianas/C.N.M.I. Oral History Project Northern Marianas College,” interview by Herbert S. Del Rosario.
Translated by Nominanda L. Kosaka and Herbert S. Del Rosario. (Saipan: Northern Marianas College, 1
December 1995), 3. Also, Japanese, Chapanes and Hapones all mean “Japanese” in the Chamorro
language. ‘

** Sablan 1981B, 52.

% Kayoko K. Kushima, a researcher and graduate of the Master’s program in Micronesian Studies at the
University of Guam, found the petition in Ajia Minshu Hotei Junbi Kaigi, ed., Shashin Zusetsu: Nippon no
Shinryaku (Tokyo: Otsuki Shoten, 1992), 128-129. This author thanks Kayoko K. Kushima for alerting
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In accordance with Japanese policy in its treatment of indigenous peoples in the
mandated islands of Micronesia, however, Japan presumably responded negatively as its
government never granted Chamorros from the northern Marianas citizenship. In spite of
these loyal expressions and efforts to attain Japanese citizenship, the Japanese
government continued to belittle the significance of Chamorro political representation.

Comparable to the American citizenship movement in Guam, the movement to
attain Japanese citizenship for Chamorros in the northern Marianas also emerged during
the time before the war. And, like the push for American citizenship in Guam, the efforts
to acquire Japanese citizenship in the northern Marianas illustrated the complex web of
colonial politics and indigenous strategies for cultural survival that have come to signify
the nature of intercultural relations in prewar Mariana Islands. Like the American Naval
government on Guam, the the Nanyd-cho provided no equal positions of power for
indigenous peoples in their colonial society. In this respect, Japan held no place for
indigenous peoples in its wider endeavor to develop economically the region of
Micronesia. As a result, Japan sponsored the importation of Asian immigrants, many of
whom worked in Saipan’s sugar industries.

In the early 1900s, Okinawan, Korean and Japanese laborers and their families
began to migrate to the northern Marianas. Farrell writes that “between 1916 and 1918
some 2,000 Korean and Okinawan farmers arrived to work in the first sugarcane fields.
By 1925 there were 5,000 Japanese, Okinawans and Koreans in the [northern] Marianas.

By 1930 it was well over 40,000.”® In the late 1930s, a few years before the onset of the

him to this movement for Japanese citizenship in Saipan, a topic in Chamorro history that begs closer
study. Her translation of the text from Japanese to English is also greatly appreciated.
% Don A. Farrell, History of the Northern Mariana Islands (Saipan: Public School System,
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war, Chamorros and Refaluwasch numbered around 4,300, less than ten percent of the
total population in the northern Marianas. The Asian labor and settler population had
indeed displaced the indigenous people.

Some of the Asians came as skil]ed laborers for the sugar industry. Others came
to support the military fortification of the islands.®® Many came under the auspices of the
Japanese imperial government. On Saipan, Tatsu Sato, for example, recalled her
childhood visit to “Karabera-yama,” or Mt. Kalabera, with her family of sugar pioneers.
Once atop the hill, Sato reminisced that “father rammed the pole with the rising sun flag
deep into the earth. The flag snapped wildly in the strong wind. I can still picture my
father’s smiling face as [he] turned to me and said proudly, ‘We as Japanese marked our
feet here.””® Tatu Sato’s remarks represented the patriotic and nationalistic zeal of those
times. As part of the Japanization process, a plethora of organizations, holidays and
events emerged to indoctrinate Pacific Islanders into becoming patriotic subjects of
Japan.®

The Japanese created such events as a means to glorify their ﬁational “heroes” and
histories, as well as to impose principles and beliefs of Japanese colonial society on the
Pacific. Islanders throughout this region, especially the youth, began to identify closely
and patriotically with their new colonizers. While the youth constituted but one of the
generations targeted by assimilation policies and propaganda, Japanese officials clearly

demonstrated a strong interest in changing the attitudes of the younger, presumably easier

Commonwealth of the Northern Marian Islands, 1991), 323.

8 See D. Colt Denfeld, “Korean Laborers in Micronesia During World War II,” Korea Observer 15, no. 1
(Spring 1984): 3-15. , :

62 Tatsu Sato, A Record of the Japanese Pioneers’ Achievements Obliterated by the War: Photographic
Collections of Saipan, Tinian, Rota (Tokyo: The South Sea Islands Album Publication Committee, 1985),
18.

8 Alice Joseph and Veronica F. Murray, Chamorros and Carolinians of Saipan (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1951), 344.
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influenced, generation. Peattie argues that this happened in Micronesia where “parades,
uniforms, and banners, fused with imperial rhetoric and appeals to local pride, seem to
have won the loyalty and approval of hundreds of youngsters.”*

In the 1930s, photographs illustrated Chamorros, as well as Palauans, Yapese and
other Pacific Islanders, frequenting Shinto shrines and appearing to pray for the success
of Japan’s expansionist efforts throughout Asia and the Pacific.® Patriotic youth groups
like the seinendan sprang up throughout the major islands of Micronesia.® Japanese
loyalty and patﬁotic activities infused almost every facet of daily life, from the northern
Marianas to the Marshalls, as Pacific Islanders “joined Japanese in patriotic displays.
People recall lining up behind Japanese leaders, facing Japan, listening to prayers, and
singing songs dedicated to the emperor.””” These Japanese methods of colonization
actually did not differ greatly from those concurrently employed by the Americans in
Guam. The emphasis on indigenous loyalty ranked high among the concerns of these
colonial administration§ in their governance of Chamorros. By 1941, Pacific Islanders’
“attitudes toward the Japanese had been shaped by decades of colonial effort to socialize
268

them as loyal members of the empire.

THE TIME BEFORE THE WAR IN RETROSPECT

Despite their differences in governance, the Japanese and American colonial
governments agreed on one point. The governments separately concurred that the

processes involving the colonization of Chamorros could not be fully implemented

64 Peattie 1988, 108.

% Tbid., 106.

5 Ibid., 108.

§7 Poyer, Falgout and Carucci 2001, 30.
% Ibid., 27.
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without guaranteeing their loyalty to an “imagined community.”69 These two colonial
governments interpreted the notion of loyalty as a form of social control, perhaps even
hegemony. Farthest from their minds was the idea that loyalty designated total
incorporation into the nation-state. Based on their racial notions of difference and
sameness, militarism and imperialism, the Japanese and American colonial governments
created the generic “loyal Chamorro subject” in order to justify their establishment of
colonial expansion and rule in the Mariana Islands.”® In the first half of the twentieth-
century, however, Chamorros did not openly resist colonial efforts to inculcate them as
loyal subjects of the United States and Japan. They instead coped with their everyday
activities and responsibilities within the limits of American and Japanese colonial rule.

It can be argued, though, that nascent forms of loyalties were taking shape in
ways contrary to the intentions of the Japanese and American colonial governments.
Loyalty was indeed an emergent concept, one of what Raymond Williams calls “new
meanings and values, new practices, new relationships and kinds of relationships [that]
are continually being created.”’! Initially a form of control, loyalty also took on the
shape of a mechanism for indigenous adaptation and survival, rather than perceived
outright subjugation. Chamorro political petitions for Japanese and American citizenship
demonstrated, at the very least, that some Chamorros saw loyalty as a means of achieving
equality and, ideally, a shared sense of “nationality” with their respective colonial
powers.

These political efforts by Chamorros in the northern Marianas and Guam

% This dissertation invokes, in part, Benedict Anderson’s notion of “imagined communities” in Imagined
Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (London and New York: Verso, 1983).
Given the colonial setting of the Mariana Islands, however, Chamorro notions of loyalty should not be
entirely conflated with Anderson’s discussion of “nationalism.”

7 Bhaba, 70.

"' Raymond Williams, Marxism and Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1977), 123.
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illustrated the ambivalent nature of indigenous loyalties in the period before World War
II. Calls for integration evidenced a degree of colonial control, as much as a degree of
indigenous adaptation and survival. But what these failed attempts for political
recognition ultimately demonstrated was that Chamorros, as a cultural unit of one
language and shared customs, had ﬁow acquired conflicting notions of loyalty. After all,
the promotion of ethnic divisions, both inter-cultural and intra-cultural, has surfaced as a
common theme in colonial policies in the Pacific and elsewhere around the world.”
Specifically, Japanese and American impositions of colonial loyalty further fragmented
Chamorro inter-island and intra-cultural relations, deepening divisions, rather than
fostering unity, in Chamorro cultural collectivity throughout the Mariana Islands.
Chamorfos in the northern Mariana Islands of Rota and Saipan usually developed
favorable attitudes toward the Japanese, but knew very little about Americans and the
United States. Many Guam Chamorros, conversely, viewed Americans in more familiar
terms, slowly adjusting their loyalties to the United States. Generally, Guam Chamorros
interpreted the Japanese as a foreign people of no immediate significance.73 At the same
time, some Chamorros throughout the archipelago noted, with expressed dissatisfaction
and resentment, the imperialist, racist and militarist dimensions of both Japanese and

American colonialism.

2 Michael C. Howard, “Ethnicity and the State in the Pacific,” in Ethnicity and Nation-building in the
Pacific, ed. Michael C. Howard (Tokyo: The United Nations University, 1989), 45.

7 Chamorro-J apanese families (Nisei) in Guam were an exception. Prior to World War 11, a few Japanese
entrepreneurs migrated to Guam and formed a small Japanese community. Many of the Japanese migrants
owned stores, learned the Chamorro language and customs and, overall, maintained amicable relations with
the American colonial administration. In 1940, Laura Thompson estimates that approximately thirty-nine
Japanese nationals lived in Guam. In her book, Guam and its People: A Study of Culture Change and
Colonial Education (San Francisco, New York and Honolulu: American Council Institute of Pacific
Relations), 1941, Thompson states that these nisei families raised about 211 Chamorro-Japanese children,
all of whom were all classified as “natives” by the American naval government (30). The topic of
Chamorro-Japanese social, religious and sexual intercultural relations, as framed within the context of
“matriage,” lies beyond the scope of this dissertation, yet warrants our scholarly attention.
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What these inter-cultural and intra-cultural relations reveal is that the politics of
Japanese and American colonialism never worked in a totalizing fashion, in the same way
that indigenous agency never unequivocally yielded to or resisted colonialism. Instead,
as Diaz reminds, it is necessary to understand Chamorro agency, here in the present or
there in the past, through “discursive claims, that is, by virtue of Chamorro ways of
speaking as well as unique Chamorro ways of doing things.”74 These claims, he
continues, “work through the materiality of things and ideas that are non-Chamorro in
origin,” as in the case of American and Japanese notions of loyalty and liberation.”
“Where these claims are recalled,” Diaz asserts, “in conscious (and unconscious) ways,
there is Chamorro culture in struggle.”’® In the time before the war, Chamorros of every
age and gender “struggled” with coming to terms with their new Japanese and American
colonizers. In trying to understand the histories of this era, it is important, as Diaz notes,
to “scrutinize the historical processes by which the natives have learned to work within
and against the grain of ... outsider attempts to colonize the Chamorro.””’

In the time before the war, Chamorro loyalties to Japan or the United States have
to be understood within the terms and contexts of both the colonized and the colonizer.
The notion that these loyalties had strongly resonated among all Chamorros in Guam and
the northern Mariana Islands remains highly suspect.78 Nor did the concept of liberation

gfeatly impact Chamorro views of themselves and their colonizers; this concept, for one,

never came to fruition in prewar Guam and even Japan’s rhetoric of liberation failed to

™ Vicente M. Diaz, “Simply Chamorro: Telling Tales of Demise and Survival in Guam,” The
Contemporary Pacific: A Journal of Island Affairs 6, no. 1 (Spring 1994): 53.

7 Ibid., 53.

7 Ibid., 53.

7 Ibid., 53.

™ Robert A. Underwood, “Teaching Guam History in Guam High Schools,” in Guam History:
Perspectives, ed. Lee D. Carter, William L. Wuerch and Rosa Roberto Carter, vol. 1 (Mangilao: Richard F.
Taitano Micronesian Area Research Center, University of Guam, 1997), 7.
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take on meaningful dimensions among Chamorros in the northern Mariana Islands.
Scholars might learn something, instead, about the fluid, ambivalent and still emergent
state of colonial loyalty in prewar Mariana Islands by listening to the words of a young
Chamorro boy.

This unidentified, fourteen year-old Chamorro boy lived on Saipan, presumably
during the late 1930s, only a few years before the time of the war. His words were etched
on paper by a visiting American journalist who worked for the National Geographic
Magazine, compiling ethnographic depictions of island societies in J apanese
Micronesia.” When asked by the American journalist Willard Price if he worshipped
pictures of the Japanese emperor, adorned across school walls, the young schoolboy
responded, “Of course. They [the Japanese] put them up in the assembly room and we
must worship.”80 Speaking to an elder, the Chamorro boy quickly consented to the
American journalist’s inquiry as if he were his teacher, relative or colonial official.
Perhaps his extended family raised him to respond to elderly and authoritative figures
with respect and humility. Perhaps the young boy agreed immediately, without question,
to the curious request ofvthe American journalist.

But the young Chamorro boy had not finished speaking, saying a few more words
to what he probably thought was a strange-looking white man. He continued, in a matter
of fact way, “but I have a cross [crucifixj on a string around my neck. It’s under my shirt
and they [the Japanese] can’t see it. I put my hand on it [the cross] when I bow.”®!

Resistance? Complicity? Loyalty? This young Chamorro boy’s brief conversation with

" Willard Price recorded some of his travel experiences to Japanese Micronesia in a book titled, Japan's
Islands of Mystery (New York: The John Day Company, 1944).

% Quoted in Willard Price, “Springboards to Tokyo,” The National Geographic Magazine, 4 October 1944,
404.

81 Tbid., 404-405.
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an American man, located in a Japanese colonial setting, illustrates the intricate and
complicated web of colonialism and indigenous agency in the time before the war. In the
years to come, the concepts of loyalty and liberation would assume greater meaning,
force and persuasion in narrating not only the histories of prewér Mariana Islands, but the
very memories that inform these histories, demonstrating, indeed, the complex processes

through which “history” is made and remade in the margins of empire in the Pacific.
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CHAPTER 3
JAPAN, THE UNITED STATES AND WORLD WAR II
IN THE MARIANA ISLANDS

By 1941, several decades of colonial indoctrination had resulted in the
development of separate, though ambiv.aleﬁt, spheres of Chamorro loyalties in the
Mariana Islands. In the time before the war, Chamorro identifications with and against
their colonial powers, particularly Japan and the United States, surfaced. Political
movements for citizenship, educational instruction, commemorative activities and
national holidays, village health and agricultural contests, and everyday interaétions with
the colonial governments provided venues for Chamorros to come to terms with the
politics of Japanese and American colonialism. Outside of the efforts to acquire
citizenships, Chamorros evidenced no collective, politically conscious, desire to embrace
or contest Japanese and American colonialism.

Throughout the afchipelago, Chamorros showed little in terms of wanting to
“belong” among the wider American and Japanese communities, but rather strove to
survive under American and Japanese rule. Further, no mass movements for or against
colonial policies and loyalties transpired; loyalty was, at best, an emergent, mutable
concept of colonial control and indigenous adaptation. Liberation, too, was an idea
forged by Japan and the United States, but without much success. Chamorros, quite
simply, carried on with their everyday lives to the extent permitted by American and
Japanese colonial policies.

The onset of World War II in the Mariana Islands, however, dramatically changed
the politics of colonialism énd indigenous agency, as the war intensified in scope what

was already a heavily militarized setting. The war now required Chamorros to
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contemplate, if not openly accept or resist, their loyalty to their colonizers; one’s loyalty
or disloyalty in the war often determined one’s death or survival. Certainly, concepts of
loyalty varied from place to place, changing subtly or radically over time."! But the war
between Japan and the United States created the conditions to make visible and violent
the divided loyalties among Chamorros of the Mariana Islands. As John Somerville
asserts, wars manifests loyalties as much as loyalties manifest wars.” The case of the
Mariana Islands is no exception.

Thus, the United States and Japan hoped to foster loyalty and solidarity among the
peoples of their respective countries. The purpose was to encourage peoples’
contributions toward the development and maintenance of Japanese and American
wartime ideologies on the one hand, and military arsenal and technologies on the other.
Japanese and Americans enlisted as soldiers, worked in airplane factories, donated goods
or purchased war bonds. The fervor of Japanese and American loyalties reached its peak
during this time period. But what did Japanese and American loyalties mean for those in
the colonies and for those who were not considered citizens of these nation-states? How
did the divided loyalties among Chamorros affect their perceptions of and social relations
with themselves and their coloﬁizers? This chapter addresses these questions by
surveying the impact of World War II in the Mariana Islands. It examines the influence
of American and Japanese war-time colonial policies in reshaping notions of loyalty and,

indeed, liberation among the Chamorros in Guam and the northern Marianas.

! Waller and Linklater, 6.
2 John Somerville, “Patriotism and War,” Ethics 91 (July 1981): 568.
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WOLRD WAR II IN GUAM

In the late 1930s, the American Naval administration of Guam began replacing
the pre-existing Spanish Capuchins with American Capuchins. The naval government
asserted that the Spanish priests helped to “perpetuate the Chamorro language in their
sermons and writings,” a philosophy which countered American efforts to institutionalize
English as the primary language of use in Guam.® The Spanish endorsement of the
Chamorro language challenged naval authority. The American Naval government
eventually decided that the Spaniards would no longer interfere, directly or indirectly,
with their policies regarding the Chamorro people. By 1939, the Spaniards relinquished
control over Guam’s diocese to a Capuchin order from Detriot, Michigan.4

Of all the exiting Spanish priests, only Bishop Miguel Angel de Olano y Urteaga
and Father Jauregui Jests de Begona remained on island. Father Romén Maria de Vera,
a priest revered by the Chamorros and a staunch supporter of the Chémorro language in
church activities, represented one of the last Spaniards who left in the month of
September 1941. Midway through Guam’s rainy season, a group of Chamorro women
followed Father Romén to the Apra pier where his boat awaited his arrival. As the
women wept, many recalled Father Roman saying, “You are crying because I am leaving
and you are wiping your tears with your handkerchiefs. But soon will be the day when

s Although Father Roman spoke

not even your sheets will be enough to dry your tears
to a small group of women, his “words spread like wildfire, and proof of that is the fact

that so many Chamorros have repeated this anecdote up to the present time, even though

3 Robert F. Rogers, Destiny’s Landfall: A History of Guam (Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press, 1995),
159.

4 Ibid., 159.

5 Eric Forbes, interview by the author, Hagatfia, Guam, 10 March 2002. Father Eric Forbes, himself a
scholar of Chamorro culture and history, serves various Catholic parishes in Guam.
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"6 His brief gesture of farewell provoked

they were not actually present at the pier.
caution and alertness among Chamorros who believed in an impending war.

Those who heeded Father Romién’s prophecy noticed that there were “bad signs in
heaven.” According to local histories, animals became restless throughout the island and
the sun sets appeared redder than usual. Sanchez notes that “some predicted a big
typhoon, or a tidal wave, or an earthquake, or all three. There was prediction of a famine.
Some of those who remembered the dreadful influenza of 1918 saw another epidemic on
the horizon. Because it was outside of their experience, no one predicted war!”’ Neither
Father Romén’s ominous warnings nor local predictions of disasters prepared Chamorros
for the forthcoming Japanese attack on Guam and for the following years of occupation.

While some may have taken these admonitions seriously, the majority of
Chamorros on Guam cared little about international politics, let alone a possible conflict
between Japan and the United States. With the exception of the Naval government and a
few local leaders, Chamorros failed to recognize the increasingly severe degradation of
relations between the United States and Japan. The Naval government, for its part,
contributed greatly to local misunderstandings of American and Japanese political and
economic relations, as it rarely fully informed Chamorros of the impending dangers to
come. Dirk Anthony Ballendorf argues that the “U.S. Navy had long abandoned any
plans for defending Guam, and had concluded in 1938 to let the island fall to the
Japanese in the event of an attack. Guam was simply too far away from American supply

lines to be properly defended.”® On 17 October 1941, American military dependents of

® Ibid.
7 Sanchez 1979, 9.

¥ Dirk Anthony Ballendorf, “Guam Military Action in World War IL,” in Guam History: Perspectives, ed.
Lee D. Carter, William L. Wuerch and Rosa Roberto Carter, volume 1 {Mangilao: Richard F. Taitano
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the Naval government departed for Hawai ‘i on board the USS Henderson, leaving
approximately 160 military personnel and local men of the Insular Force Guard to defend
the island.’”

Not many Chamorros knew of the American evacuation and of the American
government’s view of the island as a defenseless bastion. Undisturbed by worldly
politics, Chamorros tended to their farms and family matters, and spoke little about war.
If the topic of war ever arose, the Chamorros of Guam assumed that the United States
held superior military forces that not even Japan, a newcomer to the colonial powers of
the world, could sway. Sanchez states that for Chamorros “in the late 30’s and early 40’s
the talk of war among the powers of the world was of no particular concern. They did
not believe for even a moment that war would actually touch them. For one thing, they
felt quite strongly that war with Japan would not last long--perhaps two weeks” but “not
over a month.”'’ Numerous Chamorros instead prepared for the approaching religious
celebration, called Santa Marian Kamalen, on 8 December 1941.'! People slaughtered
pigs, caught fish and gathered foodstuffs in preparation for this Catholic holiday.

The Japanese invasion of Guam, on the Feast of the Santa Marian Kamalen,
coincided with the J apanese attack on Pearl Harbor, Oahu, surprising the residents of
these two islands. As Japanese planes flew over Guam’s villages of Hagatiia, Sumay and

Piti, strafing military and civilian buildings, Japanese soldiers landed on the island’s

Micronesian Area Research Center, 1997), 221.
? Robers, 162. Duties assigned to the Insular Patrol, a token police unit comprised of only Chamorro men,
included assisting naval operations and guarding naval facilities on the island. Their tokenism became self-
evident during the Japanese invasion of Guam when none of them knew how to operate firearms. The
American naval government had previously trained the men of thc Insular Force Guard, using only fake,
wooden rifles in their mock-fighting drills.

Sanchez 1979, 4.

! See Marilyn Anne Jorgensen, Guam’s Patroness: Santa Marian Kamalen (Austin: The University of
Texas at Austin, 1984); and Dominica M. Tolentino, “Images of History, Commemoration and Cultural
Identity: The Santa Marian Kamalen Tradition on Guam,” December 1999.
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southernmost and céntrally located beaches. Chamorros hurriedly gathered family
membérs and scattered for shelter at their ranches and nearby family dwellings. They
sought refuge in their spirituality as they tried to come to grips with the reality of war on
Guam. Praying to “Yu’us” (God), many began to recall Father Roman’s “prophetic”
words.'? He was right, as “war came ... not even sheets were enough to dry their
tears.”"?

During the early weeks of December 1941, Japan invaded Guam as a part of a
larger effort to militarize the western Pacific region. Japanese navy and army combatants
moved forcefully and swiftly, from Pearl Harbor to New Guinea. Reviewing the
organization and efficiency of the Japanese military, Stewart Firth writes that “the air
strike against the United States fleet at Pearl Harbor on 7 December 1941 initiated a
blitzkrieg against other targets in the Pacific and South-East Asia, all rapidly taken.”"*
‘Firth adds that “Japan’s Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere, now vastly extended,

encompassed not only most of South-East Asia but also the Gilbert Islands, the
Solomons, Australian New Guinea and parts of Papua.”'’

As in the case of these separate island invasions, the Japanese assault on Guam,

under the command of Major General Tomitara Horii, took on a character of machine-

like precision and calculation. The Japanese assault battalions and naval forces,

numbering over 5,000 soldiers, quickly overcame the ill-equipped American military

12 Forbes, Interview.

" bid.

14 Stewart Firth, “The War in the Pacific,” in The Cambridge History of Pacific Islanders, ed. Donald
Denoon, Stewart Firth, Jocelyn Linnekin, Malama Meleisea and Karen Nero (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1997), 294. '

1 Ibid., 296.
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defenses of Hagatﬁa.16 The Japanese Imperial Army wasted no time in establishing its
presence and military superiority. The first few days of occupation witnessed the death
of several Chamorros, some of whom worked for the Naval government as Insular
Guards."” Others were innocent bystanders. By 10 December 1941, only two days after
the initial bombing of the island, the American Naval governor George J. McMillin
surrendered the island to the Japanese occupation forces. Thereafter, the Japanese
renamed Guam “Omiya Jima” (Great Shrine Island); they renamed all of Guam’s villages
as well. “At this point,” observes Ballendorf, “the Japanese capture of Guam was seen as
a relatively small action within the context of the entire Pacific War. But, for those living
on Guam at the time, it was a fierce and frightening engagement.”18 That the Japanese
violently invaded Guam and that the Americans did nothing to counter the Japanese
largely explained why Chamorros increasingly became wary, even fearful of the
Japanese. Unlike the Chamorros of the northern Marianas who had been under Japanese
colonial rule since 1914, and who had become accustomed to Japanese traditions and
laws, the Chamorros of Guam were, in large part, ignorant of Japanese society as a
whole."

Based on their poor familiarity with the Japanese, Chamorros in Guam could not

anticipate what awaited them from the Japanese military. “We Chamorros,” writes Ben

161 ess than fifty men, consisting of United States Marines and Chamorros of the Insular Force Guard ,
defended the Naval governor’s headquarters in Hagatfia. Small in number and lacking sufficient weaponry,
the men quickly surrendered to the Japanese military forces.

17 Among those killed were Larry L. Pangelinan, Teddy F. Cruz, Angel Flores, Vicente Chargualaf, and
Jose C. Untalan. Approximately thirteen American servicemen and ten Japanese soldiers died as well.
Unfortunately, the exact number and identification of native and foreigner deaths remains unknown.

'® Ballendorf, 231.

19 Chamorro-Japanese families (Nisei) in Guam proved an exception.
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Blaz, “simply did not know what to expect from our new masters.””” Chamorros also -
shared no preconceived prejudices about the Japanese or Japan, other than that they were
a weaker nation than the United States. Even when the Chamorros of Guam espoused
their loyalty to America they rarely demonized and dehumanized Japanese in ways
similar to the racist propaganda of the American media and military. In other words,
Chamorros lacked a political will and cultural vocabulary to portray Japanese along the
lines of dominant American views of Japanese “Others,” that is, as Dower summarizes,
as “inherently inferior men and women who had to be understood in terms of

»2L Toward the

primitivism, childishness, and collective mental and emotional deficiency.
end of the war in Guam, however, during the early months of 1944, Chamorros began to
despise the Japanese military for its cruel treétment of Chamorros. What remained
certain for Chamorros, though, was their continued subjugation under military
administrations.

In acquiring Guam, the Japanese Imperial Army viewed the island as another
country “liberated” from western rule, reflecting the wider goals of the Greater East Asia
Co—Prosperity Sphere. Now, the Japanese military sought to achieve and maintain peace
and order, acquire natural resources, and establish milit:a_try self-sufficiency on the
island.?* In achieving these goals, the Japanese military needed an obedient and
industrious indigenous population, something ideally akin to the Japanized Chamorros of
the northern Marianas and the J apanized Pacific Islanders of Micronesia. As a necessary

first step, the Minseisho, the civilian affairs division of the Japanese Imperial Army’s

Southern Sea Detachment (Nankai Shitai), initiated a census of Chamorros and others

20 Ben Blaz, Bisita Guam: A Special Place in the Sun (Fairfax Station: Evers Press, 1998), 88.
21

Dower 1986, 9.
*2 Higuchi 2001, 19.
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living on the island. In March 1942, the Keibitai, a security force of the Imperial Navy,
and the Minseibu, the Department of Civilian Affairs, replaced the Minseisho. The
Minseisho’s administrative power was restored with the return of the Army in March
1944. For almost three years, until the American invasion of Guam in the summer of
1944, these three agencies, composed of Japanese civilians and Army and Navy
personnel, attempted to Japanize the Chamorros.

In her assessment of the Japanization of Chamorros in Guam, Wakako Higuchi
notes that the Japanization policy “was intended to place Chamorros in the same group as
the other races ruled by Japan. The purpose was to mobilise Chamorros as a labour and
fighting force for carrying out national policies.”23 Although the Japanese administration
wanted to place Chamorros on “the level of Japanisation which the islanders in the
Japanese mandate had achieved during 28 years of Japanese rule,” the circumstances of
war and the fact that Guam was a former American territory meant that Japanization was
more about military occupation.24 The Japanization of Guam Chamorros was not only a
matter of “educating” them about things Japanese. For the Japanese military and its
civilian benefactors, the task of eradicating forty years of American symbols, values and,
ultimately, loyalty among the Chamorros was, in fact, the main goal of Japanization.

The Japanese recognized that as long as the Chamorros identified with America
they could never fully transform Guam into an effective Japanese military outpost, as part
of Japan’s eastern defense perimeter. As Higuchi explains, the Japanese military aimed
“to eliminate all influences implanted by the American administration....The political-

social dynamics required that the Japanese language replace English, and the Japanese

5 Ibid., 34.
24 Ibid., 34.
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spirit and work ethic overturn American ideals of democracy and rationalism.
Furthermore, Chamorros were required to share with the Japanese hostile feelings toward

»2 Higuchi rightly suggests that the Japanization policies implemented by

the Americans.
the various military and civilian Japanese agencies tried to change Chamorro attitudes,
from ones sympathetic to the United States to ones favorable toward Japan. The
implementation of these policies, however, placed Chamorros in an ambiguous position.
The fact that the Japanese regarded the Chamorros of Guam as both ward and foe
contributed significantly to this ambiguity.

Because of the Chamorro affiliation with America, the Japanese found it difficult
to view Chamorros outside the parameters of the “enemy,” even though the Japanese
perceived them as “non-whites” and thus as part of the Greater East-Asia Co-Prosperity
Sphere. Consequently, the Japanese often treated Chamorros with suspicion, reflecting
the militarist dimension of their overall assimilation program. During the first year of
occupation in 1941, for example, the Japanese administration issued passes or “lisiensan
ga’lago,” as a means to identify Chamorros.”® With the assistance of Chamorro
interpreters from Rota and Saipan, also called Rotanese and Saipanese, the Japanese
immediately established police personnel throughout the island to survey the activities of
Chamorros and to arrest anyone who challenged Japanese authority. Militant in their
form of investigation, the Rotanese, Saipanese and their Japanese supervising officers
interrogated, punished and executed some Chamorros for failing to yield to Japanese war-
time rules and laws.

Allegations of being an American spy or sympathizer abounded during the time of

% Ibid., 34.
2 “Dog tag.”
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the war, and Guam Chamorros suffered dearly and, in many W’ays, innocently for those
reasons. Some of the most severe examples of suffering occurred precisely because of
the search for the only unaccounted American sailor on island, a radio-man by the name
of George R. Tweed.”’ Soldiers also raped indigenous women, though no written fecords
or oral testimonies exist as to how many suffered from these violent acts.”® Similarly,
Chamorro women, as well as Okinawan, Korean, and Japanese women, served in comfort
stations throughout the island. Chamorro families also provided vegetables and livestock
on demand for Japanese soldiers.

More often than not, however, the Japanese tried to assimilate Chamorros in as
“peaceful” a process as possible. While examples of physical violence and abuse
occurred, especially during the early months in 1944 leading to the American invasion,
the Japanese civilian administration made every effort to incorporate the Chamorros into
their segregated society. As in their past interactions with Pacific Islanders under the
mandate, the Japanese sought the peaceful incorporation—a euphemism for wartime
colonization—of Chamorros into the empire. In their view, the Japanese wanted
Chamorros to “uplift” their “spirits” and to appreciate and respect Nihon Seishin (the
Spirit of Japan). Kiyoshi Nakahashi, a former Japanese teacher in war-time Guam,
exclaimed that Japanization policies did not exploit or oppress Chamorros, but instead

worked to “‘awaken the Chamorro mind’s eye to some aspects of East-Asia and the

7 George R. Tweed survived the war because of the generosity of several Chamorro families. During the
war, many Chamorros viewed Tweed as a symbolic figure of the United States and held him in high regard
because of that belief.

2 Limited documented materials exist on the subject of sex and sexual relations during World War II in the
Pacific. In Senso Daughters, however, filmmaker Noriko Sekiguchi offers a critical examination of Japan’s
establishment of “comfort stations” in Papua New Guinea. The film provides much insight into the role of
prostitution during Japan’s war campaigns in the Pacific and East and Southeast Asian regions. See Senso
Daughters. 1990. 54 min. New York: First Run Icarus Films.
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Orient.””® Education and the instruction of the Japanese language especially typified the
paternalistic character of Japanization policies.
Japanese language schools emerged all over the island “as the Japanese language

30
7Y Some

was considéred to be fundamentally important as the first step in Japanisation.
Chamorros served as teachers and assisted the administration whenever called upon.
Competency in the Japanese language constituted one aspect of Japanization, as the
Japanese also focused on “school ceremonies which centered on Japan’s Emperor, the
nation state, history, and war events.”>! To this extent, instruction in the Japanese
language coincided with the observance of Japanese commemorations. These
commemorations occurred during “national holidays, such as Kigensetsu (Anniversary of
the Emperor Jinmu’s Ascension), Tenchosetsu (Emperor’s Birthday) and New Year’s
Day.”*

In their attempt to mold Chamorros into loyal subjects, Japanese officials
promoted the knowledge of Japanese culture and history beyond the classroom. They
lectured Chamorros in churches about the virtues of Japan, showed propaganda films
about Japan’s military conquests in Asia, and forced Chamorros to partake in their
military celebrations. The fall of Singapore to the Japanese Army on 15 February 1942,
for example, led to a celebration in Hagatfia attended by both Chamorros and Japanese.
Sanchez observes that Chamorro “men, women and children were given Nihon flags.

Then they were forced to march through the main streets of Hagatiia to celebrate the

victory over the British Army. Every few hundred yards, at the urging of the gun-toting

%% Quoted in Higuchi 2001, 24.
3 1bid., 24.
3 Ibid., 24.
32 Ibid., 24.
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troops and Samurai-sword wielding officers, the marchers shouted ‘banzai!’ ‘banzai!’
“banzai!’”> Tony Palomo similarly notes that “most elderly Chamorros who witnessed
these events remembered ... the inevitable float showing a young nisei boy wearing a
Japanese military uniform and pointing a rifle at another boy dressed in American navy
attire, with the nisei youngster stepping on an American flag.”** Such celebrations of
Japanese war-time successes provided one of the few times when Chamorros and
Japanese assembled together. Despite the promotion of Japanese assimilationist policies,
no systematic attempt to join the two groups existed. Efforts to integrate Chamorros into
the Japanese public sphere were impeded by preexisting Japanese segregationist and
racist attitudes toward the zomin, or Pacific Islanders. Japan’s nationalist rhetoric of
“Asia for Asians” did not fully apply to Pacific Islanders, who were considered inferior
subjects in Japan’s socio-economic and racial hierarchies.

In Guam, most interactions between Chamorros and Japanese occurred in official
settings and on official terms set by the Minseibu. Any personal relationship that
developed did so in secrecy. Overall, though, Chamorros kept to themselves in much the
same way as the Japanese did. Social activities like the trading of goods and the
attending of segregated games briefly brought them together. The Japanization policies,
however, disturbed many Chamorros who saw them as strange, intrusive and
disrespectful. Forced to live under Japanese rule, Chamorros grudgingly accepted their
subjugated roles. Whenever possible, they resisted these policies by simply refusing to
obey them. When there was no choice, many Chamorros honored these policies, such as

bowing to Japanese officials, just so they could move on with their daily lives and

% Sanchez 1979, 67.
34 Tony Palomo, “Island in Agony: The War in Guam,” in Remembering the Pacific War, ed. Geoffrey M.
White (Honolulu: Center for Pacific Islands Studies at the University of Hawai ‘i at Manoa, 1991), 139.
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familial obligations. Chamorro parents also discouraged their daughters from developing
relations with Japanese soldiers and sailors and, as a result, “there was no known
marriage between Chamorros and Japanese during the occupation.”35 From the level of
individual interaction to that of the family, Chamorros distanced themselves from the
Japanese and their policies whenever they could.

Musical expression, though, constituted the most powerful and popular form of
resistance as Chamorros sang pre-war American melodies whenever they were by
themselves, especially during family gatherings. “During fhe war,” assert Lindstrom and
White, “Islanders composed a huge medley of songs to comment on remarkable
experiences and transformations in their lives.”® In Guam, a commonly cited English
song personified the United States as “Uncle Sam,” an approachable symbol that
Chamorros looked to moral guidance. They saw Uncle Sam as a figure of “courage,
thrift, simplicity, an ability to carry more than a fair share of the load, a capacity to labor
and to makc lightning decisions, and an optimism not to be floored.”’ Sung to the
melody of “Sierra Sue,” some of the lyrics read:

Early Monday morning
The action came to Guam,
Eighth of December,

Nineteen forty-one.

Oh, Mr. Sam, Sam, my dear Uncle Sam
Won’t you please come back to Guam?

Our lives are in danger,
You better come.
And kill all the Japanese

35 Pedro C. Sanchez, Guahan Guam: The History of Our Island (Agafia: Sanchez Publishing House, 1989),
225.

* Lindstrom and White 1993, 192.

37 Curit, 142. The figure of Uncle Sam first appeared in the Troy Post on September 7, 1813. Although
initially conceived as an anti-war symbol, it now represents the federal government.
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Right here on Guam.

Oh, Mr. Sam, Sam, my dear Uncle Sam
Won'’t you please come back to Guam?

We don’t like the sake,

We like Canadian [whiskey],
We don’t like the Japanese.
It’s better American.

Oh, Mr. Sam, Sam, my dear Uncle Sam
Won’t you please come back to Guam?

So long with corned beef,
With bacon and ham,
So long with sandwiches,
With juices and jam.

Oh, Mr. Sam, Sam, my dear Uncle Sam
Won’t you please come back to Guam?*®

Another equally well-circulated tune ridiculed the authority of Japanese teachers.
Pedro C. Sanchez recorded some of the lyrics, which were based on the tune of a
Japanese patriotic war song. Originally sung in the Chamorro language, one of the
translated English verses reads:
Teacher, teacher
what do you eat? _
Soy sauce and soybean soup.
Seems that you like that very much.””
The last line of the song cut to the point: No wonder you are ugly.40

Songs like these illustrated the creativity of a Chamorro resistance whose form

often took the shape of sarcasm. Music provided a discursive means for Chamorros to

express their frustrations with the Japanese occupation, as well as their desire for the

3% The exact wording of this song varies slightly from one version to another. For the sake of clarity, I -
refer to two accounts. See Sanchez 1979, 160; and Alvin M. Josephy, Jr., The Long and the Short and the
Tall: The Story of a Marine Combat Unit in the Pacific (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1946), 79.

39 Sanchez 1979, 77.
0 1bid., 77.
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return of the Unite(i States. Outmatched by the Japanese military, Chamorros possessed
no technical or military means to overthrow them. They instead resorted to these passive
forms of resistance—what James C. Scott calls “everyday forms of peasant resistance”—
such as song, prayer and humor, whose overall content could be described as a kind of
politicized spin’tuality.41 With regard to the Malaysian context, Scott explains that
peasant forms of resistance “require little or no coordination or planning; they make use
of implicit understandings and informal networks...[and] they typically avoid any direct,

»2 In many ways, Scott’s analysis of peasant

symbolic confrontation with authority.
resistance can be extended to understandings of everyday Chamorro forms of resistance
under Japanese rule in Guam.

For example, Chamonos frequently drew on the supportive and reciprocal
networks of the immediate and extended clans, strongly embracing, in song and story,
their collective belief in the guidance of God and in the supremacy of America. They
often repeated the phrase, “We are in God’s hands. God knows better. Only God
disposes.”” Chamorros intricately intertwined thesé beliefs to the point where the
distinctions between church and state became blurred, resulting in a spiritualism deeply
couched in the Catholic faith and in the perceived political, military and humanitarian
power of the United States. For the Chamorros of Guam, those principles espoused by
the United States, such as democracy and freedom, countered dramatically the oppressive

nature of the Japanese administration.

Although Chamorros held a variety of views of the United States during the pre-

* James C. Scott, Weapons of the Weak: Everyddy Forms of Peasant Resistance (New Haven and London:
Yale University Press, 1985), xvi.
25 .
Ibid., xvi.
* Sanchez 1979, 101.
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war era, the onset of World War II in Guam radically suppressed criticisms of the United
States in general and of the Navy in particular. Perhaps because of the implementation of
the Japanization policies, Chamorros further embraced their loyalties to God and
America. As Higuchi argues, the Japanization policies “did not bear any fruit in Guam.
One important, but unanticipated result ... was the creation among the Chamorros of a

** Further, the Japanese eventually

stronger pro-American feeling and political identity.
recognized “the difficulty of replacing religion with a political ideology and the figure of
Jesus with that of the Japanese Emperor.”45 As Palomo observes, “one of the most
difficult things for the Chamorros to accept was the edict that the Japanese Emperor was
both the temporal and spiritual leader of the empire. This was contrary to their religious
ubbringin g because at least 95 percent of the people of Guam were Christians, the great
majority Catholics.”*®
Flawed from the onset, the Japanese colonial project in Guam did not succeed,
nor could it. Partly because of the intrusive, militarist and violent nature of their
assimilationist policies in Guam, the Japanese failed to transform fully the social,
political and spiritual fabric of most Chamorros on the island. Chamorros contrasted the
Japanization war-time policies with what they remembered of a “peaceful” pre-war
period of Americanization. They concluded that American rule was simply better than
that of the Japanese. As they entered the most turbulent times of the Japanese
occupation, these political and spiritual convictions, no matter how problematic and

romanticized they appeared, gave Chamorros strength in a period of tragedy and despair.

That period began in the spring of 1944. By that time, the Japanese were

* Higuchi 2001, 35.
* Ibid., 26.
46 palomo 1991, 139.
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conscripting Chamorro men “between the ages of 12 and 60 ... to work on projects
related to the Japanese defcﬁse of Guam.” These young and elderly men, along with
the assistance of Korean and Okinawan laborers, helped to build roads and runways,
coastal canon fortifications, ammunition storage shelters, and other mivlitary facilities.
The Japanese administration also mandated that Chamorro women above the age of 12
participate in an aggressive campaign to produce agricultural goods and livestock for
consumption by Japanese soldiers and sailors. As American military forces moved into
Micronesia, capturing first the islands of the Gilberts and the Marshalls in March 1944,
the Japanese Imperial Army hastily worked to fortify the Marianas “as part of Japan’s

248

inner perimeter of defense.”™ That same month, the Japanese military “sent some of its

best troops to Guam——seasoned combat veterans from Manchuria commanded by Lt.
General Takashina.”*

Yet no amount of training and experience prepared these soldiers for the war in
Guam. Some became restless and hungry.5 0 They knew of the rapidly approaching
Americans, who had already landed on nearby Saipan in June 1944, and of their earlier
military victories in the Pacific. While the Japanese believed in the overall might of their
war empire, they also realized that Guam was nowhere near a sufficient military base.
Some of these soldiers released their anxieties and frustrations on the Chamorros, a
people whose loyalties they understood as more American than Japanese.

Despite the contribution of labor, albeit forced, in the construction of military

fortifications and in the production of food, numerous Japanese soldiers, as well as some

47 Ballendorf, 232.
8 Ibid., 232.

* Ibid., 232.
¥ Rogers 176.
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of their Chamorro interpreters from the northern Mariana Islands, abused, punished and
murdered Chamorros from Guam. Sanchez writes that “from Yigo in the north to Merizo
in the south, scores of men, women and children met untimely death in the hands of the

»5! He approximates that about 500 Chamorros “met death

Japanese police and troops.
through Japanese atrocities,” which included the indiscriminate beating, bayoneting and
shooting of individuals in caves, shallow graves, and other jungle areas.’> One survivor
Jose F. Mendiola pleaded, for example, that “you have to be patient with me. You see
my tears come out? This comes from the Japanese. They beat me, they clubbed me
during the Japanese times.”> The J apanese also executed Chamorros, such as Father
Jesus Baza Duefias, a priest who the Japanese accused of withholding information on the
whereabouts of the U.S. Navy sailor George Tweed. Indeed, Japanese military behavior

3 This erratic kind of conduct increased

“denigrated into a kind of destructive nihilism.
as American forces approached Guam. As a resulf, the Japanese forced most of the
Chamorros into concentration camps in the villages of Yofia, Malesso and Malojloj.
Instances of Japanese humanity and generosity were few >and far between.

The way of war held no place for compassion and sympathy in Guam, as several
Japanese massacres of Chamorros in the villages of Agat, Malesso and Yigo attested.”
Survivor Joaquin Cruz recalled, however, a rare incident in which an unknown Japanese
soldier befriended his family. Remembering his time spent in the Manengon

concentration camp in Yofia, Cruz noted that a soldier provided his family with

desperately needed food items, such as rice and candy. In return, Cruz instructed the

3! Sanchez 1989, 222.
>2 1bid., 222.
>3 Qouted in “Survivors Recall Joy of Liberation,” Pacific Daily News, 21 July 1990, 2A.

>4 Rogers, 181.
55 Ibid., 180.
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soldier on how to make coconut oil, a versatile oil used as medicine and food.>® That
friendship lasted briefly, risking the lives of the soldier and the Cruz family. In another
instance, survivor Maria Cruz talked about an unidentified Japanese male who helped her
family. She described how the soldier assisted her family in escaping harm during the
American invasion of Guam. “When morning came,” Cruz recalled, “this one Japanese
told us to go to a different place than the others. He wrote a note and gave it to us and
said, “if you meet a Japanese soldier give him this note because you people are good.”’57
Maria Cruz failed to indicate where the “others” ventured, only stating her indebtedness
to the Japanese soldier for protecting her family.

No one knew, among the two Cruz families, what happened to these considerate
soldiers, as bombs from above quickly forced many into hiding. Froﬁa early June to mid
July, the American Navy bombarded the island, focusing on Japanese coast-line defenses
and on the city of Hagatfia. During the war, many Chamorros intérpreted the dropping of
bombs as “bindision Yu'us,” or “God’s blessing.” As a young child during the war, for
exarﬁple, Antonio “Min” C. Babauta ’recalls that his “mother and grandmother used to
pray to the Blessed Virgin Mary to spread her cape, saying ‘Baba nai I copamu yan
protehi ham,” or ‘open your cape and protect us.” I didn’t know what it meant at that

time...Now I know more about what they’re praying for.”>® God’s blessing thus signaled

the return of the Americans and hopefully the end of Japanese rule.

%6 Quoted in Frale Oyen, “Longtime Asan Resident Remembers: J oaquin Cruz Describes Some Childhood
Events,” Pacific Daily News, 21 July 1990, 17A.

57 Quoted in Barbara Ray, “The Invasion Begins: Memories of Battle for Guam Deeply Etched,” Pacific
Daily News Liberation Day Supplement, 21 Thursday 1994, 41 and 60.

3% Antonio “Min” C. Babauta, interview by the author, Agat, Guam. 5 March 2002.-
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The bombing finally ceased with the American invasion of Guam, code-named
“Operation Stevedore,” on 21 July 1944.% After days and nights of armed conflict, the
United States military declared Guam secure on 10 August 1944. About 16,000
Japanese, Korean and Okinawan soldiers and laborers, as well as 2,000 American
infantrymen, lost their lives in an island far from their homes and families. The
Chamorros of Guam, on the other hand, surfaced from the debris of almost three years of
war under Japan’s rule. For them, the war began with the Japanese invasion on 8
December 1941. The war continued with the military and civil administration of
Chamorros, and ended with the American military victory over Japanese forces in the
summer of 1944. Treated as both enemy and subject by the Japanese soldiers and
administrators, the Chamorros of Guam never received nor sought recognition as patriotic
minorities of Japan. They instead directed their spiritual and political allegiances to the
United States, and judged the Japanese as enemies.

However, their relatives to the north, especially in the islands of Rota and Saipan,
held different and generally favorable attitudes toward the Japanese that “had been
shaped by decades of colonial effort to socialize them as loyal members of the [Japanese]
empire.”® World War II also began on December 1941 for those in the northern
Marianas when the Japanese “instituted martial law in the Marianas, giving the military

3961

full authdn'ty over the islands and their people.”” While the Japanese military

implemented policies to fortify the entire Marianas, Chamorros of the northern islands

5 For a review of the American invasion of Guam, see O.R. Lodge, The Recapture of Guam (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1954).

60 Poyer, Falgout and Carucci 2001, 27. The istand of Tinian housed mostly Okinawan, Korean and
Japanese laborers of the sugar industry. Chamorro families, many of whom previously worked in Yap
under the Japanese mandate, did not reside there until the end of the war in 1945.

1 Farrell 1991A, 329.
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prepared for war. They readied themselves for encounters with what they had come to

know as violent and evil white men.

WORLD WAR II IN THE NORTHERN MARJANAS

From 1941 to 1943, the Japanese govemment militarized Chamorros of the
northern islands in ways different from the intimidation and harm experienced by the
Chamorros of Guam.® Chamorros, as well as Refaluwasch, Koreans and others, built
military fortifications and runways, learned basic military skills, and participated in fire
drills. They worked together with the Japanese government and military, reflecting a
stronger level of acceptance and cooperation than the Chamorros of Guam. Tan
Consolacion C. Guerrero remarked that “when the invasion of Saipan was about to
happen, the natives were taught. They were gathered up, Chamorros and Carolinians.
They were taught about what to expect from the war....We were made to carry the bucket
so that once the war ensued, we will scoop the water and spray it to control the fire. All
of those were taught by the Japanese before the war.”®?

Some Chamorros assisted the Japanese military with specifically assigned
duties.** Although the Japanese seldom conscripted Chamorros as actual soldiers, they
required Chamorros to aid in the operations of J apanese military warfare. Tun Vicente T.

Camacho, for example, learned the military occupation of semaphore signaling, or

hokukutai, for the National Service Corps. He noted that “every morning in the

82 Considerable debate still occurs as to when Japan decided to militarize the mandated islands of
Micronesia. For more on the political and military implications of this debate, see Peattie 1988, 230-256.
63 Tan Consolacion C. Guerrero, “Finiho Yan Estoria Ginen I C.N.M.1. Archives Kolehon San Kattan Na
Islas Marianas/C.N.M.I. Oral History Project Northern Marianas College,” interview by Herbert S. Del
Rosario. Written and Translated by Nominanda L. Kosaka and Herbert S. Del Rosario (Saipan: Northern
Marianas College, 25 April 1994), 5.

While Chamorros in the northern Marianas assisted the Japanese military in various capacities such as
police assistants or laborers, Chamorros in Guam served in the United States Navy as mess attendants, one
of the few available positions open to people of color before the war.
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hokukutai, it was exercises and drills; every morning [Sergeant Nakano] trained us in the
things that Japanese soldiers did....We learned how to shoot rifles, how to dive into air-
raid shelters, all the things that regular soldiers did. Even how to dig air-raid shelters,
how to make them—-everything.”65 Approximately twenty to thirty Chamorros worked as
police assistants in Saipan and Guam. Chamorros, especially male laborers and
interpreters, participated in these military-sponsored activities as they prepared for an
impending war.® In fact, Pacific Islanders throughout Micronesia contributed to Japan’s
war efforts in the Pacific. These Pacific Islanders “served the Japanese military directly
as lookouts and quasi-military servicemen of various sorts; as loyalists who passed
information and enforced local security rules; or rarely and most dramatically as recruited

67 ‘With military activity on the rise, the Japanese

members of the military services.
called on Pacific Islanders across the region of Micronesia to show their loyalty to Japan
by working in these capacities.

Public opinion about the war naturally sharpened with the involvement of so
many Pacific Islanders in the construction of military fortifications and projects
throughout Micronesia. Chamorros of tl;e northern Marianas saw Japan as the eventual‘
victor of the war in the Pacific. They asserted that the Japanese “were unbeatable,

especially with the events of the early part of the war and with Guam being lost and...the

fact that the United States was thrown out without much of a fight and all of the early

55 Vicente T. Camacho, “The Japanese Blood Shed in Saipan is still with Us,” interview by Yoshiaki
Kamisawa Journal of the Pacific Society 14, no. 4 (January 1992): 23.

68 A small number of Chamorro women served as nurses and medical assistants for the Japanese
government. No dodcumentation can be found, at least in English translation, that accurately quantified the
number of Chamorro men and women employed by the Japanese government before the war. A substantial
amount of material was lost during the war as a result of the American bombings of Saipan.

67 Poyer, Falgout and Carucci 2001, 159.
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victories.”®® The few Chamorros who questioned the exact meanings and motives of the
war remained silent or discreet, fearing Japanese punishment. Even the mere mention of
“beikoku” (America) served as grounds for Japanese disciplinary measures. Tun Vicente
Atalig Inos, a Chamorro elder from Rota, observed that “we never said anything about
the Americans during the war because...I don’t know their customs....But you never
would say these words in front of the Japanese because if they heard you saying that, they
would hit you or kill you because they don’t want local people to talk about
[Americans].”*

While many Chamorros knew that they could not talk openly about Americans,
they continued to wonder about their attitudes toward Chamorros. Chamorro interest in
Americans stemmed, in part, from Japanese descriptions of “America” as one of the
Western countries opposing Japan’s “liberation” campaigns in Asia and the Pacific.
Based on accounts of relatives in Guam married to Americans, several Chamorro families
thought that Americans were decent people. The majority of northern Marianas
Chamorros, however, accepted Japanese cﬁaracterizations of the Americans as imperialist
murderers. Tun Ignacio M. Sablan reflected, for example, that the Americans “were a
bunch of killers.”’® He added, “that’s what the J apanese told us.””" For the duration of
the war, the belief in Americans as “killers” endured in the northern Marianas, an idea
antithetical to that of Americans as saviors in Guam. Chamorro loyalties to Japan

undoubtedly prospered, but the question of its collective continuity loomed on the

horizon.

68 Scott Russell, interview by the author, Chalan Kanoa, Saipan, 7 February 2002.
% Vicente Atalig Inos, “The War Years on Saipan: Transcripts of Interviews with Residents,” interview by
Ted Oxborrow and Associates (Mangilao: Micronesian Area Research Center, 1981), 64.

70 Sablan 1981B, 56.
" bid., 56.
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Beginning in February 1944, several Japanese military units arrived in Saipan, |
including the 29™ Infantry Division, the 9" Tank Regiment, and the 43™ Infantry
Division. Most of these divisions came from Manchuria. Many of these soldiers entered
Saipan ignorant of the relationship that had developed over the years between the
Japanese and Chamorros of the northern Marianas. 7un Vicente T. Camacho, himself an
aid to the Japanese military and police, noticed that the Japanese soldiers “weren’t friends

»72 The stress of war

anymore. So many soldiers came to Saipan; they came in droves.
affected these soldiers, making it difficult for them to perform their military assignments,
let alone interact with indigenous peoples. The success of American and Allied naval
attacks on Japanese shipping undermined the confidence of these soldiers, many of whom
displaced their increasing anxiety on the Chamorro communities.”

Throughout the northern Marianas and other battle sites of the western Pacific,
Japanese soldiers caused some of “the most profound dislocations in the patterns of
civﬂian life.”’ The arrival of the Japanese Army divisions, the final warning that war
with the United States was imminent, marked a key turning point in Chamorro relations
with the Japanese. Russell states that “when the military came in things changed. The
military was pretty brutal. People didn’t like them. People tried to avoid them....And a
lot of the disillusionment that came with the Japanese came with the Japanese military in
that period. The Japanese military did not care about the people....They had a mission
4,7

and the mission was to hold the homelan

That these particular Japanese soldiers cared little about Chamorros immediately

72 Camacho 1992, 25.

" Peattie 1988, 277.

™ Ibid, 297.

75 Russell 2002, Tnterview.
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impacted indigenous understandings of the Japanese. As Tan Escolastica Tudela Cabrera
observed, “when the fighting started the Japanese became mean.”’® Tan Lucia Aldan
Duenas likewise recollected that “the new soldiers who came ... were very strict to the
people of the islands. They slapped people who do not help and whenever they pass by
you have to stand up and salute them irregardless of their appearance. You have to salute
them.””’ In the spring of 1944, therefore, the violent attitudes of the newly arrived
Japanese soldiers, some of whom were veterans of battles in Nanjing and Shanghai,
China, undermined further an already strained relationship between Chamorros and
Japanese.

Not able to attend Mass and displaced from their homes in Garapan, now
occupied by the soldiers, Chamorro families, laborers and civilians rushed to the caves in
the mountains and valleys for protection from the war.”® To the south, in Rota and
Tinian, the Japanese military instructed civilians to seek shelter as well. Many
Chamorros in Rota stayed in the village of Tatachao under orders from the Japanese
military. Others feverishly worked to complete fortifications, scores of which failed to
meet the standards of the military since “panic and exhaustion ruled the way things were
constructed.””

Panic and a general sense of chaos permeated the atmosphere of the southernmost

islands of the chain, as soldiers prepared their military defense strategies and as

Chamorros scrambled for protection. With most of the Army stationed in Saipan, the

7 Quoted in Bruce Petty, ed., Saipan: Oral Histories of the Pacific War (Jefferson: McFarland and
Company, Inc., 2002), 27.

7 Duefias 1994, 6.

78 Farrell 19914, 328.

7 W.M. Peck, “Rota’s Ginalagan Cliff Unchallenged,” [19837], copy in Mark Peattie’s Nan’yd Papers,
Box 2, Folder 3, Richard F. Taitano Micronesian Area Research Center Manuscript Collection, University
of Guam, 6.
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Chamorros there experienced the force and pressure of the soldiers’ demands. While the
Japanese did not erect internment camps for the Saipanese, as was in the case in Guam,
they required Chamorros to dig holes near their homes.‘ Although the Japanese military
never stated its exact intention for these holes, many Chamorros suspected that the holes
would serve as burial sites for them. Tan Lucia Aldan Duefias remarked that “what
scared the Chamorros here on Saipan was on every house the Japanese dug big holes for
everyone to hide. Then my father was susbicious of what was happening.”80 Chamorro
fears of these holes and of the possibility that they may be executed by the Japanese
reflected similar suspicions held by other Pacific Islanders in Micronesia.

These Pacific Islanders likewise “suspected that the Japanese planned to
exterminate them--perhaps to alleviate the critical food shortage, in retaliation for
disloyalty, to cheat the enemy of his prize, or as a final attempt to achieve honor in a lost

b 1
war. 8

Fortunately, no exterminations occurred in the northern Marianas. As Russell
notes, “there wasn’t the atrocities that you had in Guam.”® That northern Chamorros
cooperated willingly with the Japanese military may have tempered some of the anxieties
and prejudices of the soldiers. Unlike the Chamorros of Guam, Chamorros in the
northern Marianas héd grown accustomed to dealing with the Japanese over more than
three decades of colonial rule. This relationship helped to ease the wartime tension
between Japanese and Chamorros. In effect, the Chamorros of the northern Marianas
showed themselves to be loyal.

Even with the American bombing of Saipan in early June 1944, culminating with

the American invasion of the island code-named “Forager,” Chamorros in the northern

80 Dueiias 1994, 6.
81 ‘Poyer, Falgout and Carucci 2001, 10.
82 Russell 2002, Interview.

92



Marianas assisted, however unwillingly, the Japanese military in its needs. This meant
that Chamorros risked their lives and those of their families. As the Japanese soldiers
fought the invading American forces through different valleys and terrain, they often
sought food and shelter in caves where Chamorros and civilians hid. There, the soldiers
took pleasure in helping themselves to food, water and rest. Many families resented this
kind of disrespectful behavior, but all they could do was watch as the coming and going
of the soldiers depleted their supplies. Chamorros also guided the Japanese soldiers
around the villages and through the jungles and, in some instances, fought alongside
them. Many prayed to Yu’ us and their favorite saints to stop the war. Overhead, the
bombs fell incessantly on Chamorros, Refaluwasch, Koreans, Okinawans and Japanese
alike. However, the dropping of bombs did not signal God’s blessing as it did in Guam.
Chamorros might have interpreted the bombs as signs of God’s wrath, or even evidence

’ of the evil Americans, but definitely not ‘astod’s blessing. For the Chamorros of the
northern Marianas, the arrival of the Americans brought violence and destruction. As the
bombs rained on them, Chamorros feared the Americans and, increasingly, the Japanese.

- With the war at its height in Saipan, Chamorros tried to protect themselves from

the fighting. Tun John M. Taitano noted that “immediately after the [American] invasion,
I was with my family. We were wandering around not sure of what was happening. 1
was most concerned about the safety of my family, most of whom were not with us. The
invasion itself did not bother me too much because I was on the Japanese side and I was
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sure the Japanese would win against the Americans. But “as the invasion continued,

and as the bombs were dfopped,” added Tun John, “I became worried about niy family,

83 John M. Taitano, “The War Years on Saipan: Transcripts of Interviews with Residents,” interview by
Ted Oxborrow and Associates (Mangilao: Micronesian Area Research Center, 1981), 10.
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about their safety, and about the island itself. Everything was being damaged, and it
looked like the J apanese might not win. Everybody was out of the village, at the farm,
hiding from both the Japanese and the Americans as the war progressed.”™ Tun Vicente
T. Camacho similarly remarked that Chamorros “thought that both sides were our
enemies. That was the worst time of all. If we turned to the left there were enemies, if
we turned to the right, there were enemies. No matter where we turned, up, down, east,
west, it was enemies everywhere.”85 Indeed, everywhere in the northern Marianas,
Chamorros began to question the strength of the Japanese empire and, in turn, question
their loyalties to that empire.

On Rota, Tun Lewis Manglona excitedly recalled a battle between Japanese and
American aircraft. He stated that “now I'm not sure why my friend and I were for the
American plane for we had been told that the Americans’ sole purpose in coming to Rota
was to cut off our ears and tongues, but it was the American plane we were cheering
for.”®® Amazed at the skill of the American pilot, Tun Lewis said that “suddenly [the
American airplane] seemed to have been hit for it rolled over in the air and started to fall.
But it was only a stunt, for as soon as the Japanese plane turned its tail it recovered, came
at the Japanese plane and shot it down.”®” Tun Lewis finally exclaimed that “we almost
went crazy laughing and clapping and shouting until a Japanese soldier heard us and
came running at us with his sword raised. That settled us and we bowed to him and tried
to look as if we had been crying.”® Tun Lewis’ “tears” reflected the ambiguous nature of

northern Marianas Chamorro loyalties to Japan toward the end of the war.

8 Ibid., 10. ,
85 Camacho 1992, 29.
86 Quoted in Peck, 6.
87 Quoted in Peck, 6.
88 Quoted in Peck, 6.
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The power and cohesiveness of Japanese loyalty slowly deteriorated among
Chamorros who wondered if Japan would even win the war. In addition, Japanese
military acts of disrespect and violence disturbed and offended many Chamorros.
Unbeknownst to them, Japanese soldiers unwittingly created the conditions for
Chamorros to think more critically about their colonial status as indigenous subjects of
the Japanese empire. Although Chamorros supported Japan’s war effort on the surface,
they began to question to what extent their loyalties guaranteed them safety and survival.
Some Chamorros continued to aid the Japanese military during the war, at times
hesitantly and at other times willingly. But the majority of Chamorros protected their
own families in the confines of caves and underground dwellings. There, they thought
deeply about their lives and the outcbme of the war in the northern Marianas. Uncertain
about their future, Chamorros pondered the increasing fragmentary nature of their
loyalties to Japan.

Various Asian populations in Saipan, Rota and Tinian shared concerns similar to
those of the Chamorros. Okinawans, Koreans and Japanese civilians hid in natural and
artificially made shelters. They, too, feared the war and its outcome, not knowing their
future under either the Japanese or American militaries. Apprehensive of what that future
might entail, they sometimes contemplated surrendering to two kinds of “death.” One
type of death required that Japanese subjects pay tribute and honor to Japan in the form of
gyokusai, an “honorable death.”®® This was the patriotic way to die. The other form of
death, indeed the dishonorable one, came from contact with the relatively unknown
American enemy. As aresult of Japanese wartime propaganda, many civilians believed

that encounters with Americans would lead to torture and, finally, execution. Yet despite

89 Shogakukan Progressive Japaﬁese-English Dictionary (Tokyo: Shogakukan, 1986), 453.
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the severity of these fears and stresses, only a small number of Okinawans, Japanese and
Koreans chose gyokusai.

Small numbérs of people jumped from cliffs and ridges located in the northern
coasts of Saipan and Tinian during the humid month of July. Facing north to Japan, with
the salty wind in their faces, these civilians and soldiers died in the direction of their
“motherland.” American military forces and the media often misconstrued these deaths
as “mass suicide.” They rightly noted, however, the patriotic and nationalist zeal
behind these deaths. Recounting a dramatic encounter with gyokusai on Saipan, Lt.
Robert B. Sheeks observed that “some civilians and troops crowded at the end of the
island, swam out to the high outer edge of the submerged reef, and most drowned
themselves when our boats or amphibian tractors approached in an effort to rescue
them.”®! Others, continued Sheeks, “banded together at the top of cliffs, sang patriotic
songs, and leaped into the sea.”>

The actual losses associated with gyokusai constituted only a fragment of the total
number of deaths in the northern Marianas. Many more people, especially the elderly
and the young, died either from starvation or from the violence inflicted upon them by the
Japanese and American armed forces. Those who survived chose to trust the words of
enlisted nisei, or Japanese soldiers in the American Army, as well as some of their kin
who had already passed over into American lines. The nisei, working as interpreters,

traveled through stretches of jungle, cliffs and caves where many civilians still took

cover. Speaking through megaphones, the nisei offered food, water and medical

%0 The exact number of these deaths is not known. Haruko Taya Cook estimates that about 1,000 civilians
died as a result of gyokusai. See her essay, “The Myth of the Saipan Suicides,” in No End Save Victory:
Perspectives on World War II, ed. Robert Cowley (New York: Berkley Books, 2001).

T Lt. Robert B. Sheeks, “Civilians on Saipan,” Far Eastern Survey 14, no. 9 (1945): 112.
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treatment for civilians and promised them safe refuge. The presence of relatively healthy
civilians and captured prisoners of war during these excursions encouraged others to

surrender, easing further suffering and death.

MEMORY AND MEANING IN WORLD WAR I

The surrender of civilians to the American forces continued long after the
Americans declared the Marianas secure on 10 August 1944, though most had turned
themselves over by the end of that summer.” It was not until the end of the war, a year
later in September 1945, that the Japanese gave up Rota, an island the Americans earlier
declared as non-threatening because of its lack of sufficient military resources.” The
campaign to secure the Marianas having ended successfully, the United States now used
the islands as bases for aircraft bombers and as refueling stations for submarines.” As
Ballendorf states, “Guam, along with the Mariana Islands of Saipan and Tinian, became
huge airbases from which daily bombing attacks were launched against J apan.”96 These
assaults included the Enola Gay’s atomic bombing of Hiroshima on 6 August 1945.

Following Japan’s surrender on 15 August 1945, the United States ““set out upon
an imperial course to guarantee its future security in the Pacific and East Asia by taking
direct control over the Pacific Islands from J apan at the end of World War .77 In 1947,

the United States established a strategic trusteeship through the United Nations which

%3 The American military secured Saipan on 9 July 1944 and Tinian on 1 August 1944. In his History of
the Northern Marianas, Farrell states that a total of 60,000 Japanese (many of whom were actually
Okinawans) and 5,000 Americans lost their lives in the battle for the Marianas, 383.
% The islands of Pagan held a very small population of Chamorros and Refaluwasch. Aguigan and
Anatahan hosted an even smaller number of Japanese and Okinawan civilians and soldiers. The American
forces ignored these islands, seeing them as non-threatening to their larger war effort in the Pacific. The
geoples of these islands later received food and aid from the United States in the late 1940s.

Farrell 19914, 371.

Ballendorf, 235.
o1 Hal M. Friedman, “The Limitations of Collective Security: The United States and the Micronesian
Trusteeship, 1945-1947,” ISLA: A Journal of Micronesian Studies 3, no 2 (Dry