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B25ZTHFARDIEEEEZRI-LTEY. VBILEZ. EEXEILESHEHRIZLTE
foo EUYDITE2RR KR D 1944 £ 6 AIZHEITSNT=Gli%E(GI Bill of Rights)
X EERBEFELGEICKY. EHREBRERELARICET2FRLX YT -NR
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T3 1942 EORILFHETHREZIME. BROVMORERTSULRAEKDOVB
PRESNTE, TOEKRTELIEXD(VE—/ - RT3 1EVSKYIE 1) E—
I TARIAIRTSV IDOERIZELTLS,

CNITHLTIAE—/ - RTFSULIE ERICKYBTOELAH DM, HHL 1.
TAVEVICEFARELSBICEEL TV ALTEHLEI(EVAT,. (1)HER
HRAIC RELRELI-HBIE AR A9 Y (Philippine Scouts)?. (11)1935 £EIZFEL
f=aE> )L ABEE (Philippine Commonwealth Army 4 B OEED#[&). (II)A
AELBETOLES ) S(recognized guerrilla), ELEWTFhNZFIBHBUEIHKE
ICERLT. 193949 A1 BM5 46 £ 12 A 31 BETOLWThH OB, Eixz
B FLTHHELEEEZST, COSBRAMVVIE KENERERLE-RATREAIC
ABAGEVWCEFEHBATHSN. BV DI RABEELSYSHAREND—BELTH
EBEOFonf-DIE. J4VEV NI EfFEDZ ETHSLEBLI-EEDEYMTH
1=

1934 £, KEIMBRIETUED I K48 Stat. 463)FFITE. F 35 F. BHAMK
FFREUITILAN 46 FOFZEMIUZAMRELTRRE. RFCIEU VDIV ABEE
NI EOEZEMNELTRIRSN - LOALREIR. REMIFTIAVEVA
DXE~DBREEH DT, KRHARFXVOTHERFICL>TAEV VI RAEE
EREICHAETESLESH TV, TLT. 194157 A, BRBERORERIZHELT
O—Xrjz )Lk (Franklin D. Roosevelt) XK#ffEIEKILEHFEGZHS. Ivh—Y—
(Douglas MacArthur)ZBIRE &I HKBREEUSAFFE(U.S. Army Forces in
the Far East)h\fRiSh -, BAii#%. USAFFEDXLFEZ. /N4 7 3% 8-aLk
F—ILEEOKMHEESIZIXIFED T (Death March) 1T, XF@EY. £FRLEEHE
HIZLF=-DTH 5,

1942 £ 5 A, aLEF—)LEEH K%, USAFFEIZBAEICEARLT- LML+
NEVEERHOXREREDZIRREZESTLTER. 512, BAEOD SHEBE
ICRFELTENREBICHZRLSELAELICEZI T, J1VEVEEBE7O7 TR
LHMLWVBESOEE LG o1, ChoinB 75D <. 1943 FITIFTKERA
AFFESWPA (Southwest Pacific Area) B Ei&EKEEE. J1VEVBH#ES
WPARBISELLTI(IEVERDAKNERITEIvI—U—DHEETICA-T=,
KEEBBAFRBSSERRT RO AR, 1944 £ 10 A 28 A, €Vl
AKXFEA A A==+ (Sergio Osmena)lL. IYh—H—DEBE/THERLEX
HERST. RERETOSYSZIEV I AEERICREALR, ShA (D2

21945 &£ 10 A. kENEENMEBIEAELTHICEELIE=HRADD Y (New
Philippine Scouts) BB &L, BBLHLIEVIIIRAEELRCRVVERITT-,
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KREADBAZEKRLTHY. KEHREOZILWEVBORRICL D ELEBRENT-,
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IWREEMN 12 5R), BEHEEAELTHAABFICEHEZEN. TOZE0OEH
[EE2IC—BT BEALEENT-, LOHEOAKE BB O~ (k. Kik
WIECTLIEVEEKIZHLRATE BT USEEICHFII>T-BAEIL{MBTREBA
ZEURB-RETAICRU. KESDOBEEEH 111 BAISEL. MIEED
1950 £E{fi8 T 58 ERILEB A 1-(h% 1997, 278-9 H), TDEKTIL. 71UE—
J RFSUCEVBOXMERELTHE LW ERESABHALEELTHREBX LM oT=,
ECAMBRICIE. WO THAEACERNSNDIEWSEHEMN., Bk, HSORIICIL
Bl otz RIC. £7. IRLEBEEBEOEAEFNIREERELLS,
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F2RMRKEICW=5FT. 7O7REERHR. KEELETBR—HOTER
RN SNEVRIEEZERN ORR THof=, COTED., Kb D 1943 £
ER. #i& 1946 FITA VR BLUVTAIE—/IZDT, SHIZ 1952 EBRIBILET
EANEESNIETT7O7REEKEROERRICEXRLGHEEEATEILE.
Hol-OTHRRBIETHLEL, TD—F. IRLEENZDYCZ S EMBATELELTK
BLURIMST7OT7RICLTRIEMGOEZRVTE-ON EEELEOHERTE
L KEBANHTRIRIEEBIBE THo1z. KEICEFNEFOCLTERSNLIEM
EHRLLTOEES. EBZECTRLEERICHTIBHEZ. AfE-RELOH
BLYLEEMFEOFHLLTERTIAT. WThIELLEIZNEHTRIEDHR S
ZRLERAITHS,

FADIREEBIZIE. KEA—BROIFD. RIEFHZEIRFL-BHEES
IS BIEBLH D, FARKEHEELTISHLTIE, 1942 £ 3 A, EHHBENE
“RBFEREOD-—RELTEHEZZ —BUE. BECEFITKRECEH TS
SHEAICOVT. BEDRILEETERSNIAEEOBEIRALEENTAMNE
EERRLTEZICTHRENMF[TESEZRV =, 74VE—/-TAIHAV BB E
T4, COBREICE>TRIELT= REZIEESIC, EFIEREARLTITS—UOFEH
TEZ.HBRUEEPOFICR->T. AEEHBRIFIEBINS (Immigration and
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Naturalization Service)hMESL TREA BRI HHABRMICIKEL-IELEZE
CTITSCLEEDT=, BEEHARIE. 1946 & 12 A 31 BEESHBIT=(Ch. 199, 56
Stat. 182.LAF. i E¥FHliE),

LY. REICHEVWTIAIELTH, 19458 A 1 H. T=X(George Ennis)EI$AZE
MR ERMHOEYEICEGSAT LOALEOERICIOAVEVBRAERE 1N, BRE
FHEOBSZEBHBAICELTRALI=HIZ. 9 A 13 H. INSEEDOAHIL— (Ugo
Carusi)h, BIEREY5—%2(Tom C. Clark)IZitEHEEDOhitZEE. FERE
I%. R 26 B. T=ADEYEEREEH. 10 A 26 BIZREIEESI =, INSIE
COREBILZRANTHLLEZRBLTHY., 71UEHTEIRIL(1946 £ 7 AWM
B)E#0D8 A1 8. H5ICHYHELELTI«VYTA(P. J. Philips)ZikiE&E. RIER
BETHELZ 2T, # 4000 2AREFEHEEETE T LIS

UEDOREIE. OLOREFLRTEEEORERLLTROONTEA. M
RELWbIFTIREWD, 9. FRBLILC. BEAHOBRSZEHAICEATID
ECBHEEINHLZON. SHICESETHHLTLEN, RTFSUDIRIEE
BRF-OBEELTVEVBFT. REBFIXEDEEICKLETTHIENS
SREAICHLEERINH D, UEEDOKRE L. KRELTHABREZBLGIHTS 1924 &£
BREOTIZHY. RENIBREZRZRLELEZZOTRIBEFENEAIOFEEN S,
T4VE—/FFEERNSA TV G o=, LAEREIED. 24, HER#ELTHII B
ICEHHEMRZROEHICOVE—/BEASBELTHLVWHREBNNRE.
1934 FHIETREKRERALTA~OBRMNEZEILN(ER 50 B)IZFHBREIN=0E,
FHIFELURDIETIEGNo1=(FE 1989), BiFREBIZELLSXKENDHEEE T
DEMAERIE. . FEZLERE(Government Issue GINEER)T&HoT=, LIDMZ
RICEERLTLREVA. JAUEVHLDBERAZERBFNBESLE,S1-LEF
EZZI1Z<Ly,

EFERRRIC. T=RBIFEEN. T1VEL ADOKERIEZERHCT=0IZ. IRLEF
FHICHARERBEABLUAICKEAR L - BREICEEABLEZEIEVSEEDTRE
DEBEICIDAVEVERIZIZULEVERRLTHBEZIZLAEZEBLEN /=T
HDIEETRTEHNHD 1945 £ 9 AL INSIZTAIELEREFEIKELLT
BOHTEORMEBEILI=A. FOREZI_RADHERKHEEFRIEESNI-A
BEMEASE L \[Olegario v. U.S., Note 5, 629 F.2d 204 (1980)], &5IZINSIZ. #dd
%46 £ 2 A DI &hik(Rescission Act) 13, AEVI I REESSULRTISD

% Ugo Carusi, Commissioner, INS, to Tom C. Clark, Attorney General, September
13, 1945; Edward J. Shaughnessy, Special Assistant to the Commissioner of the INS,
to Ugo Carusi, October 19, 1945. Quoted in 629 F.2d 204 (1980).

* George Ennis, “Memorandum,” August 7, 1945. 811B.00/8-1345. State
Department Central Files, 1945-1949. RG59, NARS.
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TESZIOBREERAIIETEESN., INSIEZDOERE K ELT-[Petition for
Naturalization of Munoz, 156 F.Supp. 184 (1957)], cD&3IZKEFFIE. —Z A DR
HEEEDR. ThThRICEIEEL-ERISIFIEZFZEBAMFLI-OTH>
1=

T4VE—/ - RTS8, TOEDLI-HHIRIEOBEZRYRESEAREN
IZERZIBOT=DIE. BSH-HEL 1960 ERFEFLEDZLTH-T=c —LHEEE
LIBE. IREBREBICIE. FTERLABTNIELRS T o1, BHIRILICHESSLT 55—
—HEHPRBRBFHLBEICRITEZ2—BNEXR-FETHIILIE. . ThIFEH
HBTEAaMhot=, L. EFHES(E 1952 EFBREET 42 FOREEFHEZERIC
BEIELT=, BRLTHHREBENROHON DA RERTEL. H5MLHFRZRCTRIE
BREFES=-DOTHD. CORREEZ =DM, 1965 EFBRRETHo1-. BRI D
REI&ZZ2BEL TR - RETFUFEEERICIYVBURBRICAAF2MAKL-RE
(. ERMBIKELSBHEL-ER-BERELHY., - LRIEFEICRELE
W HE (Immediate Relatives)hRKEIZZWLIAVEV AZIZFRLEBRRETH 1=
LLE, §BICEISET. JUVEVHLREANDBRIEAFDOICRSC ABEEED
KOTRELTE -, T, T TICHHRFEITELERTIURLEORRBEZ LRI
L. BoICtBREMOBEZEA -, FHRELGABRLTKEE-TRIEZIET
hiE. ZORFEBELTREICBRTE-NOTHS. cOXIIZLTERLERTS
U650, HiRYINE T TIC 20 £ -IRIEBREEZE. INSIIZEZ EKHTFL -, 22
[ZREERIAA AL T B LI 1=DTH D',

S IRLERRD2445

FLHTERESHE TRILFRRZFo-FEEE(Hibi). 1965 FBEEMILL
BIOARMEIEFHIRIEREEIEESNh THRREFREILENMATZTHRETH S,
1945~46 F£ 4K, IREFHZ—UHSEShT . LR EPIFIELHENTEE ST
CEBEN, HH-OTHMRIEEZRDIBMICARDILVSREDEERICHLT.
1967 . hIAIN 7 MALEERLEIFZ 3R, E=F. FAKEREHRIE
REBHFMTLRELBERLT-. LALRELE 10 B, EREEEHT. TREOHHEZE
L. IRt FHZEIIBA AL E (affirmative misconduct) 1B o1=1BA D BEMFD

S REEREAICRET 2 IHIRFZE &L T, Sherman (1985), Murphy (1988)% &8,
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RIEFRBROMBEIZELIZSA T, AETIEERBFORGICIBABLGFIE LR
HLNBNELTRAZRIT =, =1L, EHIRIE*6 ¥ 3 [CHIEFA SN, 7— v
JL(Thurgood Marshall)ZIZC& 3 &A%, PHER CMHTRFF/N SR EICEBEDILEE
MEBITLGD S T-EREH/AL TLDIEHIRERBILI=[INS v. HIBI, 414 US. 5
(1973) LLF. EE#IR],

EEHIRITEEZFBRLLCERSIINOICERMECREEZRE. Tk
B CRULHEHSHERNE, TT.1975F 12 B, AUTAHIL =7 ML EEFR b EL (L.
TA4VE—/ - RFSFVDANBODEREZRODIIEITREHRZTLLE
[INATUALIZATION OF 68 FIIPINO WAR VETERANS, 406 F. Supp. 931 (1975)],
B¥RIERET I—TE2=2I57 . £7. HBPICRIEERA A BRENZESE
he. HA3WNIBALFEESA T EATIV— 1 RF5(7 ROV TEMPEAF
DERFHALNTHSIELTHRAZEAMICRO - — A XSHOELIE, KK
MBENIREEHZERET. TOFETOHLLANEE 1946 FREDR 1=, Fi-
TUSBRFHEN 48 EXRICETRU. HBEIANICERE/OoONGH-=ELZ D
Too ¥R THoLBEB SN BDIE. ChoBEAICRELEN>F-ATIT)—IRT
52(53 &)= DN T OB T 1=,

FRIE, ERBENRET HEDTICHIT5FF M {RE(Equal Protection)D R
B, COANRICECETHEHATEINZRE. BETRR571UE AT KEE
x4 DRI E A(resident alien)&EBFE T, HAlBHANEDENWTHELEHROF
EAEAShSLIEREL, BERENI LIS, CCTEREN-DIE. ERBFMNTE
KRNAEAZERNWICHRVNELIOBEREZLREEZT I TR OUELI-ERIA
HEAGEDHEELE. BRARHFHNRBICEATSAaLIVHRTH-T-
[KOREMATSU v. U.S. 323 U.S. 214 (1944)], ZL T. EPHFNERL=. A¥TR
HEBND7/VEVBFICHT 558X LOEBREIX. EZDLOUEL-EERIIZE
BEZELBVELT, ATTV—IRTSUDIRILBREEERD. SHICEIRIIAE
BEICREAH DI ATIV—NIRTSU(/\A)H. 90 BLURIZEHKZIERAT LIEIE
{LZRBHIREZTLI=DFE>T=,

B4R O KB AF O i (XN, INSIXT=12BIHERLEN. RERH—4—
(Jimmy Carter)BEDFH BIZEH BV FT=ICEELT=ARTs—1)3a(Lionel Castillo)
BEE. TRIGEZIOMBEELTI30 FROKNRIZTFoLEFNIEGESHENELT
(HCJ, 1978). 1977 ££ 11 A 30 B. #EERZMYTIF1=. LOLZTDEINSIIBU A&
ZZEZ.AT3)— ] OREPFEEFZLAMICRETEH500. ATI)—IIZD01VT
(. HERIYTIFAEZHEIC. ThUROPFEEDAERE, LRIIZBEESEET
G5 LEROT=, BEDORINEBN-DTH D, 5L THL=ITEF DN -IRILER
INTIX. BRIBILFE LTS (The Association of Immigration and Nationality
Lawyers)hS, #EERERY TIF THEEL-EHRFRHIRICR T 5 EEERFTITALL
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ELT=F "B (collateral estoppe)ZEBAL THRADFAZRITEIREZLELTHIER
EFRH. — . INSEEREGRBRFIRICHTEIFERNOREZBERRELOIE S
BHLELTRLT=, 1980 . F oK EIREPIEHFRFIFIE. BFOERERD TR
EDERAZHTLI=[Olegario v. U.S. (1980)], LALFD#. FmshZERALTRE
B EREZDHIHRLEBRNTTREBOHEHARECE N1, EHRREHDH
D F=-nBERELL =,

COEBEREBICHLTERRE L. —h/\BE, AVF—YHIR[U.S. v. Mendoza.
104 U.S. 568 (1984)|T. 7. RE&EHARE— ATIELRVIREIRRICE S R%EEA
LAWVWELT. SEARRBRHROEEHRELTOMAZERELESEL -, SHI,
1988 . EHHEE(L. REDRILIRRICTRIEFESONIX)FUHRERLE:
[INS v. Pangilinan. 486 U.S. 875 (1988)], BRI, T RE( 5 &4 D HIE (L&
HESOFIEBETHY., ERBEN 1952 EBRELEB R OEILETIIIE—
/I RTFSUOEPIRIEDENEERICEILLTEU L, AZEETHREERH5TE
BLNEERC. S5IC, FHREFPHEPOREty ABICHh=5E 4 EDHFETEEHR
ROEHETHREEATHY., ERBFOLBORIGICAEBRERIEEBDHONGNEL
TRE&EDEREZLEMITEITT=,

INOXVUFHRIE, OORFILETISERBRFOEREZROHT. SEOME
ZRIERRTESRMLZASL I, LHL. EEHIRICRELI-HFELMb--28
—HORFIRIE. TR TIHERBEOMRENRLREMNTHSIEBR, 711
E—/ - RTFSUEHELE/IETIIE. ZOERIEFETIEBRGLEFTHDIENS
AytE—CEBEREBRITEDLDTHH oI, SILTRETEIK. 5P REMNG
EI&E%RLIz. LOLENETIC, IBIERROZVORECEABRBEFEZHLTH
59 TIZ 24 EHARBLTL=DTH S

6 1990FBREALFNIFIEDER

INOFX)FUHRBOBEDRIGIEEN o=, T4VE—/BENVGEVIZHN
MbH5T . LRRTIREERDS /9T (Daniel Inouye /N\TA M), FEETIXEED
X R)L(Tom Campbell AUTAHIL=TM). FILI>(Benjamin Gilman =a1—
F—IOM )BT VE—/ - RTFSUDIRIERFHIEEZIRH. 1989 £ 9 A 21 BIZIX
THREIZZERTIREHFICLLLSBREBEEIREZEOLAENHESL
=(HCJ 1990), RIABERTIXINSHLRR/EI/BA T, 1990 EBRREAICHHIRILESHS
HTERDIFENRBRYRAENT, COKIICBENFHIRILZH > SYLROT-H
BELTHEH. BEHHROAYvtE—SHICMA T, bESEBHIA TV -EERBRE
HED—EELTIRETECE., Ty a(George Bush)BIEDG AL ELTRIFTE
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3. LWLAIEVL > THEREMNBOIEEDORBITH o1z, Z4VE—/RTF5U1=H
DE<H, TTIZ 70 RITELTULV =, 1989 FORAEELTHFrUNLEBAIL. Bt
LTHLBYD2HIRTIVDELMNHATI AEDBEIZREICP> TR ATHE
NS JEREALT=(bid., p.4d), ELDZINIE. RFSUAOQREDLEHHEE
FoT. IO TERERIIMELEIEZDREDORMBEILLTRETIHMICHEH
HLE=DOTHD, %83 5VBEREMBELIRLBELSBMLUI-CLLEELAT
Hotz. ALABER T, ARHEIRIE. HFHIRELVBREIREEE T . MBS
BEBRLEWCEE®RFALI=(Ibid., p.43), 1990 EBEZEL. BHIRENIBIERTSY
DOUVNERZEEEDIHEF, 5. BB EICHLEELGVIEHEL. ROEREE
Z5LE BRARTIVBEMBEREDRRICHTIERBESORIEFFIHTZS
EHLARETH DS, HIC, SETFLBEZENBALTHAIRIEAERBRLI-LZAIC,
KkEHENEETIHRECEISEDREIZMOEINAIBVELTIOTHS,

BOIRIEEDERZDELTELRATIVORRBEDUV LY H =F (Patric Ganio
EE6)T&2T. 1990 &£ 11 A 29 B, RIAMNORATBRZEDOKHKEERICILD
LOBREIE—EDEYTH D, 1965 ERREDHELZINALTREL-FER
DIRF=-BIZFFVUFELATUE,. 7V DCTELBEBADOLEEZLEASHE
BOE—FEIZLTERLRICL->T HHIRIEEBRE. UM ERELE I ORE
T&Ho1=(Ganio 1999), LAL. & THFHBERTERLEMKERIE. J1UEV#
SOBRELEATHLICE ST HYORBELEEDIMCHEBZ. ERLLE 1T
TIRBRATELEVERRTIUEEOBERMBRLVSBEEZEAHLIZOTH-
1=

7 BEANTIVBROER

1990 ERRIENHILT HL. FLHCTAIEVDERBITTESThIEHE2RER XK
BHEEI VEDARTIVIRETRIZGN S IEELT-. HHIRIED/ N DY—
AR AT (Lewis 1992), EE(F. ik T 22 DMBEAZERLT. RILREO
NEBRELCERDIRELELBEL TV, SOLSBARDREFTLELRTSUD
BRBERBLTI =, K, 1998 FFETIZ 7 FEHFYDRTIUEREDSS,
EIZ 4 BN 2 75 8000 ZAKEITIRIE. 55 1 55 7000 BHEYNKEICE
{£9 BI=F>71=(HCVA 1998, p.192),

BEHSE. B 70 BT, TNIEEETISIZA)A ALY D -1=2D1E55
N2 IRIERBZHREIEFTOH L THELIE. ORIC. RFSUELTEDONT Ft
DCADLEBLTERIE7ZAVIOTRICESIEIDRNME--EUEE->TULV:
(LAT 1992/2/2: B1)o LINLIRBM. FoEL ORI 7 A)AANIZHE S 1=IRIELT=E
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[FEZIZKV, BB ITIVE—/-FA)AVREFT—RESIEEORERET. 240
JRGETHHMTESIIUGEZEN T—REOBEEIIMFIOEFZIVEDT
SSINZEEEZLETIHLE. REOERENSDBFH DOT=OIZKE TEHLWEEICH
ATWBERTIULEDI AT 1ZEIEHLTULVS(SFC 1997/12/14: Z1),

EEOBRFBEEMSISORLENRZZEDD., J4UEVIEEARELTHL
{C—AHBYFRFRIE 1997 E7O7RERBBOBITE 1,184 FILICBEGH -1
(HCVA 1998, p.255), —H. 1990 £t H AT 140 FAHFEYICAONREELTL
B74VE—/-FA)AUIE BFMNICTLEIFERILTVWIREEFADUVLEDOTH
%, 1989 FEN— AZHYFRBRELXTHZ O TES 1 75 3616 FILED. BRERK
FOTRTRVEL 75.4%T—HEHVEFTEHELZ LV =HG ALLOHEFEA
EXRFEHD 2 EHFEYD 29%). —KELYDFTFIE 4 75 6698 FILISELTEXKF
¥#3BEHEYLEERS—FH. ERBOLEILKTY 13%ICHLTARSZALTE
% 6.4%ICBELL, LHvE, REEHICEHDIT1VELEFhOLENIEEIZEL.
1990 LY A TEEDHE 64%(91 BAN)ZE S, SEHICFDIFFTFFEA 1980 &
fRIZABELTLS(USBC 1993; 1993a) COESITIEENBRENAH UL ZELHHS
ICHEDDOTEHRERTRICENC LR, EBAAMHRIELZREHCIETE
BLEOD, PIFY., KE~OBELEFKEDABLLEEZL-OLEBDIILEETR
LTWL3,

KXEBEROBAHEZIAHT DL, 1997 £ 1 ARE. 2HAMISKE~OBE
BIEOHRFEELEWN 362 A, J1YEUHLDBRFEEIXAF D 105 AA
IZR<SHI57 BAIZEZLTLIS(U.S. Dept. of State 1997), BREIEDEHEEIZ &>
TERHDILDD, FEITHFASNIBREEA 5 FAHFYTHSM D, BEBEICT
BMTIE—OFLULFLELTNERERIMEZIMFTELGL,, Lt BRBEHICE.
EESHhERBEED. KEXKEE-TREZLDEFRENSVET. COEHEHEE
THETELVRBEFESLHYEBIZDEFES, COLSLRT T, mMEEZANEIC
MEBLTBRTZARTSVDIREERIE., LHEDLSLETH S, EUDIT
KEIGEREN BB ERBENHEEVWALRIZEST, ELARICTRTSUDER
EHRWELGLHIE, — N OFEEN. ZR. XEHOSENDIMEDARDLSBFEIC
RATERLELTHEBIILGD, BBEXZEBPICEZIRTIUEEOLEMNE. COD
SOICEABENHFEEES>T. REDEHICHZETTRILBREDELZEALEED
2 C AN

LML, BoZFERIT T EFEE. FHLULEICELM . BREBHDHECA.
BREZRBVVIICTIEBERENDLTHOOND RTIUDEEBH TFHESE
EDHLER LOMEIZRIT. KEEM-FEERAOERIELGVELZ M ST,
BoDFHmEERITL. EM-FEEAZMELIIRENSHHBIL -, EBIRAD
BEELBORBEBENESRRELTHILTIDE. AEOBHG/NMNMIFLELT
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XIS SSSIZHRICEFITESZHLAT. BRBRILRICRYITHIENTE
=512 o1=(LAT 1995/1/1: B1; SB 1995/8/20: A10), BEE L EENRFSU-b%
WARAL =D (&, SSIMYIL TO=OIHL FREHR T HIDEAH - o1 =,

EEEFOHRICASL(LLH. BREDEFNE LI LIE. BERTIVDIF
EALEIZH BT HEBETH o= EYDITBLDRTIUNEWNEDIX. RTFIUEK
ICKYTTRIEEMFELIICEO D DLT . ERHEEZECHET HVBIKRBUFIDS
HBIEFShBLEWSERTH 1=, BINADIZE. SSICHELEE5E A%, LMLS
SIIZEKETIRY. REFUFEORARUY—OEBRBBILONBLOT, BESES
ZFEVBEELNEL, FEZRARIY—Izhinf-ELTH. BEBRENSRETIHK
TlE. RERICBREADPRITSNDICIELAMELI NI LESEETH D, BHH
1219994 9 ARE. J4VEVHLDOREREVFERICL B REEIEE. KIE-BIE
DFEMBELICH——FERIO BB S NREINATVIITBELL, BEFLZORK
UTOFHIIBERFOHENEN, ARV —ICEBEEZOERBREE=
O % LE 5D FJEIANBEL RIXFRLTHS(U.S. Dept. of State 1999), LH
IRTSURANDNRTTNIEL TIIREKIZAEDIDTH D,

EPBRE. COFRICHLTEENBREEZYE. JrVEVTRILFHELT
ZBESTTRELIC. HEREE 1995 £ 2 A=ZAFTERL BERNTSVD
SRMUBRZMNZ 51-THS(8 CFR 329.5), CDFER. J1YEV TIRILHBET S
ENR—FBAEBRTz LHOL. ERRTSUOXRERMNREIET . ¥=5THIELT
MESSIZYTICLTEXRTIELELY (SFE 1993/12/19: B5), LMV, RIZiKR D
VBEG ZEMECEMRBESHAMSHDILELZTOTEMELEE>THEY., XA
TI3UOREFNREIET . TDTHEEIRLTVDIDTH S, TZT. RICVBE
AR IEMBEORMAZREILED,

8 RLBEBRERTIVX-RART4vYVERRIERE

T4VE—/ - RTS5UDVBEFFBLE:. TOERIE. F2RIERKBERD
KILBARDOBGERMIEEHCHBUABIRICENDIES, 1945 F 9 A, kRTIUE
Z74VE—/ - RTFSVEREVBOEERBRELLT. LWoALKICERELE:
(USHC 1947, p.65), &AM, B 46 £ 2 B, EHES(T. AENLENFEXH
#E3hi% (Supplementary Appropriation Rescission Act of 1946)10D—%& T, 3E€Y
DIABEEELIUARS)S%. VBEZHWNET HKREETIRMEEREZEDERIC
RBRUEELEFIRLGSBVIEEHTVBOREMSKEIN L. TDSZ T, EFE
EOEE-BEEFRITOVTE—EBPIOFRKREVSES E—iaTEE
1FILHT=Y 1 RY(HB 1 RY=50 U MICHELI=5A T, TO#HRGEEH-DT
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5o

#HENBESNIN. EEIORRNLTARESBELEHLSLLV(38 US.C.
107]c LB DEIEIFE. RT50%, BETEIGCE2RIER KE T EOERS
ICATEBLI-EEICLK>TERAMICRELTWS=8. EABRELTRETEEZR
BLTHLENFBNAOWTEDD, COTENEEETTRBICLSLA -0, B
B CHERELI=&SIZ. 1946 FICHRAShIEFMRIEDOZ4FTIE. RAIEL TS
&I CTVBERERESNGEN 2R AVVEFIZOHZEFIELESN-IDTIEE
LWihEBbhh3,

SSLTREOH W, VBEFIRERMRERL. £-o(E50/VEVBFF-ERODERE
LTREBBOALIZOIFE>TE R, £, IEIEIE. VBEBORMEICMAT
RERELEALGSBVDIEWSEENLGRELO. fINMNICXEShLEK-EE
BERLTAVAANDEELESNT=ZEIZ, T4VEHMRITELSRFELT =, KBFFER
ATH. COMBNMIEDOKILERICEEZETIEADBEIH L ML—T
(Harry S. Truman)X#flE. KEEO TIRLE#ELZKREOLMEERBICE->
FIARDEUAZEERRTHILENKEDOEENEHE THDIIELT. SERIORHESE
KEETHET D LEHHELIZ(USHC 1947, pp.65-69),

BEDOHNRERMICLEREZENZELESINEEDEIOBRIICIX, L.
ML KERENVS—EORBICEALZIqVEVICHLT, EHREEMASFE
FLEMBXECEZ LOWEREZEBL TV CENEEL TV 46 £ 4 AIC
BIIL=70UE VB EEEIXET 6 {8 2000 FRILOIMHERRSD. [HEShiE] B,
KEPOHBEEILE 2 BEFILIBOEELLTESBN=E D21z, 74VEY
HEEZULARF - MR LEOEHELLTIRA. XEIEI74VEVIZIEZDTIFTINA]
EVISINI—F VR T4 BRIDEBREENE oK ERBRICIE. KEHSHIL
THIAMEVICCA U LOMBIHEHITIZEADEBRBENEEM-DOTH
3

—A. ML= DRI SEEST- KRR BIE. TR, RULBBZE-T-,
FTEMEIBNERIC. HholIcERRELEEBERMEXBFI AT EHMT
KENEGE. 1948 FITEI=FITRTIURREREBE T 5= DX LIRBIED R
IZL71=(62 Stat. 1210), SHIZKBFNXFELEVVBIXZ1UEVBFADELHS
XERTHILIZRY., BB OGEENHESHT=(78 Phil.Code $$1-15), LA LML %
FLEBBEHICERLZ7/VEDBFITHEO#FREAICRIT. thebbhET.
VBEEDIEBZE PN KBAFIZR S KBFFICIEIEERSEMEREICH T S5
BEMREo1=, F')/(Elpidio Quirino)BHED & LB BB A EZIELT= 1950 £, %
BFFIE. LW\ol=AVBREIBEZR3IZIZT LB EH|OMNIZLES, LAL., 70VEVE

% The Secretary of State to the Ambassador of the Philippines, March 13, 1950.
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RHLEEICIEBIZTAST. 1951 FIlE, BEEBMEXEEERNAERLTLS
(65 Stat. 32-33; Meyer 1965, pp.18-20, 43-44, 100-101), EHIZ, 1962 £E., EFD
BlEAIL—2arhdRYD 1 FIL=2 RYMS 3.9 RYIZYYTFTIFSh, 1KLL
HYIRYEREICKRESN TELRVBOEEMBFENTET DL EEAE
Z1RILHT=Y 50 B FEHHIBERBEThT=, TLT. 1966 F. NbFLESEA~
ORIBEOHAEZBEL TL XML, <JLaX(Ferdinand Marcos) BiEDFH
HEBFNT EHBLEEEREZRELE(RITER) TOEL. I=5DRTIY
FBREDO#FMBES T, VBIELIELIEK L OBRESETHYKIT TE-DTH S,

CO&LSICVBRIREIZIE. IRERMELERLY., Bk, KRS LBELOILENELR
LIBYBRENTE =, FOLHI T, HEATEREABFNEFL T . ERES
DF YRERLEEWS TRIZR Kb =, FLTRBFFIE. MEZERBOLZL
HARBID—IEB LL TR A D KSICHY. BRRkR. [5EZX D315 7 AUAH1EMKD
DIFBIT4VEV 1EWSIA A= DER U=V EEH A THERT HL5(12H-
T=D1t>o1t=,

9 J4YE—/RTSUERRIEEEES— L RHERMEN Of—

ETAM, 1990 FRIZH->T, VBEFIMEIXBN G- THRL =, 1997 £7
B12B. RIANDRBITRYLITFO NIRRT, TOEILEZRBL TV =,

XEBEOHEFLEFZAV. FIRICRTFSVIBZEH-EBEOI1IE—/RTS
=B Thh b EFAVATRTHS | EEZ | -1EBICERREZ | (WE
ARE AMERICAN CITIZENS! WE WANT JUSTICE! EQUITY NOW!)1&2 2T LE
A—LEHITFEALTETEEZH LD L THREDORTIUNETELERY
AENIRFIEDSM= DR TEYAALR, ERES TVBEREERDIEIRY
BEDEDBZRERDI«ILF—(Bob Finer) FER#A. EL\OqsYE—/-FAJHY
DXBEEELMHCONTA—T U RITHL T, BRI, HLEBEBZ-CLEE
HITRTSUET4INFT—o%RIEL Tz, TREBELNTIVUNERIETIND R
(=L RIZHZIRETHY. R5NEBY, EXKDATAT7HBETZ=2—R
ETEo=MDTHSH(ACFV 1999; ER 7).

LS. SH. ERBF-ESORIHOoHON-VBERNREDFREL. £
FEORKICHLE. XETHREZIAVE—/ - RFS5UTHo=. ERNREEZRDS
RTFSFUNTFA)AADER IORBIIZA-T=C&I2&k>T. BEKICHMIZKEH
RITHTEITERNFELRS 2 RIEFENGEREHF V=0 TH S,

FRUS, 1950, Volume VI, pp.1419-1422.
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FA)VADREEEIRO—EZ#i57)—5 L5344 —X(Freedom Riders —h,
R—E)BMELLTHMONZ DI FT—DEEIE. COEIEELISGRLTLNS, 711
F—HrEBL-DOXBFHREMBEORER. 1992 EBFEDOILT. Yo F4IT
DR, KBEXEEEERERLSHDITaFIL -0 T1EFaF-ER2Z2FIDET S
T EERTAOMN 15%E L3 70VE—/ERZEHGHBh. BEHRT51-
EDNFEEEM 1L, 4BE. ERY T4 ITORTIOAOOKESEEEL
TTFBREATIVRERICRBLEDAIVF—IZE-T. COMBEIE. aZa=FT1- 1>
1—THALARFICAREEHROABLERIETEZLERIL1—THHY. £IC
BoARMVMBT REDNFEB->T=-DTH-oT=(Shultze 1999), ZRIRIEZEEHET S
EMREBEDZN, BERICT(VE—/AOZEHMATVWRLRIESETHR
LY

EXRIAVE—/-RTFSUM, BoDFEZLREMEELLTEESRELIEILY
f=C &t BBOHEZRE<E LS =, FHRIEBBETIE. HSOEBDIEIE.
BT REECEBEOLEMIBESH. EEEECEBIBUAICERUVELD ZLITF
BRTHoT=o LHOLSH. [FAJAANNZESF=ERARTS UL, BBEEZRATEXD
B ETHT B S5/ VB (Equity Caravan)Z{#. RTFSUEMTH M1V % R
C. BHUIFEZHYIE T, NV RMELIEY, SHEMC DG CRBITEIZ#YIRLT-YUL
TW5, EFFE-1=T74VE—/FAJ A - OS2 =T LDFEUOEHERNZE
CTHFE-TERILBEBSND, BFYDDVLNBLDRTIUITEST, 3322
TADXIBE. EFNREZEDERDI-HICH. F-EBLXOEFEDE=OHICLFRART
H %o

HELERTIUVEBIZEFB/FRIRFLBNTA—IVRAZHSEHZETELEL
TWADIE, J4VE—/-FA) A - aZa =T DRBEEFLEHR-HTHD
(Lachica 1999), i5DEITIX. COMBEDITU/INTAU R AL 2a—]|ELTOREE
HIZH T 5HFHH D, EXTRABOT7OT7REHAICHELELNS., ABEET
BROPERICELGENEZEY, [RABWIA/)TAIERIENZT0UE—/ 7 A
DAY, OPGEE. REEAELLTOBUER - EFN - XIEMWERE H DAl
X9 BB ABAE>TULVD(WP 1998/10/18: A6), BFRTZ AUHADRFIINEHH{EE
Eli(redress movement)&@E#k. CORED. EFICHT S RERFEDOBUANGHFE
BEBEHIZBIZRYBIDTIXELWHNEWSEISENEET D TH 5.

LMz, Z4VE—/ - RFSUERIRIEEBIL. 71)E—/ REERIERLA
LTIHIEFEEFBSNFEVWS AT, B2RMHR KBRS TOHMOTOHEETH
ot EHBETH. LBEEOM/V I, TBROI4ILF—. FILTUHHRYERLIZH
LTELERNREZER. REBICHRFRHELER . 1997~98 F£D%FE 105 BT
[ETFBEEMH.R. 836) TTOALRITEL = AEFEICITLER. 98 FEICIXTRTARES
MEAEESHT=(SCVA 1997; HCVA 1998), 1998 FFRETIE. RERDAKIZZERI
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RIEZEFBITFON. ENREEBEOERBLEZ T, T TICHEHE AL (American
Legion)GELZRKDEBLGATIVHKRLEREADIFERHAL TS,

EREADEAXDEEX. TRRTIVEBENDAAV TS (Bob Stump)EE R
(HFE. PVVFM)OR®Eofz, FEERARXTIEREZERICLEETION
BEEHLOTHELSHOTHD, REVTIE. HSBELLTEREDERZ LS
IMEME. TTIZKEIED4VE—/ - RTFSUICHRICEREBLTEREERTHELED
(2. EBRENCLIC, BRRBBLLT. XEHEETICH o LEVA. VIR
BEE 7S ORBNGEFEMNIEIFELLBMITEI/VED 1ZFHI Loz
FERLz SNIETRITEALBRBNTH D, TRAEESTE. R4V FITHLT, 24
NE—/ - RFSUIEHETRERBEELTDIAUEVEFY, FAUADF=HIZT A
DhEFoI-DELEEHEE BN —FITRBTIHEERVNAERHNERLE
(HCVA 1998, pp.3, 37, 55),

COEBMNTETILIIC. ZRNREEFNTIESh. BETHXRZEHTE:
BHE, DEELREOUANIILTHBZE LT AVAEI TERESAIZHD [T
AADEDICEWN, RTFSVELTRETREZIELIZALDN, FAUAANELT
DOVBZEHRMAShTEEICHITLSIEVWSERE. §AOXEREIC+ 52T
EREE5ZDENTES, LERENLGREDEEL, RTIUOLEL. BAKE

L2TRERKAOERICfh. A2 OBIEEZRYSINTRELEISTHD.

SS5LTCGEEBIDI7Z AAEIAEDIEED FE. BEEMOLTICT(VE—/ T
FUEENOHRLELIZIENEINERRTIVOBROEREZBL0OLEELSE
B, ERRTSUETHABERRICHIAREMENEL D, TCTRAEMNELDHE
LA B THoT=. TTE. VBERREDFHERE., ESXIZELELTEI(IE—
J RFSUERZRIZVBOEZELEFERO T =, LHL. EFHBFBLOBOLATEY.
FAISADIEERICEIT=-ZIGHMNRBELIIONT, COLBEHRT I
S ELEIMICIZHL<EYDDH B, 1 BIZ 3 RBOEISTERRTIVUNTELL
BEWSTEL-BEEDOEVDENT, RTF52-JIL—F BEOHETH, BRI
BHNEZBEBLEGVERNELLE>TNEIDTH S,

1998 (XL, LR DBERMOERTSUMBEDRAR—I AT ELTEME
ICROLNTEREXRI(VE—/FBITRRXODRTHRHEEZS74UEY =a—
AEFHEIRY5Y—F(Alex Esclamado)lE—Z I B R ANBHINEMHE XS
BEELT—Iq/EVERLVED-ERTIVHNEBAICHT I —EZ-ZFFILD
FEEEZRIBLIZ(FR 1998/2/19: 16), CHIZH LT, HERARTIVERADOE—
H{k ACFV ®FILTY., D1 F—@BEblE. AEZ. BEDEfFEELSTLVELN
BWNF—=IL-FdT7 - F v DT I1FTEELTELGH(FR 1998/4/2: 21; ACFV 1998).
DASTERRTIVICHEDOHERRERET IRRBRVBELIESMITER
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ARAVTEEBRORATE 105BETOERNREEDERENERICEDILE. &
RN 1998 £ 10 A. H51=IZSSIEEKE(SSI Extension Act: H.R.4716)MRHEh
fzo KEICIRIL - EELTSSIZRBLTULBIRTIUARIZTAIEVIZIFEILT
t 25%7%UL L 50%BEBEDSASSHATZEHITHEVIEETH D AEREBRDEE
BT EARKEIEHISBILEVWERBIRTSVICAELOREMSZFOHREEZE R &
SELVSOBREDEETH D, LMBREIER. REIRTIV O C THREAF
DSSIZHAFENT 516, ABMICHHBMICH—EWMBIORFLLTELS
T3, F 106 BRICHBRHESAIZEEHR. 1594)EMAZTE S AWER/N
FBLTEEIh. 3>V (Nancy L. Johnson, 1%, axFhyvMINEERD
WhDHE, RELXRYAATZEFEKDEN- BILEZE (Foster Care Independence Act,
H.R.1802)A%, 1999 £ 6 A 25 H. THRARREICLIESh. R2TLEHT-EEIR
SHOBA(380 3t 6)TAIREN(USCR, 1999, p.H4987). EREI=E - A&
(S.1327). EE 12 A 19 BIZOU PO KHEDELEZR/RTHILLI-(EE8 Dk
DRI E2EZESR),

10 LI UITAART

HEANIZHTIREADREEMNEVBHRMTE. WTFhEBREZMERSH
53ZREERNMVDELLE-ERAE - EREHEEOEISMEFNRAITH-T=,
CCTIAMIE—/ - RFSUMNBHKRLBENFBOMNRELGS-DIE. KAOZETS
FOTOWERMIAIED EWSTFEELELAREROFIN CTHoT-CEDIEETH-
f=o RO ICILTEROEENMERIBAZHRLELESIET D, E<ORE
EARA =T A&, RKETE. BEHICHRIESh-8ENECERAEDEETHIIF
L5 HIOVBHIEDRALEE EE 52/ EI>=2DTH D,

— A REEAEVBISDHRIE. REEICHLTERLFEEEZ RO IERH
OREEEEFBELI. S<EEDHRMTIE. CCHhOERMF > ar) X LHE
FY. ORTREREDORICEID, ESANTAVEVDIGE L. T TITHIARE
S2THEY. LHEIIL &L FEEICH -2 FREARIN. DH<EL 1992 FDOXREE
WIBEFTH =, SO, SESFDOMHEET. [RALGEIEBLFEE. FHLR
EOERNS I VEUHSREIH L THMICHYRESN D LIZH S, CORBLE
DUEDTHD. EYDIFHTZAIANIZEZIEFIERKERTSUELTOIEFIOE
KREWSET. FhiF—R. EhHTaO-7ILREZRLEEELE-BETH -
1970 FERKLE. J/VEVTHEENZ WD, XKEXREHFET ST aHIXL
DEHILAHANIE. BREE~DOEBIHFEBHZFOICLTESAULE2 IR KA
TV BEEZRBRTELEVERBRGFEELSADETH S, KEDT(JEV AT
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AVE—/KRBHMBABRNEDECABNCORBBIZOLWTERLZDE, MEAD
ETCIXERNEEEZEL DT T IALEHRORBOLNT. CORBELERRAZEIC
MLACLDHLETERLTLVS,

LHL. Z4VE—/-RTFSUD4 L% ERBIBEIOMELLTIETESLD
FRYTHS. ZREHSOBENEERREDZELTOI7A)AINBREERD
BRICE>TRESNDILU L, XKEHETIE. BLEHOWIEN-HENERZDE
RKOBRYLELT7 AUAMEAHALLTTRESATEY., FTOKLIICRBEShLTH
(FREBIEERGV, RTFIUEWS TOFEBRIPEHNTEENGALICED
BB THNIEEESEDILTHD, BRI VEV SO RNIXBHASERMEE
ZTEMONBIRTIUEEDOT7 AAHBERL. XEHEICENT. EEOREEZRD
3H50ZABMELLEVTIEFFEFSNGVITH D, COLSICHATEREE-
ERFESDEBEL > I-HEDORILEAICHTZLE. RLTEZHILTIERA
LYo

MW ST ARTFSUEbZE. GLEALORIEEAICEKIVGAFTENSHBEHEEL Th
(CLPBRYTHD, CORT. BRABEENLOLBTEKFENRRZIRET S,
FriR(1994, p.327)l%. BRAHEERN. REEAO7A T T4 T14EMEILLE
LZERBEISERSEZ —ENBEAHH- L. VBERREES LR
DEFEEHARNEE S, 2ELIVE—/IF ERALLTEDT AT TATA4HT
TIZZEELTUW =01, RHECE=WE. BT LEREEAOHEDOELEELRL
B LAMECORKERD7ATUOTATAD B, HEMEFSHIRELNS
LY, TUDNMTIRIERIZ 2K TEND 35.1%IH L TELRREEE OGN TIERLE
LY 58%IZDIFY(USBC 1997), Io4VE—/1F. KYELLRIEICHAITFTE2 LA
FIZHEHDIHY - RIEEOBSBEESDREA~DIAZ YAV FETRT (Jiobu 1988,
p.105) JEWVWSFHE Z S BB SR (F TV S, LML, IRIEEDFSICITEREFEOHTFY
HFEELLTHLEANCT 21020 T IREINLTEY. ZAVEVHSDOBRRAD
#BELaIDRRODBRICHLIELREAELL,

HEDITAVE—/ T A)AUMEDEDOME., J0VE—/BELEBE - BHBED
DENYEHRLTET I T 7 ARSI INERATH I LITTATUOTAT14E R
F5&9 BEmRMHS(San Juan, 1998; Okamura 1999), [F1=LTEILM, [FE
MIFEHELTRETEZAON. XEORRIRIEFHEORENSERL-RRIZE
FLVOMZEHET IO, FLERTELS, LHOL. TN EAERXRTIOND—
BEFWVZ., SSIZHEYT B=OICKEIESL—RICSSIEEEABITHIE
SSIZXEICHREILLSIET R BRI-EORE. BEEOREEFITELVEH
b4, BFT1VEOERHEIZEH. REDOEREIE -MEDLL AL T LEIE
IIZhBVALZDEERERLTLBESICHLBRHONDIDTH B,
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2. IAVE—=/FPA)H-a32=F4ERTSURRE

1 FCHIT—IUNTAEHET T RIEEH

FETIX, BEXIAVE—/ a2 a=FT1L VbR B I4JE—/FA)h>a3Sa=
T4, FOIUNIAVEHETAS 2= THEHOLEN, F1ETREILERT
SUERRERMBEEXARIEL TL S, FORKRERETT S,

KREEIYRIZENIE, 70VE—/DFEXREADIX 2000 £FIZ[E 185 75 314 Al
ZELT. PER(243 77 2585 N)IZRE. BT D210 FFR(167 77 8765 N)EHEX
T. OB RABT7OT7RICHBLE-REEBOLGH TIEE 2 GLOEZ#HFELTLDS
(USBC 2001a, p.1), &EBROHEEELTHI(IE VI, 1998~2001 £DE&
HTH 16 BAIZDIFY. 120F(18 B)-HE(17 B)EEBIZAFI (66 B)RS
(USINS 2002, p.6), —cD&5EZAORFEICEhMDH5T . RERERHBUANSIED

BTICEPHHECERTIEKRTAVIOEREHEICH T, 74VE—/IF
LIZLIXTEIZRZBWVWIA/UT 11 EFIEN. HEWEBEHTE. EOBWEELS
hTEl, COEMIZBTRLEEZIDZIALNESHIZHESMOILKRE RO LS E
THEE COZLERBIRESFELLTRE S, BUA-BF R EHESDHE
EE T IE—/BNEHLGREEALLTRMSNII L. TRHEIV/INTAVE
NROHTIhBEIZRDB,

FA)HHETEHLEIA/)TALMBITREANIUNTAVEHETLE,
FA)ANERKEORBLLTO—HEMEEFIOTHELCEZRBOET. BED
FE FAHHEEBRR-EFKELEDERERETEI—FTAJAZZXL™D®

oooooooo

EEXE~ORAZEL-SMEAF LEZHSTEBLERELSY., F-TLM

FA)hrEMroLBAESh TERI L. BEOREBRNRLTELLIAHTHSD, T4
DE—/3BI50 TIIEW, COXSIBEBDAAEERETEI7A)A=E—ay ]
BREFES, ED—F. AREEHOBRRZRET. J1/UT/OHWI-TRHRES
MELTOXILMT AT o T4 T4 D FF-BlEEZHSTBEN M Eof=. KEHE
EOBFELSL OBFASLEMEShDOOHY. FAUDHE~DREIEEEEHVE-
TELBROHVETH, Tk -E&-BEGETECTHEELOBEFRE#RFL. B
EXHEORTHLHBREZEERDEKRICREFLOTEELREFERELTRYA
LIETHIIMENRLND, COEILBHRRZERBRLT, J4VE—/DHNETHI O

" ERHEDHREBLLTOT AA=XLOERHERIZOVTIK, tE4F(200
2)x8H,
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—N\)E=2aVBRODAIEVHLDBERELTDTAT U T4 T1 &M BIE
LES3ETHRHARAENEET D, COFARERETEIFO—/\L- k=23 )&
[ EFESS,

IJAVE—/-FAAUHARKEALLTHECRE -FRTILEE. ChblF AR
—E—vaviklyo—ni-x—av s t=20F AR, [F-LTEDLSLE
FREZEODESH, CORWVWEHSYARERL, FTARBAO YRGB EREHK
BRI IVE—/-FA)AVORKERLLTORBEEELI-5X T, RkER
DHEBETIBELZEBTIEATHIBRERBICERZHT. GLTHET IR
BB TIEATHAAS 2 =T 1> 1—NDEVYF%E. E5EIEXKI(IE—/T
AJAD T INTAMEHE(2002 £ 8 B)DEEREYDIT D) E—/ 211 R K#
RTFSVEFREMBIZEBLT®RETT 5,

2 EUYRBEST)E—/TAYAY

BREOHME

EHPFEICHEDE 1790 FLIK 10 FEICKESA TELRKEO YR (AO
FE) . BEDEAZAE - RBik(race),LTERMN R DT, ABE~AOEELZE
CTARLNBoZ AR -RELLTRAFEIFATHY. F-TORFTHERE. EFHEK
HOBEEEITTHL, EEKEANTOBEBREZBET HLEIERNT 5T —2%1R
LTS ECTL24VE—/OBEERBAZRETTH0LODHREL T, ERE
AOE U Y REDEMEANE O TET(IE—/-TA)AVDBELTREEEEL
THEZS,

1898 FEDXRAHFDRERIAVEVIXT AVAIZHEShTE=N, J4VE—/NE
REAOEVYRXTAE-REGERELTERASN O 1910 £Hh5THD, D
LEIBMAE/NIAIZ 2361 A, KEEAR LI 160 AITBELIo1=(Gibson and Jung
2002), 1906 £ NTIBBEE~NDEZHUBEN IFES L 1920 £ Y X T/NIA
DI74YE—/ AL 275 1031 AITELTz, CDOEE 5603 AIZEFE-TULV-KER
TADBEREY. 1924 ERRENRIEFENBEAIOBREZELCSHCLTEHEEL
— AL TERWTO7ROBREZLEMNICELTI—F. HERD(IEV DS
DBERIEHINBICRBDHI-CEEFRBELTHIIAIL_TOHE - RBBIEHEAD
HEBRENAREL., J,4)E—/AQIX 1930 LB RAT/NIAI26 F 3052 A, X
BEAR LI 4755208 AITELT, LOALKERETEM SR EHEFERAEEY., Bia

S JWEVBRKFEHBEITA)— 120047 S5—IREN D4VE—/AIFIZH
BLI=V vy T YA THEELMASHT-FEFF, http://www.ing7.net/globalnation/
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BFI4VEY - QT ITINADHEREM 10 EHR ORI FEEEDHT= 1934 F£DD
AVEIIIET, BELE, KEXRKEIADEMIZEM S50 2 ~NEFEEEIFMICH
BEhi=,

OB IE—/BRE1R)IZEFOELFSENBFT. HEABRELLTD
HRO—HUNIRETET7AVAHREOABENCEELE-RALEE. £17T50E
Z-BRBREEBUEAD -, FOIL—ROBEDOINISI=H—1EFFE TN,
SHICHMEL-ATBREOHNRELEZZELLIELIETH 1=, HE AL AR
BBV BRI ((Oh/EE. 1919~28 FNTIADEHBED
65%). EY VB A (EYViEERE. B 13%)ICEHRLTNT,. Y2538 4H
OJEEOHSGE IV ETH -, BEEEFBELLTEHRICHE-FEHEE-
HELIE. RO S/OD/BTERE(ER)~NOBHEAHNTT/(HEK)
EFEENTE-(PE 1989),

FE2RERKEHRD 1946 F£. J4UELEXHE O LRTELTIIVE—/DIF
LEZERTHBESA. —SBOXERBRECREADERRBE VO SHEFIEIF (war
brides) R EDBEMNRBHONDZ LS o1, ELTTZ T RDIFILIEEZRZ £ B
TREELIZTZOT7 - AT XBELWETER 2000 EOBEBRERITT- 1952 FBREB
LiZZERET. 1950 FROMABRIIBE LT ZFRAICOIEFY. £XDT74VE—/ A
04 1960 £V Y AT 17 HF 6310 AITELI=(BZK), SOICHBEELREREST
EEBREIMRTOH-GELARELLTHIL: 1965 FBREICKYTO TR
BRIZABELED. J4VE—/[FE2L3 R BLEREEADOUVEDT. 1970 €Y
H X T 34 5 3060 A. 1980 £EIZIE 77 75 4652 A. 1990 £EIZI% 140 5 6770 A&
10 EEICFFEE. 7O 7R TRPERICRCREERICRELEZ(EZHE)

ChoBROIMEZRI-TEZRITE. BEECEERLLTOBRLELEZER
ELT. 1990 FEUYRT 21 RULEDBRAODH 58% % LM GHT=(USBC
1993, p.10) F=FDEEHIKITBEDRRBZRBLTHYIAIL=F - /\NTLl
MICREEPFLTINS(1990 EEVYRATRHIAVE—/EXKLAODFRERH
52%12%). —A. BEOH G A TIEXI_5HEHBBEE I U2HTOJ EBEDOLEN
—RIN\REDRETH 49%IEL, RNTT/UHRBRZEGEYHELEA/OaR
HEH 16%. 1992 FETRKEEMMNH 1=\ N\VH(OS—HZERM), /N
LR (R—EvHBERM)EMAGFE T 15%&E>TLVS(Ng 1995, p.455),

T4VE—/BRBBEOERELTIE, KEEMORFER - B AMERLGIE
BRELBEDOHERMBEBHNFELLILO. BREOTEHMBAROT7O7REYEE
hof=C&M, REEMBECBE - REBHEAEZBREBEIMORTEELLTER
TEIHBREDHLETIHEFIICEE. T-TzUNT14FUF-TIILARKFEHEDIRE

P TFAADT T RBERBUERREIZ DL TIE Hing (1993).
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&H(1972~86 F)ZHSEFZE -ERREBEOLBRILIEHETES, LMLELYIR
AMWBGERLELTIE. BRiERBENEN. RE7O7ORRGRERENOHIY
BANTELI(IELHEOBEENRALOEBEAERELLTEILEHITY
{TIEEBELY,

LA TILaRBIELE. JrUEVEFFIXFBHOEMNKHZE. CLAERER
DFREHVERNIZRET IROFLELTHRBHYICHE. BNERFZELT
ZH(HEBE)F@BEDOBNIREEZEELTE -, TORKR. HBE - FEBELSO
HRAOHBRMNRAE, 1999 FOENI(VE ABLKIZERLADDIZEF—
BlD 729 BAIZELTz COSBHRE-FOT7-BAGEADHBEN 41%. BR(E
S KAEE)DS 32%. JMEILEMEN 27% T, 1981~2001 EOBEREELD 71%
ETF7 A)AREHT=(HAFSF 13.4%. 7—ALFU7 7.2%. BAX 5.0%), F-ENT7+1
NE—/HoDEEIE 1999 ££TH 68 {ERIL. GNPD 8.46%IZEL. D55 71%
BT AADLDEETHL(MhBED T IE—/ DD T AARBITEELC-EER
HBD ) COKIITTAVANDBRERIT. HBEFZESO=T74VE—/ D O—/N\ILE
BREZO—BTHY. F-FOHZEELZLTILVSLEELVES(CFO 2004, p.13).

ETI I/ T4 DEEEAGLTE

BREAOEVYRAOHEHEANEDZISBDI(IE—/ T AIAUEIE BH
RIFEITHEE-RRIELTU S, 1990 FEHRITENIETERED 63.3%NEE
- B BT ERICREELTHY. BARBRIEEKTS 1 5 4420 FILEWPHOT
E343(1 75 3616 FJL), i A L<(3.98 A, £KFHIX 2.7 N). sEELEL
(75.4% . X FH(X 65.3%). HEH-VOHFEHLEZLV(E ALLLOHEA
29.6%. £XFH(E 13.4%), COT=HHHEMFIELKFH(3 T 8453 F)L)EKEL
EEYGB B 713 FIL). BEREBOLETIELG.2% ./ 2XF 10%. FOoT7H
11.6%. B® 3.4%). ChoDEFINRTRY. 7AUATRILONDIETIL-RL/V)
FAIELTDT ST RDAA—TEDA)E—/DENIE, (FFELR->TULS, IRIEE
(BRICEDIZTZAVHEERFEOLR)LITELBRREEAOLMITERLEL
53.8%I=MDIF3(USBC 1993, pp.1, 10-11, 141, 150-151),

LHL. COKSICHEF LOPREPFEHEISEHSA-RELEHAREE. 25
ICEREODEFRZH-OTDS, &KIZ 1965 EFRRERVB RSB LE-REEADIS
A. A ANOORBEROZHELEEZRXTLETELRND, J7UVE—/DBETHE (T4
DEL)EFN IO ERIX 2000 FEE2HATIEE 3 90 2(122 BA)ZELTLSA
(USBC 2001b, p.12). ZFOARLERIOT /MK, BEOBRIE =K. FLT
1970 ERLIE. BE I BANS 4 BANRALGTAIEZ RGO TEY. B
EEOEEHLZIHETHZ, %D 3 20D 1 ZHHB7AIAEFRILIE—RIND
[E=RIDFRNVEL->TND, LHve, BUA -t EMNBHE AR EHATES
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30 MDD 50 WA TIHMEETh 1E<IZ 1980 FLIFIIZBRLI-RETI1UE—
/HBBNEEERLTVSE), EBAACDOEEEBTHI 7 AUAETFN IO LEX
ERLTWSH, EEDT4)E—/ KB RO FHERIL 30 BANET, R M
ROBEACOEHEBOAOIZBALTEY. BTLEIF7AUBEFAIORE AN
ERINIZHE-TLREFEZLL,

B1 XTEABEREN) 5 - FRANI1VE—/-F A7 AD (19905F 24 R)
Hi8: USGB, 7990 CP-3-5, pp.10-11.,
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ERKHAOERBNGAOQBAERR. 2B FNEIREEZHF>TLVS, 1990 £t
HATHFEMSODRELERERZLERT L. [FMEEFNI4 T 5289 KL
(4.6%)I=LTIZA)AEFENIE 3T 7943 FIL(8.3%)T. MM EE T IDETFEK
FEDERITIENOZROER LT FFBELEL TS, FRACHELEFENI T,
1980 LN RLIIBIETZ1UE—/IX 4 B 9571 FIL(3.1%)EBRABHAIZH
WEBEKEZRLTLADIZHLT. 80 FRICBRLIZBIERTHEIE 3 B 7139 F
IL(7.6%)TIZAYAEFENIIELNUSBC 1993, pp. 150-151.), FEE TH. KLk
DHEHERRLZY—BIZIZEETELRVA, 25 FULEAOICHDHZFETEME
BN 17 1A%ICEEFRTAIAEFNIEHBELTIAAEEFNIE 34.3%E—HRIC
BEET. B EWEE 4012 NHGHILETHI7AUAEFIIETH 12%I2L
EED—FH.1980 FLURMICBELEBIEI(VE—/D 46%% G S(Ibid,,
pp.80-81), HBAAFEF  FEKEIZODVLWTIXIZAAEFhINEEAOZ SR

10 http://www.cfo.gov.ph/statistics/emigrants_age.htm
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ZBILEEZERLLGITNERSHEVLA, BLTERFIEZRIBRTHLRVEBRICE
R-IBIELI=D4VE—/D FEADEVFEERBICHOHSIAOLE -BFH-FEN
THhICEWTLEBR2LERZERLTLSEE RS,

REEHOER/BRRLFLESEZRTH D, 74VEVTIX 1940 LK, 20T 58
(REFT(IE/E)D. BMICHRALALGEREH>-LOD—BLTEEFELLGLAA
REICEESh TEH. 1960 ERFTIILAKE CHLEERBEL IR o118
1. BORRICBRLU-ESHA DS EERE S EICET2IERLTVEL, —/A. &
ZHE-OANBE-FEREREEDFEFEAT A7 TIES B THLREFHANBELMN,
AEXEFRLLTOEBHEREISRE-EH/EBEDTHIFEEZEBLT. hhoT
RAATAT OIS HBE~NDO—BEPEZBECTHIHOATBENERLTE =, 7AY
AT 7 AHEFENIFZEBEAABRTENM 5 #IIX—RICO(IELHKELZFERT
ERL, SDESIZTAVE—/- T AVAVIE, HRBET TR —1HADOMTL. £
DAEFRER. AT, BEBERRICEIBUOERNDD, VECETEAIRREEAMN
B F{ELTLADTH S,

3 HETHBREDEYA

NMA=TREERL

ZHLEAOQBEZRZZ00VE—/-FAYA ZIAZS2=TELTHEELLITA
(FESENEE, FORNFEELDIDIE, A2 TFHR. KEHE. Sv—FHUR
b, BCARGE. RESKEOIVNIAVNEEREEDOBRELTIALTHD, ELT
WHEDHWIET, TOHENRESEOBE LB EFEU VW TERSh DL
1255, BROVRLLLIDIIHBT HBELLTORERTHY., XETIHRHEL
LTODASA=TFT 14 1—THb, CCTIRFETBEBRDEFEYAISEELTHT=LY,

FHRMICIEREBRENI7ZA)AEFN OS2 =T EBIRTIO(IE—/BRE
DRFEBELELTHNONZILYR IR NREELTEETAIE—/- T A 2K
S HmEF ANHSIE, 1991 L. #4F 10 BEID(VE—/BEAMILESLT
BREBEHTTETLS, COAZBEATZDIE. 1587 &£ 10 B. WEDHII+IL
ZF7MAEBBEQBEEZIOSNBIGFRIC. R=S5-FHAINAXRBIZRETEH LA
MEED—BLELT.TIWYOBDALY T4 1B—ILRKKBEIC ERELI-TRAIDD
AE—/ . BYIDTOT7RIELT—LEELI-EESN MBI > TLVSH(FANHS
1991), SHICFANHSIE, HLA UMEEO—BATHRENA T FTRIFICH
BLTEELEESNBIT=FAV | OBBEZLRIRNOTOTREBR. 71JE—
/BRILLTHEELTLWT. #ERIMF—RILShTELET/OHKZIEZRIOR
R &£ 313 TLVS(Wehman Video Distribution),
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[T=5 A2 1O, 1883 £EIZ[/\—/N—Xt9q—H)—]IciBE I h -, LB
Za—F WO XTHEREEZLTWE=57AT 1 N—2(INRI\EB)ZK D, AR
1ODEFEENT-ITTVEVEENSZ-2A T 1-bAFHELRMSEESH
[ENYDFY k- T—a~DLFBRYLEAEEE T S (Hearn 1883), —DEHRIEE LIS
[TEEFSLEHITFERSATOGLA, BRARSVERESTZILADOTFHFMIZTT4)E
VEBHAEBD W CLBREFREBTIIEL 1910 FEOHRARMICRHLE
T4JE—/ 84 AIZIZ 1898 FLIHIDB RN ELEFEN TS LERLN S, EHITILA
CTFDIAVE—/BREERIVF-TAE—FIK. [R=SAV IORRH 1763 £F
[CEHDIXY, KEESF 1814~5 FO—a—F LI XDEWNZEHS ML= ERL
TWT, ZEOFRRIZIIENADEFED EFEO—RFEFEHRICLE-EERICHRYA
hoh TS (Espina 1988; Cordova 1983; Bautista 1998),

[INAA=TFTRBRINDIEDY, HOEARIVOEHEENTEHERD-E
BELTHETIBYEIFAIA=ZE—2aV IEROBREBELESCENTES,
FOHNWF(X, FELTAUFNPIRE—F DIz a=TEHD—IRELT
BREZREVECLTE. 7THTIXLNDALRTHD, chl=w LT, BZHLTLY
B74VE—/KREZMBADOVEYTRRA MO 7 IMFOREE - -7,
ARIVEBRDINAA=TREI~OOTEENLHEL. J1VE—/DBRSE
A 1898 FITIHFYS BICESREMOER MK ADENTHLHELSRHEEEDS
5 EHH9%(San Juan, Jr. 1998, pp.193-196), D7V IIRERICHET S
HBAEN [FA)A=ZE—230 JERDBREREEAOEMBEAOKLLEDOIER
WRITH T HEHRTSE. R ARESHSRKEEMBEICOD 50K FaFUX
LEEORROI(VEVHIOBRLEXRZMBANSVLGYELHBFLTNSLEE
Z2%, LBETA)IEKREDIVE—/BEDETIE. RKTIEELI7AVAEE
NIV BIRTHS(1998 EDRETT7 U 7—FEIZESE 105 BD55 92 £ 1011)
E&EFEN] Yuson 1999, pp.112-114.); KEHBADS T+ AL LG EHERKSE
HA#BELTWSERFWALGWEDOD, HEEDOHKT L a VA LEHOZEESR
= ALKBEEEI)—FOBICZW L. CORKERDVEODDEHHTHA
Do

</
[INAFA=TREIFRLELES>STRERANKFIREBELLTERBILGLD
N/ EHROBRETHD, LMHCOMRICIK[Z AV XA -H/—}]
(1946)ZEL=#FAERAH/ILOR-TOY > (Carlos Bulosan 1911~56)&LV5RkE
DEYFHNDS, TVoA—2OEIICENTERMOBRLEEE-EBTAVAT
EBLE-ABENORBLE#HEZ. TOLAITXNEOFELZRTEALHBOE
NEFAORETRWV=-TJOY O OEGEE. TOT7RBEXEDFMELLTES
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FiiEh TS, SHICCORRIZIK. AYTAHIL=F7 MO EES) - FH/EENZH
[F3EBMFEETHIET—IL - FrRRALFE—EEFHUFW) THREL-CLT
HMohdI74Y)v 7549 )JLA(Philip Vera Cruz 1904 ~94)h3\ 3, ¥/ T=bhE
[CEFCRECEImLULEZT TR R ETICHEBMICE -2 L&, 214VE—/
BRBEOELIRNEFEIELIA TS,

T/ MRIETAVE—/ T A)H U BEIDRZBLELTHERATRDEEIZRT=LT=,
[ZA)H-4X A2 -H-/n\—Fr](Bulosan 1946)ZTL U ho KENREZIHIRLT-
1973 £, AREEBORBEERITTIAIVE—/"TA)ALDEEFTBR-BHN
[4VE—/ BB ICESGERD A MZEEZEL TV ERAITHo =, COLEHOM
EBLE=OMN, YT TIZEOEZN 70 BARITELGAS, KRELTITOY U E
WE=RRZOFFICREHZOFB v TICEBLTAKSBZESITS </ V-
52D THD. COE. W) IAN =T MT1L—/TUFWHEFL-ElHEE
BO=HDINAO-FH R )LV AN ELYD IBEBE~ADRS VT TEIR
BEFASA =T EBOKRELEBLL o= (Quinsaat 1976, pp.122-145.), R+
VIABEIE. COLEREHE BB BN RATZA—FIL-EXMN)—TH B,
REETI/ILaRBEBHEIH L TRMNZAFrRRITH T HRZ G ZES A TL
f=r=HIHIRABN =AY 1992 EOFIITRITTOG LA ST/ HRDEEEEL
THENTLVS(Scharlin & Villanueva 1992), 2002 £, AV =7 E¥%EE D1
E—/BREZTELTINOTOARBHLGLEELLTY/ O HRDEFEHE -
EEREEEV. KEARTREEELE", CcOLSzT/UE-bEBRE 032 =-F 8
BOMETIAIE—/-7AAOKEDBEEZRBT HREEZRLTELOTH
%,

LML, 7/ UHROBROAFICHLREREAORBICEEBFATELGLNTHhE
WAH B, TAT U OBAEBEELTRHONE Y 7 J4VE—/- T A)HY
PERTREFATUTA4T4E. FAIAHRE~DRILLIEB TG PE-TP
FAOHBEFBHEOCREFESLIOHT/O—NILIZERATS0/VE—/ T«
FARS (BBR)D—HMELTOBCOFELZRBLTERTILIEEERZS. £
LT. 2/ itz kBRI REEREARATEORBOLHITLELEZH
THBEROA-. BROIE—/DTATARSFELTOEEHADRRELTERIET
REFEEXEFET B, TARZI Y- 07008 TOY U ORS Y ILADLHEAEAIET
A01E. MELHBREEZEOEMOEEYNWVMDRAEARTTHY., J1JE—/2E
MNTBT7AAEREEADHH EX N THS(San Juan Jr. 1998, ***),

FA)Ah#EORMEERICERSNEWT AT o T T(EELZOHST Yo7

""" Smithsonian Institution Traveling Exhibition Service, “Through My Father’s
Eye,” http://www.sites.si.edu/exhibitions/exhibit_ main.asp?id=46.
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DERIE. RE. BOIZ 1 =T EBORAISBRBOMELSF FEILIVMA
ATERIFNADPLRNIEERMERER S I-—BOHETHS, TLTUTHL
THREZABILE-JOY UEZEEM>TWAILYF-aLENRE [ZAVA- A4 XA
Y n—MBRTaY U OBNE-XEESRTREHITNESL. WIMBEOHHEFA -
EMRTHIROEFTERBLEZLD TH>TRELISA=TAOEFNEI-NT
WEREWRENHDELIERT S, TLTIOY U OEENEBRBESN-HIZT4VE
—/BREMROLGHTIAZSA=TAELBEMN IS TLESIEADHFM S, O)LF
NIZBET, EREES—ATEEEZFLLEEFIS A -T2 RE LT TEER

EEGERPHEA—FIL-EXMN)—TEBBLI=-0DT#H%(Cordova 1993),

HETIBEFZERTIEACHOONI-CDLILTTHEN IS, BROAJE
— /D ERFNICEG T REREROBBNIDITHZLEGLTLSRIKIE.
[ZLTHEHREKELTOREZEBRTIEATHS A2 =T1- 1> 1—DEYAIC
EDEIBHEEFEZTVDIDEASM, TETRIZ, 2002 £ 8 AICkESH. 2%
DIA)E—/ - 222 =T EBRE-ENERLE—EDRB- IR VT, 232=TF
1 M4 a—REDQLSIFTE/ELNT=DE. F2RIERKER TS UMBEZRDICRET
%

4 AZSa=F442—DEYE

EEEEKTLIE—/ - FA)A T NIA VM

BRHTERER(JACL)DKSICHDLGE KBNS TN ENI I NTAV M EY
(FTLBRENSFEBEMNS, 1997 £, [EXT(VE—/BLUTAVE—/ T A)HL )
DEEZRRITHHBEOSLTRELEEXRD1UE—/ -7 A)AUBEIKER (NAF
FAA X, B, EXBRRKDIAVE—/HEELTRMEhD2OH5. ThwZ. N
AFFAARZEZEBERELTERERIAIE—/FAIAY - TUNTAVIEHE
(UTFTIUNTAVIEE)E. REEFAOBGANEROBRKRET D /T A MEBE.
FLTEAAZ A= T A a—,SNTWIONEHZEFOBERELTINS,

2002 FEDE S ETU/NTAVMEEI. ITEEODDMTIOqJE—=/AOLEN
Yo /EHOHRTILT S A 28 B 30 BETHESHh., HHDAZ2a=F1-)—4
—7REH 500 MRS MLT=, (T T 31 BIZIX. YIS0 RAamDKREEISEER
OA—FR LU A—IZBTFADSETIERNLBRESLLT, 74YE—/-JB—N
Ry I—F 5 E#HB(FGNC) AN NT=-(EE10), COKEORERL. 5
BT, Y207 DT 4T ARSI, T47RARZZEJA—N\)L-r—Pav )&

12 http://naffaa.org/index.htm
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BLMRAT. SREY—EAPER-ZEDRFERA DDOENI(VEVAZRY
RAH3ETHIHRRIEVERERCESRADREBICE RSN DDHEHLETRL
T3, LT O—NIL-RybT—F T EVN-TH, BBRETOREKEDN
1 Far RS o ELIBRL TEM BT NIEARS AR5,

ZEDOITINTA MR

ST R THBLERIEDIE—/Z2hETIBEI(IE—/ DB,
IUNTAVR-FGNCAREFBOHYFICHLEEEZRIFL TV, 35AAMKETIE.
BRIRMIIGEHSEIIE—/EZRRTIARE—ATHESLBITEETIIEN
2002 EHHEEFEZEITORAKOFELSH., EFREEICTBTIILEART
BAV)— I+ (TA)VAhEFIh. BAERER). o750 RamBEBOT
)= OT4THRIAV- X T F(TA)AhEFN). BABIVFOBHEDOR VY
WIz=F7HEBLEBEBE S DY— -T2  RIAFNDR - REYTD/TIL-T5
VVRA(—ETER). 7OV MBEBEANLT-ROYT7(— BTBR)GE.
ABTERTIZ—ULTha[7A)hEFhIWI— - Hl | O—BCATY— M
M, TUNIANEBROEEE - S5LEAE—H—DESNAL, OS2 =F1
EHEFHIEOAEERRERTIHFIE. TAHAREEEDEFTRLLESAN
ZFLOT. FORYTRIZAVA=E—L 3V |ERDOERDBLEORFAELZLTL
=L ELVES,

FO—A. SEHICIFTT(VEVEBELBIE SN, FEALDIRUIDBETEYER
ShikEAEBROFETE. JrVELEMEERRICEBMITE2FEOKREIHAEIL-
f=o . BOUHTRETIRTIVMBEZESHT. MRETEME OO =T -
A2 21— BYRLELONT-M, TFhoAWThEI7AVAEThITEEND(IE
—/IZhhhBRBETH1=CLtEBTED, TOUVEDIL. 911 BHZZBITE
BB CTHIIL-MEREREENEERERBICTA)NELEDELTEHEED
OB HORIERT I74VE—/ZERBRENETBLTLWIREDRKTH-1-
(WP 2002/10/4: E1)o COKSITHEDFIRELRIBIERT EOXENEELIZa
ST A 1—ERBREFHAT. FREFEERTFSURBBELLICT AUAREIC
HLTHRA. TORAZBMSEDIENIUINTAIMZDENZAL L 1—TH 5,

LHOLERZS=2ORMREX. 7AVATIEELO(VEVERICHTIER. T4b
B, bESEEBENKEDEZDZ TV ETREEZRLAENFEERELRETH
of=", FLTHEHEICIED(IEV DTSRy LiREBER. VFvy—FK-0d—F

B UTORBIE., EITEERMFSBUVRY. LB 58 BOBESE/-%F
DEF(ETA -8§EF)- KEEBM/\UILYMIEINTLVS,

" CETREEENE - EN T EEREEMBEITAV— 12000147 5—14E
DENT4VE> ARITFI vy TP A Fhttp://www.ing7.net/globalnation/]1& X UTE
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VBRXERE. 7OAKRKEEORARE-ZSTIL-7OI, TIOT AP aaTRE
ELREDEAMNERT DI =, COSBRYOV EREBRIE-ZETRIEEE. a0
THREBEFENTEEREEZRDHEE THo1=, VP10 ERITOJEER
BLI-AE—FOLENT. EXENDELRORIHEI--6H85BHAEOK—OF
BENHTY, HAEFFBALICHBIEAGLN SRR, T—FUORBEXBREDR
KEBALOD. EAXATAVEVADRBIRYAREDETELICRETHY. HEE
BOE=HIZHZRLTRLWERAT. WTFhERNBEREAU T, BoDEDHRE
—ETRE-EN T EEREEENINEZRASSENODO AT LEI—ILIE. Ch
SOEBNEIEZEEDOHILICH T -—EORELELSTEH 1= LEELRLTL
1=-DTH 5,

CDESIZ. BEEBOBFHOLFZHNVLN>TRDF., RKEEHEIZHLTZED
IUNIAVNERRTBI74VE—/ -7 AVAEEDRIKTH S, RIEERADLEH,
TENSFHERTIEELFIREAOSATOEND, $BARAT7A)HETH IOBEDIE
FA)VAREITHEITEIIUNTAVMIEN A TOSH, AORE-FHE-BFHL
ThEAFEREOLBVESIE. IRIET(VE—/ DR QD H->THMNHTIDORIKE
A~DIREEBANARI OB EICEILT S ENTREICLRD, —A. IRIET0VUE
—/ERET IR I«VE—/IE KRERMAFITHT I NTAVMIENFIERS
DEBLTLSY. ERKEEAORAITIEESRTHL. BEETOLRBESZELETA)
AREITETIBUAK I NTAVNMITZ AV hEFR IOI—- R ICHELES%E
BEV, COKIICTEDIVNTAVMEREIE. ZHIR—WICTIRGL £FELTH
WESHLDELTIRADIENTED,

LHOL. ZCEDQIUNTAVM EEREFAORBTFELGIBELE/LILLE. D
—EUARERNEOHEOLENTHENGCEIELLGYF/EINESIHIFIMETH S,
AEBAODEADEMSYPC EEOBF-BEDOBR. AT,7 DHIESVEHEE
T 3L ENTAIVEDIZHTEIIU/NTAVIERRIERIZISHDDOH D, LHL
—FB. TOFEIBT7 AR ETREICARIESN DI LK. EXATAVAHEEDS
XAEMERLRET. WEDBRIFEREEARICBITONSELTE. TAUAHED
BOTIMIE—/ZIhhbhiDE#HEE—BLELTTIRALKIES IOBIZELS
AREMEBESE TS, TOIILBBRERBTERLZEDI U /NTAVNERE
BRICHEISEIDIZIE. RERICENBRYBMERIYANBETH S, TLT, RIS
BET57/VE—/FE2RURKEBARTSUEFNREERE. 7A)VAHETRE
ZFANPTVEENEETHIIETTOE2RERKERTS0E2H>T, 7141
E—/-7A)Ah O DERDZEEET AHHESLOBEBROMMWESHNREILTI8E

o0V E D ARBBIZELWWTE9zyv Y1428 8B,
http://www.philippineupdate.com/
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EXLEHTBDTH S,

5 RTFIUREEDEYA

4V E—/B2RIERKEBR TS5 ME

CCTCHIREICE->TWLADIEF—(1)1935 £, aEVIIIAFKRELLIZAIRS
NF=D4VEVBEE (1941 7 A, BREFRORIRICELLRVKBEER S TELLKEE
FLREShEBEXEE(USAFFE)ICBRShT-). QR ENRILIE, 7L
KENHMEHELTEREBEELTELD(VE - RADY, Q) BXAELETOHR
BZ)STREMBBENRERTOERESISELTRDEVDHLHEZARTIS
—REICFRBLIEARDREAN - F2RIFRKEATSELTOULETH S,

WHERTAVADOH BEEBFICFAROERELI-CLEIERVDEBNERTH
B0 TAUABFLE -, HONFE2RERKEBHEFEDKEAN -RT50LLTOHER
ZETHCLEZHEEBDPICED TV, —F. EFRERIE. 1942 FHFIERETHE
ERITICHLTEEOHBLGEEZRARLTCEEZ I 5T 55 HIRILIEEEZESD.
BUT IO )E— /IS RER. $ 20 FAISEL, LALEBSFORER. BR
Dt/ RAZBN-KEAEBFIIREEDERZERNICRY. F-HHIRE
DX ERZE LT 2000 EDTAVEL - RAAIVERESLK—ERIZBELI-F=5HIZ. ¥
FlFEIEBOADHB LS T- 1946 ERBETITIRIELI-DIE# 4000 &I<BF
ofz, EBIZ 1946 2 A, EFBLEMEMFEZHENE I CTEK-EREERD
XHRBEE—RKRERTSUDOREELTIET T OB LDORTFSUEFEE
BVBHEERPE. ATIURKRICET2EHER. EHES. HEERAVES
BRELZE)IOVTIE. Z4VE—/[FTNEFEOEBHICRBEEL-LERESAE
WIEERLGERALGWL I LZEDT=,

COEIGMBERNH LT, ETHHIRIERBBEICOLT, 1960 EXMSIFIFEM
FHEICHYIRIEERRDBYREN., 5. EHBEBRIE. 1990 £8 REICHFHIIF
LIEBEDEAZED THIBZRESE -, TORR. 1990 FRKXETICHFEROEF
BRENTAADIBE 2 BAUENTAVAOTREZIF. 5541 75 4000 AN
AUTHIL=ZTHERDICERXBHICRREL -, LSHH. IRIEARBHLNTHLVBE
DIBIEERARELT 1946 FEMEMNEIDRETIREAEBRAN LS TSI,
ERER.ATIVBROKRENEEFREF L (SSDICELSE 2ZF/ELKTA L
TW%, COBIMARNTIVRBROEFEXIEL. LBZERDREZRDLIERNRIE
(TOAT41)BEND., RE. T4VE—/ OBV ETRLBEEEN 232 =-T B8 &
BoTLHDTHSH(USDVA 2001),
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T/ HROBELLTORTIVBE
2002 I VUNIAVMEE TR, FEITRTSUELOEEE YN =XEL
NF=hiioh, TV / EDORTSIUEEEEFLUREZEIBAT-BICL DK
HEEEABTECRENRFEY., BEFOVELYTRMN L-RTIUTHLHHi
T/ EOFryvy-)—FHEEEN. ZEERTOEISAEDT IH U ESOM
IC7IH=ZRE LB TIRSIZEVWS BEEERTIVRRICET EELH - =(F
H11)", S5ITFGNCIZIF Ty aBiiEEZ R BLTRTSVERE7 VY =— T
DVERBEIN., F2RBRAKBATSUEEZIZELLIIRTSVODNBERET
S OhOFHEHEHREKR. NAFFAAOFHEEICHMELIA/ 4 a5 R L1 RIE.

ZDEFE I E—/ B2RERABARTSUADOTERNBEENE | IO TL
Ea—ILTHEHLL T,

CDEINZTAVE—/F2RUARKERTFS MBI, WERBVEELIZSA =T
442 2—,ENTWBEITTEL, 24VE—/-FA) A EHETHAXFEYDT
STL L (S S ELTHEEL TV D, CCTRARELDIE, a31=F 41285
TEEHRRTIVEBEREAL D, v/ HROBEELTOAETHS. RTIVBRED
ZI B KRB+ REEDDS 20 REITFE T, 1934 FLHIOBEMBEENS
T/OHRIVIET10RFEEETHY., v/ UHRDMFBREANEDAELSIZLTAS
AZTADRAICEN-ALTHD. BEICMA T, HHIRIEDEF ZITELLEIT
NEBERTEGN=CENLBBTELLSIC. FAUBIZHEFYLHESEEPEAE
[ZHRIFTOT. MELELVEFZRBODSONTVREVNSIATH ATIUBRIX
MDTOHT/ AR LB L= EBTEEL TS,

TAYE—/ A2 FAHRTFSUBREEE R R 1T EEL R E 1=
[%.1993 % 12 A, SSIZHRICLTEMEBRZESFITHRELT 2EBEBRREED.
SSIIRYII TOrHIZH LTS5 ZAEBO B EICERATS o —EREERLT
WS ENRELT, BIEI(E—/ OBEEAELIO—T R - 422 a(EHS)
BEWMTDI4)E—/BEIR-BE2RLICHEFINITON-FEHETHof=. D
EEBSINCESRTFSUEEDEERER. BERE T EREEE0OMERIL
HEEAM, TOE LM BITBET. H=-hH7O0V 0L =</ oHKDF
EBRI-LOEBELORERA-EALLHRYELTL I OLSBNRES
ADEDEof= Tl BEBRTSUBZH AL THHESZ AL - TOHE

S hEL(EE) CTEEEOMCII ZERREELE | ILEM BRI
THoh, EEEZTLEV SN EERTIVLBICZETREERDIYRY
ZREOTWVAEICHFIBLTEHE =LY,

15 Philippine News (Online Edition) Year 42, Issue No.3, September 4-10, 2002
[http://www.philippinenews.com/issues/sep02/sep4-10/headlines2.asp].
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ERERUY-OAES(BERDICEIRTIVBRDEERZFELE-—ENDE//O
—LIZEAEREMEREE. RAZSV2T7UOBYEOKER RO NAOEEICEE
Sh-2 /U HROERBHEISELZ->TNS,

1999 £ 11 BICIE. RTSVERBEHTERLE-OAES O abZEHhIbIC,
YISV RAOMARORBERERTIVOEFRELVI—BLUERRIE
EEORRELTH Y IFUIRARTFIVX-TY14T14- 22 3—(SFVEC)Hi %
BLIE(EE9), £-2002FIZIE, TUNTAVIEBORIZEEIKIZT()E—/-R
T5U-bDBEARBEREL: 96 FEOF7/IN—FAVRNI TN a—F) KL
/=AY -2 a=FTo- LU F—HEBESh. RBICHE TR IEEDESR RFE
ahfEEShfz, COESIT1970 FRDF I NV ELyCORBRXIBEBZEEL
SEARTIUVBRDAEFRIZERE. ATIUBREASA=ZTEEIDOE R,
HIZ&#8HWLEEGTACERETH Y/ HREIS1 =T EBOBEFEEETIL
ELT. ChEBERLTWSELHIZEERLTLIDTH S,

Ehoht-198 KEBE
BRABRICRRSADKSICE2RERKEATSUAESIKRHMELTOEER
HETZAVDDRA /)T EBICIELHELTND, REKEO7 AUAEADR
METRMBBOBITORALL T, FLREKALR T TEL/RITTVSE

BADORBERRT AU ARSI EETIBETELHBMICTREE LD

oooooooo

EEFRZRFICLTREATESIRT, F2RUA KBTSV EHBOHTHEMEGHEF

ETHD, LhL. TTICTHRARBEHSEHASI G LSIZ, J4VE—/FE2RHERK
BARTIOVBEICIIEEKERELIABVEDI2H D, CCTHESATLLHION
FA)ALSHIELT= AR TREWNEWS A TH S,

ERZthDT7OTFRERMER. FAVADSHAELIz-D4VE—/1=BIEHFEET %, TH
ECHMT/ I HRIEDFE2RERKERTSU0THEHEI1IE—/SREE—F
“ERUCT. BREER)ZHLEERATH S, [7AVAEFNINZVNDIHESE
ZRFEEFNICTRES o0, IRER. S/\BRULEODELERXAFALTAFEF
RBOIiG-BIBLEICKESN(Craig and Villanueva, p.6). 77 XEEMETEH
EHIVLE AT ORBREDO I IEL THKEORIBLLEISERELE-D4UEY
EREERBX (Philippine Civil Affairs Unit)2EZ EREFHELT=. CD & SITHOHBRR
FHELEWZ, AEEZFOBHE THYLBHOEREREDORE 2T THERBICKEN.
EEXEFHLBBOBRBOOIKED—B LE-T-HLBREBEOFEX. 7 A
H=E—2aVIERDOBYDLEHI T, FSICHKENFETH S, BR. RAT3U8
ERENAZESNDLEE. D7 o7 REBERELEBELTHOATULVEL I E—
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/BBEOEREEVBLEEZLLSIEVSBIEARATH=",

ECAMERT—FR U A—DFGNCIZTsJE—/BRFDRRELLTEM N
BECEASF-TLYR-a)LFA[E, KERZHIIC. RECASBRBEOFEN
[POTAT4AMDETIELEAEENSN TS, EATEEE2ESLITAELD
Bhot=, 1990 EREE. BN TSVOBERMENS—/OHROEFEERELT
—IZHhMEBEEHBHT-—H. O/ HKOBREERELTOERIET
SMYBATLESTLSIDTHS, BEEBEDIZEE. 1943 FICTFEELEICE,
FHEBREICKIFHIRIENZBOON KRBERTSULELTORBIZHERANEH -
foo NIAHBEEZDFEHANICER THoRBRRIBBENTIVIE, 1990 E/RF
TIZKELBRLT, HEPEFOEHELTRAZ A =T EBTREZR-EAR
WEWSEELH D, T, HONEEZE DR = 1970 FRFBF(E. XM LERSFBUE
PIREERBETHEICERNEY. RTFSVOFEEFSRIREICIIIA/IT1ES
[CE-TRAWTIE G D o1z, CORK. WOFEFOEBLELTIYIE. CLAFEE
ZHS. TIBLBUEDRELTEIT/VELTIRR IS, L4EZDNS,

FhICLTERERBBEOFEES. ATSUEFIREESOLENTERSZASIE
WDIXTAVE—/-FA)AVDEBBELTIFINTVRZELELTVWRBENREOHLE, £
DERICE. BoKEFIREEHZETETHIRIET(VE—/DREDDRYMSRBEL
T3, HBAAZDEEIZIXI 7 A)VAEFNIOFERZELIYMAA TLSH, 7 A
DATOFEBF~NDERCER T EREEBTRTIVBRZRKMICKIETEDLD
X, ALEIIBRELTOIEBEZAERL. T2 EBZELHIAVEVHEEE
TEHLGLEETILNTE. BEM DT AVARKLDTHEBRBHERA-BFE
DL TAVE—/THB. TDWHIZEST. BREBKIZMNONE ZEWFETH .
—B.N\FF7 - aLERF—ILEAPTREDITE I1ZREBRLI-USAFFEX TS0 B Y
DSIFT7/VEVEREDOXFRYDERETHD, I/ VHRBRTIUELTHEEN
BRTLFELSTVBZEADIILRNDEEX. FAVAEFAILBEOHWETR
EEEOREARE HEShT .  lAELTOWRERRERML T SEEZ DL
NTEBESS,

" BREBEATIVTEH-FLYIR-D7TOR(1903~99) 3 REPRE R D
BURCLLEEESZED., 1984 MECITBBEREDTY/HRDEE S EH
DIFELELTHHON DY) FRICEEBAEI A, 1995 F 8 AIZIENTA DT
VERI7TOROMEZLEICK XA 21— (Unsung Heroes) B LT=, F
ANHSOEFH. alFN\DEESLVAFILE - AAXHNEEM T IE—/BR
BERRBRELETROZEAVTHAIRREIBRBERZEEZELTWS,
Takaki 1994.

39



Ehht-/3%v>a

RTFSVEFREEB-HVT, BICREIL-FE2R R KEORIBEOR F 1t
HELTRAELHELFANGHBLEL>TLADI(X, EBREBBIZHTH 7 AVA=FE
—2aviERETA—N)L-R2—2aV | ERIDOBBRRILTHD, ZEFRIEEHNDE
WO EEX. 1946 FETEDEIORTSUNBERN T IEEEREILTHLET
HoT. COEITBERNEARDA YR EES>TIND, COBE. ERHBEDRR
FEECRERICHMDHETETOI(IE—/ E2RIERKERTSEL5, L
ML, 1946 FEMEShE | LIEE R EIchi->TREABRFIERZEORMERE
FTEEOITHET IED DE2R R REA TS OUNBREICETIRELEE-UV
LIFV . ERBLLBLOEEBLEIELT. J1VEVBIFOMBFR B ZEZMU. #41
KEZHRETILED-HICERFHEIHLTE -, COEHICEBIZERR
EZERIASEIDERIIAETHS, BEORBEMI>HSHBBOLMIZE. 7
AHABRFIETAVE—/ - RTFS2OD=HIZT TIZHRTREZLIFILTEELEWSER
HIRE<H DS,

FOLSLDTHEBHERADEHENT TCCAETITKELRELZHIFTEDIE.
DL DCICHEZHKEEI4IE—/ - RTFSODF=ODT A) A -aF7)ay
(ACFV)TH3"", N7 VBT EDTH# I1EHRERLIZUSAFFER TS M/
V) H-ANEREZHOIN. REWGIEEFEIRTIUERIZEHDIFRIET()E—
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Chapter 3
The Filipino World War Il Veterans Equity Movement,

1. Introduction

This chapter will discuss a case, in which people belonging to a certain ethnic
minority group (i.e., Filipino Americans) in the United States seek “justice, honor,
and equity” for their World War Il veterans who have suffered a serious
discrimination based on their national origin. As following sections will show,
there certainly had been deliberate efforts on the part of U.S. government and
Congress to discriminate a portion of veterans who constituted the U.S. Armed
Forces during the Second World War, because of their peculiar national origin,
i.e., the citizens of the Philippine Islands under U.S. sovereignty between 1898
and 1946. This chapter, however, does not primarily aim at giving justification for
their cause by means of telling history as the author may have otherwise done if
he were a Filipino American scholar, who naturally committed to one of their
most urgent community issues. In this chapter the author would rather argue
how successful or unsuccessful they (Filipinos and Filipino-Americans) have
been in using history and “American” discourses on nation, nationalism and
citizenship in their struggle to advance their respective aspirations.

2. The Issue

The U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Act of 1990, which contains a special
provision giving “Filipino World War Il veterans” the right to acquire U.S.
citizenship (Section 405, PL 101-649), soon brought about an unexpectedly
large wave of elderly Filipino immigrants, twenty-eight thousand of whom had
became U.S. citizens by 1998. However, it was not long before the ordeal and
poverty suffered by these aged “new-comers” in the United States became a
serious issue for both Filipino-American communities and such localities where
Filipino veteran immigrants concentrated as San Francisco, Los Angeles and
Jersey City. It also became known that in spite of the fact they were naturalized
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as recognized U.S. veterans, these Filipinos were not eligible for benefits from
the U.S. Department of Veterans’ Affairs (hereinafter DVA), and thus had been
given little choice but to live on scanty Supplementary Security Income
(hereinafter SSI) payments. In November 1999, after years of consistent
lobbying for equal treatment of Filipino veterans, Congress finally passed a
remedial bill called the “SSI Extension Act.”

To understand the issue correctly, we first have to know why the Filipino
veteran immigrants could become U.S. citizens by virtue of 1990 Immigration Act
and why they could not before. The 1990 Immigration Act indeed was a turning
point, which divided the issue into the following two phases. In the first phase
(1945-1990), the issue was equal treatment in U.S. veterans’ immigration
benefits, while in the second phase (the 1990s and after) equal treatment in
veterans benefits (especially financial benefits) became the focus of the issue.
Only in the latter phase, the issue became a Filipino-American communities’
concern and it still is attracting Filipino American community activists and
organizations to this date, though the number of Filipino veterans is quickly
shrinking because of their age as well as a result of “SSI Extension Act,” which
will be discussed in Section 8. We need to start from the first phase to
understand the whole picture of the issue, in which discourses around nation,
nationalism and citizenship have entangled with each other since the latter days
of World War 1.

3. The U.S. Veterans Benefits and the Filipino World War Il Veterans

The DVA numbers the veteran population of the United States at 24.8 million
as of July 1, 1999 and estimates the total population potentially eligible for
veterans benefits, including bereaved families, approximately at 70 million. In
fiscal year 2000, $44.3 billion was allotted from federal budget for veterans’
affairs, and the DVA is currently the largest federal agency only next to the
Department of Defense (http://www.va.gov/pressrel/FSVA2000.htm). The lion’s
share of federal spending for veterans and their families is used for education,
death and disability compensation, old age pensions, burial costs, and medical
care, which would otherwise be categorized into social security and welfare
spending. However, it is financially important for the aged veterans, especially
those living in poverty, to receive the $722 a month payment granted to them in
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1998 as veterans old age pensions and free medical care at veterans hospitals
throughout the nation and in many foreign countries. In contrast, the SSI
payments amounted to only $505 a month in 1998 (HCWM 1999). It is also
emotionally important for many veterans to receive payments not as welfare, but
as an honorable reward for their past contributions to defending their country. In
principle, the benefits system for U.S. veterans is applicable regardless of
nationality, provided that one is a former member of some branch of the U.S.
military. One important benefit for non-U.S. citizen veterans, which is not under
DVA discretion, is a package of certain privileges to acquire permanent
residency or even citizenship. Other veterans’ benefits in the narrow sense of
those under DVA discretion are also indiscriminately applied to foreign-born
veterans who are citizens of 66 countries around the world (HCVA 1998, 34).

Among the non-citizen veterans of the U.S. military, only the “Filipino
veterans of World War II” have been categorized into a separate benefits status
in both the broad and narrow senses above. They have been defined under U.S.
law as former soldiers, who were born in the Philippines and were residing in the
Philippines when they were enlisted in military service. To be considered
veterans of World War Il, they are all required to have served in active duty and
been honorably discharged at any time between September 1, 1939 and
December 31, 1946. They have been further broken down into four general
categories, the distinction of which has sometimes been both ambiguous and
fluid. The categories are (1) veterans of the Philippine Scouts, which was
established in 1901 by the U.S. colonial government as an auxiliary force; (2)
veterans of the Philippine Commonwealth Army, which was established by the
Philippine Commonwealth government to assume responsibility for national
defense after independence scheduled for 1946 as provided by the Philippine
Independence Act of 1934 (48 Stat.463); (3) veterans of the recognized
anti-dJapanese guerrilla units in the Philippines active during the Japanese
Occupation; and (4) veterans of the New Philippine Scouts, which was recruited
by the U.S. Army after October 1945 under a special provision restricting their
veterans’ status. Standing outside these four categories are a small number of
Filipinos directly inducted into the U.S. Armed Forces.

The vast maijority of the Filipino World War Il veterans belonged to the
Philippine Commonwealth Army and the anti-Japanese guerrilla units, neither of
which were directly formed or recruited by the U.S. military. The Philippine
Independence Act, however, required all the citizens of the Philippines to pledge
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allegiance to the United States until independence, and authorized the President
of the United States to order the induction of the Commonwealth Army into the
U.S. Armed Forces at any time during pre-independence period. Then President
Franklin D. Roosevelt ordered the Commonwealth Army and U.S. Armed Forces
stationed in the Philippines to be merged in July 1941, forming the U.S. Army
Forces in the Far East (hereinafter USAFFE) under the command of General
Douglas MacArthur.

After the Japanese invasion in December 1941, Filipino and American
troops literally shared the same fate at Bataan, Corregidor, the “Death March,”
and so forth. In May 1942, USAFFE surrendered to the Japanese Army, but a
considerable number of American and Filipino officers and enlisted men
stationed around the Islands refused to surrender and went on fighting. Under
extremely severe occupation policies imposed by the Japanese, anti-Japanese
resistance movement soon drew more and more Filipinos to its side, as the
Philippines became the stage for most stubbornly fought resistance movement
in Southeast Asia. Through 1943 many of these anti-Japanese guerrillas
recovered or newly established liaisons with the U.S. Army Command of the
Southwest Pacific Area and placed themselves under the command of Douglas
MacArthur.

Both the U.S. and Philippine governments praised these anti-Japanese
guerrilla forces as strategically indispensable to the Allied war effort in the Pacific.
On October 28, 1944, Commonwealth President Sergio Osmena issued
Executive Order No. 21 inducting “recognized guerrilla units” into the
Commonwealth Army. This Order was generally understood as inducting
qualified guerrillas into the U.S. Army, since the Commonwealth Army was then
a part of the U.S. Army, thus making them eligible to receive military salaries and
full veterans benefits. Not surprisingly, many Filipinos rushed to register as
members of authorized guerrilla bands during the latter days of war. When the
war was over, the Philippine Government was left with the difficult and hectic
task of establishing a fair distinction between “authorized” and “unauthorized”
guerrilla groups, which continued to be a very serious political issue until the end
of 1948.

Although there are no official statistics, the figure 200,000 has been
often cited as a rough estimate of the total World War Il Filipino veteran
population that survived the War (HCVA 1998, 26). Of that number, 12,000
belonged to the “old” Philippine Scouts and 120,000 were “original” members of
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the Commonwealth Army. The remainder or around 70,000 were members of
authorized guerrilla groups and the New Philippine Scouts. As military personnel,
all of them had sworn allegiance to both the U.S. and Philippine governments.
They considered these two allegiances as entirely compatible and they risked
not only their lives but also those of their families, not to mention their native sail,
for an ultimate U.S. victory. More than 1.1 million Filipino people lost their lives
during the War. The physical damage is estimated as $ 5.8 billion in 1950 prices
(Nakano 1997, 278-279). Given such facts and figures, the Filipino veterans
have good reason to believe that they deserve U.S. veterans benefits as much
as anyone else. After the War, however, they met with the stark reality that
among the foreign U.S. military veterans of 66 countries, only they would be
discriminated against in veterans affairs. The first proof of this was the denial of
veterans immigration privileges to them.

4. The Denial of Immigration Privileges

In 1942 Congress enacted the Second War Powers Act (56 Stat. 182), a
section of which amended the Nationality Act of 1940 (54 Stat. 1137) to provide
for the naturalization of non-citizens serving in the U.S. Armed Forces “during
the present war.” The law exempted some of the usual naturalization
requirements, such as a specified period of residence or literacy and educational
testing in English. The law also enabled those servicemen to be naturalized
without appearing before a naturalization court in the United States and directed
the Commissioner of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (hereinafter
INS) to send authorized officers to overseas military posts to do everything
necessary to naturalize non-citizen servicemen on the spot. The cut-off date for
applying for such privileges was later set at December 31, 1946 (Ch. 199, 56
Stat. 182).

According to the official accounts, the law was at first interpreted by the
U.S. Government as applicable to the Filipino veterans. On August 1, 1945, the
INS authorized George H. Ennis, Vice Consul of the United States stationed in
Manila, to naturalize alien servicemen in the Philippine Islands pursuant to the
law. Immediately after his appointment, however, the Philippine Government
allegedly expressed “its concern” to the Department of State regarding the risk of
a mass emigration to the United States, which would be harmful to its postwar
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reconstruction efforts. Then on September 13, INS Commissioner Ugo Carusi
proposed cessation of conferring citizenship in the Philippine Islands to Attorney
General Tom C. Clark, who on September 26 revoked the authority previously
granted to the Vice Consul at Manila. The decision was received by Ennis on
October 26. Knowing the situation was “rather anomalous,” on August 1, 1946,
soon after the independence of the Philippine Republic, the INS sent an
authorized officer to naturalize alien servicemen in the Philippine Islands. Some
4,000 Filipinos applied and were granted U.S. citizenship by the end of the
year.”? The INS, however, still refused to accept applications from members of
the Commonwealth Army and authorized guerrilla units, who constituted the
majority of all possible applicants. Refusal was based on the “Rescission Act” of
February 1946 withholding the right to receive veterans benefits from those
falling into these two categories.

It was in the middle of the 1960s, after almost twenty years after the
cut-off date for application that Filipino veterans finally began their struggle to
recapture the immigration privileges once denied to them. Why did it take so long
to launch this campaign? After the cut-off date, they should first go to the United
States and appear in naturalization court to file applications. It was not easy for
them to come and stay in the United States to sit through a long lawsuit. The
situation was dramatically changed by the 1965 Immigration Act, which
abolished the national quota system and opened the door for immigrants through
family-sponsored and employment-based preferences. The new law was
advantageous for Filipinos, who possessed similar and compatible educational
and licensing systems transplanted from the colonial period and had plenty of
immediate relatives who had come to the United States in recent years. Since
the late 1960s, Filipino immigration to the United States has been constantly
recording a figure only second to Mexican immigrants. These new
circumstances may have re-stimulated the desire to emigrate among the Filipino
veterans, who were already in their middle ages, and made it much easier for
them to come to the United States using family-sponsored preferences, in the
case their children or immediate relatives had immigrated previously, to obtain
permanent residency or citizenship. The INS, however, dismissed all application
of Filipino veterans, making the issue ready to be argued in court.

22 Ugo Carusi, Commissioner, INS, to Tom C. Clark, Attorney General, September 13, 1945; Edward
J. Shaughnessy, Special Assistant to the Commissioner of the INS, to Ugo Carusi, October 19, 1945.
Quoted in 629 F.2d 204 (1980).
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5. Twenty-Four Years of Naturalization Suits

The first Filipino veteran to petition in a naturalization suit was Hibi, who
entered the United States in 1964 on a visitor-for-business visa and filed for
naturalization. Hibi complained that the government had failed to inform him
about the right to naturalization and to provide authorized personnel while he
was eligible for naturalization, arguing that since these actions violated his rights,
the Court should now grant his petition for naturalization. In 1967, U.S. District
Court of Northern District of California agreed with his contentions, and its
decision was upheld by the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. However, in
October 1973, the Supreme Court summarily reversed the decision, finding that
the INS’ administration did not constitute “affirmative misconduct.” Three justices
including Thurgood Marshall dissented and criticized the decision for ignoring
“the deliberate—and successful—effort on the part of agents of the Executive
Branch to frustrate the congressional purpose and to deny substantive rights to
Filipinos” [INS v. HiBi, 414 U.S. 5 (1973)].

Because INS v. Hibi failed to establish definitive criteria as a precedent
case, lower courts continue to decide on petitions by relying on case-by-case
comparisons, and thus reach diverse conclusions. The most noticeable case is
Naturalization of 68 Filipino War Veterans [406 F. Supp. 931 (1975), hereinafter
68 Veterans] in December 1975. In the decision in favor of Filipino veterans, the
U.S. District Court of Northern District of California classified sixty-eight
petitioners into three different categories. First, seven petitioners were classified
as Category | veterans, who submitted applications or pursued naturalization
while they were eligible under the Act. The Court found that the government
actions against Category | veterans constituted “affirmative misconduct” and
ruled that their petitions should be granted. Secondly, fifty-three petitioners were
classified as Category Il, who were eligible under the Act, but took no steps to be
naturalized prior to December 31, 1946. Most of them were ignorant of their right
to naturalization at the time because both the U.S. and the Philippine
Governments gave out virtually no information about it.

With regard to these Category Il veterans, the District Court examined to
what extent the petitioners should be protected by the due process clause in the
Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution and argued that the petitioners were
entitled to the same judicial determination of their constitutional claim as
‘resident non-citizens.” Referring to decisions regarding the constitutionality of
Japanese interment camps during the War, which emphasized that only the
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presence of “direct emergency and peril” or the grave “danger of espionage and
sabotage” could justify governmental action of discrimination based on alienage
or ethnic origin, the Court ruled that Category |l veterans’ petitions should also
be granted. The remaining eight petitioners were classified as Category Ill, who
failed to show they were eligible under the Act. The Court also granted their
petitions with condition that they should provide proper evidence of their
eligibility within 90 days of the decision.

The government’s reaction to the decision wavered between appeal and
acceptance. After the decision, the INS immediately filed an appeal, but Lionel
Castillo, the newly appointed INS Commissioner under Jimmy Carter’s
Democratic administration, ordered the appeal revoked on November 30, 1977
as “a course of compassion and amnesty.zs” Afterwards, however, the INS
changed its policy again and decided only to accept without reservation
Category | veterans’ applications, while only Category Il veterans’ applications
filed before November 30, 1977 would be accepted to avoid being swamped with
new applications.

As naturalization suits between new petitioners and the INS resumed,
the Association of Immigration and Nationality Lawyers demanded the
application of offensive collateral estoppel, stating that once the INS revoked
their appeal in 1977, 68 Veterans became a final decision, so the petitioners
could estop the government from re-litigating the constitutional issues decided in
68 Veterans. The INS argued that collateral estoppel would be grossly unfair and
that their policy revision could be justified in view of unexpected repercussions to
the consequences of the 68 Veterans decision. In Olegario v. United States [629,
F.2d 204 (1980)], the Second Circuit Court accepted the government’s argument
and dismissed the Filipino veterans’ petition; but in 1984 the Ninth Circuit in
Mendoza v. United States [672 F.2d 1320 (1984)] found that the issue involved in
Filipino veterans’ cases were not of such great significance as to create a crucial
need for the government to relitigate the issues, and approved the application of
offensive collateral estoppel. Because all the lower court decisions showed
substantial differences and conflicts in their opinions, the time had come for the
Supreme Court to settle the issues.

The Court first responded in 1984 with United States v. Mendoza [464
U.S. 154 (1984)], which denied the application of offensive collateral estoppel in

2 Quoted in U.S. v. Mendoza 464 U.S. 154 (1984).
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such cases as the Filipino veterans, in which a litigant (petitioner) was not a
party in the first suit. The decision in effect undid 68 Veterans as a final decision
(Sherman 1985). Then in 1988, the Court put an end to years of Filipino veterans
naturalization suits with INS v. Pangilinan [486 U.S. 875 (1988)]. The decision
held that neither the application of collateral estoppel, nor by invocation of
equitable powers, “nor by any other means does a court have the power to
confer citizenship in violation of the limitations imposed by Congress in the
exercise of its exclusive constitutional authority.” It also held that “the historical
record does not support the contention that the actions at issue here were
motivated by any racial animus.”

INS v. Pangilinan rather forcibly closed the door by siding entirely with
the government’s argument. However, the unanimous opinion joined by justices
having dissented in INS v. Hibi was also tacitly sending a message to the U.S.
Congress that “the congressional command here could not be more manifest,”
since the Filipino veterans’ right was explicitly deprived by Congressional acts
(Murphy 1988). The U.S. judiciary thus gave the Filipino veterans their final
answer after having spending twenty-four years in litigation from the time Hibi
filed his application for naturalization.

6. The 1990 Immigration Act and Its Consequences

Congress responded quickly. With no congressmen or senators of Filipino
ancestry, such members as Senator Daniel Inouye (D-Hawaii), Congressmen
Tom Campbell (R-Cal.) and Benjamin Gilman (R-N.Y.) sponsored the bill to
permit Filipino veterans special naturalization. House hearings were held on
September 21, 1989, at which the government made no argument against the
bill (HCJ 1990), which was then incorporated into the 1990 Immigration Act,
which became law in November 1990.

One may wonder how the U.S. Congress was able to solve the issue so
easily. The implicit message to it in the Supreme Court decision may have been
clearly received and understood. The timing may also have been very
appropriate for this kind of single-issue bill to be passed as a built-in to the
omnibus immigration Act. However, time was probably a more decisive factor
than anything else. The majority of the Filipino veterans had already reached
their 70s around the year 1990, and their population was steadily diminishing. At
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the 1989 House hearings, Congressman Campbell emphasized “It’'s unlikely that
many of these veterans will choose to move to America in the twilight of their
lives. Rather, they will choose to remain in their homeland with family and
friends” (HCJ 1990, 44). In other words, aging and dwindling numbers made it
possible for the Congress to settle the issue as “a matter of justice and honor.” It
is also very important that the sponsors of the bill tried to separate the
naturalization issue from other veterans benefits equity issues. At the same
hearings, Campbell stated that giving these veterans citizenship will not “make
them eligible for federal benefits which they do not receive” (HCJ 1990, 43). The
1990 Immigration Act also spelled out that the law “shall not be construed as
affecting the rights, privileges, or benefits of” Filipino veterans coming to the
United States (Section 405, PL 101-649).

The “promise kept” after almost a half-century, however, would soon be
articulated with the realities of Philippine society and cause a wave of elderly
“adventurous” veteran immigrants far beyond expectation. The San Francisco
Chronicle featured the patriotic moment of an oath-taking ceremony held at the
San Francisco Marriott Hotel in September 1992, where some five hundred
newly naturalized Filipinos, mostly in their 70s and 80s, proudly swore allegiance
to the United States (San Francisco Chronicle, September 25, 1992, A23; see
Photo 1). The fever was remarkable indeed. By 1998, over twenty-eight
thousand out of seventy thousand surviving veterans eligible for immigration
privileges became naturalized and some seventeen thousand veterans came to
live in the United States (HCVA 1998, 192). Why did these people already in their
70s want so much to become Americans? In interviews appearing in newspaper
articles on veteran naturalization, most probably conducted in English, the
Filipino veterans spoke in unison about their joy of being recognized as veterans
and realizing their “dreams” of becoming citizens of the United States (Los
Angeles Times, February 2, 1992, B1). However, it was unlikely that they wanted
to be naturalized only for the sake of becoming Americans. A Filipino American
journalist at the San Francisco Chronicle, apparently capable of conducting
interviews in Tagalog and/or other native dialects, was successful in capturing
the real voices of these aged veterans, who were enduring poverty and other
difficulties of everyday life in the United States in order to apply for immigrant
visas for their families or reducing their living expenses to send home a part of
their SSI allotments. Most had come to the United States to open a way out of
poverty for their families in the Philippines (San Francisco Chronicle, December
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14, 1997, Z1).

However, life for Filipino veterans in the United States is hard and their
immigration fever has been fully exploited by crooks. For many of the Filipino
veterans had neither enough legal knowledge nor savings to come and stay in
the United States, some of the immigration agents willingly take care of them and
even advanced money for their voyage and accommodations. This is good
business even if the veterans have no prospect of income after settling in the
United States, since the agents can lend them money at high interest rates
holding a mortgage on their SSI checks, which are payable to the bearer on
demand (Los Angeles Times, January 1, 1995, B1; Sacramento Bee, August 8,
1995, A10).

It was in December 1993 that ordeal of these Filipino veterans was first
exposed among local communities by a shocking story of “captive veterans” on
the San Francisco Examiner (December 19, 1993, B1; see Photo 2). The article
reported seventeen Filipino war veterans had been put in de facto captivity by a
man, Castalino Dazo, who called himself a Filipino American immigration and
naturalization consultant in Richmond, California. Dazo allegedly locked up the
old men in his houses to secure their SSI checks and held them in virtual slavery,
by chaining, beating, feeding dog food, or otherwise abusing them as the
occasion demanded. This article was written by an Examiner's staff writer but it
was Filipino American freelance photographer Rick Rocamora, himself a
naturalized citizen (see Photo 4), who took shots of the veterans’ swearing-in
ceremony at Marriott in September 1992 (see Photo1). There he found several
veterans carrying flyers distributed by Dazo, with which he could trace them after
Marriott and reach those “captive veterans” in Richmond. Thanks to the publicity
given by the article, in the following month Rocamora successfully organized a
rescue mission joined by Filipino American volunteers such as Atty. Lourdes
Tancinco, herself a naturalized citizen, as well as by Contra Costa County local
authorities. The rescued veterans later filed suit against the consultant and were
granted damages (Rocamora 2001; Tancinco 2001; see Photo 4&5). This
incident, however, is just the tip of the iceberg, as soon after the Richmond
Incident, the Los Angeles Times and other major Pacific Coast newspapers
began reporting the sufferings of elderly and poverty-stricken Filipino veterans
throughout the region.

Even if they have not been victimized by crooks, most aged veterans
have had to face common financial difficulties. It was indeed surprising to many
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veterans that they were not eligible for such U.S. veterans benefits as old age
pensions or Medicare, in spite of the fact they acquired citizenship as veterans.
Without any other means of support, they could not but depend on SSI
allotments. One more catch is that as long as they depend on SSI, they were not
eligible to sponsor their immediate relatives, even their wives, for immigration
status. Even for those who were eligible as sponsors, it would surely take
several years for their families to receive immigrant visas. As of September 1999,
Filipino immigrant visas for family-sponsored categories were finally being
issued to those who had applied twelve years in advance. Though there is no
limitation for admission of spouses and children under twenty years of age,
sponsors have to provide a certificate of income showing amounts at least 20
percent more than the federal poverty line (U.S. Dept. of State Bureau of
Consular Affairs 1999). If a veteran dies before all this paper work is processed,
all his efforts will end in vain.

The U.S. Congress, facing such an “unexpected” situation, has passed
several bills to amend the Immigration Act, making it possible for veterans to
naturalize in the Philippines and extending the cut-off date for application to
February 2001, in order to prevent such risky voyages by aged veterans to the
United States (8 CFR 329.5). As a result, more than 10,000 veterans have
applied for naturalization in the Philippines. However, the majority of naturalized
veterans in the United States have not gone back to the Philippines, while more
veterans have emigrated to the United States after being naturalized in order to
receive SSI benefits (SFE 1993/12/19: B5).

7. The Veterans Benefits Issue and Postwar Philippine-U.S. Relations

Like the immigration benefits issue, discriminative status regarding financial
benefits for Filipino veterans in the United States dates back to the end of World
War Il. In September 1945, the then Federal Bureau of Veterans Affairs officially
stated that Filipino veterans were eligible for the U.S. veterans benefits (USHC
1947, 65). However, in February 1946, Congress passed a section of the
Supplementary Appropriation Rescission Act of 1946 that stated services in the
Philippine Commonwealth Army or authorized guerrilla units “were not to be
considered as active military service for the purposes of veterans benefits.”
However, members of the Philippine Commonwealth Army had already paid a
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certain amount from their salaries for the purpose of veterans insurance, which
would be paid in the form of service-connected survivor’s pensions and disability
pensions in case of their death or disablement. Regarding these pensions,
Congress enacted that these pensions should be paid, but only at half their
value; that is, as if one dollar were equivalent to one Philippine peso at a time
when one U.S. dollar was equivalent to two pesos. Although the Rescission Act
has been amended several times, its basic provisions still stand (38 USC. 107).
Since the Act distinguishes veterans not by nationality but by specific military
career during the war, according to which military organization they belonged to,
Filipino veterans would still not be eligible for full benefits, even if they changed
their nationality and became U.S. citizens.

As mentioned in Section 3 above, despite the fact that an officially
authorized naturalization officer was present in Manila from August to December
1946, the INS rejected applicants who had been denied veterans benefits under
the Rescission Act, which means they accepted only applicants from the “old”
Philippine Scouts. Therefore, the contradiction between the Rescission Act and
immigration privileges did not surface in the United States until the 1990s and for
decades the veterans benefits equity issue was exclusively the concern of
Filipino veterans in the Philippines, who were demanding the repeal of or
revisions in the Rescission Act. There was also fierce reaction expressed in
Filipino public opinion not only to the 50 % reduction of pension payments but to
the insulting language of the Act, stating fight against the Japanese during the
War was “not to be considered as active military service.” The U.S. Government
was also concerned that the issue may jeopardize post-colonial Philippine-U.S.
relations. President Harry S. Truman stated on the occasion of signing the Act
“they fought with gallantry and courage under the most difficult conditions” and “I
consider it a moral obligation of the United States to look after the welfare of the
Filipino Army veterans,” promising the matter would be deliberated by the two
governments (USHC 1947, 65-69).

The Philippine-U.S. government-level talks on veterans affairs, which
began with the Truman’s promise, were to drag on for many years. Immediately
after the enactment of the Rescission Act, the two governments agreed that the
U.S. side would consider providing medical care and funeral benefits. In 1948,
Congress approved the construction of a veterans hospital in Manila (62 Stat.
1210). The Philippine Government and Congress then decided to provide the
kind of veterans benefits not being provided by the U.S. government, but at
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reduced rates, with the passage of the Philippines Gl Act (78 Phil.Code §1-15).
However, the Philippine Government soon fell into chronic fiscal trouble and,
becoming hard-pressed to maintain the benefits system, repeatedly asked U.S.
Government for assistance to finance the system. In 1950, the U.S. Government,
frustrated by the repeated financial requests by President Elpidio Quirino’s
administration, whose corruption and financial irresponsibility had become a
serious issue between two governments, actually threatened to end assistance
for veterans benefits.?* The Philippine Government, however, did not withdraw
its demand all that easily and in 1951 funeral benefits and burial flags were
provided (65 Stat. 32-33; Meyer 1965, 18-20, 43-44, 100-101). In 1962, further
economic crisis and inflation made it impossible for the Philippines to maintain its
exchange rate, as the peso was devaluated from 2 to 3.9 pesos to the U.S. dollar.
This resulted in a sharp decrease in World War |l veterans survivor and disability
pensions, which were paid at the rate of one peso to the U.S. dollar. Then the
Philippine Government demanded that the calculation be changed from
one-peso-to-the-dollar to fifty-cents-to-the-dollar. The U.S. Government met
President Marcos’ demand in 1966, out of a desperate desire of “more flags” to
join and support the U.S. struggle in the Vietham war, and later Congress
enacted a revision of the calculation, which stands at the present day.

Throughout years of these bilateral government talks and congressional
actions, the consensus between the two governments about the unfairness of
the Rescission Act gradually faded away, and the U.S. Government came to
consider the issue as just one more item of Philippine Government’s endless
demands for assistance, putting it in the context of the paternalistic image of the
United States as a permanent donor and the Philippines as a permanent
goodwill-seeker.

8. The Emergence of a Civil Rights Issue

During the 1990s, the Filipino veterans benefits issue was revived in a quite
unexpected way. The new turn taken is symbolically represented by a
demonstration staged in front of the White House on July 12, 1997. Before loud
applause and cheers, elderly Filipinos in veteran’s uniforms and caps marched

¢ FRUS, 1950, Volume VI, 1419-22.%
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in parade shouting such slogans as “WE ARE AMERICAN CITIZENS!” “WE
WANT JUSTICE!” “EQUITY NOW!” Then a dozen of them chained themselves
to the iron fences in front of the White House Garden, being joined by young
Filipino American activists as well as Congressman Bob Filner (D-Cal.). All of
them were soon gently arrested by the police. The sensational nature of the
scene and the fact that a Congressman was arrested made the demonstration a
must for major TV network news programs that evening (ACFV 1999a; Photo 7).
The above scene demonstrates that the destitute claimants for benefit
equity, who appeared on the TV screen and from that time on before the U.S.
Government and Congress, are Filipino veterans who are at the same time U.S.
citizens. In other words, the issue suddenly turned into a civil rights matter, in
which the essential equality of citizens in U.S. society became the focus.
Congressman Bob Filner’s involvement is a clear sign of this change.
Filner is a “veteran” of the Freedom Rides of 1961, who wrote an important page
in Civil Rights Movement during the era of Martin Luther King. After teaching
history at San Diego State University for more than twenty years, Filner ran for
Congress in the 50th Congressional District of California and was elected in
1992, two years after the enactment of the 1990 Immigration Act. His district
covers the southern end of San Diego, U.S. Pacific Fleet Base in National City,
and the city of Chula Vista, which lies on the border with Mexico. The population
is uniquely divided into Latinos, Blacks, Asians, and Whites, and
Filipino-Americans account for as much as 15 percent, the largest percentage in
any continental states’ congressional districts and second only to Hawaii’s.
Filner found out about the Filipino veterans issues during his
door-to-door election campaign. Upon election, he chose to join the House
Committee on Veterans Affairs, out of consideration for large veteran population
residing in the San Diego area (Shultze 1999). This decision was, as expected,
very successful in expanding support for Filner, an outspoken liberal, among
non-partisan and moderate voters in the district. That is to say, the Filipino
veteran issue is an ideal item for Filner’s agenda, since it is not only an important
local issue in his district, but also a national issue through which he can
demonstrate his image as a civil rights activist. Civil rights is a very patriotic issue
that touches the heart of every American, and this particular civil rights issue
concerns a group of veterans who fought in the foreign war that almost every
American believes was a “good war.”
The circumstances surrounding the issue were significantly changed by
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the amazing public exposure of the Filipino veterans. In striking contrast to the
silence of those days when naturalization privileges were the focus of the issue,
naturalized Filipino veterans became very vigorous campaigners in the late
1990s and successfully publicized the issue with a touring “Equity Caravan,”
performing “die-ins” in front of DVA headquarters and its branches around the
nation, tearing up food stamps before crowds, going on hunger strikes, chaining
themselves to fences, and so forth. Most of these senior citizens themselves,
who otherwise would be living in calm retirement, were of course not particularly
adept at such flamboyant performances. They got plenty of help from
experienced Filipino-American activists, who saw veterans’ demands as a
potential “empowerment issue.” In spite of being one of the largest Asian groups
in the United States, Filipino-Americans lag far behind Japanese- and
Chinese-Americans in the number of public offices held and their presence in
other public spheres of influence, being often labeled “an invisible minority.” In
recent years, though, keen interest in political, economic and cultural
empowerment has arisen within the Filipino American community (Washington
Post, October 28, 1998, A6). For some community activists, the issue may
present an opportunity to make their political presence felt in U.S. society, just as
the Japanese American redress movement demanding apologies and
compensation from the U.S. Government for their wartime internment had done.

It certainly is the first time for a Filipino-American issue to attract
considerable attention in the United States since World War II. In Congress,
Filipino veterans equity bills have been repeatedly introduced and have
increasingly gained endorsements. The number of co-sponsors in the House
reached 209 in the 105th Congress (H.R. 386, 1997-1998), and congressional
hearings were held in 1997 before the Senate Committee on Veterans Affairs
and in 1998 before the House Committee on Veterans Affairs (SCVA 1997;
HCVA 1998). During the 1998 election, the Democratic Party officially supported
a Filipino veteran equity bill in its party platform. The number of Republican
endorsers in Congress was also increasing, while all of the major national
veterans organizations, such as the American Legion and Veterans of the
Foreign Wars had already endorsed the bill.

Until year 2000, the final obstacle to passing a Filipino veterans equity
Act was said to be opposition from House Veterans Committee Chairperson Bob
Stump (R-Ariz.), since it is generally very difficult to send a bill to a plenary
session of the Congress overriding opposition of the committee chairperson. As
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a senior member of Congress familiar with the history of the Filipino veterans
benefits issue, Stump argued the United States has already given considerable
benefits to Filipino veterans and “while Filipino forces fought bravely and
certainly aided the U.S. in the war effort, in the end they fought for their own and
soon to be independent Philippine nation.” This statement questioning the
essential motivation of the Filipino veterans poses a serious question. At the
House hearings, Filner and other advocates of the equity Act countered Stump’s
argument by emphasizing that the Filipino veterans defended the Philippines as
a U.S. territory, which means they defended the United States for the sake of the
United States (HCVA 1998, 3, 37, 55).

This debate suggests that the equity movement has attracted attention
and support in the U.S. Congress especially by the “Americanization” of the
issue. It should be shocking for the American public today to know that American
citizens naturalized because they were veterans who risked their lives in the
battle for America cannot receive veterans benefits as Americans. Today in the
United States, both the principles of equal opportunity and fair treatment for
veterans could very well become emotional issues cutting to the core of national
integration. However, the more the “Americanization” of the Filipino veterans
issues advance in this direction, the more likely will the naturalized veterans
residing in the United States become the sole object of relief, despite the fact
that the Rescission Act still affects them because it was indiscriminately applied
to Filipino veterans regardless of nationality. Thus, it was only a matter of time
that cracks would begin to appear within the coalition movement originally
aiming at fairness to all Filipino veterans. Since their initial introduction, Filipino
veterans equity bills have tried to repeal sections in the Rescission Act that block
equal benefits regardless of the veterans’ nationality. However, it has become
increasingly difficult for these congressional advocates to maintain this position,
despite the fact that congressional interest regarding this issue has been
successfully increased, but only as a matter of maintaining civic equality among
U.S. citizens. Given the fact that nearly five veterans die everyday in the United
States (International Examiner, June 17, 1998, 10), most of the naturalized
veterans groups and their advocates for an equity bill in Congress lean toward
compromise in the case that any substantial relief measures could be hammered
out.

The cracks in the coalition movement surfaced in early 1998, when Alex
Esclamado, the owner of Philippine News and an outspoken advocate of
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veteran’s rights since the years of the naturalization suits, proposed a lump sum
settlement of $20,000 (the same amount granted to the Japanese redress
movement) for each of the 70,000 surviving Filipino veterans, regardless of their
nationality (Filipino Reporter, February 19, 1998, 16). The proposal was severely
criticized as an “all-or-nothing” solution lacking in principle by such former allies
as the American Coalition for Filipino Veterans (hereinafter ACFV), the largest
national lobbying organization in the equity benefits movement (ACFV 1998),
and other advocates for the equity movement in the Congress, including Gilman
and Filner. A letter to a community paper jointly signed by the veterans
movement leaders stated that “the overwhelming consensus on Capitol Hill and
in the White House is that American veterans should get American benefits.”
While they had “ not abandoned the RP [Republic of the Philippines] veterans,”
the naturalization cut-off date had then been extended to February 3, 2001 and
“there would be no excuse for citizenship ‘discrimination’ in obtaining U.S.
benefits” (Filipino Reporter, April 2, 1998, 21). As these reactions show,
Esclamado’s proposal only strengthened the mainstream’s realistic approach
limiting possible recipients of relief measures to naturalized veterans.

9. SSI Extension Act and After

Once it became certain that the Filipino Veterans Equity Bill would die in the
105th Congress out of failure to override Stump’s opposition, the SSI Extension
Act (H.R. 4716) was introduced during the last days of the session in October
1998 and then re-introduced in the newly elected 106th Congress early in the
next year. The Extension Act would allow “Filipino-American” World War I
veterans currently receiving SSI to continue to receive those payments in the
Philippines with certain reductions. The Act was then incorporated into the
Foster Care Independence Act (H.R.1802) and substantially discussed in the
Subcommittee on Human Resources of the House Committee on Ways and
Means. At House hearings held in February 1999, Eric Lachica, director of the
ACFV and a Filipino-American activist, who is the son of a naturalized Filipino
veteran, argued that the Act would provide humanitarian relief for an estimated
7,000 elderly Filipino-American veterans “who are poor, lonely, and isolated in
the United States, and are financially unable to petition their families to
immigrate to the United States, and therefore, want to rejoin them in the
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Philippines.” He also put emphasis on the effects of reducing the current SSI
payment for those veterans, saying “it would save the American taxpayers
millions of dollars annually in SSI, Medicaid, and food stamp payments” (HCWM
1999). The Act was welcomed as “a very rare opportunity” for the Congress and
the Government to have “a chance to do the right thing and save money at the
same time” (HCWM 1999).

With a strong endorsement of the Subcommittee Chairperson Nancy L.
Johnson (R-Conn.), the bill was presented on the floor of the House and passed
on June 25, 1999 by an overwhelming majority (380 to 6), including
Congressman Stump (U. S. Congressional Record, June 25, 1999, p. H4987).
The bill was then referred to the Senate, and on November 19, 1999 the final
form of the Foster Care Independence Act (H.R.3443) passed both Houses, and
was signed into law (PL 106-169) by President Bill Clinton on December 14 at
the White House, in a ceremony proudly attended by Filipino veterans (ACFV
1999b; Photo 8). On May 1, 2000, the first payment pursuant to Title VIII of the
Foster Care Independence Act, “Special Benefits for Certain World War Il
Veterans,” was made to the naturalized Filipino veterans who had returned from
the United States. ACFV currently estimates about 2,000 veterans are expected
to avail of the benefit (i.e., SSI payment in the Philippines) in the year 2000. The
reduction in SSI payment is set at 25 percent, resulting in a monthly sum of $380
per month, which is certainly “a dignified income in Manila” today (ACFV 2000).

SSI Extension Act indeed was a turning point for the whole equity
movement. Shortly after the first “special benefit” payment was made, “California
Veterans Benefit Bill,” a California’s counterpart of the federal SSI Extension bill,
passed California State Assembly and was signed into state law in July 2000. It
allows eligible Filipino naturalized veterans who live in California to collect state
benefits under the State Supplementary Program, which provides assistance to
low-income disabled, blind, and elderly individuals, even if they choose to
relocate to the Philippines. The average amount of the benefits received is $215
a month (Asian Week, July 27-August 2, 2000). Having been successful in
securing a series of legislative measures for the Filipino naturalized veterans,
ACFV and some of other advocacy groups confidently go forward with their
realistic approach seeking additional remedial measures to improve Filipino
veterans’ lives by lobbying for such legislative measures as application of SSI
extension law to widows and wives of the Filipino veterans, protection of
immigrant visa status of sons and daughters of the veterans, and so forth
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(Lachica 2001). With a strong endorsement of ACFV, Senator Inouye introduced
the Filipino Veterans’ Benefits Improvements Act of 2001 (S.1042) in the 107th
Congress. The bill addresses the health care concerns of the Filipino veterans
with a distinction between naturalized and non-citizen veterans as well as of
places of their residence.

This realistic approach, however, has been a subject of criticism all the
more because of its “success” among not a few of local community activists. A
major critic is San Francisco Veterans Equity Center (SFVEC), which was
inaugurated almost at the same time as the SSI Extension Act passed the
Congress in November 1999 to provide “culturally and linguistically appropriate
services to meet the urgent needs of” Filipino veterans in local communities (see
Photo 9). SFVEC itself is an important achievement of the San Francisco Bay
Area’s equity movement led by community activists who have been working for
the Filipino veterans long since the Castalino Dazo’s “captive veterans” affair in
1993, with Atty. Lourdes Tancinco as its president and Rick Rocamora as one of
its directors. They provide free “legal clinic,” “health education,” “educational
forum,” “Mano Po Lolo Program,” an inter-generational program for students and
Filipino veterans to participate in recreational activities and field trips, and other
programs and services to meet everyday needs of local Filipino veterans. Their
attitude toward the equity movement adhered more to the basic principle of “full
veterans’ benefits for all the Filipino veterans.” Quite naturally they express
strong opposition to the SSI Extension Act , which is, for all intents and
purposes, to encourage the very clients of SFVEC to “repatriate” to their
homeland (Antonio and Estrada 2001). In this context Tancinco advocates Rep.
Gilman’s Filipino Veterans Equity Act of 2001 (H.R. 491), a repetition of original
equity bill, as giving justice to all the Filipino veterans while criticizes Inouye’s bill
as “another piecemeal legislation,” saying “[tlhe Filipino veterans are not
begging for a piece of pie. The Filipino veterans are seeking justice! "*

Splits in the equity movement, coming to the surface in spite of its
considerable achievements both in local and federal arenas, certainly do not
give a favorable impression on non-Filipino advocates of the movement. Joel
Bander, a civil rights activist leading equity movement in Los Angels, frankly
made the remark that he “was amazed at the infighting within and among most
Filipino organizations” which negates many positives of Filipino American

% “[filvetsequity-]] Atty. Tancinco’s Analysis of the Veterans Bills in the 107th Congress,”
filvetsequity-l@yahoogroups.com (July 14, 2001).
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communities such as one of the largest Asian American population groups, the
highest level of education, and the highest median income of the family,
lamenting their “crab mentality” and other Filipino attitudes in their community
activities (Filipino Reporter, January 15, 1998, 26).

10. Conclusion

The reasoning behind veterans benefits together with
immigration/naturalization privileges being indiscriminately applied in the case of
“foreign” members of the U.S. Armed Forces stems from a necessity to integrate
a multi-ethnic nation formed by continuing waves of immigration from abroad.
Keeping the historical background to such reasoning in mind, one may find the
discriminatory treatment of Filipino veterans of World War Il to be just one more
episode in the saga of the Philippines as a rare exception in U.S. history by
virtue of its position as a heavily populated Asian colony. Although it is by no
means unusual for colonial empires in modern times to de-enfranchise nationals
of ex-colonies from citizenship categories or even expel them from the
“fatherland” after de-colonization, in the case of the United States, such actions
would have violated the subsuming principles of national integration
strengthened by urgent necessities imposed by war, underlying such measures
as naturalization privileges and other veterans benefits for “foreign” nationals.

The exclusion of Filipino veterans from such benefits naturally
antagonized Filipino nationalist feelings. In general, this kind of discrimination
works to further colonial nationalism; and the process by which a colony’s
demand for equal treatment is rejected by the suzerain will finally lead to the
separation of that colony from the suzerain. In the case of the Philippines,
however, such separation was preset by the U.S. Congress years before the
Pacific War, while certain “special relations” continued for nearly half a century
after the War. This peculiar situation could only result in persistent Philippine
demands for justice, equality, conveniences and compensations while these
“special relations” continued. The Filipino veterans issue should be considered
as part of the process of such an unusual post-colonial relationship.

The issue seems to be especially colonialist in nature since it concerns
the right of Filipinos to become U.S. citizens or claim rights as veterans of the
U.S. military. Since the 1960s, certain anti-U.S. nationalistic discourses have

66



gained support in the Philippines. From such perspectives, Filipino World War Il
veterans, who speak about their love and loyalty to the former suzerain without
hesitation, are considered lamentable people unable to overcome the colonial
past. However, the majority of Filipino and Filipino-American intellectuals active
both in the Philippines and in the United States have been curiously silent on the
Filipino veterans issues. This may indicate some difficulty for those intellectuals
to discuss the issues, whether positively or negatively, in the context of the
nationalist agenda, which has overwhelmingly influenced them to the present.

It may be wrong, however, to chalk up the movement of Filipino veterans over
the last half-century to claim what should be rightfully theirs to mere “colonial
mentality.” One thing that should be kept in mind is that in the United States
today almost every appeal for legal and social justice is generally understood as
“all-American,” since “America,” as the core symbol of subsuming national
integration, is represented as the ideal of justice and freedom. Conversely, to be
successful, any movement demanding legal and/or social justice in the United
States has to be represented as “all-American.” This goes for veterans to an
even greater extent, since they are generally assumed to be heroic, patriotic
people. A hymn to America sung by the Filipino veterans, which may seem an
anachronism in the contemporary Philippine society, is a song everyone
demanding justice in the United States today should be singing. It is not easy for
anyone to resist assimilation pressures applied by a society with such a strong
system for creating and integrating a nation as the United States.
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Chapter 4
The Filipino Veterans Equity Movement and the Filipino American Community

1. The Filipino Community Encounters the Issue

According to the U.S. Bureau of Census, the Filipino?®® population in the
United States reached 1,850,314 in 2000, ranking as the second largest Asian
population group in the United States next to Chinese descendents (2,432,585)
(USBC 2001a, 1), and continues to increase rapidly. Among countries of origin
for “lawfully” admitted immigrants to the United States during 1998 to 2001, The
Philippines ranks fourth, accounting for 160,000 entries, standing along with the
two most populous countries in the world, India (180,000) and China (170,000),
next to Mexico (660,000), a border country of 97 million people (USINS 2002, 6).
Despite being such a sizable ethnic group in the United States,
Filipino-Americans have long been said to lag far behind Japanese- and
Chinese-Americans in terms of their presence in the U.S. public sphere, being
often labeled as “an invisible minority.” Many Filipino community activists think
that such “invisibility” is a problem that needs to be overcome, and thus show
keen interest in political, economic and cultural “empowerment” (Washington
Post, October 28, 1998, A6). It was under such circumstances
Filipino-Americans encountered an issue virtually unknown to the American
public, even in their own communities.

The “Captive Veterans” Affair: 1993
Despite media coverage featuring such patriotic moments as the oath-taking
ceremony held at the San Francisco Marriott Hotel in September 1992, where
some five hundred newly naturalized Filipinos, mostly in their 70s and 80s,

2% |n this paper, the term “Filipino” is used as a generic name transcending
nationality referring to those who regard the Philippines as their homeland or being
of Filipino ancestry. When it is necessary to draw a further distinction, such terms
as “naturalized Filipino Americans” for immigrants with U.S. citizenship,
“non-naturalized Filipino immigrants” without such, and the“1.5 generation” for
those who immigrated in their childhood will be used. The term “Filipino-American
community” will be used as a generic name referring to Filipinos as composing an
ethnic group in U.S. society, regardless of citizenship.
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proudly swore allegiance to the United States (San Francisco Chronicle,
September 25, 1992, A23), daily life for Filipino veterans in the United States to
be hard to the present, and their immigration fever has been fully exploited by
crooks. For example, there are many Filipino veterans with neither enough legal
knowledge or savings to come and stay in the United States, so on their arrival
immigration agents are happy to offer to take care of them and even advance
money for their voyage and accommodations. It's just good business, even if the
veterans have no prospect for gainful employment after settling in the United
States, since the agents can lend them money at high interest rates, mortgaged
by their SSI checks, which are payable to the bearer on demand (Los Angeles
Times, January 1, 1995, B1; Sacramento Bee, August 8, 1995, A10).

In December 1993, the ordeal of Filipino veterans gained the first media
attention by a shocking story of “captive veterans” carried by the San Francisco
Examiner (December 19, 1993, B1), which reported that seventeen Filipino
World War |l veterans had been place in de facto captivity by one Castalino
Dazo, who called himself a Filipino American immigration and naturalization
consultant working out of Richmond, California. Dazo allegedly locked up the old
men in three houses, including his own residence, in order to secure their SSI
checks and held them in virtual slavery as house servants by chaining and
beating them, feeding them dog food, and otherwise abusing them as the
occasion demanded. The news article was written by the Examiner staff writer
Steven Chin, but it was actually Rick Rocamora, a naturalized Filipino American
freelance photographer, who first investigated the affair, then approached his
friend Steven Chin to carry the story.

According to Rocamora’s account, he went to the San Francisco Marriott in
September 1993 to cover the naturalization ceremony held there and found
several veterans carrying flyers distributed by Dazo, whose name he had
already known as a notorious immigration consultant. Then he traced the flyers
and found the “captive veterans” in Richmond. Thanks to the article, during the
following month Rocamora successfully organized a rescue mission joined by
Filipino American volunteers, including Lourdes Tancinco, herself a naturalized
Filipino-American and immigration lawyer, and Contra Costa County local
authorities. With the help of Tancinco, the rescued veterans filed suit against
Dazo and in February 1995 the ten of them were granted damages amounting to
237,000 U.S. dollars (Rocamora 2001; Tancinco 2001a).

Following this the Los Angeles Times and other major Pacific Coast
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newspapers began reporting the sufferings of elderly, poverty-stricken Filipino
veterans throughout the region, while local Filipino-American community
activists who had become aware of the problem began organizing community
support to help these senior citizens, while launching “equity” campaigns for the
recognition of Filipino World War Il veterans as eligible for the full range of U.S.
veterans' benefits.

San Francisco Veterans Equity Center

The most successful community support and equity movement at the local
level has so far been organized by the San Francisco Veterans Equity Center
(hereafter SFVEC), which was inaugurated in November 1999 with the financial
help of San Francisco city government to provide “culturally and linguistically
appropriate services” to meet the urgent needs of Filipino veterans. The Center
offers such services as a free “legal clinic,” “health education,” “educational
forum,” the “Mano Po Lolo Program” (an inter-generational program for students
and Filipino veterans to participate in recreational activities and field trips), and

L ] ”

other programs to meet the everyday needs of the Filipino veterans living in San
Francisco and other cities in the Bay Area (SFVEC 2001; Antonio 2001).

The SFVEC’s board includes Lourdes Tancinco as its president and Rick
Rocamora as one of its directors, both of whom have become respected local
Filipino figures since their involvement in the “captive veterans” affair. Tancinco
immigrated to the United States in 19** and began practicing immigration law the
same year that the “captive veterans” affair occurred. She runs an immigration
law office with her husband near the Powell Street BART (Bay Area Rapid
Transit) Station, where many Filipino veterans around the Bay Area gather on
their way to the nearby Social Security Administration office and Filipino grocery
stores. On the walls of the Tancinco’s office hang several of Rick Rocamora’s
highly acclaimed photographs from his Second Class Veterans, portraying the
lives Filipino veteran immigrants and recording the rescue mission of 1993
(Tancinco 2001a).

Rick Rocamora came to the United States immediately after graduation from
U.P., only a few months before Marcos declared martial law in 1972. Then
“[a]fter 18 years of corporate work in sales and management, he quit his job in
1990 to pursue a new career in photography (Rocamora 2004).” He is now one
of the most acknowledged documentary photographers in the Bay Area. As a
firm social justice advocate, he has produced and beencommissioned to
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produce such works as It is about Time, documenting Japanese American
survivors of wartime internment camps, Freedom and Fear: Bay Area Muslims
After Sept. 11 and Caged: Manila’s Invisible Children, which documents street
children who have been incarcerated in jails, youth "rehabilitation" centers, and
mental hospitals in Manila (Rocamora 2001; *).

Naturalized Filipino Americans and the Issue

Rocamora and Tancinco are the kind of naturalized, highly educated Filipino
Americans who have so far taken the lead in the movement for Filipino veterans'
rights. At the time of my visit to SFVEC in January 2001, the office was being run
by such naturalized Filipino Americans as Louisa Antonio, who immigrated with
their parents at high-school age, and Mars Estrada, who came as a foreign
student, then decided to stay in the United States (Antonio 2001; Estrada 2001)
These people are indispensable, since veteran immigrants seek the help of
well-intentioned, friendly people capable of communicating with them in their
vernacular languages, on the one hand, while negotiating effectively with
American society on their behalf regarding complicated matters dealing with the
paperwork in order to receive SSI payments and health care or to sponsor their
family for immigration if they are eligible.

The predominance of naturalized Filipino Americans, however, is a significant
feature found not only in the movement, but also among the whole Filipino
population in the United States both in numbers as well as social and political
influence. According to Census 2000, the two-thirds (122 million) of the Filipinos
in the United States are “foreign-born (USBC 2001b, 12),” (which for all intents
and purposes means “Philippines-born”) and are highly varied the in time and
age of immigration and nationality. Among them, the “first wave” prewar
immigrants are generally referred to as the “manong generation,” whose
significance in the community's history will be discussed later. Then there are the
not so numerous “second wave” immigrants of the early post World War Il years,
followed by the long line of “third wave” immigrants, amounting to thirty to forty
thousand annually since the 1970s and thus occupying the vast majority of the
“foreign-born” Filipino population. Census 1990 shows a conspicuously high
percentage of naturalized Filipino Americans having immigrated before 1980
among the age groups between ages 35 to 54 (See Figure 1). Though the
number of “native-born (U.S. born)” Filipinos is naturally increasing among these
age groups, we cannot forsee that they will to gain numerical predominance in

71



the near future, due to the high rate of new immigrants from the Philippines,
whose average age is the early thirties. (CFO 2004).

Census 1990 states that the median household annual income of the
“foreign-born” Filipinos in 1989 was $45,289 and their percentage “below
poverty level” was 4.6 %, while the median income of the “native-born” Filipinos
was 37,943 dollars and their poverty rate 8.3 %. The median income of the
naturalized Filipino Americans who immigrated before 1980 was 49,571 dollars
and their poverty rate only 3.1 %, figures nearly equal to Japanese Americans,
one of the wealthiest ethnic minorities in the United States (USBC 1993,
150-151) As to the level of education, only 17.1 % of “native-born” Filipino
Americans over 25 years old held bachelor’s degrees, while 34.3 % of the
“foreign-born” population did. Among the 4,012 Filipino doctoral degree holders
in the United States, 88 percent of them were “foreign-born” (USBC 1993, 80-81).
Another survey conducted sent among Filipinos teaching at universities in the
United States in 1998 shows that 92 of the 108 respondents were born in the
Philippines (Yuson 1999, 112-114). Though it is of course necessary to take into
account that the “native-born” Filipino population includes pre-adult population
whose income and educational attainment would naturally be statistically lower
than the older “foreign-born” members, these figures indicate a definite
predominance of naturalized immigrant Filipinos over the native-born in numbers,
income and educational background, thus demanding that they take the lead in
community affairs.

Veterans as the Second “Manongs”

Another interesting aspect found in the way the Filipino American community
encountered the issue of war veteran immigrants is that the latter came to play
sort of similar role to that of the first generation “manongs” in the community
movement during the 1970s. The “manongs” were predominantly single male
immigrant laborers who came to the United States during the 1920s to 1930s,
struggling to survive during a time of heavy racial discrimination and the Great
Depression. This generation has its best narrator in Carlos Bulosan (1911-56),
the author of America is in the Heart (1946), a widely recognized classic in Asian
American literature, which vividly portrays the miserable ordeal of a young Abe
Lincoln-worshipping Filipino boy in the United States. Another "manong" was
Philip Vera Cruz (1904-94), an exceptional labor leader who organized the
United Farm Workers Union with Cesar Chavez, the legendary
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Mexican-American labor leader.

The reprint of America is in the Heart by the University of Washington Press in
1973 marked the rediscovery of “manongs” by an emerging Filipino American
community movement groping for symbols that could be widely shared among it
ranks. That was when it found the “manongs,” old men then mostly over seventy,
still working as farm workers in California’s “factories in the field” right out of the
pages written by Bulosan and Cary MacWilliams a quarter of a century before.
The movement was kicked off by the urgent issue of social security and health
care for “manongs” and the organization of community movements such as
volunteer labor to construct the “Paolo Agbayani Retirement Village” the aged
Filipino members of the UFW in Delano, California. (Quinsaat 1976, 122-145).

The service and care for “manongs” was looked upon as a precious
opportunity for young people to strengthen their Filipino-American or “Pinoy”
consciousness by listening to “manongs” and learning their life long experiences
as community history, and by learning that showing “respect for elders” was a
traditional Filipino virtue. It was student volunteers on “Agbayani Village” project
who met Philip Vera Cruz and worked with him on an oral history entitled Philip
Vera Cruz: A Personal History of Filipino Immigrants and the Farmworkers
Movement, the publication of which was delayed due in part to serious charges
leveled against Cesar Chavez about his compromise with the Marcos
dictatorship. However, since its publication in 1992, the memoir has been
regarded as very valuable narrative on “manong” experiences, like Bulosan’s
(Scharlin & Villanueva 1992).

The majority of the Filipino veteran immigrants of the 1990s were in their high
teens to early twenties at the time the Pacific War broke out, which would make
them a decade or two younger than the “manongs” whose wave of immigration
was blocked by the Tydings-McDuffie Act of 1934. The veteran immigrants
appeared before the Filipino American community during the 1990s, exactly
when the “manongs” were departing. They bore a close resemblance to the
“manongs” in terms of the misery revealed by the “captive veterans” affair, which
gave the impression that they were going through the same ordeals experienced
by Bulosan and Vera Cruz during the 1930s, but at the age of over seventy.
Besides sharing an experience as poverty-stricken elders, the veteran
immigrants and “manongs” were equally isolated from mainstream society,
which makes their way of life more transnational or tied to their homeland,
continuing to don Philippine cultural traits, speak in dialects, and long to return
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home. This qualifies them as a symbol of an ethnic community, imagined as a
group of people having a common past and homeland. In this way the veteran
immigrants draw enormously sympathetic reactions from the whole Filipino
American community as “second manongs.”

Veterans as the Same Immigrants

One more source of compassion for the veterans is the fact of their being
immigrants who lived postwar Philippine society, the similar experience of the
dominant group within the Filipino-American community. The transnational way
of life that the veterans represent is a phenomenon shared by recent immigrant
Filipinos as well as by every emerging ethnic group with a large recent immigrant
population, partly because of more tolerance towards diversity in post-civil rights
U.S. society, but probably more because globalization of the world economy has
made it much easier for them to sustain ties with their homeland, while their
home governments are trying to keep potential emigrants within their respective
national spheres by giving them such privileges as dual citizenship or absentee
voting rights.

Filipino-Americans have generally been regarded as one of the most fully
assimilated ethnic groups in the United States (Jiobu 1988, 1905) because of
their 58 percent ratio of naturalization, which is far beyond the national average
(35.1 %) and the highest among the major ethnic groups (USBC 1997); the
above-discussed socio-economic data indicates that even relatively recent
immigrants are being successfully assimilated into the mainstream society. The
high ratio of naturalization, however, should also be considered in the light of
incentives for immigrants to place themselves in more advantageous positions to
sponsor their families for immigration to the United States. In other words, their
assimilation through naturalization is inseparably related to their transnational
way of life, like the head and tail of a coin.

Naturalized Filipinos therefore know that the veterans came to the United
States exactly for the same reasons as they themselves did. Although the
veterans interviewed (most probably in English) about their naturalization
ceremonies spoke in unison about their joy of realizing their dreams to become
American citizens (Los Angeles Times, February 2, 1992, B1), it is hard for them
to believe at face value that they are Americans at the age of over seventy. A few
years later, one Filipino American journalist capable of conducting interviews in
Tagalog successfully captured the voices of veteran immigrants enduring
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poverty and other difficulties of everyday life in the hope of sponsoring their
families or reducing their living expenses to send a part of their SSI allotments
home (San Francisco Chronicle, December 14, 1997, Z1). Though the means to
entering the United States may have been very different between the poor
veteran immigrants and the more successful naturalized Filipino Americans, they
both had the same end, finding a way out of the miserable life that they and their
families and relatives were living in the Philippines. It therefore may be said that
the community movement for the veterans has an aspect of mutual aid between
the rich and the poor among contemporaries or fellow countrymen who have
found themselve in the same boat.

2. U.S. Congress and the Issue: 1997-2001

It is, however, their being not the Filipino but the American veterans that could
gain sympathy from the public. In other words, only “Americanization” of the
issue could make the movement a rare success in Filipino American’s
community movement, which has been criticized on its ineffectiveness and lack
of unity. Ironically enough here rests the seeds of division within the community
over strategies while the movement was about to gain grounds.

White House Demonstration: 1997

The way they successfully “Americanized” the issue was symbolically
represented by a demonstration staged in front of the White House on July 12,
1997. Before loud applause and cheers, elderly Filipinos in veteran’s uniforms
and caps marched in parade shouting such slogans as “WE ARE AMERICAN
CITIZENS!” “WE WANT JUSTICE!” “EQUITY NOW!” Then a dozen of them
chained themselves to the iron fences in front of the White House Garden, being
joined by young Filipino American activists as well as Congressman Bob Filner
(D-Cal.). All of them were soon gently arrested by the police. The sensational
nature of the scene and the fact that a Congressman was arrested made the
demonstration a must for major TV network news programs that evening (ACFV
1999a).

This well planned event was actually organized by the American Coalition for
Filipino Veterans (hereafter ACFV), a non profit organization based in
Washington, D.C., which has so far been very successful in gaining concrete
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results from the Congress and the administration. The president was Patric
Ganio, a World War Il veteran of Bataan and the Death March, while Eric
Lachica, a naturalized Filipino American who immigrated at the age of high
school years as well as a son of the World War Il veteran, is practically running
the organization as executive director (see Photo 6). Being a characteristically
pragmatic single-issue lobbyist, Lachica has taken “step-by-step” strategy
aiming at improving conditions of the veterans’ lives by series of remedial
measures acted by the Congress or administrative considerations in veteran’s
favor, using his wide bi-partisan personal connections with Congress,
administration, and media.

As shown in the above event, ACFV'’s publicity strategy is to demonstrate that
the claimants for benefit equity are more than anything else U.S. citizens and the
question is a civil rights matter, in which the essential equality of citizens in U.S.
society became the focus. In this regard Congressman Filner’s involvement is
symbolic, since he is a known civil rights advocate who once joined the Freedom
Rides movement of 1961 and was jailed in a southern state prison. He was
elected from the 50th Congressional District of California, covering the southern
end of the sate including U.S. Pacific Fleet Base in National City. The district’s
population is divided into Latinos, Blacks, Asians, and Whites, and
Filipino-Americans account for as much as 15 percent, the largest percentage in
any continental states’ congressional districts and second only to Hawaii’s. Filner
found out about the issue during his door-to-door election campaign. Upon
election, he chose to join the House Committee on Veterans Affairs, out of
consideration for large veteran population residing in the San Diego area in hope
of expanding support for him among more moderate or even conservative voters
in the district. Thus it is no wonder the issue was an ideal item for Filner’s
agenda, since it is not only an important local issue but it could also be a national
issue through which he can demonstrate his image as a civil rights advocate as
well as a patriotic American working for the veterans who fought in the past
“good war” (Schultze 1999).

U.S. Congressional Action
Filipino veterans equity issued was unprecedented in the amount of publicity it
directed at Filipino-American community. In Congress, equity bills were
repeatedly introduced and increasingly gained endorsement. The number of
co-sponsors in the House reached 209 during the 105th Congress (H.R. 386,
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1997-1998), and congressional hearings were held in 1997 before the Senate
Committee on Veterans Affairs and in 1998 before the House Committee on
Veterans Affairs (SCVA 1997; HCVA 1998). During the 1998 election, the
Democratic Party party platform officially supported some kind of equity bill. The
number of Republican endorsers in Congress was also increasing, while all of
the major national veterans organizations, such as the American Legion and
Veterans of the Foreign Wars, had already endorsed the bill.

As of the year 2000, the final obstacle to passing an equity act is said to be
opposition from House Veterans Committee Chairperson Bob Stump (R-Ariz.),
since it is generally very difficult to send a bill to a plenary session of the
Congress by overriding opposition of the concerned committee chairperson. As
a senior member of Congress familiar with the history of the Filipino veterans
benefits issue, Stump has argued the United States already gave considerable
benefits to Filipino veterans, and “while Filipino forces fought bravely and
certainly aided the U.S. in the war effort, in the end they fought for their own and
soon to be independent Philippine nation.” Such a statement questioning the
essential motivation of the Filipino veterans poses a serious barrier to the
passage of legislation. At the House hearings, Filner and other advocates of the
equity Act countered Stump’s argument by emphasizing that the Filipino
veterans defended the Philippines as a U.S. territory, which means they
defended the United States for the sake of the United States (HCVA 1998, 3, 37,
55).

This debate over motivation suggests that the equity movement has gained
support from the Congress especially via the “Americanization” of the issue.
However, the more the Filipino veterans issues becomes "Americanized," the
more likely that naturalized veterans residing in the United States will become
the sole object of relief, although the Rescission Act still affects them, since it
was indiscriminately applied to the Filipino veterans regardless of nationality.

Thus, it was only a matter of time that cracks would begin to appear within the
coalition movement originally aiming at fairness for all the Filipino veterans.
Since their initial introduction in Congress, the equity bills have tried to repeal
sections in the Rescission Act that block equal benefits regardless of the
nationality. However, it has become increasingly difficult for congressional
advocates to maintain this position, despite increasing congressional interest,
since that interest tends toward the matter of merely maintaining civil equality
among U.S. citizens. Given the fact that nearly five veterans die everyday in the
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United States (International Examiner, June 17, 1998, 10), more of the
naturalized veterans groups and their advocates in Congress are being forced to
lean toward compromise whenever any substantial relief measures can be
hammered out.

The SSI Extension Act: Schism in the Face of Success

Once it became certain that the Filipino Veterans Equity Bill would die in the
105th Congress from failure to override Stump’s opposition, the SSI Extension
Act (H.R. 4716) was introduced during the last days of the session, in October
1998, and was then re-introduced in the newly elected 106th Congress early the
next year. The Extension Act allowed “Filipino-American” World War |l veterans
currently receiving SSI to continue to receive those payments in the Philippines
after certain reductions. The Act was then incorporated into the Foster Care
Independence Act (H.R.1802) and substantially discussed in the Subcommittee
on Human Resources of the House Committee on Ways and Means.

At House hearings held in February 1999, Eric Lachica argued that the Act
would provide humanitarian relief for an estimated 7,000 elderly
Filipino-American veterans “who are poor, lonely, and isolated in the United
States, and are financially unable to petition their families to immigrate to the
United States, and therefore, want to rejoin them in the Philippines.” He also put
emphasis on the effects of reducing the current SSI payment for those veterans,
saying “it would save the American taxpayers millions of dollars annually in SSI,
Medicaid, and food stamp payments” (HCWM 1999). The Act was welcomed as
“a very rare opportunity” for Congress and the Administration “to do the right
thing and save money at the same time” (HCWM 1999).

With the strong endorsement of the Subcommittee Chairperson Nancy L.
Johnson (R-Conn.), the bill was presented on the floor of the House and passed
on June 25, 1999 by an overwhelming majority (380 to 6), which included
Congressman Stump (U. S. Congressional Record, June 25, 1999, p. H4987).
The bill was then referred to the Senate, and on November 19, 1999 the final
form of the Foster Care Independence Act (H.R.3443) passed both Houses, and
was signed into law (PL 106-169) by President Clinton on December 14 at the
White House, in a ceremony proudly attended by Filipino veterans (ACFV
1999b).

On May 1, 2000, the first payment pursuant to Title VIII of the Foster Care
Independence Act, “Special Benefits for Certain World War |l Veterans,” was
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made to naturalized Filipino American veterans who had returned from the
United States. As of January 2003, 2,781 of them took advantage of SSI
payments in the Philippines (USDVA 2003), while over 12,000 veterans continue
to stay on in the United States. Considerable numbers of veterans are expected
to travel between two countries (SSA 2001). The reduction in the SSI payment
was at 25 percent, resulting in a monthly sum of $380 per month, which is
certainly “a dignified income in Manila” today (ACFV 2000). Shortly after the first
“special benefit” payment was made, the California Veterans Benefit Bill, a
California state counterpart to the federal SSI Extension bill, passed the
California State Assembly and was signed into state law in July 2000. It allows
eligible Filipino naturalized veterans who live in California to collect benefits
under the State Supplementary Program, which provides assistance to
low-income disabled, blind, and elderly individuals, even if they choose to
relocate to the Philippines. The average benefit received is $215 a month (Asian
Week, July 27-August 2, 2000).

The SSI Extension Act was indeed a turning point for the whole equity
movement. Having been successful in securing a series of legislative measures
for the Filipino naturalized veterans, the ACFV is confidently going forward with
its realistic approach to improving Filipino veterans’ lives by lobbying for such
additional remedial measures as the application of SSI extension law to widows
and wives of Filipino veterans and the protection of the immigrant visa status of
sons and daughters of the veterans (Lachica 2001). With a strong endorsement
of the ACFV, Senator Inouye introduced the Filipino Veterans’ Benefits
Improvements Act of 2001 (S.1042) in the 107th Congress. This bill addresses
the health care concerns of Filipino veterans and distinguishes between
naturalized and foreign veterans as well as their places of residence.

The ACFV's realistic “step-by-step” approach, however, has become the
subject of criticism among not a few of local community activists because of its
“success”. A major critic is the SFVEC, which was organized almost at the same
time as the SSI Extension Act passed Congress in November 1999. SFVEC
attitudes towards the equity movement adhere more to the basic principle of “full
veterans benefits for all the Filipino veterans.” Quite naturally they expressed
strong opposition to the SSI Extension Act, which for all intents and purposes
encourages the veterans served by SFVEC to leave San Francisco for their
homeland (Antonio 2001; Estrada 2001). As local community activists, they tend
to prefer a more straightforward agenda, even if such a position raises a hurdle

79



for them in the form of the ACFV’s “piecemeal approach” with a tint of
professional lobbyism. In this context Tancinco advocates Rep. Gilman’s Filipino
Veterans Equity Act of 2001 (H.R. 491), a repetition of the original equity bill
giving justice to all the Filipino veterans, and criticizes Inouye’s bill as “another
piecemeal legislation,” saying “[t]he Filipino veterans are not begging for a piece
of pie. The Filipino veterans are seeking justice!” (Tancinco 2001b).

3. The 2002 Empowerment Conferences

This section will discuss how the Filipino World War |l veterans function as an
emblem of the Filipino American community and how conflicting notions and
strategies cast a shadow over the equity movement, by presenting some
observations on the bi-annual “Empowerment Conference” of the National
Federation of Filipino American Associations (NaFFAA), which was organized in
1997 as the voice of “Filipinos and Filipino Americans throughout the United
States (NAFFAA 2004).” The NaFFAA offers the researcher the single most
important opportunity to discover the most current Filipino American political
formations, their empowerment strategies, and what priorities are being given to
which community issues.?’

Dual Empowerment Strategy

NaFFAA's Fifth Empowerment Conference was held from August 28" to 30",
2002 in San Jose, California, a well-known national center of the IT industry with
a considerable size of Filipino population, and was attended by more than 500
participants including major local community activists throughout the United
States (excluding Hawaii). On August 31 the Conference moved to the
Moscone Center, San Francisco’s premier convention facility, to hold their first
“Filipino Global Networking Conference,” which was intended to be a gathering
of global Filipino diasporas, but turned out to be mainly bi-national
(Philippine-U.S.) in composition (see Photo 10).

21 | would like to take this opportunity to thank the NaFFAA and those who kindly
allowed me to attend and observe the Fifth Empowerment and Filipino Global
Networking Conferences held in 2002. However the descriptions of these
conferences appearing in this paper are the sole responsibility of its author and do
not represent the opinions of the NaFFAA or any other conference participant.
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The dominant subject, political empowerment, aimed at getting at least one
more candidate of Filipino ancestry elected in the coming of 2002 mid-year
election through bi-partisan efforts on the part of local Filipino communities.
Many of the invited speakers were politicians and public officials, mostly
native-born and 1.5 generation Filipino Americans, including Mayors Henry
Manayan of Milpitas City and Mike Gingona of Daly City (both native-born), State
Assemblyman Jeff Coleman from Pennsylvania (whose mother is from Mindoro),
Velma Veloria from Washington (who was eleven years old at the time of US
entry), and White House associate council and special assistant to the president
Noel Francisco (who was one year old at the time of entry). Despite different
party affiliations, all the speakers spoke in unison about such dreams as Filipino
empowerment in the United States and making a difference for betterment of the
community and the nation.

Predominance of naturalized Filipino Americans, however, has in many ways
shaped both conferences. The Philippine national flag was hoisted along with
the Stars and Stripes at every meeting and the participants sang both the
Philippine and the United States national anthems at every event, singing the
former louder and with much more fervor. Community issues recurrently
discussed at the conferences are mostly related to interests of Filipinos in the
United States other than the “native born” population, including the Filipino World
War |l veterans’ and the job crisis for non-citizen Filipino airport workers brought
about by a Congressional act passed in the aftermath of the September 11"
terrorist incident that requires all airport security personnel to be U.S. citizens. In
addition to taking up such issues that affect the welfare of less protected
non-naturalized members of the community, two remaining issues recurrently
discussed were demands directed not to the United States but to the Philippines;
namely, a dual citizenship bill and the absentee voting rights bill, both of which
were under consideration in the Philippine Congress.

The conferences invited such dignitaries from the Philippines as the First
Husband Jose Miguel Arroyo on behalf of the President, Senate President Frank
Drilon, sponsor of the dual citizenship bill, and Congressman Augusto Sijuco,
sponsor of the absentee vote bill. In his speech, Sijuco stated, “you are the only
hope of the country today,” while Department of Tourism Secretary Richard
Gordon asked the audience to send more Filipino Americans for balikbayan
visits for the success of WOW Philippines project. These speeches were greeted
with such shouts from the audience as “Dual Citizenship Now!” “Absentee Vote
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Now!,” indicate that the conferences were as much rallies for the two Philippine
bills as stumping for the coming mid-year U.S. elections. In other words, the
Filipino American community movement at the beginning of the 21%' century
reflects an interest in "dual empowerment," both in the United States and in the
Philippines.

It seemed to this observer that the immigrant and the “native-born/1.5
generation” Filipino Americans are allowing each other to advocate their
respective agendas, cheering each other, while they aim at very different
directions. In other words, they tolerate their diversity within to be united as an
ethnic group, since the dual empowerment strategy is considered
complementary to each agenda. The “native born” Filipino Americans, who are
of course more interested in their empowerment in the United States, can turn
their being Filipinos into a political asset only with the numerical and economic
support of naturalized Filipino Americans, while both naturalized and
non-naturalized Filipino immigrants must rely on the “native born/1.5 generation”
who could be elected to public office in the United States in the pursuit of
improving their welfare in the United States.

Even if the dual empowerment strategy could be conceived as complementary
within the community, it is quite a different matter when such duality is exposed
to the outside. The facts that the both conferences attracted VIPs from the
Philippines may indicate that the dual empowerment strategy is accepted in the
Philippines, but if it is highlighted too much, however, duality could potentially
make both sides vulnerable to suspicions of their respective mainstream
societies. It is therefore necessary for community activists to proceed very
carefully in order to avoid potential conflicts in their pursuit of dual empowerment.
In this regard, the Filipino World War |l veteran’s equity issue, the one which
seemingly has most easily gained the sympathy of mainstream society, is
actually one of the most sensitive issues that could provoke antagonism, as the
following sections will show.

Heroes Honored
Both the empowerment conference in San Jose and the Filipino Global
Networking Conference in San Francisco treated Filipino World War Il veterans
with the highest honor and gratitude as the single most important emblem for the
whole Filipino community in the United States, large banner with the image of
veterans photographed by Rick Rocamora was placed at the front of the
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conference hall, while the veterans themselves, accompanied by companions
dressed in Stars and Stripes, started off the program with the presentation of the
Colors. One non-Filipino speaker (Mr. Chuck Reed), himself a Vietnam veteran
and San Jose city council member, handed the Flag to one of the Filipino
veterans, saying that it was waved in Afghanistan by his daughter, who is in the
Air Force. At the Filipino Global Networking Conference, the USDVA Secretary
Anthony Principi was invited to speak as highest ranking guest from the Bush
Administration. The Secretary praised the veterans and announced several new
policies initiated by the Administration to improve their care. Loida Nicolas Lewis,
the NaFFAA's newly appointed National Chairperson, closed her remarks by
chanting “What do we want? Equity! When do we want it? Now!” While known as
one of the most successful Filipino Americans in the business world, she is also
the author of How the Filipino Veteran of World War Il Can Become a U.S.
Citizen, published by Bookmark (Lewis 1992).

In the United States, World War Il veterans have been widely recognized
among every ethnic minority group as an emblem of their patriotic contribution to
the nation. One of the most successfully represented might be
Japanese-American veterans (aka “Go for Broke” Soldiers), who went to the
frontlines directly from their interment camps in the United States. The success
of the Japanese redress movement shows how effectively the stories of minority
veterans, especially of World War I, can afford ethnic minorities one effective
way to protest against and seek justice for the racial discrimination they have
suffered, without contesting American patriotism, but rather using to their own
ends. It therefore is very natural for Filipino American activists to view the
Japanese American redress movement as an important model in their struggle
for equity and recognition.

Heroes Forgotten

Those who are referred in the movement as "Filipino World War |l veterans"
do have at least one aspect which separates them completely from other Asian
minority veterans: that is, they are not soldiers who went to a foreign war from
the United States (interment camp or not), but rather enlisted, served and fought
on their own Philippine soil. This a point that also separates them the small
numbers of Filipinos who like other Asian American veterans went to the front
from their homes in the United States in the Filipino First and Second Infantry
Regiments. These Filipino veterans belonged mostly to either the prewar
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“‘manong” immigrant in the continental United States or second generation
Filipinos born in Hawaii. The majority of the "manongs" were already too old to
see actual combat, while many of the latter were as young as the other Asian
American soldiers fighting on the battlefield. After their training, Regiment
members 38 years or older were dispatched to civilian jobs in factories and fields
on the mainland suffering from a shortage of workers (Philip Vera Cruz was one
of them). The younger troops were sent to the Asia-Pacific front and engaged in
actual combat, while others took part in rescue missions in war-damaged
Philippines, such as Philippine Civil Affairs Units.

Filipino-American community historians like Fred Cordova and Alex Fabros, Sr.
have long endeavored to study and the publicize history of these Regiments,
which remained relatively unknown compared to the other Asian-Americans who
fought in World War Il (Cordova 1983; Takaki 1994). They are of the opinion that
the soldiers of the “manong” generation should be honored on the same level as
Japanese-American veterans, despite the quiet, sober roles they might have
played in the war effort. When Fred Cordova was invited to speak at the Filipino
Global Networking Conference as the most respected community historian, he
nevertheless had to lament that the story of the Filipino First and Second
regiments had been “almost forgotten among activists.” He was frustrated that
the history of the “manong” veterans in the community memory has all but been
upstaged by another group of Filipino war veterans in recent years.

There might be several reasons for the current under-publicity of the “manong”
veterans within the Filipino-American community, one being that the
naturalization benefits provided by the 1940 nationality act was fully applied to
the "manong" veteran, enabling most of them to become U.S. citizens as early
as in 1943. Another reason is the complete absence of discrimination against
them as the U.S. war veterans, enabling them to obtain old age pensions, free
medical care at veteran’s hospitals, etc. with absolutely no red tape. It was
during the years of protest against the Vietnam War that the young Filipino
community activists rediscovered “manongs” as the emblem of community
movement at the time, while the images of manongs as war veterans might have
not been so attractive at the time as now.

However, probable the more important reason for the present invisibility of
"manong" veterans within the present day movement is that community activists
are mostly naturalized Filipino immigrant, who knows little about the activities of
the “manong” veterans in the United States over a half century ago, while as

84



Filipino-born were educated thoroughly about long commemorated bravery of
the Filipino soldiers who served in the USAFFE and anti-Japanese guerrilla
movements and became national heroes, or mga bayani, in the postwar
Philippine society. Fred Cordova’s misgivings may indicate a lack of shared
memory between “native born” and immigrant Filipino-Americans, resulting in a
fragmented community heritage.

Ang Bayan Ko

While Cordova’s point out about the fragmentation of community memory
poses a significant question, a split within the movement among community
activists appeared even more serious and urgent. During the Filipino Global
Networking Conference, the ACFV and SFVEC held separate workshops in
next-door halls, "recruiting" veterans in spite of being asked by NaFFAA
executives to maintain a unified front. The SFVEC successfully secured the vast
majority of the veterans by starting its events earlier in the morning and providing
free Jolibee lunches. During the afternoon sessions, Eric Lachica of ACFV
entered the SFVEC workshop and argued the fruitfulness of his organization's
“step by step” strategy, while Rick Rocamora rebutted that the ACFV was
confusing the veterans by pretending its achievements meant that they were
now eligible for monetary compensations as veterans' benefits, which was not
true. Tancinco emphasized that SFVEC’s position would not change in
demanding nothing less than the repeal of the 1946 Rescission Act and
recognition that all Filipinos who fought for the United States in World War Il are
entitled to the benefits enjoyed by U.S. World War Il veterans eligible for any
veterans benefits, regardless of nationality or present location of residence.

Eric Lachica of the ACFV had worked for Raul Manglapus when the latter was
in exile in the United States during the years of martial law and a member of one
of the anti-communist factions in the anti-Marcos movement, while Rick
Rocamora in an interview with me made reference to Francisco Nemenzo as his
mentor, and his photographic work clearly shows a strong commitment to the
less privileged peoples of the Third World. Like Rocamora, many of the
Filipino-American community activists working for the impoverished veterans
were former left-wing student activists in the anti-Marcos movement. Barbara
Gaerlan discusses that serious political infighting involving the anti-Marcos
movement casts quite a shadow on the Filipino community movement today,
going as far as to hamper internal unity (Gaelan 1999). Though neither the
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ACFV nor the SFVEC makes any connection of past experiences to the present
division of opinion over the veterans issue, it is quite possible that the equity
movement is indeed being affected by political affiliations during past struggles
(Lachica 1999; Rocamora 2001).

A great gulf exists between the two in the ways each uses the patriotic images
reflected by the veterans. The ACFV preferred to hoist only the Stars and Stripes
at their workshop and Eric Lachica was wearing a Stars and Stripes tie. The
invited speakers were from the USDVA, the Republican Party, and high
Filipino-American officials in the U.S. Armed Forces (see Photo 12). While one
senses a lack of total commitment to the current tide of patriotism in the United
States, since the ACFV's greatest success so far is the SSI extension, which
encourages the veterans to either go back home or come and go as they[l in
other words, to live a transnational life. The ACFV is nevertheless currently riding
high on that tide, due mainly to its success in “Americanizing” of veterans issue.

On the other hand, the SFVEC hoisted both the Stars and Stripes and the
Philippine national flag at its workshop (see Photo 12 & 13), playing a recorded
version of the Star-Spangled Banner, while singing the Lupang Hinirang with a
fiddler’s sentimental accompaniment. At the end of morning session, they
distributed the lyrics to “Ang Bayan Ko” and sang acappella while the veterans
were marching out of the hall to the larger main conference hall to join the
procession for the Global Networking Conference. “Ang Bayan Ko” was a song
sung secretly in protest during the Japanese Occupation, but was originally
compose in 1928 as a song for national independence in the face of U.S.
colonial rule. It was later sung in protest of the “U.S.-Marcos dictatorship” during
the years of martial law (Tiongson 1994, 228-229). Thus it seems to this author
to be a scene revealing such sentiments shared among Filipinos in the
Philippines as nationalistic contention with the United States, which is not
portrayed as the promised land, but rather as a former colonist and current
neo-colonial power shaping the Filipino past and present in both homes. It was in
this way that the World War |l veteran participants were represented not so much
as American minority patriots as Filipino victims.

With respect to this sort of sentiment shared among Filipinos residing in the
United States, Joel Bander, a non-Filipino civil rights activist leading the equity
movement in Los Angels, made the frank remark that “anti-American attitudes
and strategies practiced in the American arena are the death knell to success."
(Bander 1998, 26). One can read Bander’s warning as evidence of how strong
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the social pressure still is to assimilate to American society.

It should also be mentioned that the Filipino World War |l veteran’s equity
issue itself has long been a problem of the U.S. government’s liquidation of its
liability to a former colony and its people, which brings into the picture an aspect
quite different from other Asian-American issues, like redress for
Japanese-Americans, demanding apologies and compensation for past
discrimination suffered inside the United States. Regarding the latter solely
intra-American issues, a patriotic reasoning can be employed, such as “the
justice they demand will make America a greater society,” while regarding the
former colonial-related matter, what the victims demand basically adds up to a
settlement of the business of decolonization. Therefore, despite how
well-informed he was on the issue at hand, Bander’s recommendation may well
be interpreted as advice to Filipino-Americans to forget what the equity
movement is really about and concentrate on making America a greater society
through justice. While the ACFV seems to have taken his advice, the singing of
“Ang Bayan Ko” at the SFVEC’s workshop gives us a glimpse of the tenacity of
Filipino nationalism, which imbued the issue originally and was carried by
immigrants to the U.S. all the way from the Philippines.

4. Conclusion: Empowerment or Penetration?

Many of the characteristic features of Filipino-American discussed here,
including the predominance of the naturalized immigrant population in that
community, a difficulty in sharing community memory, a transnational way of life
and dual strategies of empowerment, might be more or less commonly found
among those ethnic groups in the United States that have rapidly increased
since the 1965 immigration act was passed. On the other hand, Filipino
Americans are unique in terms of being a people who are bound to the United
States by virtue of their colonial past. As the scene of Filipino-Americans singing
“Ang Bayan Ko” implies, there is no escape from ambiguity when Filipinos tell
their story about being American.

This may partly explain why the majority of Filipino-Americans, whether
successful in business and social life or not, do not actively seek political
empowerment as an ethnic minority but rather choose to remain “invisible.” Is it
because they are conscious that such an effort could provoke ambiguous, or
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even conflicting, memories not only within their own community, as shown in the
split between ACFV and SFVEC, but also within mainstream society, as warned
by Joel Bander? Could there be an awareness that as a former colonial people
under of the United States, which dislikes acknowledging the fact, Filipinos could
effectively pursue their interests, which seem directed at not so much
empowerment, but rather "quiet penetration." Even those community activists
seeking ethnic empowerment share much in common with their less active
comrades in terms of being immigrants themselves or the descent of immigrants
who chose American citizenship as a way out of something they did not want:
not by employing collective means (i.e., national independence/national
development), but individual ones (i.e., becoming Americans).

Nevertheless, such a choice does not mean Filipinos are helplessly absorbed
in a maelstrom of assimilation into American society. Quite the contrary, many
are successfully penetrating mainstream society while maintaining a
transnational way of life. In this regard, the images projected by the Filipino
World War Il veterans, who came to the United States with the intention to
sending part of their SSI allotments back home, as now perfectly happy to return
home and receive their SSI checks there, certainly deserve to stand as an
appropriate symbol of a group of people who do not seem to have been truly
absorbed either by the Philippine or U.S. systems of national integration, despite
being neatly attired in emblems of patriotism identifiable in either country.
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