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Guam Congress Walkout of 1949

RIGHTING CIVIL WRONGS:
GUAM CONGRESS WALKOUT OF 1949

By Anne Perez Hattori
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uam received its Organic Actin 1950, after half
century of U.S. naval occupation. It was nota
nevolent gift from a generous colonizer or a

prize awarded to the Chamorro people for their loyalty
throughout a brutal wartime experience. Rather, its long-

overdue passage in an era of decolonization is attribut-
able to various factors, including a half-century of
Chamorro resistance climaxing with a walkout by the
Guam Congress in 1949. The walkout generated intense
national publicity and friends of Guam residing in the
United States stepped up their lobbying efforts, using
the walkout to illustrate graphically Chamorro dissatis-
faction with US naval rule.

In a recent interview, former member of the Guam
Congress, Carlos Taitano disclosed, “We knew something
had to happen. We had to tell the American public.
Martial law was really horrible and we had to create an
incident which would bring publicity to Guam” (Carlos
Taitano, personal communication, November 29, 1993).
Taitano revealed that several months prior to the Assem-
bly walkout, two news correspondents - one represent-
ing the Associated Press and the other the United Press -
visited Guam to report on military affairs. Taitano enter-
tained the newsmen at his home in Mangilao and nar-
rated to them a brief history of Guam under the oppres-
sive naval government. Taitano and the newsmen agreed
that if the Chamorro people’s desire for self-government
was to be heard, an incident of substantial magnitude
had to occur, great enough to warrant major coverage in
the newspapers. Taitano agreed that should such an in-
cident unfold, he would personally inform the two re-
porters by radiogram.

Details of the congress” walkout were reported in
newspapers throughout the United States. A few of the
1949 headlines read:

The New York Times, March 6, 1949: Guam
Assembly Quits: Protests What It Calls a Navy
Move to Limit its Power

Washington Post, March 6, 1949: Navy Action
Protested by Guam Assembly

Honolulu Star-Bulletin, March 29, 1949: Guam's
Boston Tea Party

Washington Post, April 3, 1949: Guam Rebels

at New Navy ‘Rule’

Despite the publicity generated by the 1949 Guam
Congress walkout, authors of Guam history have paid
scant attention to the protest. Charles Beardsley (1964),
Earl Pomeroy (1951), and Frederick Weber (1970) com-
pletely disregard it in their studies, while others devote
thin paragraphs to the incident. Michael Dean Zenor
(1949, p. 79) remarks that the Congressmen acted “hast-
ily” and reduces the walkout to an act of “political im-
maturity.” Richard Roy Griffith (1978, p. 171) removes
responsibility from members of the Guam Congress, re-
marking that “the Attorney General apparently had en-
couraged the lower house to take suchaction.” He adds
that the Chamorro public attended village meetings
where they “vehemently expressed satisfaction with their
ousted elected representatives” (p. 174). In a one-para-
graph summary of the walkout, Paul Carano and Pedro
Sanchez (1964, p. 348) refer to it as “an unpleasant inci-
dent ... which resulted in increased agitation for transfer-
ring Guam to the control of a civilian department of the
federal government and for the passage of an organic
act.” In Sanchez's later, independent work (Guahan
Guam, 1988, p. 299), he maintains that walkout occurred
because members of the Guam Congress “felt betrayed
by the Governor.”

House of Assembly Speaker Antonio B. Won Pat
emphasized, “the Assembly action was not based upon
any single incident, but upon a series of actions” (“Mr.
Won Pat...,” p. 1). Written accounts, however, have fo-
cused primarily on one incident — the vetoed subpoena
bill of the House of Assembly — as the cause of the walk-
out. A closer examination of the issues and events lead-
ing up to the walkout exposes a battery of unresolved
issues, each one of which added to the frustration of
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disempowered legislators. From the beginning of U.S.
rule in 1899, and intensifying after World War II, the
Chamorro people suffered through land alienation, civil
rights violations, discrimination, arbitrary naval rule, and
the lack of self-government. In its articulation of politi-
cal inadequacies, the walkout became a significant epi-
sode in the movement for U.S. citizenship by the
Chamorros of Guam, climaxing with the Organic Act of
1950.

What were the issues driving the Guam Congress’
1949 act of defiance? What are the “series of actions”
referred to by Speaker Won Pat? What does the walkout
reveal about Chamorro views and understandings of U S.
citizenship? An examination of the Ninth Guam Con-
gress proceedings provides a glimpse into the political
and social circumstances culminating with the March 5
walkout.

INTRODUCTION TO
U.S. COLONIALISM

Thirteen months after the United States seized
Guam from Spain, the first appointed governor arrived
on August 10, 1899. Accompanied by U.S. marine anc{
navy troops, Captain Richard Leary proclaimed the oc-
cupation of Guam, the southernmost Mariana Island. In
one of the few written accounts of Chamorro response
from this period, visiting Brigadier General Joseph
Wheeiez (1900, p. 16) commented that the indigenous
people ‘'seemed very desirous of establishing the kind-
est relations with the Americans, and ... they hoped for
and expected greatadvantages to come to the island from
American n.lle.” Indeed, from village to village, Wheeler
and other visiting Americans were greeted in’typicall
genegs and hospitable Chamorro style. 4

vernor Leary established a sys
government that served as the model f){;rtg: Il\lfg\fg @
ernors in their domination of the Chamorro people'g(t)l:;

—

rights exist now than when under Spanish dominatigy
(1901 Petition to the United States Congress).

EXPRESSIONS OF RESISTANCE

The 1901 petition declared Chamorro loyalty tof
United States, saying that “[t]he change of sovereigrl
was welcomed by the inhabitants of Guam,” but th
“[a] military government at best is distasteful and highl
repugnant to the fundamental principles of civilized gor
erment.” Drafted by a group of 32 Chamorros residis
in Agana, the petition asked that the Congress establis
a “permanent government” on Guam, reflecting ther
understanding that the naval administration was onlys
temporary form of government.

In a 1933 petition signed by 1,965 natives of Guan
petitioners again professed their loyalty to the Unit
States and asserted their aspirations for citizenship, whi
also reminding the U.S. Congress of its responsibiliy
under the Treaty of Paris to determine the political stat
of the Chamorro people. The petition criticized that 4
Virgin Islands, although a later acquisition, havingbe
purchased from the Danish Government on January%
1917, have had full American citizenship granted onf
natives on February 25, 1927” (1933 Petition to the Unitéé
States Congress).

Other petitions to the U.S. Congress surfaced
1917, 1925, 1929, 1936, 1947, 1949, and 1950, but effos
were consistently thwarted by U.S. naval oppositiont
citizenship and civil rights for the Chamorro peopk

Sf)me of the petitions seemed to have gotten “lost” intfe
ﬁles, and were never responded to, but others werei®
Jected outright for a variety of reasons. In 1918, Gové
nor Roy Smith explained to the petitioning Guam Co
gress members, “The present time is probably noto
portune to bring it up again, when [the U.S.] Congresi
so fully occupied with great and momentous mattersé
fecting the very life of the nation” (Bordallo, p. 85) T
Depression, regional tensions due to Japan’s omino®
presence in Micronesia, and both the First and
World Wars were used as excuses for ignoring the polif
cal concerns of the Chamorro people.
t Governor Roy Smith created an appointed advist)
uam Congress in 1917. According to anthropolog
fja“"a_ Thompson, the Guam Congress was creatt
[mlainly as a result of native dissatisfaction at the
of their political privileges” (Thompson, 1944, p- 49
mer_nbers were appointed by the governor, and Wu
actina merely ad visory capacity. Despite their in
o enact laws or policies, the Chamorro legislators
this OPportunity to criticize the naval government
to discuss questions of civil rights and citizenship-
The members of the Guam Congress also i
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visiting American dignitaries and used those opportuni-
ties to relay their wishes. Despite supportive and en-
couraging messages from nearly every visiting U.S. Con-
gress member or cabinet-level visitor, numerous bills in-
troduced in the U.S. Congress failed to gain passage. Be-
cause of this history of failed legislation, Chamorro po-
litical leaders decided that direct contact with Washing-
ton, D.C. legislators would be necessary to further the
citizenship drive.

In July 1936, eight months after a tour of Guam by
Secretary of War George H. Dorn, the Guam Congress
selected two of its members, Baltazar J. Bordallo and Fran-
cisco B. Leon Guerrero, to travel to Washington, D.C.and
lobby in the U.S. Congress and in the capital on behalf of
the Chamorro people. After the naval governor of Guam
refused financial assistance for the trip, colleagues in the
Guam Congress began a fund-raising drive. Jeff
Tainatongo Barcinas of Merizo, whose father Jose was a
Council member in the Fifth through Tenth Guam Con-
gresses, recalled stories shared by his father about these
hopeful fund-raising efforts. Jeff reminisced:

EQ. Sanchez was in the House of Council, and
Jesus Quinata, also from Umatac, was in the
House of Assembly. The two were able to raise
money with village kids carrying blankets.
They’d walk through the villages with their
blankets spread out across the road and people
would throw their coins or dollars into the blan-
kets.... That was how they’d go about
fundraising. (Jeff T. Barcinas, personal commu-
nication, October 30, 1993)

The islandwide fund drive for Leon Guerrero and
Bordallo raised over $6,500, capital sufficient for the trip
to Washington, DC. There the two met with President
Franklin Roosevelt and testified before Congress. Bills
conferring citizenship on the indigenous inhabitants of
Guam were introduced in both the Senate and the House
of Representatives; the Navy, however, proved to be a
powerful foe. Secretary of the Navy Claude A. Swanson
objected to citizenship for Chamorros on behalf of the
Navy, citing the complicated international situation in
the Far East. Citizenship for the Chamorros would “ag-
gravate the danger to peaceful international si tuations.”
Further, Swanson reasoned, “there is every indication that
these people have not yet reached a state of development
commensurate with the personal independence, obliga-
tions, and responsibilities of United States citizenship. It
is believed that such a change of status at this time would
be most harmful to the native people” (Bordallo, p. 130)-
Both Bordallo and Leon Guerrero testified in rebuttal to
Swanson’s assessment, but the Navy’s control over Guam

prevailed. Neither bill was acted upon during that ses-
sion of Congress, and both Bordallo and Leon Guerrero
would remain prominent figures in Guam’s political
scene.

DESTRUCTION, DISPOSSESSION
AND DISCRIMINATION

Chamorro concerns remained unaddressed by the
U.S. Congress at the time of Japan’s attack on Guam on
December 8, 1941. Guam was to be occupied by this for-
eign power for nearly three years, and the Chamorros
suffered tremendous atrocities at the hands of the Japa-
nese military. In the last month before U.S. reoccupation,
Chamorros were herded out of their villages and moved
into concentration camps where they were forced to pro-
vide labor and food for the Japanese military popula-
tion. Men, women, and children were made to work on
huge agricultural projects and on military construction
projects, such as building airfields, bunkers and gun em-
placements. Executions, beatings, and rapes were bleak
aspects of the war experience that became embedded in
the Chamorro memory.

Unforgettable also was the U.S. campaign to recap-
ture Guam. When the reoccupation campaign for Guam'’s
liberation was concluded, the island’s villages were dev-
astated by the effects of American bombardment. All
across Guam, about 80 percent of the island’s homes,
buildings, and permanent structures were destroyed
(Hale-"ta, p. 109). The capital of Agana, home to over
half the Chamorro population before the war, was al-
most completely destroyed by the bombardment; by
1950, the population of Agana had decreased from its
prewar peak of over 10,000 to only 760 residents (Sanchez,
p- 268). Sumay, the second largest village with a popula-
tion of over 1,900 prior to the war, was completely con-
demned for use by the military (Sanchez, p. 269).

Over 200,000 military personnel were stationed on
Guam for the remaining battles of the war. Within one
year, 21 military bases were constructed on Guam
(Underwood, 1987, pp. 93-5). By 1946, only seven miles,
about one-third of Guam’s land, remained in native own-
ership (Thompson, 1947, p. 125). By 1947, 1,350 families
had lost their land and homes due to military policy
(Maga, 1988, p. 197). Adding insult to injury, Chamorros
involved in the mammoth military construction projects
complained bitterly of a discriminatory “Navy-decreed
pay rate of less than one-fourth the pay rate [of stateside
hires]... for identical skills in identical jobs” (Collier, p.
2). Ironically, even Chamorros enlisting into the service
of the U.S. military faced discrimination; Chamorro men
entering the Navy were allowed admission only as Mess
Attendants, regardless of educational background.
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Although issues such as discriminatory practices
and unsatisfied political desires for U.S. citizenship and
civil government plagued Chamorros, military land grab-
bing was the critical concern of the postwar Chamorro
population. The appropriation of land by the military
touched Chamorro lives unlike any other imposition of
the U.S. government. The military wanted bases in or-
der to complete their war effort, and lands were taken
without regard for the Chamorro land tenure system. In
Agana and Sumay alone, approximately 11,000 of the
island’s 20,000 inhabitants were displaced (Sanchez, pp.
159,268). Though these were the two villages most sorely
hit by military land grabbing practices, other Chamorros
in different areas all over the island suffered the same
fate. To provide shelter for these thousands of displaced
Chamorros, the military government Public Works De-
partment constructed small frame dwellings and tent
frame structures for approximately 1,400 families. These
were built in the new or enlarged villages of Dededo,
Barrigada, Sinajana, Yona, Asan, Santa Rita, and Agat
(“Housing...,” p. 1).

By 1948, the naval administration was condemn-
ing lands almost exclusively for the recreational use of
military dependents. In Agana, roughly 500 people were
displaced when 82 lots were condemned for a park
(“Condemnation,” p. 3) and in Tamuning, 60 hectares of
Tumon Beach were condemned fora military recreational
center (Guam Congress House of Assembly (GCHA), No-
vember 4, 1949, pp. 16-7). Chamorros were further per-
turbed to see fertile lands seized by the military sitting
idle. InBarrigada, Frank C. Perez reported that his farm-
lands, once used for raising livestock, were lying dor-
mant (“Land Disposition...,” p- 1). What also bothered
the people was the seemingly arbitrary nature in which
lands were selected. No one’s land and home were be-
yond the demolition of military bulldozers. These feel-
ings of insecurity surfaced in the citizenship debates; in
the words of Council member Francisco Sanchez' of
Unulac,‘Chamorros typically believed “[t]he grantin
of American citizenship to the Guamanian people wiﬁ
remove one of the greatest fears among us andptha .
;l:et fear of insecurity...The government of’ the Unittelg
al:{:’:;ﬁ::ﬁ“:; PTOtethn not only to individuals, but

perty” (“Francisco Sanchez,

For his part, Gov oredl o

, ernor Pownall defended the ap-

n “essential

ted S
Fhrgsczcuhr;g the war” (Pownall, April 26,1948). Sut?}t\evim
se of beachfront property in Tumon requested fgi
the commanding gen '

ir and round
uam. Pownal] rationalized thgat “[tlo

athletic facilities for the personne] of

forces based on G
provide adequate
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the Armed Forces on Guam is of direct concem to i
local Government in effecting law and order, harmony
and morale” (Pownall, April 26, 1948).

For the most part, Chamorros did not dispute ¢
need for military bases. With the war experience so fres}
on their minds, Chamorros welcomed bases as a signgf
future protection against foreign invasion. Yet whenft
military began condemning lands for parks and recre
ational facilities exclusively for military personnel, resis
tance to land alienation multiplied. Sanchez commented
“While they [the Chamorro people] fully recognized and
offered no complaints for land taken for military use, they
did not accept the position that private land should k
held for security perimeters, recreation and continger
cies” (Sanchez, p. 271).

THE NINTH CONGRESS
FIGHTS FOR LAND AND JUSTICE

Ina 1946 report to the United Nations detailing nt:
merous features of American rule in Guam and Amerr
can Samoa, the Navy Department described the Land
and Claims Commission as “the real estate agency o
the Governor of Guam” (Assistant Chief of Naval Op
erations). In one of its functions, the Land and Claim
Commission determined the terms of compensation
uprooted Chamorro landowners, restitution that aver
aged only six percent of the land’s appraised valtt
(“Navy to Buy Land,” p. 1). Frank Perez testified to v
iting U.S. Congressmen in 1949 that for 160 acres of b
farm, upon which the U.S.Naval Hospital was built,
received $100 per year (“Land Disposition...,” p. 1). AF
other landowner reported that his 14 acres ona mas
desirable site on Guam were leased to the Navy fororl
$14.10 per year (“Guam Suggestions...,” p. 1) ‘

Guam Congress members struggled to help théf
constituents with these crucial land matters. Inan#
tempt to understand the power of the naval gov
regarding the land condemnation procedures,
of the Assembly called upon the attorney general for ¥
gal clarification. In the Fourth Regular Session of t¢
House of Council, Attorney General Vivien McC
confirmed that “the government is authorized t0 o
demn lands for the rehabilitation of Guam” (GuamCO*
gress House of Council (GCHC), September 11,1949
5.) » Council member Bordallo voiced concerns about
rights of landowners and speculated “since lands &
not be condemned unless it is for the benefit of theP's
lic, there may be legal technicalities involve®
MC_Cc)nnell explained that “[t]here are no legal
calities involved at all because the gov«'emm(-?“t is 8

riz;:)d to condemn lands” (GCH C September 11
p.J).
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Despite their ostensible powerlessness, legislators
attempted different strategies to alleviate the situation.
When the army moved to condemn 60 hectares of Tumon
Beach in 1948, members of Congress held conferences
with the governor and with the officer in charge of the
Land and Claims Commission. Council member
Bordallo reported to the Guam Congress that the naval
officers (the governor and the Land and Claims Com-
mission officer) felt that “they didn’t have the power to
reduce the area acquired by the Army because they had
a directive from high authorities in Washington, D.C.”
(GCHC, September 11, 1948, pp. 2-3). This prompted a
September 11, 1948 cablegram to Secretary of Defense
James V. Forrestal from members of the House of Coun-
cil. Testimony from the Fourth Regular Session of Coun-
cil reads:

TO THE HONORABLE JAMES FORRESTAL
SECRETARY OF NATIONAL DEFENSE

REQUEST KIND RECONSIDERATION OF
U.S. ARMY RECREATION BEACH AT
TUMON AREA NOT TO INCLUDE THE
HOMES OF NINE FAMILIES WITH CHIL-
DREN. FAMILIES URGENTLY REQUEST TO
REMAIN IN PRESENT HOMES AND PROP-
ERTIES INHERITED FROM PARENTS
(GCHC, September 11, 1948, p. 2).

Indebate on the floor of the Council, members ques-
tioned whether it was necessary to seek the intervention
of the Secretary of Defense. The cablegram was agreed
upon as a desperate measure, reflected in the testimony
of Council member Simon Sanchez, who argued that “All
of them [evicted families] have been reared from the soil
and this land was inherited from their parents and these
people have a strong sentiment for the soil. It is my be-
lief that this is our last appeal and whether he will con-
sider it favorably or not, it is worth trying” (GCHC, Sep-
tember 11, 1948, p. 3). It nonetheless failed to save the
Tumon land from military bulldozers.

Another congressional tactic intended to alleviate
the land crisis was legislation to abolish the Superior
Court. Prior to World War 11, land cases were heard in
the Island Court and appeals of those decisions went to
the Court of Appeals on Guam. Following the war, an
important element in the court system changed with the
creation of the Superior Court of Guam. The Superior
Court was given jurisdiction over all civil cases in which
the naval government or the United States of America
was a party, which included jurisdiction over land con-
demnation cases. Under this new court system,
Chamorros dissatisfied with compensation terms set by

the Land and Claims Commission were directed to take
their case to the Superior Court, whose judge was ap-
pointed by the Secretary of the Navy. Appeals of Supe-
rior Court decisions were sent to the secretary for final
deliberation. In the Congressmen’s view, the Land and
Claims Commission, the Superior Court, and the appeal
process to the Secretary of the Navy blatantly favored
military interests and effectively prohibited Chamorros
from formally contesting the decisions of the Land and
Claims Commission. In the House of Assembly’s De-
cember 11, 1948 session, Judiciary Committee member
Joaquin C. Perez stated:

The Secretary of the Navy maintains his office,
shall we say, nine thousand miles away, and it
is very obvious that a party desiring to appeal
cannot economically be present at a hearing...A
man is entitled to present his case in the best
possible manner. A man is entitled to present
his case face-to-face. Robbing a man of that
privilege is certainly robbing him of a portion
of the justice due him (GCHA, December 11,
1948, p. A7).

Council member Perez interviewed Island Court
judges who conceded that the Island Court was willing
to and capable of handling the Superior Court caseload
(GCHA, December 11, 1948, p. A15). Congressional leg-
islation to abolish the Superior Court was vetoed on Janu-
ary 3, 1949 by Governor Pownall, who stated in a letter
to the Guam Congress that “the Superior Court fulfills a
definite need in thejudicial structure for Guam...There is
a large volume of land cases requiring the attention of
the Superior Court” (Pownall, 1949). The controversial
appeal process to the Secretary of the Navy was not re-
pealed until the administration of Guam was transferred
to the Department of Interior in 1950.

In a memorandum to the Guam Congress, Gover-
nor Pownall chastised members of the Congress for med-
dling in land affairs, saying “a mistaken idea exists in
the minds of some of the members of the Guam Con-
gress, with respect to land condemnation” (Pownall, July
20, 1948). Pownall wrote:

The Governor appreciates the interest of the
Guam Congress in such matters but believes
that the proper solution of matters of this na-
ture should be left to the determination of that
branch of government charged with the respon-
sibility of hearing and determining rights of in-
dividuals under law (Pownall, July 20, 1948).
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. THE NON-LEGISLATIVE LEGISLATURE

The first postwar election for the Guam Congress

& took place on July 13, 1946. Following the induction of
E the first postwar Congress, Guam’s new naval governor,
£ Admiral Charles Pownall, spoke encouragingly of in-
§ creased self-government for Chamorros. Pownall, in a

May 27, 1947 letter to the Chief of Naval Operations,
wrote that “a great deal of the current unrest among the
peoples of Guam has been the fact that the Governor’s
power is plenary and that the Guam Congress is merely
anadvisory body” (Zenor, p.62). Indeed, Chamorro lead-
ers were excited by the 1947 proclamation of Secretary of
the Navy John Sullivan granting limited powers to the
Guam Congress. Members of Congress looked favorably
upon this proclamation as a step forward; finally, it
seemed as if previous lobbying efforts for self-govern-
ment were paying off.

ranting Limi
Powers to Guam Congress

Whereas the citizens of the Island of Guam,
through the Guam Congress, have expressed a
desire for American citizenship and an organic
act for that island with self-government; and
Whereas the United States Government reposes
faith, trust, and confidence in the people of
_Guam and desires to give to thema greater share
in their own Government;

Now, therefore, by virtue of the authority vested
in the Secretary of the Navy by Executive Or-
der 108-A, dated 23 December 1898, itis hereby
proclaimed:

No ch.;fnge or changes shall be made in nor new
provision or provisions added to the Penal Code
of Guam, Civil Code of Guam, Code of Civil
I’rpcedure, Probate Code, the Civil Regulations
With the Force and Effect of Law in Guam
except as in the manner hereinafter provide’dm
Such ‘che.mges or additions may be proposed b-
a majority vote in both Houses of the G .
Congress. .
Such proposals shall be ¢

onve i T
the Governor of Guam b o writing to

Y the chairman of each

. ngress, and the -

:11115 shall be signed by the chairman ce;:hitof)}:i(:ls
€ necessary vote (Sullivan, 1947), :
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Council, Attorney General McConnell attended the 3
Regular Session on September 4, 1948 to provide legd
clarification on the terms of the proclamation. Governg
Pownall had earlier forwarded a proposed bill to th
Council for their enactment, and Council members wor
dered what would happen if such a bill were ignored
if passage failed. McConnell replied that “a bill ... hash
be introduced by a member of Congress.” The attorg
general added, however, that even without the conseil
of Congress, the governor could issue an executive o
der, having the effect of law, until the Guam Congres
took favorable action. If the Guam Congress took unfz
vorable action, the order would go to the secretary oftie
navy for a final decision. In the meantime, it would
main law unless disapproved by the secretary of theNay
(GCHC, September 4, 1948, p. 5).

In practice, Pownall maintained the same postutt
as had previous governors, despite assuring Congres
members of their legislative powers. Assemblym
Taitano summed up a common feeling among Guamleg
islators when he said:

[ came into this House of Assembly last June
[1948] with high hopes. I had read the Procla-
mation granting this Congress legislative pow-
ers ... after seven months as an Assemblyman, |
have discovered that we haven’t got those pow-
ers ... I can’t see that this Congress is anything
more than an advisory body (GCHA, March ]
1949, pp. 6-7).

Perhaps in this new era of Cold War politics, G0*
ernor Pownall worried excessively about the po j
political resistance of Chamorros, as cautioned ina 194
Office of Strategic Services (OSS) report (Maga, 1988,
176) to the president regarding a postwar govern
on Guam. Maga’s review of the previously top
report uncovers OSS admonitions of radicalism aﬂ"“_'ﬂ
Chamorros in the Guam Congress. The 0SS chara®
ized the Guam Congress as an “uncooperative comp®
nent of the navy’s democratic machinery.” The
further recommended that “post-liberation rewards ¢
the Guamanians should be limited to honorary funci®
aﬂd colorful statements, for greater political autht
might lead to radical policies and threats to Ameri®

HELP FROM ABROAD
Despite local Navy Opposjtion to pO]ll"lca] rﬂ

on Guam, the island’s political interests were pro -
on the U.S. mainland by the independent lobbying
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publicity efforts and friends of Guam such as the Wash-
ington, D.C.-based Institute of Ethnic Affairs, anthropolo-
gist and Chamorro rights advocate Laura Thompson in
conjunction with the American Civil Liberties Union
(ACLU), and New York attorney Richard Wels. Studies
by president and naval committees rendered their rec-
ommendations to the nation’s political leaders. These
studies voiced support for citizenship and a civilian form
of government for Guam.

The Institute of Ethnic Affairs was created by Laura
Thompson and other civil rights activists in Washing-
ton, D.C. to help the people of Guam remedy their politi-
cal situation (Thompson, 1991, p. 85). John Collier, presi-
dent of the Institute of Ethnic Affairs (who was also a
former U.S. commissioner of Indian Affairsand the hus-
band of Laura Thompson), worked closely with the
Guam Congress in transmitting the political desires of
the Chamorro people to a wider, U.S. mainland audi-
ence. This was undertaken primarily through publica-
tion of the Guam Echo, a newsletter that detailed both
local and national political developments regarding the
US. colonies. Members of the Guam Congress specifi-
cally transmitted parts of their congressional proceed-
ings to the staff of the Guam Echo for their information
and dissemination. In addition to utilizing the Guam
Echo for publicity purposes, members of the Institute
touted the Guam cause by writing articles for various
magazines and newspapers, delivering lectures, and
holding conferences (Thompson, 1991, pp. 85-6).

Laura Thompson’s involvement in Guam affairs
followed her employment in 1938 as Consultant on Na-
tive Affairs to the naval governor of Guam, and, by the
outbreak of World war I, this fieldwork experience had
already spawned several monographs, articles and books
on the archaeology, culture and life of the Marianas. Fol-
lowing her critical disclosure of naval practices on Guam,
she wasbarred by the Navy from returning to the island.
Through her writings and public appearances, Thomp-
son generated support for the Chamorro political cause-
Employing her personal knowledge of the Guam situa-
tion, Thompson was an occasional guest of Richa rd Wels
on his radio program, the “Court of Current [ssues,” in
New York on ABC network (Wels, R. to R. Underwood,
June 8, 1982). Testifying before the U.S. House of Repre-
_Sentatives, she represented the ACLU in hearings regard-
ing Guam before the Committee on Public Lands, and
referred to the naval government of Guam as a “rapidly
rotating personal dictatorship” (Thompson, 1983, p. 6A).
The ACLU strongly recommended citizenship, an organic
act, and civil government for the island of Guam.

Attorney Richard Wels became an advocate of po-
litical rights for the Chamorro people following his re-
turn to the U.S. mainland in 1946, subsequent to active

duty in the US. Naval Reserve, in which he served 16
months on Guamasa U.S. attorney during the war crimes
trials. Wels began a letter writing campaign to The New
York Times, reporting on the Chamorro people’s inad-
equate political situation. In correspondence with
Chamorro historian Robert Underwood, Wels recalled
attending a meeting called by Editor Foster Hailey of
Time magazine with Gilbert Cant, another Time maga-
zine editor; author Pearl Buck; and Buck’s husband Ri-
chard Walsh, publisher and editor of Asia magazine, in
which they discussed ways of using their connections to
publicize the plight of the Chamorro people under US.
Navy rule (Wels, R. to R. Underwood, January 31, 1977
and March 28,1977). As Wels recollected:

The New York Times was generous with its
help, and there was scarcely a week in which it
did not publish several letters on Guam, many
of which I wrote. Time magazine, CBS radio,
and many other papers and magazines, were
also won over and lent their support. Joseph
Farrington, the Delegate to Congress from Ha-
waii, also worked closely with us and was most
helpful. Asia also ran several articles of which I
wrote two (Wels, R. to R. Underwood, March 9,

1977).

President Truman responded to the postwar clam-
oring of territorial supporters by appointing a commit-
tee of the Secretaries of State, War, Navy, and Interior to
study the status of the Pacific territories (Guam, Samoa,
and the numerous Micronesian islands administered as
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands). Regarding
Guam, Truman’s committee recommended on June 18,
1947 that organic legislation be enacted providing a civil

overnment, American citizenship, legislative powers,
and a bill of rights for Guam:; the committee, howc.‘ver,
also recommended that the Navy Department continue
to administer Guam until the island’s transfer to the ju-
risdiction of a civilian agency of the government
(Bordallo, pp. 160-1). ;
. Navy Secretary James V. Forrestal in 1947;1pponnFed
a team of civilians to study charges of Navy mishandling
of government duties in Guam and Amcrican Samoa.
The report of the committee members, Chairman Ernest
Hopkins, Maurice Tobin, and Knowles Ryerson, cormpo-
rated Chamorro allegations of excessive land alienation
abuse, inordinate wage discrimination, and grbitrary
practices of naval officers. The Hopkins commuttee rec-
ommended citizenship, organic acts, and a civilian form
of government for both U.S. colonies, but also recom-
mended continuation of naval control for an indefinite
Collier, 1947; Hopkins, Tobin, & Ryerson,

time period (
1947).
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THE SUBPOENA ISSUE

Despite the significance of various committee stud-
ies and lobbying efforts in the United States, members of
the Guam Congress still faced the daily paradoxical
struggles of a legislative body under military rule. From
the earliest sessions of the Ninth Guam Congress in 1948,
both Council and Assembly members questioned the lim-
ited legislative powers supposedly granted them in the
1947 proclamation. In only the second session of the
House of Assembly, Congress members questioned
whether they enjoyed the “inherent subpoena powers
and power to administer oaths” held by legislative bod-
ies (GCHA, August 14,1948, p-9).

In order to resolve Congressmen’s uncertainties
about the extent of their limited legislative powers, As-
sembly member Leon Flores introduced a bill to grant
subpoena powers to the Guam Congress. In the pro-
posed bill's wording, the penalty for disobedience of a
subpoena would be punishable as contempt of the Guam
Congness, subject to imprisonment for a term of between
fiveand 30 days (GCHA, August 14,1948, p.9). Thisbill
was vetoed by Governor Pownall on October 1, 1948
p‘xa‘use, according to Pownall, the Guam Congress’ leg:
islative powers already allowed them to conduct and
authorize investigations (GCHA, October 2,1948, p. 3).
Pownall assured the Congress that legislative l;odies
possessed certain inherent powers, but he failed to spe-
cifically address the issue of subpoena powers. Still .
certain about the scope of their “inh l 1” ra
= erent powers,” the

ouse of‘ﬁfssemb]y sent the rejected subpoena bill back
toits {udmary Committee for further study.
oy oS g onCcr, 19,
yeg ysafter Pownall’s veto of the sub i
?’peake;' Won Pat reported the results of a meepgre\gaﬁ:gl}l{
0 i i i
‘ownall in which they discussed the Congress’ legisla-

? é(dzgiorgc body, or do we have
i , October 9, 1948, p. 4).
- r::mgtt refe@d to the 1947 Proclamation’s declar:fti )
ited legislative powers,” and reported that, ace r?in

J’ ord-

ing to Pownall, the Con i
" gress has “imp;
POwWers over the residents of the islanlttll?’phed vy

—

bers Enrique Untalan, Joaquin C. Perez, Vicente Banj
Leon Flores, and Jose Leon Guerrero presented a repy
that determined that, according to their evaluationsa
the reports and opinions of the Attorney Generly
Guam, the Congress and its committees had the poye
to enforce subpoenas; they therefore recommended dry
ping the issue. Assembly member Leon Guerrero, hoy
ever, added, “I wish to ask all committee chairmen}
use the implied powers of Congress to subpoena si!
persons as they may deem necessary for investigatios
conducted on any matters referred to them. Thatwouk
be the only way this Congress can find out the extenli
our powers” (GCHA, January 8, 1949, p. 12).

Jesus Okiyama, Chair of the Commerce and Tra
Committee, was the first committee chair to take upLes
Guerrero’s challenge. His committee was immersedili
study of violations of the postwar naval administratis
economic policy that mandated that business licensess
Guam could be attained only by Guamanians, or
manent residents and persons domiciled on Guamforé
least 10 years. This policy was implemented by Goi
nor Pownall to protect the indigenous people fromott
side exploitation during the postwar economic rehabit
tation period; the policy also intended to prohibit oi
side business interests from competing against nafi
enterprises. Okiyama’s committee was “conductingd
extensive investigation relative to violations of thees
ing policy of the Naval Government. The formal ini
tigation will be conducted on Thursday, January 206
by subpoenaing several witnesses accused of violatio®
of this policy” (GCHA, January 15, 1949, pp. 9-11)

Abe Goldstein, a Navy clerk who operated
(_3uam Style Center, a woman'’s clothing shop, was
first to be subpoenaed by Okiyama’s committee. Cor
gress members questioned Goldstein, who refuséd!
answer questions; he replied to Okiyama and other@*
mittee members, “I hereby respectfully question thea
thority and jurisdiction of this committee and
Guam Congress to inquire into that matter” (GCHA
February 5, 1949, p.4).

Intense discussion followed Goldstein's refusi®
testify in their 5 February 1949 session. Assembly et
ber Leon Guerrero asserted, “I believe it is timeé forus*
have the real test as to whether this Congress has
POWer to subpoena a witness in connection with thé
Ministration of our Island laws” (GCHA, Februad
1949, p. 7). Member of Assembly Taitano commen

If we suspect any violation on the Island of
Guam, on mere suspicion, it can be investiga

I think this is very important because it is actt
ally putting to a test this inherent power whi
we have, according to the Administration.«

Guam Congress Walkout of 1949

are in a peculiar situation. We are being gov-
erned by the Navy and this interim power the
Navy has given us is shaky (GCHA, February
5, 1949, p. 6).

Nine days after Goldstein’s refusal to testify, the
House of Assembly issued a warrant of arrest for con-
tempt of Congress. Joaquin C. Perez assured his col-
leagues, “I, on my own, consulted the Attorney General
regarding our intended move. The Attorney General is
of the same opinion that such an individual is guilty of
contempt” (GCHA, February 5, 1949, p. 8). Pownall,
however, ignored the warrant and the Goldstein issue
went unresolved. One week later, Assembly members
debated their options, and opinions to dissolve the Con-
gress were expressed. Okiyama addressed his colleagues,
“If that warrant of arrest is not honored and Goldstein is
made immune to the laws of Guam, gentlemen, we might
as well dissolve this Guam Congress” (GCHA, February
12, 1949, p. 9). Frank Perez added, “If it is within our
jurisdiction to handle this matter, well and good. If not,
we might as well fold up the Guam Congress and go
home - we have failed our people. We want courtesy”
(GCHA, February 12, 1949, p. 10). The Assembly mem-
bers voted that Speaker Won Pat should discuss the mat-
ter personally with Governor Pownall.

Won Pat met with Pownall, and reported to the As-
sembly that “the Guam Congress has no grounds what-
soever to act, although there are implied powers inher-
ent” (GCHA, March 5, 1949, p. 5). Because Goldstein
was a Navy employee, the governor believed that the
Guam Congress did not have jurisdiction over his ac-
tions. Rather, Pownall said, this was a case for the execu-
tive branch of government. Pownall’s response did noth-
ing to clarify the powers of the Guam Congress and the
Assembly members responded in unison.

On the floor of the Assembly, Congress members
responded;

Frank D. Perez: I am of the honest opinion that
it would be best for us to adjourn until such
time when we can do some good for Guamand
our people and the government. Let us not hide
behind doors, but let us come right out and tell
our people that we cannot do things they wish,
because we have somebody to tell us what to
do. I don’t know about the other members but
I am of the opinion that it is time to adjourn
until we can be of service to our Guam people
and to the government.

Carlos P. Taitano: I think the gist of the whole
thing was this. We had been given to believe

that we had certain powers and we went ahead
and put it to a test. We found that we haven’t
got those powers...The embarrassing thing
about this, which I pointed out at the Council
Meeting, is that in the beginning, the Executive
Branch encouraged the members of the Com-
merce and Trade Committee to continue on with
their investigation held and then, at the crucial
moment, when we decided to issue a Warrant
of Arrest, the Attorney General gave us his bless-
ings. Then, everything was stopped short and
we are left hanging out on a limb. The Execu-
tive Branch pulled away and left us dangling. I
can’t see that this Congress is anything more
than an advisory body.

Concepcion Barrett: How can one man be the
supreme Executive, Legislative, and Judicial
Power? What kind of government is that?
(GCHA, March 5, 1949, pp. 6-10)

Before adjourning from their March 5, 1949 session,
members of the Assembly voted unanimously on “The
Bill to Provide an Organic Actand Civil Government for
the Island of Guam” (GCHA, March 5,1949, p. 11) to be
transmitted to the U.S. Congress. In passing their own
version of an organic act for Guam, the members of the
Guam Congress sought to identify clearly the walkout
asa call for U.S. citizenship and civil government rather
than as a rejection of the American presence. Following
its passage, Antonio C. Cruz introd uced the walkout mo-

tion:

I move that the House of Assembly adjourn at
this time and not to reconvene until such time
as this body receives a reply or the action of the
Congress of the United States relative to the
Organic Act for Guam as passed by both Houses
of the Guam Congress. (GCHA, March 5, 1949,
p. 14) Cruz’s motion passed unanimously, be-
ginning the walkout.

One week later, on March 12, 1949, protesting As-
sembly members were conspicuously absent froma Spe-
cial Joint Session of Congress convened by Governor
Pownall to discuss the walkout. Pownall addressed the
Councilmen and expressed his dismay over the
Assembly’s adjournment. Pownall remarked:

I know of no instance in which it can be said
that the Governor has restrained the legislative
authority of this Congress except by lawful ex-
ercise of the veto power...I express the hope that
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there is now a clear understanding of the legis-
lative powers and responsibilities of this Con-
gress (GCHC, March 12, 1949, pp. 6-8).

Following Pownall’s address, Council member Francisco
B. Leon Guerrero commented:

.[Aln unusual occasion has recently occurred
which could have very well been avoided if our
land and people had received the attention of
the Congress of the United States. I am citing
basic principles and facts. We are now in the
second half century period since the signing of
that treaty that has caused the transfer of the
Island of Guam from the sovereignty of Spain
that of the United States. ...the fact remains that
without organic legislation there is no securi

forourselvesand our posterity (GCHC,12, 1949
p-8). '

Following a lengthy debate that raised issues similar to
those the Assembly had itself raised prior to adjourning,

the Council members voted to rece i i
ss until
the Assembly walkout. etk

WALKOUT REVITALIZES
CITIZENSHIP DRIVE

g Whether or not Pownall understood that the walk-
o w;s more than a protest of the subpoena issue, it is
ear that to the Chamorro legislators, the subpoelia is-

. ystin their protest. As-
nPat,inaletter to Governor Pownall,

members: Wi b the protesting Congress

IF must be emphasized that the Assembly ac-

tion was no i '
. t based upon any single incident,

sembly consider that the powers of the th
ree
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branches of government must be defined (“Mr.
Won Pat...,” p. 1).

Assembly member Taitano expressed his belief iy
the walkout emerged out of “three major grievances (]
Arbitrary rule by the Naval government; (2) Lack ofs
constitution guaranteeing civil rights; and (3) Lack ofs
court of appeals beyond the Secretary of the Navy
(“Taitano...,” p. 13). Taitano’s experience of naval
on Guam had shown him the discrepancies betwes
American democracy and arbitrary rule.

The walkout brought the issues of citizenship, civl
government, and civil rights to a head. When the Guan
legislators ended the walkout and returned to their pos
tions in the Congress only one month later, their mes
sage had already been successfully transmitted acros
the United States. National media coverage of the walk
out, coupled with independent lobbying and public
efforts by friends of Guam (such as Thompson, Coll
and Wels) undoubtedly contributed in bringing abot
political changes on Guam within several months of e
congressional incident.

On May 21, 1949, just over two months after
walkout, President Harry Truman called upon the S
retary of the Department of the Interior to begin plit
ning immediately for Guam'’s transfer from the Depat
ment of Navy. The implication of a civilian form ofgo¥
ernment was a political development for whid
Ch:flm_orros had long awaited and for which the gréd
majority of Guam Congressmen were grateful, despié
hesitation from some Assemblymen who objected
Guam’s relegation to the Department of the Interiot
Concerned members of the Assembly voiced their a
Prehension regarding the Interior Department’s “po*
record in the Virgin Islands and on the American Indid

Reservations” (Bordallo, p. 222. Also see GCHA, Jureh
1949, pp. 10-12). Despite the expressed reservations®
congressional resolution recognizing Truman’s move®
rémove naval rule and requesting Chamorro particf
tion in the administrative transfer preparations
by a majority vote,

One month later, on June 4, 1949, Governor Powndl
announced his retirement, revealing that in his plac*
civilian governor would be appointed (“Govern
Pownall..,” p. 1). That civilian would be CarltonSk¥
her, al}d he would work in unison with the Guam &
8ress in seeking citizenship for the Chamorro people

CITIZENSHIP SENTIMENTS

After nearly 50 years of lobbying and peﬁﬁ"“ins

for citizenship, Guan's legislators had certain

a5
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tions of what citizenship would mean for Guam. The
events leading up to the walkout provide interesting in-
sights into their understandings of citizenship. Some
members of the Guam Congress emphasized the idea
that citizenship would accord the Chamorro people a
measure of equality, thus protecting them from discrimi-
nation. Many Chamorros believed that U.S. citizenship
would remove many of the existing discriminatory prac-
tices. Others viewed citizenship asa means of safeguard-
ing their land and property; Chamorros believed that the
U.S. government would not arbitrarily condemn the
lands of its own citizens.

In coming to an understanding of the citizenship
movement on Guam, it is impossible to ignore the im-
pact of the Japanese occupation upon the Chamorros.
As Robert Underwood describes,

The experience left a psychological legacy of fear
of non-American control and helped generate
a relationship of gratitude and debt as far as
the Chamorros were concerned. On the one
hand, there was gratitude for being rescued, but
there was also a debt owed them by America
on whose behalf they suffered. In keeping with
this, the war experience subsequently became
the main rhetorical basis for the acquisition of
US. citizenship (Underwood, 1987, p. 181).

The fears expressed by Underwood compare simi-
larly, if more intensely, with those expressed in 1926 af-
ter the Philippines House of Representatives passed a
resolution to annex Guam. The idea that Guam’s politi-
cal status was so ambiguous as to invite annexation by
foreign countries kindled a citizenship drive at that time
as well (Bordallo, pp. 93-97).

The postwar pro-American sentiments of those who
endured various forms of wartime brutalization were ex-
pressed by a great majority of the population and were
inevitably communicated to and by the Guam Congress-
men. In the sentiments articulated in congressional ses-
sions, the problematic issues such as land alienation, dis-
crimination, and unfair government practices were all
the more disturbing in light of a war experience so fresh
and brutal,

Members of Congress shared diverse perceptions
and understandings of citizenship, but despite the vari-
ety of arguments employed, they unanimously agreed
that citizenship was not only desirable, but necessary.

Mariano Santos: At present, the wage scale for
the Guamanians is very low. If we have this
Organic Act and our political status changes, I
am sure a lot of things will be changed for the

better, too. Atpresent, again, we have the Army
and the Navy here as representatives of the
President of the United States. If we should
have this Organic Act and our political status
changes we would be dealing directly with the
President of the United States and not his rep-
resentatives.

Carlos Taitano: We are outside the family now.
How can we demand our rights if we do not
belong? We have not the right until we have
been granted citizenship. After you belong,
then you can demand your rights.

Frank Perez: Do we want to be forever wards
of the United States of America - we, and our
children after us? Certainly we don’t want it.
The definition of a ward is a person who is in-
capable, having no initiative but just to be led
by a guiding hand, telling you to face right and
left. Do you want to be in that status forever?
Do we want to be pushed around?

You have seen all of the discrimination go-
ing on, depriving us of our rights. Do you want
to let this thing go on for another century until
we lose everything we have? - until we having
nothing to fall back on? What will be our eco-
nomic situation in the days to come? Noland,
no money, no home. Where is our security?
Have we any secure spot anywhere on these
225 square miles? I say, no.

Antonio C. Cruz: We would like to be secure
in our homes and free from fear and condem-
nation of our property. We would like the privi-
lege of planning our own homes ... Our land is
fast being condemned and there is little avail-
able land for agriculture now (Guam Congress
Joint Session, December 22, 1948).

Ironically, Congress members, such as Mariano
Santos, believed Guam'’s representatives would deal di-
rectly with the U.S. President. Others, suchas Frank Perez
and Carlos Taitano, assumed that discrimination would
end and civil rights would be guaranteed, and Congress
members, such as Antonio Cruz, believed that land in-
justices would be corrected.

In their sessions prior to the walkout, both Assem-
bly and Council members questioned the authority of
the naval governor. In their perception, the judicial
branch of government was little more than an arm of the
governor, and its appeal process to the Secretary of the
Navy seemed improper and unfair to Chamorros. From
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their experience, it was also evident that the legislative
branch lacked power; the “limited legislative powers”
granted by the 1947 proclamation failed to provide them
with a means of alleviating the island’s problems. This
fundamental lack of a balanced three-branch system of
government simply became unacceptable.

Plagued by critical land injustices, discriminatory
pay practices, and other problems rendered unresolvable
owing to insufficient judicial and legislative leverage,
Guam'’s Congress members challenged the USS. govern-
ment to live up to its ideological rhetoric. Finally the
U.S. Congress and administration responded, with the
appointment of a civilian governor, the termination of
military rule, and the passage of an organicact for Guam
with citizenship for the Chamorro people.

Carlos Taitano was privileged to attend the signing
of the Organic Act by President Truman on 1 August 1950
in Washington, D.C, the Act having passed after the fail-
ure of 29 previous House and Senate bills and resolu-
t10n§ (Zenor, pp. 283-294). Taitano vividly recalled ac-
cepting thf: congratulations of those in attendance. It was

Amid Guam’s
. contem iti
. Porary politica]
: e fo:e if(jdnunonwealth Status anq ?:?l?fles -
etermination __ the aspirationg zifit
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achievements of my grandfather, si difuntun Joagu
Cruz Perez, and his colleagues in the Guam C
seem especially worthy of inquiry. While our islandh
changed so much, and while our people have ostengj
achieved so much, ironically the hopes and dreams;
previous generations — for sovereignty, self-reliance
freedom from land alienation — provokingly linger

In a 1986 interview, Governor Ricardo J. Bordal
commented, “[i]t was a sad day for the people of Gux
when the Organic Act was signed...The Organic A
not designed to enhance the dignity of the indigens
people. It was designed to enhance the colonial aufhe
ity of the United States” (Stinson, p- 4). But justasGo
emnor Bordallo's father, Guam Congress member Baltu
Bordallo, struggled long and hard to transform Guan!
political status, so too do succeeding generations fig
their battles in the struggle for political justice. Listenis
to the deliberations and emotions articulated in the ¥
Guam Congress, I am struck by their similarity to todif:
political discourse. As we near our centennial marké
an American colony, I wonder where we
manChamorro, are as a people in our homeland, wh
the U.S. government has done to and for us, and lé
we have made of our Government of Guam.
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