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Security vs. Liberty – The Korematsu verses the United States Case.
In times of war, there is tension between security and personal liberty. This is a topic that has earned a long time of debate in the History of the American politics. In times of war, many discussions and decisions made in peace time are considered least. So there is no court of law can regard a man in war as protected by any constitutional right. 
In 7th December 1941, the United States entered World War II after Pearl Harbor attack by the Japanese. In the war, the US faced the challenge of the implementation of the constitutional guarantees in wartime. The US was under the constant military advice of an impending Japanese invasion of the Western coast and that there was a real threat of Japanese espionage. Based on these allegations, the US President Franklin D. Roosevelt decreed an executive order 9066. The order justified the capture and detention of all the Japanese American living in the western coast region. During the World War II period, more than one hundred thousand people of Japanese ancestry, most of them with US citizenship were substantially deprived of their personal liberty and held under detention in camps away from their former homes (Quarterly journal 2016). Most of their property entrusted to authorities was lost, and they could not file the losses since they only had a short time before they faced the relocation orders. The engendered military fear was real and confirmed by the surprise attack of the Pearl Harbor on the western coast.  In response to the attack, the United States Congress and President further issued another executive order on 18th March 1942. The second order created a War Relocation Agency that had a responsibility of effecting the Japanese relocation.
In oral argument, Solicitor General Charles Fahy was faced by great questioning by the Supreme Court, but he managed to convince the majority of the jury that the detention of the Japanese Americans under military necessity was justified. 
Fred Korematsu was Japanese American but in the desire to stay out of trouble lied about his ancestral origin and ethnicity, He said he was Mexico American so that he could evade government exclusion. But on 3rd May 1943, Korematsu was issued with the executive order of exclusion, order number 34.
  On 30th may 1943, Korematsu was as a consequence of failure to submit to the relocation destination as per the executive order issued to him and was taken to Tanforan Relocation centre. Later, Korematsu was charged with violation of military orders and sentenced to a five-year probation period.    
The decision of the court on the Korematsu vs. the United States case.
Fred Korematsu appealed to the court-Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, but the court doubted whether or not it had the powers to hear the appeal and it nullified Korematsu appeal.
Then Korematsu appealed to the Supreme Court after the court of appeal denied him the first appeal. On 5th April 1943, oral arguments were held.
On 8th December 1944, the Supreme Court gave an opinion on the Korematsu case that upheld his conviction. (Supreme Court n.d)
The Supreme Court delivered an “Ex-Parte Endo” on 18th December 1944 where it was unanimously ruled that the US government should be barred from detaining a “concededly loyal” citizen to the US. 
In the Korematsu conviction by the court, the case was related to another case in the previous year: Hirabayashi v. the United States. Justice Hugo Black stated that the case had to do with racism based on the recent Pearl Harbor attack and the deference to Congress and military authorities. Korematsu was not excluded due to race, and he was excluded due to the war that was between the United States and Japan. The fear of invasion along the western coast raised the security concern, and that proper measure had to be put in place by the Congress authority. 
Concurring opinions (Justice Felix Frankfurter).
Justice Frankfurter gave a concurring opinion, and he claimed that there was insufficient evidence in the constitution that bars the Congress from implementing valid military orders. He believed in the ability to interpret the constitution in such a way that the Congress has powers of protecting the State from imminent danger like during the war. Frankfurter said that the availability of a clause that forbids the military measures complained of in the case does not erode the approval reached by actions of the Congress and the executive.
Dissenting Opinions:
Justice Frank Murphy 
He wrote the historic dissenting opinion due to the use of racial ideologies. He considered Korematsu’s conviction unjustified and gave an opinion that the Korematsu conviction should be reversed. Murphy believed in the legalization of racism in the military orders because the convicted was not at fault by staying at his home and that he was subjected to partial trial. 
Justice Murphy was in total discontented with treatment and the constitutional provision of rights to Korematsu and all the Japanese in internment camps. Murphy insisted that every American citizen is entitled to their constitutionally provided rights regardless of the internal and external conditions such as ancestry and appearance since many Americans originate from foreign land.
Justice Robert H. Jackson dissenting opinion.
Justice Jackson in a dissenting order wrote opinions that were in favoured reversing of the Korematsu conviction. It's regarded as one of the most influential decisions in the History of the US Supreme Court; this is because he had believed that Korematsu's conviction was unconstitutional and had racial discrimination. Jackson had no belief in the right of the executive and the Congress to deprive Korematsu of his constitutional rights even after the western coast attack. Jackson states "Korematsu was born on our soil, of parents born in Japan. The Constitution makes him a citizen of the United States by nativity and a citizen of California by residence.no claim is made that he is not loyal to this country. There is no suggestion that apart from the matter involved here he is no commonly a crime." This expresses Jackson’s feeling that Korematsu was deprived of his rights based on racism (Roundtree, Clarke 87).
Justice Owen Josephus Roberts’ dissenting opinion
Roberts wrote a dissenting opinion that was against Korematsu's conviction; he termed the decision to convict Korematsu unconstitutional. Korematsu’s loyalty was not questionable thus it was not the reason of his conviction, Roberts believed that racism was the root reason for the decision. Also, Korematsu did nothing to exclude him from his home. Roberts just like Jackson and Murphy believed that Korematsu imposed no security threat to the United States hence the conviction was unconstitutional according to him (Rountree, Clarke 87).
Majority Opinion (Justice Hugo Black)
The Majority opinion wrote by Hugo was supported by Justices Reed, Stone, Douglas, Rutledge and frankfurter. Hugo states that "that all legal restrictions which curtail the civil rights of a single racial group are immediately suspect" he made noted that the court ruling allowed the exclusionary orders of people of Japanese origin and it was unconstitutional.
However, Justice Hugo justified the court’s decision by stating that Korematsu was not excluded from the military area due to his ancestry, but he was banned because of war at the time with the Japanese army. He asserted that during the war it is necessary to repose the Congress' confidence in the military and the army should be given the power to do their duties (Minami, Dale and Serrano, 2003). The Japanese American constitutional rights were overshadowed by the alleged espionage by the Japanese in the wartime.
To date, the decision on the Korematsu v. United States case is regarded as the worst Supreme Court ruling in its history. 
Best decision.
Considering the situation at that time, the United States was under serious threat of continuous attacks from the Japanese military. The Supreme Court’s decision was right according to me for the security of the United States safety and wealth. The concurring decision by Justice Felix Frankfurter was also correct. The military’s claims concerning security matters should be put into consideration.
It was necessary to convict the Japanese in the internment camps because of the spying that eased the attacks by the Japanese military. The authorities were not sure of the individual who were responsible for the espionage and putting them in one place made it easy to identify the spies or rather stalled their spying attempts.
Furthermore, the western coast where the Japanese Americans lived was an area of the target by the Japanese military. So evacuating the occupants of the place and having them in a location was important.
The decision of this case should remain as a law and be often applied in wartime. One of the core duties of the executive and the Congress is to ensure guaranteed security to its citizens. Any security threat should be removed using the necessary and available state machinery like the military.
Conclusion
The Korematsu conviction is regarded the worst decisions of the US Supreme Court because it seems biased on ancestry and racial claims.
It remains a topic of debate on whether to uphold the constitutional provision on personal rights of citizens during wartime or could there be any implantations of military advice in case of impending danger or engendered fears of national security concerns. 
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