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DeWITT ON AMERICANS STATUS

We are fortunate in being able to give our editorial space
this month to publication of the brief which follows, work of
Attorney Clyde A. DeWitt:

CITIZENSHIP OF AMERICANS RESIDING IN THE PHILIP-
PINE ISLANDS AND THEIR FAMILIES

When, on the 36th anniversary of the Battle of Manila Bay, the
Philippine Legislature accepted the Act of Congress providing for the
establishment of a commonweslth government in these Islands and the
recognition of their independence at a later date, the attention of not a
few of the American residents here was drawn to the question of how their
citizenship, and that of their families, is to be affected by the institution
of the commonwealth government in this country and its complete sever-
ance from the United States at n future date. Some have felt apprehen-
sion that they might lose their American citizenship upon theinstitution
of the coming political changes.

All fear in this regard is quite unfounded. The establishment of the
government provided for in the Tydings-McDutlie Lew would have no
effect, one way or the other, upon the citizenship of Americans residing
in these Islands. ‘If one is an Americun citizen now he will remain an
American citizen notwithstanding that Congressional piece of legislation—
unless of course, he voluntarily renounces his citizenship and ndopts
another.

The question, therefore, is, Who are American citizens?

As 2 general proposition it may be stated that all persons born in the
United States, inchuding Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands,
and those who have heen naturalized, are citizens of the United Stutes,
excepting, in the case of IPorto Ricans, those whe made a declaration under
oath, within six months from March 2, 1917, of their decision not to be
American citizens. (Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution, sec. 1;
U.8 C. title B, secs. 1, 4, 5, 5h). A full discussion of the question of who
are citizens of the United States would require a voluminous treatise,
entirely beyond the scope of the present article; so for the present we shall
consider only such points as may prove to be of pructicai interest to loenl
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Americans. In doing so, we shall deal with certain mare or less familiar
conditions found among Americans residing in this country.

1. Americans who have no birth certificates or pasaporis.—These are,
of course, American citizens. The fact that they have no birth certificates
or passports does not, if we may use the word, un-Americanize them.
Birth certificates and passports are mere evidences of citizenship. Such
persoms desiring passports should consult Malacafang as to the best means
of remedying the situation. The Governor-General’s office issues tempo-
rary passports, pending review by the State Department, if satisfied as to
the question of citizenship.

2. Americans legally married to Filipine women on or prior (o Sepl. 22,
1922, —Amerieans who marry Filipino women, or women of any other
nationality, do not lose their ¢itizenship merely because of such marriage.
But do their Filipino wives become American citizens by reason of t%'le
marriage?

Prior to September 22, 1922, an alien woman married to a citizen of the
United States, “and who might herself he lawfully naturalized”, hecame
a citizen of the United States, irrespective of the time or plage of the mar-
riage or the residence of the parties. (Rev. St., sec. 1994; 14 Op, Atty.-
Gen,, U. 8., 402.} Did a Filipino woman who was married to an American
prior to that date acquire his citizenship? The answer to the question
depends on whether she “‘might hersell he lawfully naturalized”.

It has been held that this clause does not require that the woman shall
have the qualifications of residence, good charncter, ete., as in the case of
naturalization hy judieial proceedings, but merely that she is of the class
or race of persons who may be naturalized. (Kelly ». Owen, 7 Wall. 496,
498, 19 L. ed. 283.) So if Filipinos may be naturalized citizene of the
United States, a Filipino woman marrying an American prior to September
22, 1922, hecume an American citizen.

Previous to the decision of the United States Supreme Court in the case
of Toyota v. United Stutes (1925}, 208 U. 8. 402, 69 L. ed. 1016, the author-
ities had not been in harmony on the question of the eligibility of Fili-
pinos to American citizenship. Some courts held that they might be
naturalized. (In re Bautista, 245 Fed. 765; In re Mallari, 239 Fed. 416;
and see 27 Ops. Atty.-Gen. U. 8. 12.) Other courts, however, denied to
them the privilege of naturalization. (In re Alverto, 198 Fed. 688; In
re Lampitoe, 232 Fed. 382; In re Rallos, 241 Fed. 686.)

The Toyota case settled all doubt on this question. It is there held
that Filipinos are not eligible to citizenship, with the exception of —

“‘Any native-born Filipino of the age of twenty-one yeara and upward wlha hes de-
clared {.is intention to become a ¢itizsen of the United States and who has enlisted or
may hereafter eniiat in the United States Navy or Marine corps or the Naval Auxiliary
Service, aad who, alter aervice of not Yess than three years, may be honorably discharged
tbtle;etfrom. or who 1nay receive sn ordinary discharge with recommendation for re-
enlistment.

This exception to the naturalization laws of the United States was intro-
duced by the Act of Congress of May 9, 1918, chap. 69. (40 Stat. at L.
542, 547, Fed. Stat. Anno. Supp. 1918, pp. 488, 495.)

8aid the Supreme Court in the Toyota case:

“"When the Act of 1918 was passed. it was doubtful whether aec. 30 of the Act of
1906 extended the privilege of naturslization to ell citizens of the Philippioe [slends.
They were held eligible for naturalization in Re Bautists, 245 Fed. 765, and in Re Maliari,
230 Fed, 416, And see 27 Ops. Att. Gen. 12. They were held not eligible in Re Al-
verto, supra, in Re Lampitoe, 332 Fed. 382, und in 8¢ Rallos, 241 Fed. 688, But we
hold that uniil the possage of that act, Filipinas nat being ' free white persons’ or ‘of African
natizily' were not eligibie, and that the rflect of the Act of 1918 was te make sligible, and to
authorize the naturalization of, natize-born Filipinos of whaterer color or race having the
gualifications specified sn the seventh subdicision of aec. 4

*'Under the troaty of peare between the United States and Spsin, December 10, 1898,
30 Swat. 8t L, 1754, Congress wos aythorized to determipe the civil rights and political
atatys of the ostive inhubitants of the Philippine lalands, And by the Act of Jyly 1,
1902, sec. 4, chug. 1369, 32 Stet. st L. 691, 692, 7 Fed. Stat. Anpo. 2ud ed., p. 1139,
it wes declared that all inhabitants continuing to reside therein who were Spanish sub-
jects on April 11, 1899, and then resided in the Islends, and their children barg sub-
pequent thereto, ‘ahall be dermed and held to be citizens of the Philippine Tslands and
aa auch entitled to the protection of the United Stutes, except such us phall have ¢lected
ta preserve their wllegiance to the Crown of ngin'. sccording to thecreaty. The citizena
of the Philippine Jalands sre not sliena. See Gonzales o. Williams, 192 U, 8. 1, 13,
48 L. od. 317, 321, 2¢ Sup. Ct. Rep, 177. They owe no allegiance to any foreign gov-
ernment. They were not ¢ligible for naturalization under sec. 2169 becsuse not aliens,
and a0 not withio ite terme. By eec. 30 of the Act of 1906, it is provided: ‘“That alf the
applicablp provisions of tbe naturalization laws of the United States ahall spply to
and be held to suthorize the admissign tu citizenship of sl persons oot citizens who owe
permancot sllegigoes to the United States, and who may become residanta of any state
ur orgonize:l territory of the Unjted States, with the [ollowing madifications: The aupplis
cant shall not be required to renounce sllegisnce to any foreign sovereignty: he shall
muke hiv decluration ol intention to become a citizen of the United Statea ot least twa
years prior to bis sdmission: and residence within the jurisdiction of the United States,
owing sych permanent wllegiance, ahall be regarded as residence within the United
Stotes within the meoning of the Ave years' residence clause of the existing law.' 34
Stae, ot L. GOG, chap. 3802, Comp. Stat. sec. 4366, 6 Fed. Stat. Anno. 2d ed., p, 1001.

“'Section 26 of that act repesle cortain sections of title xxx. of the Hevised Statutes,
but leaves gec. 21649 in florce. It is to be applied s if it were included in the Act of
190G,  Puainly, the element of alienage included in aec. 2169 did not apply to the class
made eligible by sec. 30 of the Act of 1906, The element of eolor and race included in
that scction in not specifieally dealt with by sec. 30, and, as it has long been the natiopal
policy to majntain the distinetion of color and race. radical change 1a not lightly to be
deemed to hsve been intended. 'Persons not eitizens wlo owe permanent allegisnce
ta the United Statos, and who moy become pesidents of any state”, moy include Malays.
Japuncse, and Chitiese, and others not eligible under the distinetion as to eolor and
race,  As undler see. 30 3l the applicabie provisions of the naturalization laws apply,
the Jimitations based on color and race reosin: and the clasy made eligible by gec. 40
must be Limited to those of the coler and race included by see. 2169, Aa Filipinos ure
not aliens, and owe allegisnee ta the United States, there are strong ressons for reloxing
03 to them the restrictions which do not exist in fuvor of aliens who are barred because
of their color and race,  And in view of the noliey of Congress to fimit the naturaliza-
tiur of sliens ta white peraons and to those uf African nativity or descent, the implied
enlargetment of ace, 2169 should be taken ot the minimunm.,  The legislative history of
the et indicates that the intention of Congress was not to enlarge sec. 2169, except
in respect of Filipinos quulified by the specified servire,  Senate Repurt No. 388, pp.
2, 3. 4. House Report No. 502, pp. 1. 4, Sixty-Afth Congtesa, Second Seasipn,  See
also Congressional Hecord, vol. 36, pt. G, pp, 4600-6003. And we hold that the words
‘many alien’ in the seventh subdjvision ace imited by see. 2169 to alicns of the color and
race there apecificd,  We also hold that the phrase ‘any person of forcign birth” in the
Act of 1919 is not more comprehensive than the words "any afien’ in the Act of 1413,
It foltows that the questiona cettified must be apswered in the negative.'
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Inasmuch as a Filipino woman, married to an
A}merican citizen prior to September 22, 1922,
“might not herself be lawfully naturalized™,
it follows thet she did not become a citizen of
the United States by reason of such marriage.

3. Americans legally married lo Filipino
women after September 22, 1922.—A similar
answer should be given with regard to Filipino
wolmen marrying American citizens after Sep-
tember 22, 1922; for the Act of Congress approved
on that date provides that—

“"Any woman who marrica A citizen of the United
States after Xeptember 22, 1922, or any womean whose
husband is naturalized after that date, shell not become
& citizen of the United States by reason of such marringe
or paturalization; but, if ehigible to citizenship, she may
be naturalized upen full end complete compliance with
all requirementa of the naturalization laws, with the
followipg cxceptions:

(a} No declaration of intention shall be required:

(b} In liew of the five-year period of residence within
the United States and the one-year period ¢l residence
within the State or Territery where the naturalization
court is.held. she shall have resided continuously in the
United Statea, Hawaii, Alaska, or Forto Rico lor st lesat
one year immediately preceding the Gling of the Petition.”

(U. 8. C., title B, gec. 368.)

4, Children of American father and Filipino
mother.— Although, as we have seen, a Filipino
woman, the wife of an American citizen, does not
follow the citizenship of her husband, nor does
she become eligible to naturalization by reason
of such marriage, nevertheless the children born
of such union are citizens of the United States,
except those children ‘“‘wheose fathers never
resided in the United States'”. Section 6, title
8, of the United States Code provides as foilows:

“Sec. 6. CHILDREN OF CITIZENS BORN QUT-
SIDE TRE UNITED STATES. All childrea born out
of the limits and jurisdiction of the United States, whose
fathers may be at the time of their birth citizens of the
United States, are declared to be citizens of the United
States: but the right of citizenahip shall not descond to
children whose fatkers never resided in the United Sratee.
All such children who continue to reside outside the
United States shell, in order to reccive the protection
of this Government. be required upon reaching the age
of eighteen years to record at an American consulate
their intention to become residents and remain citieens
of the United States and shall be further required to take
the ecath of nllegiance to the United Stetes upon attainiog
ther majority. Duplicates of any evidence, registra-
tion, or other acts required by this saction shall be filed
with the Department ol State for record. (R. 3. sec.
1903; Mar. 2, 1807, . 2333, gees. 6, 7, 34 Stat. 1220).”

It will be noted that the law used the word
“fathers” and not ‘'parents’.
Section 7 provides, among other things, that—

*‘the children of petsons who now are, or have been, citis
teps of the United States, ahall, though born out of the
limite apd jurisdiction of the United States, be con-
sidered as citizens thereof.”

It has heen held that in the application of this
rule it is wholly imrmaterial whether the parents
are citizens by birth or naturalized citizens.
(11 C. I. 779-780.) *

A most pertinent inquiry in this connection
is ss to the meaning of the phrase “whose fathers
never resided in the United States” found in
that part of section 6, above quoted, which
provides:

“‘but the right of citizenship shall not descend o children
whose lathers never reaided in the United States.”

Does that phrase meun thut the futher's residence
in the United States al any Himne, whether before
or after the birth of the child, constitutes e
sufficient compliance with the stotute? The
question was answered in the affirmative by
the lower Federal courts before it wns passed
upon by the United States Supreme Court.
(Weedin » Chin Bow (1925), 7 F. {2d) 369;
Johnson ». Sulllvan (1925), 8 F. 2d, 988; Ex
Part)e Wong Suey Sem (1927), 20 Fed. (2d)
148.

But the Supreme Court held in the Chin Bow
case that the father's residence in the United
States must have occurred prior to the birth
of the child in order that the latter may have
the status of an American citizen—that residence
after the birth of the chiid does not satisly the
statute. The Court said:

“Only two constructions secot to us possible and we
muet adopt ope ot the other. The one is that the descent
of eitizenship shall be regarded ns tekiag place at the
birth of the peraco to whom it is to be transmitted, and
that the words 'bave aever beeo residecat in the United
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States' refer in point of time to the birth of the peraon
to whom the citisenehip is to descend. Thig ia the ado
tion of the rule of jus sanguiniain respect to citizenship
and that emphasizes the fact and time of birth as the
baasis of it. e think the words, "the right of citizenship
shel]l not descend to persons whese fathers have never
been resident in the li‘nimd States’. are equivalent to
saying that fathers may not have the power of trane-
mitting by deacent the right of citizenship until they shall
become residents in the ‘{Jnited States. The other view
ia that the words, "have never been resident in the United
States’, have reference to the whole life of the father untit
his death, and therelore that grandchildren of native-
born citizens even alter they, having been born abroad,
have lived abroad to middie age and without residing
nt all in the United States, will become citizens, if their
fathers born sbroad and living uotil ald age abroad shall
adopt & residence in the United States just before death.
We are thus to have two generations of eitizens who have
been born abroad, lived ebroad, the first coming to old
age and the second io maturity and bringing up of &
family without any telation to the United States st sll
until the father shnll in bia last days adapt & new res-
idenee.  We do not think that such a'construction aceords
with the proheble stiitude of Congress et the time of the
adoption of this proviso into the statute. Ita construc-
tion extends citizeoship to s generation whose birth,
minority and mesjority, whose cduration and whosc
family life bave all been out of the United States and
neturslly within the civilization and cnvironment of an
alien country. The beneficiaries would have evaded
the dutice aod responsibilitics of American citizenship.
They might be peraone likely to become ublie _chnrgcs
or afflicted with disease, yet they would be entitled to
enter as citigene of the Ubited States. Van Dyne, Citi-
zenship of the United States, p. 34.

*Ag between the two interpretations, we feel confident
that the firat onc wes more in aceerd with the views of
the Firut Congress. We think that the proviso has been
g0 gonstrued by a subsequent Aet of Congress of March
2, 1907, chap. 2534, sec. 8, 34 Stat. st L. 1220, U. 8. C.
title 8, sec. 6, which providea: L

*“'That sll children born outside the limits of the
United States who are citizens thereof in accordance
with the provisions of sec. 1993 of the Revieed Statutes
of the United States, and who continue to rraide outside
the United States shall, in order to receive the protec-
tion of this government, be required upon reaching the
age of eighteen years to record at en American consulate
their intention Lo beecome regidents and remain citizens
of the United States, and shall be further required to
take the oath of allegiance to the United States upon
attaining their mejority.

“Now il this Congreas had copetrued sec. 1893 to
permit the residence prescribed to oceur after the birth
of such children, we think that it would have amployed
eppropriste worde to express such meaning: as, for
example, ‘all children bern who are or may bcpomc citi-
zens.” ‘The present tense is used, however, indicating
that citizenahip is determined at the time of hirth, More-
over, such forcign-born citizens are reﬁluirod upon reaching
the age of cighteen years to record their intention to
become residenta and ramain citizens of the United States
and take the oath of asllegiance to the United States
uypon atteining their majority. If the residence pre-
sctibed for the patent mey occur siter the birth aof the
children, the father may remein abroad and pot reside
in the United States until long after such children attain
their mejority. Thus, they ¢ould not register or ml;e
the oath of slleinnce because the rights of citizenghip
could not deacend to them until their fathers hed resided
in the United Statca. This class of foteign-born children
of American citizens could not, then, poasibly complﬁ
with the provisions of the Act of 1907, Nor vould sue
children ‘remain citizens’ since they are expresaly denied
the rights of citizenship. We may treat the Act of 1907
as being in pard maleria with the otiginal act, and ss 8
legislative declaration of what Congreas in 1907 thought
was ite meaniog in 1790. United Statecs r. Freeman,
3 How. 556, 564, et seq., 11 L, ed. 724, 727; Cope »
Cope, 137 1. 5. 682, 688, 34 L. ed. 832, 844, 11 Sup. Ct.
Rep. 222.

* k3 * L L] L L] - =

*The expression ‘the vights of ¢itizenship shall deseend’
eap not fefer 1o the time of the death of the father, be-
cauae that it hatdly the time when they do descend,
‘The phrase iv borrowed fror the law of property. The
desceat of’lpruperty comes only after the death of the
aDCEsLor, be trensmission of right of citizenship is
not at the death of the ancestor but at the birth of the
child, and it pccms Lo us more natural to infer that the
cenditions of deecent contained in the limiting provieo.
so for as the father in concerncd, must be perfected and
have been performed at that time.

*“This leads to a reversal of the judgment of the Circuit
Court of Apprals and a remanding of the reapondent.”

Weedin v. Chin Bow (1927), 274 U, 8. 657, 71 L. od.
1284, 1288-1246, 1291.)

Of course, if 2 child of an American father and
a Filipino mother is horn in the United States,
the child is an American citizen, for, as we have
seen, all persons born in the United States and
not subject to any foreign power are citizens
of the United States, irrespective of race or
color. (Fourteenth Amendment to the Consti-
tution, see. 1; U, S, C,, tit. 8, see. 1; U. 8. .
Wong Kim Ark, 169 U. 8. 649, 42 L. ed. 890.)

An interesting question that arises in this con-
nection is with regard to illegitimate children,
that is, children born out of wedlock of American
fathers and Filipino mothers. Are such children
citizens of the United States?

No authoritative pronouncement upon this
question has as yet been given by the highest
court of the land. It will be noted that the low
does not quulily the word “children'’; that is
to say, it makes no distinction between legitimate
and illegitimale children. Nevertheless, in a
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very old case (1B64), the Maryland Supreme
Court, construing the provision that—

“the children of persons who are or have been citizens
of the United States shall, though born out of the limits
sod juriadiction of the United States, be considered as
citisens of the United States”,

held that a child of an American father, born out
of lawful wedlock in a foreign country, did not
come under said provision, for the reasonthat
under the lew of that State, such a child was nullius
Sitii. {Guyer ». Smith, 22 Md. 239, 85 Am. Dec.
650, 653.) The doctrine of this case was follow-
ed in Mason ex. rel. Chin Suey ». Tillinghast
(1928), 26 Fed. {2d) 588, wherein the Cireuit
Court of Appeals of Massachusetts said:

"“Revised Statutes, sec. 1903, Comp. St. 1918, sec.
3047, renda as (ollaws:

** *All children beretofore born or_ hereafter born out
of the limite and jutiediction of the United States, whose
lathers were or may be at the tiine of their birth citizens
thereof, are daclared Lo be citizens of the United States;
but the righte of citizenship shall not descend to children
whoae fathers never resided in the United States.' 8
U. 8 C, A, scc. 8.

""The statute applies to legitimate children only, and no
provision is made ik 1l rn regard to the cilizenship of ilfepiti-
male children who may be thereafier legitimated by marriage.
It determines the status of the child as of the time of Ais
birth, and declarce him to be @ citizen of the United
Statea, pravided his father is o citizen thereof and shall
have regided thercin, See Guyer c. Smith, 22 Md. 239,
85 Am. Dce. 650, .

“The Circuit Court of Appeals in the Nioth_Circuit
reached the pame conclusion in Ng Suey Hi r. Weedin,
21 F. (2d} 801, slthough it went further and decided
that, if it were conceded that illegitimate children would
become citizens by subsequent legitimstion by their
pgrfnu. t_here was 0o evidence of such legitimation in
that case™

And so in Louie Wsh You ». Nagle (1923},
27 F. (2d) 573, in which the Circuit Court of
Appeals of California said:

“This is an appeal from ap order q]uubing a writ of
babess corpus and remanding the appellant to the custody
of the immigration euthorities. The ?pal]anh made
application for admission to the United Jtates, cleiming
citizenship through hija father, under gection 1993 of the
Revised Statutes (8 U. 5. C. A. gee. 6). At birth, the
ad:opcllant waa the illegitimate offepring of e citizen of the

nited States of the Chinese race, who wae boran in Cali-
fornia and maintained bis domicilein that state. Coungel
concedes thet, unlesa the statue of tbe eppellant has heen
chenged aince birth, he is not 8_citizen, and is not en-
titled to edmission. Ng Suey Hi v, Weedin (C. C. A)
21 F. (2d} 801. But ho carnestly insiate that the appel-
lant has been legitimated under the lawa of Californis
end ia therefore & citizen.

“The circumatances attending the birth of appellant
are as [ollows; Hie father married a woman of the Chinese
race in San Fraocisco in 1903, sand lived with her as his
wile [or about two months. Ip the following year the
father visited China, returning to the United States in
1905. During thia visit be married a sccond woman of
the Chinese race, whom he has since recagbized and
maintained as his wife in China. At the time of the
sccond marriage his former wife waa gtill liviog and un-
divorced. The father made & eecond vigit to China in
19134, returping in 1914, and & third visit in 1924, return-
ing in 1926, Ae a result of cach of these visita & child
was born to the second wife in Cuina; the appellant being
the arcond aon, born in 1915,

“section 2330 of the Civit Code of Culifornia providea:
*The father of an iNegitimate child, by publicly acknowl-
edging it a9 his own, receiving it as such, with the consent
of hig wife, if he ia married, into bis family. and other-
wise treating it sg if it were a !egigimnle child, thercby
adopts it as auch; and such child is thercupon deemed
for all purpoacs legitimate from the time of its birth’
The construction of this statute is for the California
courts, apd the conetruction there adopted is controlling
on this court. The rule established by the later decisions
of the Supreme Court of that atate, while apparently
aut of harmony with some earlicr decisions, is that:

“'The court below seema to have acted upon the
theory that where the father of an illegitimate child has
no family the provision of the code in question in that
respect may be dispensed with.  This cannot be done.
The Legislature adopting section 230 evidently went os far
aa public policy would justify in this respect, and the
language i too ploin to be misunderstood. The father
of an Ylegitimate child in otder to adopt him 85 legitimate
musat not only publicly ackpowledee him a3 hie own,
but tuust receive hin into his family, and if he hove a
wife, with her comsent. [t doee not gay that he muat
receive him iote his family il be has 3 femily, and if not,
in thot case can receive him or send bim clyewhbere;
but having a_fomily. or at least o home, in which he
can receive him i3 one of the cardinal conditions pre-
acribed for such adoption.’  Eatete of Dre Laveaga, 142
Cal. 158, 169, 75 PP, 790, Tu4.

“In Estate of Gird. 157 Cal. 534, 545, 108 P. 469, 504
(147 Am. §t. Rep. 131) the court again soid:

**In Estate of De Loveags, 142 Cal, 169, (75 P. 790),
this court was carcful to limit italanguage as to the neces-
pity of the existenee of o family into which the enild can
be teceived sa ope aof the cardine) conditions preacribed
for an adoption under ecction 230 of the Civil Code, by
saving "having & family, OR AT LEAST A lil)}IE_lN
WHICH HE CAN RECEIVE HLM" ip auch a conditian.
The words of aection 230, “receiving it * into
his family", imply o reeciving into a place of which he in
the bead, of which he has control.  As yaed in thisaection,
the word “'family'’, in our opinion, meana no more st Dwetb
than that the (ather must bavea “home”, & scttled place
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of habitation of which he is the head, into which he must
. receive the child, such receiving to be with the consent
of his wife, if he be married. The brothers and sisters
of deceased, who never lived with him in California,
constituted no [;mrt of his "'family” within the meaning
of that section.
““The testimony in this case was sufficient to prove
a public acknowledgment by the father, but insufficient
to prove that the fatber received the illegitimate child
into his home, or settled place of habitation of which he
-was the head. The domicile of the father is in the State
of California and his home and settled place of habita-
tion of which he is the head must also be in that state,
and not in China, because, if his home and settled place
of habitation was in China, his domicile would likewise
be there, and the statutes of California could have no
application. It scems to us that it would be going too
far to say that the home and secttled habitation of the
father was in China, a country he hag visited but twice
in nearly 25 years, and but once since the birth of the
appellant. some 13 years ago.
‘There was, thercfore, no competent evidence of
legitimation, and the judgment must be affirmed. It is
so ordered.”

On the question whether or not the require-
ment that children born without the ;United
States who continue to reside abroad upon
reaching the age of 18 years, must record at an
American Consulate their intention to become
residents and remain citizens of the United
States, and must take the oath of allegiance
to the United States upon attaining their major-
ity, is applicable to children born of an American
father in the Philippine Islands, we are advised
by Malacafiang that no machinery has been set
up here for such recording, and that Malacaiang
does not require evidence of such recording in
order to establish the American citizenship of such
children who have passed their eighteenth year.

As has been noted, however, American citizen-
ship does not descend to children whose fathers
never resided in the United States. This means
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that if a son of an American father and a Fili-
ino mother born in wedlock in the Philippine
slands never resides in the United States, his
children, being grandchildren of the American,
do not enjoy American citizenship. The result
is that many old timers in these Islands have
grandchildren who are not American citizens,
and cannot become American citizens unless
rior to their birth their fathers resided in the
nited States.

The reader will understand that questions
arising affecting Americans and their tamilies in
the Philippines that concern the state depart-
roent are subject to interpretations and rulings
by that department; nothing more than the
general law can be stated until the state depart-
ment rules.—Ed

Philippine Economic Conditions—March, 1934

Summery of official radiograms forwarded to the Bureau of Forcign and_Domestic
Commerce, Department of Commeree, Washington, D.C.  Prepared by E. D. Hester,

4merican Trade Commissioner, 410 Heacock DBuilding, Manila, with assistance of
Government add trade entities. S. R, 34/76.

Pbilippine economic and business conditions continued in the same general character
as February, i.e. low prices for principal export materials causing further declines in
provincial purchasing power. The copra. coconut oil and sugar markets were practic-
ally demoralized due to uncertainty Sgndlng final decision by Congrees on the Joncs-
Costigan Sn%nt Bill and the Coconut Uil Excise Tax, Bapking and finance were partic-
ularly disturbed and new sugat crop advancee were denied or reduced in meny districts.

Provincial movement of textiles was considered especially good due to the Eaater
holy days and fair ?‘cuanl income realized from the rice harvest. Foodatufis turned
weaker. Tioned fish has long suffered the efiects of excellent native catches of fresh
fish and improved inland transportation. Automolive lines reported very good seles.

Construction activity was unsatisiactory with Manila Building permits valued at
230,000 compared with P947,000 for March 1933,

Power consumption during Mareb totaled 10,300,000 K.W.H. compared to 9,400,000
for March 1933. 3

Internal revenue collectiona in Manila during the month showed an increase of over
20 per cent compared with the same period last year.

Transportation

Cargoes: All bighscas berths, excellent; Orient interport and interisland, both good.
Pasgsengers: outward, very good: inward, fair.

Manila Railroad average daily metric [reight tonnage, 13,400 for March compared
14,000 February and 13,200 a year ago.

Overseas Trade, February
The velue of exports in February (exclusive of gold) was #31,081,386 as compared
with £19,715,019 in February, 1933, Imports were P18.225,131 ns ngainst P8,008,505
a year ago. The resulting visible balance wos 4+ P12,836.455 as compared with
+ ?11,106,514.
Trade with the prineipel countries was:

1934 1933
United States: (a)
EXPOILY B0 o i o v wi o swvin s o wenws s 28,196,737 P17.666.021
Ioports from... .0 .. .. 13,343,850 4,435,936
J Balance.. ........... + P14,852.887 + P13,230.065
apan: !
XPOTES £0. o\ vt e i e e ke e e e P 435,422 P 451,721
Imports from... .. ..,. ... ....... 2,168,625 1,231,841
Balance.. ........ ... . —P 1,733,208 — P 780,120
China:
Exports to. .. ... ... ... e e T 184,202 88,2065
Imports from... .. ................ ... - 617,834 744,637
Balance.. ... . o~=P 333,542 — P 646,372
Great Britain:
Exports to. .. 352,217 r 282,000
Imports {rom. 207,014 260,128
Balance......... +P 53203 +P 21,962

The substantial gains in trade with the United States contipued to wipe off the losses
from Oriental markets, especially with Jupap snd China, and left o reserve in favor of
the Philippine Islands.

The value, in pesos, of the principal imports for February and the cumulative com-
parison for two months:

Total for two months
Feb. 1934 Fcb. 1933 1934 1933

Iron and steel and mftrs.... .. ...... 2,814,035 785,099 4,834,704 2,638,152
Cotton. clothi. . s s vaes sams v o 2,490,129 1,199,710 4,504,043 2,368,883
Cotton mftrs., except cloth. .. .. .. .. 1,017,677 747,819 1,899,102 1,583,395
. Meat and duirydproducts. S5 S 992,758 422,759 1,730,924 840,461
Automobiles and parts. .. .. .. ..... 866,937 208,539 1,521,628 813,603
Wheat flour. . .. .................. 587,340 228,112 870,880 605,203
Paper and products... ............ 816,228 159,207 1,155,031 493,814
ather and mftrs. . .. ......... ... 384,426 119,341 606,031 279,880
OhCES: oo 5 v 5 ¢ i3 wuduenny s g i v 8,255,601 4,737,919 15,463,292 11,278,720
Total........................ 18,225,131 8,608,505 32,585,635 20,902,111

(a) Includes Hawaii, Guam and Pucrto Rico.

The value, in pesos, of the principal exports for February and the cumulative com-
parison for two montbs:
Total for two months
33

Feb. 1934 Feb, 1933 1931 193

Abaca. .......... ... 1,262,163 805,980 2,644,6 1,677,326
Sugar.. .. ... 23,602,690 13,887,108 40,592,276 25,227,832
Coconut oil .. .. ................. 1,516,633 1,588,828 2,553,013 2,526,751
COPIO. .o it e et e e e 1,080,211 778,331 2,037,972 1,766,722
Copra cake... .. ...............o.. 155,558 207,672 348,178 274,981
Cigars. .. ...t e 671,243 408,310 1,308,321 697,543
Leaf tobacco. .. .................. 532,101 455,685 693,660 943,014
Others... ........................ 2,240,987 1,583,105 3,972,749 2,803,867

Total................0o ... .. 31,061,586 19,715,019 54,150,811 35,918,036

Detailed imports of awtomotive goods for February, 1934:

Number Pesos
Passenger cars:
United States, . .. ..o it o e e 370 378.5%4
Great Britain....... ............. 1 1,600
Germany... ............ 4 3,597
Japan.... ........ 1 1.225
B T 76 385016
Trucks:
United States and total. .. .......oooiiy i 257 242,051
Motorcycles:
United States 1 798
apan.... .. 1 313
Total. 2 1.496
Parts:
United States 225,373
Great Britain 7.483
France. a5
1916
11
2,760
2,292
239,870
Tires:
United States. . .. ............... 294,140
France. .. .. .. 498
China. 38
Japan.. 3.203
Canada .. 1.759
TOtAd s ci5a vin s 0 iwias S5ia5 cm we e wa e e ae e s 299,633

Detailed imports of cloth for Fcbruury.ulg.'ld:

obleached cotton Bleached cotton

. Sq. metera  Pcaos  Sq. meters  Pesos
United States. . ...................... 1,810,338 316,694 1,734,620 416,728
Great Britain... .. .. .., ...... .. ... 6,331 4,571 68,697 21,238
SPRINcss 6 wnse srvive s woezain: sieravs iiss aEs 5 —_— — ] 2
Switaerland... .. .. .. ..o —_— — 124,658 31,224

DTG o o o v o o w0 vie 664 188 100 26Q
Japan.......... ... .l 141,839 29,284 1,104.382 211,195
Denmark.. . .. ..o iv e i —_— —_— 435 435

Total..........covi oo LATOITZ 350,737 3032877 G080
Dyed Printed
Bq. meters  Pesos  5q, melers  Pesos
United States. . ............ ... 101,800 595,122 1,418,798 306,975
Great Britain... .. ... ... 94,688 47,357 1,427 274
Belgium.. .. .. .. ..o v caiil o 1114 a4 ——— —
GeIMANY ... oo e et e ae ce et ah e e 1,042 509 —
Switzerland. .. .. .. .. ... .. ... 41,162 8,561 14,851 3.3@_3
Chin.... .. coovir it i i e e e GT.048 13.675 8125 1,053
Japan.... ... 1,039,714 241,985 162,792 178,564
Total .. ............. 3,346,658 004,073 2,205,993 550,239
Silk Rayon

$q. meters  Desos  Sq. meters Pesos
United States. . .. ... 36,073 44,423 83,842 58,225
Germany... .. .. 15 123 40 19

Spain.. .. .....0 .. .. 34 129 —
Switzerland... .. ... e —— 2,452 513
ChiNisy: s 36 0 § 3 o5 5 wess < 7 G06%E 560 8,317 5,754 2,740 1.110
JRPBN: 5 5 s 95 v s sows we Saies SwiEs & 6 30,351 16,742 708,519 250,992
BRRANCC: 32 s zovis 6 & o oo wutiace Geins o o 3 —_— —_— 20,863 9,4G8
SIBM G e w v on e — 914 82
SINGAPOTC .. .. .. .. G 5 —_—
British Fast Indies. .. .. ... ... ...... ] 5 —_— _
Dutch East Indies.. ............., ..~ 8 3 _ -_—
TOEE: o vori awvin s ssesrs o ast o 74,810 70,186 821,372 320,409

Detailed imports of pipce and fittings, February 1934
Cust iron Wraught iron Steel
Kilos Pesos Kilos Pesos Kilos Peaoce

United States. ... 422,456 61,615 557,968 100,462 30,059 6,023
Great Britain... .. 20 26 25 2 —_ o
Belgium.... .... .. — —_— —_— —_— 24,633 2,873
Germany... .. .. .. 34 17 11,389 1,669 50 4
Hongkong.. .. .. .. 544 475 _— —_— —_— -—
Japan.... ........ 30 i —_— —_—
Total. . ..-.. .. 423,054 62,136 569,410 102,134 54,742 8,900

Detailed imports of petroleum products, February 1934:

. Crude oil Geaoline
Liters Peaos Litera Pesas
United Statea. . ................ . 11,683,871 182,229 4934,520 312,964
Dutch East Indies.. .. ................ 4571108 29,656 _—
CTotal. . oL 16,254,979 211,885 4,934,520 312,904



