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Chapitor Tus
The Age of Confidence

[She] gathers the chosen of her seed
From the hunted of every crown and creed.
» ) ]

Fused in her candid light,
To one strong race all races here unite,
—Bayard Taylor, “Centennial Ode”

Faugh a Ballagh! The Gaelic cry rang out through dense fog and
gunsmoke as a wave of Union troops surged up the heights behind
ruined Fredericksburg. In their midst floated a green flag bearing
the golden harp of Ireland. For fifteen minutes Confederate can-
non and muskets poured down volley after volley from impreg-
nable positions a few paces away. At the end of the carnage two-
thirds of General Thomas Meagher’s Irish Brigade were left crum-
pled on the field.*

About the same time, a little band of dispirited men came to-
gether in New York City for the last recorded meeting of the
Grand Executive Committee of the Order of United Americans.
The Jargest of the nonpolitical nativistic associations, the O.U.A.
had spread through sixteen states in the early 1850’s, trumpeting 2
message of hatred and fear of immigrants and Catholics. Now a de-
moralized remnant could no longer pay its bills or secure a guorum
at consolidated meetings.

One ended in glory while the other expired in neglect, but the
death of Irishmen at the Battle of Fredericksburg and the death of
the O.U.A. on the home front were connected and symptomatic,

All over the country foreign-born Americans flocked to the colors.
12 '
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Five hundred thousand of them served in the Union armies alone,
often organized in their own companies, regiments, and even divi-
sions. Everywhere the anti-foreign movement of prewar years
melted away. The very heart of Know-Nothingism, the American
party, vanished in 1860, its last surviving strength passing into the
Constitutional Union party which stoed for nothing but the pres-
ervation of the nation. The Sons of America, once mighty in Penn-
sylvania, succumbed when the war began. A mere fragment of the
Order of United American Mechanics remained in existence.? The
war completed the ruin of organized nativism by absorbing xeno-
phobes and immigrants in 2 common cause. Now the foreigner
had a new prestige; he was a comrade-at-arms. The clash that
alienated sections reconciled their component nationalities.

While quieting old anxieties, the war raised new ones; but in
only two special instances did these concern foreign groups. The
fearful draft riots that rocked New York for four days in 1863
arose principally from the discontents of the city’s Irish working
class. The convulsion was widely interpreted as a disloyal Irish
conspiracy inspired by Confederate agents. Qut of the horror that
the rioting produced, came an effort to revive the Know-Nothing
movement, but it passed swiftly and without consequence.’ Alto-
gether, the nativistic repercussions of the event were slight in com-
parison to the provocation.

Suspicions of disloyalty also touched the Jews during the war
years. Too small a group to contribute noticeably to the armed
forces, they had only recently won prominence in America as re-
taill merchants-and clothing manufacturers. At a.time when war
profitecring was rife and traders of all sorts were swarming through
Union lines to smuggle and speculate-in southern cotton, the Jews
were often singled out for exploiting the war effort. In 1862 Gen-
eral U. S. Grant curtly ordered every Jew expelled from his mili-
tary jurisdiction—an act that may stand as the principal nativistic
incident of the war years.* Three weeks later, on instructions from
Lincoln, the order was revoked.

‘These ripples of distrust were slight compared to the storm of
hatred which lashed anti-war groups of native background. The
great fear of an internal menace in the North concerned homespun
Copperheads. Mob attacks on anti-war newspapers and even an
occasional lynching of a suspected secessionist replaced the nativis-
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tic riots of the 1850’. One patriotic citizen of Illinois described
her Copperhead neighbors as “worse then the meanest thing a
person can think of . . . Threatening what they will Do with
Women Murdering Them if They can get a Chance . . . Oh
they are to lowlife to let walk on gods Green Earth.”® While
nativism withered, nationalism flourished.

In addition to the psychological bonds of a common enmity, the
war forged between American ethnic groups the ties of a common
economic need. Foreign-born civilians served the Union cause be-
hind the lines in as important a way as foreign-born soldiers at the
front. From the depopulated farms and straining factories of the
North came clamorous demands for immigrant labor. In 1864 Con-
gress revived an eighteenth century technique for stimulating the
flow of fresh European manpower. A contract labor law author-
1zed employers to pay the passage and bind the services of pros-
pective migrants.® )

Postwar America Beckons

The statute did not long outlive the war that produced it, but
the population hunger behind it grew more imperious than ever in
the following years. The immigrant might not have retained his
wartime laurels for long if his peacetime services had not loomed
so large. As it was, the Civil War inaugurated an era of immense
industrial, agricultural, and geographical expansion, in which the
hundreds of thousands of annual arrivals from across the Atlantic
scemed a national blessing. For two decades after Appomattox the
summons to enrichment and opportunity smothered any serious
nativist challenge. As the Civil War drew to a close, the Chicago
Tribune sounded a jubilant keynote for the cra ahecad: “Europe
will open her gates like a conquered city. Her people will come
forth to us subdued by admiration of our glory and envy of our
perfect peace. On to the Rocky Mountains and still over to the
Pacific our mighty populations will spread. . . . Our thirty mil-
lions will be tripled in thirty years.” " If the country did not quite
live up to the Tribune’s grandiose statistics, for twenty of those
thirty years it echoed the paper’s confident welcome.

Transatlantic migration was resumed in force when the war
ended, and the throngs who came found the way prepared and a
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place awaiting them. Better transportation greatly shortened and
tempered the rigors of the Atlantic crossing; for in the 1860’
steamships replaced the old sailing vessels as carriers of human
cargo.” Once arrived, immigrants usually moved into.2 pattern of
settlement created by earlier compatriots. In 1860 the proportion
of foreign-born to the total population of the United States was
already about what it would remain through 1920, and most of the
immigrants were concentrated in urban areas, Indeed, the twenty-
five principal cities had a higher percentage of foreign-born resi-
dents in 1860 than they have had since.’

Nor did very notable changes occur, until the 1880, in the
nationalities involved or in their regional distribution. German im-
migration held the leading position it had attained in the late fif-
ties, and it continued to pour chiefly into the Middle West, draw-
ing increasing numbers of Bohemians and a scatrering of Poles in
its wake. British immigration (English, Scotch, and Welsh) rose
to second place among the transatlantic currents. As skilled crafts-
men, farmers, miners, and white-collar workers, the British dif-
fused themselves more evenly throughout the country than any
other group. Irish immigrants, although now less numerous than
Germans or British, still came in large numbers, Now, as before
the Civil War, Irishmen concentrated in the northeastern states.
There they did most of the common:labor and found increasing
opportunities as industrial workers, though mining attracted many
to the Far West.* Two other groups also sprang into prominence
in the war and postwar years. Scandinavians, having established
themselves in the prairies of the upper Mississippi Valley two
decades before, began to migrate in great numbers in the 1860’s.
Unlike other nationalities, they avoided the cities for the most part,
spreading instead ‘westward across the plains, Meanwhile French
Canadians, pulled southward by the Civil War, flocked to the mill
towns of New England to compete with the Irish.* Thus, by
1865, each nationality was vaguely familiar in the region that re-
ceived it, and each had familiar tasks.

The fact that an earlier generation had cleared the paths they
trod undoubtedly eased the immigrants’ reception, but the basic
condition of their popularity was the appetite for material growth
and achievement that dominated postwar America. With only mar-
ginal dissent, the “Gilded Age” that Mark Twain satirized and
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adored, the “Chromo Civilization” that E. L. Godkin criticized
and defended, gave itself over to avid dreams of wealth. The head-
long growth of business made the city, the machine, and the capi-
talist the controlling forces in American culture. The expansion
of the railroad system, particularly, quickened the whole economy,
opening up vast natural resources and Creating a national market
capable of absorbing them. The very real economic exploits of the
age underwrote its booster spirit. There secmed no end to what the
country could produce with men enough to do the work and to
buy the results. The immigrants served both ways. And business
leaders, marveling that population growth kept pace with eco-
nomic opportunities, saw in the flow of immigration the workings
of one of the grand laws of nature.**

Many businessmen, unwilling to leave matters entirely in the
hands of a beneficent fate, actively expedit_ed the immigrant traf-
fic. Here the railroads played a key role, as they did throughout
the economy. Railroads that pushed boldly into the empty West
had a wilderness to settle. They nceded immigrants not just for
construction but to buy the great railroad land grants and to in-
sure future revenues. Following the example set by the Ilinois
Central in the 1850, the Burlington, the Northern Pacific, and
other lines sent agents to blanket northern Europe with alluring
propaganda. Other real estate interests sometimes organized simi-
lar campaigns. “The real estate owners,” said the head of a group
of speculators planning to advertise in Europe, “are the. parties
who make money out of inwmigrants immediately on their ar-
rivgl”? 13

Nearly everyone who had something to sell or something to
produce hoped to make money out of immigrants. Merchants
looked to immigration for a growing supply of customers, and or-
ganized in various localities to attract it. In the early eighties, the
Immigration Association of California, formed by members of the
San Francisco Board of Trade, established hundreds of contacts
with agents in Furope.** Mining enterprises from Pennsylvania to
the Rockies were chiefly dependent on foreign-born labor; manu-
facturing was only somewhar less so. By 1870 about one out of
every three employees in manufacturing and mechanical industries
was an immigrant—a proportion which remained constant until the
1920's.** New England factory owners actively recruited labor in
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French Canada, and others may have done the same in Europe.
Even in 1882, when immigration reached its highest point in the
nineteenth century, the Cowmnercial and Financial Chronicle
greeted it as a foundation for unparalleled business expansion.’®

The general public shared the businessman’s inclination to eval-
uate the newcomers in tangibly economic terms. There were elab-
orate calculations (how characteristic of the Gilded Age!) putting
a price tag on immigrants in order to fix their per capita contribu-
tion to national wealth. Statisticians of the United States Treasury
Department settled upon §8oo as the average monetary value of
an immigrant. Amateur mathematicians showed less restraint. One
valued immigrants at $1,000 apiece on the ground that each was
worth twice as much as an ante-bellum slave. Andrew Carnegie
raised the estimate to $1,500.* In a generation of exuberant ma-
terialism and expansive confidence, the figure of the immigrant
seemed truly touched with gold.

The federal government smiled on the transatlantic influx and
for a time toyed with schemes to assist it. The Republican party in
1868 and 1872 promised to continue to encourage immigration, as
it had done during the Civil War, but after the repeal of the con-
tract labor law in 1868 the customary laisses faire policy again pre-
vailed.’ In 1874 Congress nearly abandoned its traditional opposi-
tion to special privileges for immigrant groups when it appeared
that thousands of Mennonites might go to Canada instead of the
United States unless a great block of public lands was set aside for
them. Some Congressmen objected to offering any group “‘a sep-
arate right to compact themselves as an exclusive community,”
whereupon threc western states held out the enticement of ex-
emption from militia service. (Most of the Mennonites came.) **
Thus, in the end, official promotion of immigration was left to the
states.

The demand for immigrants was most widespread and intense
outside the densely populated states of the Northeast; in the West
and South, virtually every state appointed agents or boards of im-
migration to lure new settlers from overseas. Michigan began the
practice in 1845. By the end of the Civil War the northwestern
states were competing with each other for Europeans to people
their vacant lands and develop their economies. Then the South
joined in, hoping to divert part of the current in its direction in
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order to restore shattered commonwealths and replace emancipated
Negroes. In the 1860’ and 1870’s, at least twenty-five out of the
thirty-cight states took official action to promote immigration.
South Carolina, in its desperation, added the inducement of 2 five-
year tax exemption on all real estate bought by immigrants.?®
Although economic incentives obviously fired the national lust
for population, they alone do not explain it. If opportunities for
immediate profit had formed a sufficient basis for a receptive’ atti-
tude toward foreign groups, the long, searing depression of 1873-

1877 would surely have killed such sympathies and desires. Ac-

tually, the campaign to stimulate European immigration slackened
during the depression without by any means dying out. Hard times
contributed powerfully to an exclusionist movement against the
Chinese but did not substantially affect the status of the Euro-
pean. Two other conditions sustained the reign of confidence
when the economy sagged. Of utmost significance was the sur-
vival in public opinion of a general, undaunted indifference to
America’s accumulating social problems. This complacent mood
contrasted sharply with the spirit of ferment, unrest, and reform
in the Know-Nothing era. Then the slavery crisis had brought to
a head a multitude of discontents and dissatisfactions with the status
quo. Reformers balked in their purposes had turned upon Catholics
and foreigners as the “real” obstacles to progress; frightened con-
servatives had found in alien influence the “true” explanation of
social discord.” Now, however, there was no domestic cleavage
deep ‘enough to produce comparable anxieties and no nation-wide
agitation to awaken the sleeping conscience of society. Untroubled
by doubts of the success of their own institutions, Americans saw
little reason to fear the influence of foreigners upon them. Confi-
dence in the country’s economic vitality extended, by and large, to
its whole social order.

Certainly there was much in American life to justify uneasiness:
corruption, peculation, undisciplined wealth, rural blight, and ur-
ban squalor on perhaps an unprecedented scale. But the only or-
ganized, sustained protest—that of farmers in conflict with the rail-
roads—failed to shake the general public or to touch on problems
related to immigration. This was a day when complacency ruled
college and pulpit, when labor remained largely unorganized and
politicians largely undisturbed. An occasional exception may help
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to prove the rule. At the end of the 1860’s, the extortions of the
Tweed Ring in New York City, supported to a considerable de-
gree by Irish votes, aroused an outraged middle-class opposition.
In the process, leading civic reformers struck a good many nativis-
tic blows at “the rule of the uncultivated Irish Catholics.” For a
time the crusading cartoonist, Thomas Nast, flayed the Catholic
Church, the Irish, and Tweed with equal fury.® After the Boss's
ouster, however, reform subsided. It was sporadic throughout the
period, and in general New Yorkers seemed to accept the increas-
ing power of the Irish in municipal politics with apathy.®

If indifference to domestic problems saved the foreign-born from
some lines of attack, indifference to international problems saved
them from others. Conflict between nations is, of course, a fruitful
source of nativism when an internal minority is somehow con-
nected with the hostile power. The first great wave of Ameri-
can nativism, in 1798, grew in large measure out of the internali-
zation of an undeclared war with France; for much of the immi-
grant population on that occasion appeared pro-French.

In the period after the Civil War, however, the United States
probably felt more secure from interference by European powers
than it did at any other time. Isolation was a fact more than a
theory. “Surrounded as we are, by two mighty oceans,” said an
ardent nationalist, “our Republic can never fall, as others have,
by a foreign foe.” * Comforted by knowledge of its military se-
curity, the country tolerated Irish Fenian activities which would
certainly have provoked a good deal of tension in other contexts.
With impunity, Americans indulged their own Anglophobia and
allowed Irish-Americans to do the same in more violent ways. For
five years the Fenians, without arousing significant resentment, at-
tacked Canada from American territory, organized revolts in Ire-
land, and tried to incite war with Britain.?® Untroubled by danger-
ous adversaries abroad, the United States conld work out its own
group relations in isolated safety.

Cosmopolitan Traditions

‘There was nothing new about the positive response of postwar
America to Furopean-born minorities. The conditions of the period
—economic opportunity, social stability, and international security
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—did not create but merely sustained and perpetuated a set of

broadly tolerant attitudes. Over the centuries, America had devel- -

oped a fluid, variegated culture by incorporating alien peoples into
its midst, and the experience had fixed in American thought a faith
in the nation’s capacity for assimilation. This faith, carrying with
it a sense of the foreigner's essential identification with American
life, expressed itself in a type of nationalism that had long offset
and outweighed the defensive spirit of nativism. A cosmopolitan
and democratic ideal of nationality made assimilation plausible to
Americans, and the immediate situation made it possible.

“E pluribus unum” expressed the essence of America’s cosmo-
politan faith—a conviction that this new land would bring unity
out of diversity as a matter of course. Intellectually, this conviction
was rooted in Christian and democratic values. Along with the
parochialisms, the fanaticisms, and the xenophobias that Christian-
ity has nourished, it has had another, perhaps more important, side.
The ancient Christian doctrine of the brotherhood of man pro-
claimed the ultimate similarities between all peoples and their ca-
pacity for dwelling together in unity. The democratic values en-
shrined in the Declaration of Independence postulated an equal
opportunity for all to share in the fullness of American life. Both
Christian universalism and democratic equalitarianism had with-
stood the nativist ferment of the ante-bellum period. Both had vi-
talized George W. Julian's fiery condemnation: “Know Nothing-
ism . . . tramples down the doctrine of human brotherhood. It
judges men by the accidents of their condition, instead of striving
to find 2 common lot for all, with a common access to the blessings
of life.” 2

The twin ideals of 2 common humariity and of equal rights con-
tinued in the 1870s and 1880’s to foster faith in assimilation. Tem-
porarily the tasks of postwar reconstruction even widened assimila-
tionist ideals; for the Radical Republicans’ effort to redeem the
southern Negro, to draw him within the pale of the state, and to
weld the two races into a homogeneous nationality discouraged
emphasis on basic human differences. To James Russell Lowell, for
example, just and .equal treatment of black men meant simply an
enlargement of the Christian mission which the United States had
long performed in bringing together the peoples of all nations in
a common manhood. And Elisha Mulford, philosopher of Recon-
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struction, argued that the nation “is inclusive of the whole people.
. + . There is no difference of wealth, or race, or physical condi-
tion, that can be made the ground of exclusion from it,” #

Out of such assumptions, Americans fashioned an image of them-
selves as an inclusive nationality, at once diverse and homogeneous,
ever improving as it assimilated many types of men into a unified,
superior people. According to this long and widely respected view,
the Americans derived some of their very distinctiveness as a na-
tionality from the process of amalgamation. “We are the Romans
of the modern world,” boasted Oliver Wendell Holmes, “the great
assimilating people.” * The boast went back at least to the Revo-
lutionary period, when the founders of the American nation needed
to distinguish their own national character from that of the mother
country. ‘The French observer Crévecoeur phrased the classic defi-
nition: the American is a “new man,” risen our of a blend of a
half-dozen lesser peoples. No exclusive group could possibly com-
bine the many excellences which America received from its varied
origins.

In short, American nationality was emerging from a melting pot
that functioned automatically. Few in the nineteenth century used
the metaphor, but many shared the idea. De Witt Clinton, Ralph
Waldo Emerson, and Walt Whitman all glorified the fusion,
through immigration, of a mixed and still developing people. Her-
man Melville gave this cosmopolitan belief its noblest expression:

.“We are the heirs of all time, and with all nations we divide our
inheritance. On this Western Hemisphere all tribes and peoples are
forming into one federated whole; and there is a future which shall
see the estranged children of Adam restored as to the old hearth-
stone in [an American] Eden. . . . The seed is sown, and the har-
vest must come.”

By mid-century, the concept. of a mixed, assimilating nationality
acquired a vaguely “racial” import: a mixed race has physical and
moral qualities superior to one inbred, and in the United States the
best intermingling has occurred. Thereafter, a host of intellectuals
endorsed the nationally invigorating results of racial mixture. The
most popular preacher of the day, Henry Ward Beecher, consid-
cred the cultural and religious peculiarities of the immigrants in-
convenient but also inconsequential in comparison with their en-
richment of American blood.®
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Support came also from new philosophical and scientific en-
thusiasms. English scientists, including Darwin himself, offered a
compelling explanation for the success of the American melting
pot, maintaining that migration functions as a process of natural
selection, bringing the most energetic men from all parts of Eu-
rope to the New World. Herbert Spencer, the great philosopher
of evolution, provided direct confirmation. In a celebrated inter-
view in 1882 he predicted from “biological truths” that immigra-
tion and intermixture would produce here a finer, more adaptable
type of man than the world had yet known.*

Spencer’s principal opponent, William T. Harris, reasoned from
cultural rather than naturalistic grounds to the same conclusion.
Hegelian dialectic led him to believe that a new synthesis of na-
tionalities was forming in America, with universal toleration and
sympathies. The process, he thought, was farthest advanced in the
most cosmopolitan region, the Mississippi Valley. Ultimately,
Frederick Jackson Turner’s frontier hypothesis would restate the
notion in physiographical terms: “In the crucible of the frontier
the immigrants were Americanized, liberated, and fused into a
mixed race, English in neither nationality nor characteristics.” **
In one way or another, the age of confidence resounded with as-
sertions that America’s “cosmopolitan character in the future is
assured, [and] the peaceful blending of many nationalities has re-
sulted in the ‘survival of the fittest.” ” *

Together with this ideal of nationality, the Améericans embraced
2 similarly cosmopolitan interpretation of their national mission.
One doctrine complemented the other. Patriots who rejoiced in
the strength of a universal heritage expected their nation to per-
form a universal service. Like the theory of nationality, the con-
cept of a national mission fused Christian with democratic values
in the heat of the American Revolution. In revoldng from British
authority, the colonists looked upon their bid for freedom as serv-
ice to a world-wide cause. They were realizing—so they thought—
the free, rational life of which Europe dreamed but which Europe
denied. To fulfill their cosmopolitan task it behooved thém to pro-
vide for others a haven from Europe’s oppressions. Thus Americans
could enlist in the cause of general human liberty without actively
intervening anywhere.

Tom Paine’s Conmmon Sense struck the keynote in urging a

r

THE AGE OF CONFIDENCE 23

declaration of independence. Not England, but all of Europe is
America’s parent, he said, for the New World has sheltered free-
dom-l_oving refugees from many countries. Sirice oppression is tri-
umphing elsewhere, America must prepare an asylum for man-
land.** Thereafter, the idea of America’s mission to provide a
home for the oppressed became a cliché and an incantation. Like
the.theory of mixed nationality, it affirtned the superiority of the
United States over Europe and the patriotic significance of a lib-
eral immigration policy.

During the third quarter of the nineteenth century American
sympathies for European revolutionists perceptibly diminished, but
the theme of refuge from oppression still had a general appeal. An
English visitor in 1866, gazing on New Yorl’s rickety immigrant
d.epot, commented, “Every true republican has in his heart the no-
tion that his country is pointed out by God as a refuge for the
d.istressed of all the nations.” Even the struggling xenophobic so-
ciety, the United American Mechanics, felt compelled to acknowl-
edge that it did not “forget that our land should be an asylum for
Fhe oppressed.” Nor did the business interests that profited from
immigtation fail to refer to America’s role in succoring the op-
pressed.*® e

But it was among the victims of oppression that the dream of an
American refuge struck real fire. Significantly, a Jewish-American
poet aroused by Russian pogroms to a consciousness of America’s
mission put the asylum theory more eloquently than anyone else,
When Emma Lazarus wrote in aid of a fund-raising campaign for
Fhe Statue of Liberty, the old ideal flashed through the condescend-
ing humanitarianism of her phrases:

Give me your tired, your poor,
Your huddled masses yearsiing to breathe free,
The wretched refuse of your teeming shore,
Send these, the homeless, tempest-tost to me,
1lift my lamp beside the golden door! 2¢

The Etbnocentric Residue

Yet the condescension was there too, along with the cosmopoli-
tanism. Emma Lazarus’ image of the immigrants as “tempest-tost”
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and yearning to breathe free reflected one aspect of the spirit of

her age; her picture of them as wretched refuse mirrored another. -

And the two were not incompatible, They dwelt together m
poetry and in public opinion. From one point of view the immi-
grants symbolized the force of freedom pulling men through a
golden door. From another they locked poor and huddled and un-
artractive. The two judgments could coexist because they were qf
a very different order from one another. The former image—posi-
tive and attractive—referred to the immigrant’s impact on the na-
tion. In terms of his relation to national strength and survival, the
immigrant appeared a blessing rather than a danger. Thfe secox}d,
negative view referred to direct personal and social relations with
the immigrant. The distinction is crucially important. It rerpmds
us that unfavorable reactions to the personal and cultural traits of
European peoples are not in themselves nativistic, Tl-ley pecome
so only when integrated with a hostile and fearful na-tlonahsm.

In 1884, near the close of the period, a magazine writer made th.e
point very well and in doing so summed up both aspects c‘)‘f his
generation’s response to the immigrants. “No one,.” he said, “now
accuses any large or influential portion of the foreign element of a
set purpose to spread ideas subversive of our political Institutions.
Such tendencies and ideas as are most deprecated in the foreigners
of the United States relate to manners, to mere habits of life and
social practices.” * In other words, the prevailing conditions s_md
the dominant national ideals of the postwar era militated against
nativism without dislodging a sense of superiority. An eth'nocen-
trism that applied largely to “mere habits of lif.e,” that %'al:sed' no
question of the newcomer’s patriotism or his ultimate assumlan(.)n,
could survive side by side with a generally tolerant and receptive
outlook. ‘ _

Yet we cannot afford to ignore the simpler ethnocentric judg-
ments that persist beneath the ebb and flow of nativism. Although
those judgments often exist where nativism does not, they provide
the cultural subsoil in which it grows. And, to comphca.te matters
still more, we must recognize that the ethnocentric attitudes dis-
played toward different outside groups have their own great range
of intensity.

In the absence of other disturbing factors, Americans rated low-
est the nationalities most conspicuously remote in culture and race.

I
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No variety of anti-European sentiment has ever approached the
violent extremes to which anti-Chinese agitation went in the 1870
and 1880’s. Lynchings, boycotts, and mass expulsions still harassed
the Chinese after the federal government yielded to the clamor for
their exclusion in 1882. At a time when the Chinese question had
virtually disappeared as a political issue, a labor union could still
refer to that patient people as “more slavish and brutish than the
beasts that roam the fields, They are groveling worms.” * Ameri-
cans have never maintained that every European endangers Ameri-
can civilization; attacks have centered on the “scum” or “dregs”
of Europe, thereby allowing for at least some implicit exceptions.
But opponents of Oriental folk have tended to reject them one
and all.

At the opposite end of the cultural spectrum, as Americans saw
it, were the peoples of Britain and the Anglo-Canadians. These met
so ready an acceptance that contemporary observers scarcely - no-
ticed their coming. Despite 2 persistent American hostility toward
the English government and aristocracy, despite also the British
immigrants’ tendency to remain loyal subjects of the Queen, they
did not really seem foreigners at all. A sense of culrural identity ex-
empted them from Anglophobia, and even recurrent international
tensions between the two countries never disturbed the British im-
migrants’ status.*®

The Germans fared nearly but not quite so well. They insisted
belligerently on their right to amusements that shocked the cen-
sorious—to card-playing, to beer gardens, to Sunday frolics; and
when the temperance issue revived in the seventies the Chicago
Tribune thought enforcement of a Sunday-closing law necessary
to prevent “the German conquest” of the city. Then, too, the great
German quarters of midwestern cities, full of saloons, foreign sign-
boards, and German-language schools, seemed disturbingly self-
contained. On the other hand, the Germans had a reputation’ for
thrifcy, honest, industrious, and orderly living,* As for their recrea-
tional gusto, an increasingly urban world was pulling more and
more Americans in the same direction. Indeed, the German ex-
ample popularized beer-drinking and helped to relax America’s
Sunday habits. In testifying to easy assimilation, an observer re-
marked in 1883,” “The German notion that it is a good thing to
have a good time has found a lodgment in the American mind.” &
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Distrust of Irish and Jews went deeper. As the pillars of an alien
faith, the Irish attracted a good measure of any anti-Catholic senti-
ment that might be in the air; an Irishman’s loyalty to his priest
was too firm for anxious Protestants to rest easily. And along with
religious distrust went a social criticism. Americans pictured the
Irish as rowdy ne’er-do-wells, impulsive, quarrelsome, drunken,
and threadbare.*? Childhood conflicts gave these attitudes deep and
eatly roots in many minds, for middle-class boys growing up in
the American town of the late nineteenth century battled inces-
santly with roughneck Irish gangs from the other side of the tracks.
“No relations except combat,” Henry Seidel Canby recalls, “were
possible or thought of between our gangs and the ‘micks.’ .
They were still the alien, and had to be shown their place.” # If
this sense of social distance related partly to the unruly behavior
of the Irish, it also pertained to their lowly economic status. In
middle-class American eyes, the Irish were inferior not only be-
cause they were rowdies but also because they were poor. Impov-
erished Irish immigrants still squatted in tumble-down, one-room
shanties on the. fringes of the cities. Indignant property-owners in
the vicinity continually petitioned against this “low and squalid
class of people, who . . . keep . . . the surroundings in a filthy
and disgusting condition.”

The Irish stereotype, however, could not help but soften as
more and more Irishmen rose out of the ranks of unskilled labor
and merged in speech and manner with the older population. By
the early eighties, they were generally well regarded. It ‘was almost
a proverb to say that a good workman does as much as an Irish-
man; and even the harshest critics of the Irish looked forward
confidently to their assimilation.*

The Jews, on the other hand, lost in reputation as they gained
in social and economic status. Alone among European immigrant
groups, the Jews during this period met a distrust thf“f §pread
along with their increasing assimilation. The nativistic criticism of
Jewish loyalty that had risen during the Civil War vanished as
soon as the war ended, but in its place there emerged during the
1870’s a far more tenacious pattern of social discrimmation.

Smallest of the prominent Immigrant groups, American Jewry
was largely a by-product of immigration from Germany. At first,
native folk had difficulty in differentiating Jews from Germans,
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but with the dispersion of Jewish peddlers and shopkeepers
throughout the country, the European tradition of the Jew as Shy-
lock came to life. To a segment of American opinion, the Jews
seemed clothed in greed and deceit. It was this conception that
had exposed them to the charge of disloyal profiteering during the
war, Thereafter the persistent Shylock image acquired a significant
new dimension. It broadened during the Gilded Age into an in-
dictment of Jewish manners for vulgarity and ostentation. The
Jew, it now appeared, was not only mercenary and unscrupulous
but also clamorously self-assertive—a tasteless barbarian rudely el-
bowing into genteel company.*" In line with this impression, so-
ciety began to exclude Jews from areas of intimate social inter-
course, the most celebrated of the initial proscriptions being at
castern summer resorts. Despite public shock and indignation when
the leading hotel at Saratoga Springs refused to admit the eminenr
banker Joseph Seligman in 1877, many smaller establishments soon
adopted the same policy.

Friendly observers conceded a grain of truth in the new indict-
ment. By the 1870’s many German Jews were prospering might-
ily, and a fair share of them had risen to affluence too rapidly to
acquire the discipline of culture.* Equally pertinent, however, was
the pervasive vulgarity and the general social climbing that were
upsetting the stability and simplicity of American society on a
grand scale. In an age of parvenus the Jew provided a symbol of
the parvend spirit. Anti-Semitic discriminations subjected him to a
discipline that native Americans could not so easily impose on
themselves.

Despite their unusual social mobility, the Jews shared signifi-
cantly in 2 common immigrant experience. Like the Irish and Ger-
mans, they faced criticism applied to “mere habits of life.” No one
in the age of confidence denounced them as subversive or expressed
doubts of their ultimate assimilation. German bons vivants, Irish
roughnecks, and Jewish vulgarians might seem discomforting; but
the overriding assumptions of the immigrant’s economic value and
of the American’s mixed nationality held anxious speculation firmly
mn check. In short, there was no pressing sense of the foreigner as
a distinctively" #zational menace. That could develop only with a
loss of faith in the process of assimilation. In the postwar decades,
nationalism was complacent and cosmopolitan.
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The Nativist Heritage

Nevertheless, beneath the surface of the age of confidence, the
traditions of American nativism persisted. Instead of being liqui-
dated, anti-foreign fears were simply contained. In a partial and
stunted form each of the nativist themes maintained a peripheral
place in American thought. Each of them, in fact, found some new
or continuing area of sensitivity where it could fasten and feed,

After the Civil War religious forces never recovered the com-
manding influence which they had exerted throughout the culture
of earlier decades. The Protestant crusade against Rome never
again dominated nativist thought as completely as it had in mid-
century. But anti-Catholicism was far from dead, and in the 1870
it flared up in several northern states. In contrast to the Know-
Nothing movement, the much milder agitation of the seventies was
due primarily to Catholic demands for state aid. Although con-
flicts over public education had arisen between Catholic and non-
Catholic groups before the Civil War, the Church had not been
strong enough to press its traditional claims on 4 broad front. Now,
however, it comprised a majority or near-majority of the church-
going ’population in some cities. Also, it was probably emboldened
by the relaxed and tranquil state of public ‘opinion. About 1869,
therefore, Catholics in many parts of the Northeast and Midwest
opened a campaign to eliminate the Protestant tinge that Bible-
reading gave to the public schools, to secure for their own paro-
chial schools a share of the funds that the states were providing
for education, and to get for Catholic charitable institutions pub-
lic subsidies comparable to those traditionally awarded to Protes-
tant charities. At first, the pressure brought some success in each
respect; the Democratic administration in New York proved espe-
cially complaisant.*® But Protestants soon counterattacked, with the
result that separation of church and state actually increased.

The controversy spilled over into politics in the mid-seventies,
when the Republicans desperately needed a new issue to replace
their now discredited Reconstruction policies and to distract the
public from the scandals of the Grant régime. Running for gover-
nor of Ohio in 1875, Rutherford B. Hayes worked fiercely to
smear the Democrats as subservient to Catholic designs. President
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Grant struck a similar campaign note at a veterans’ reunion that
fall by hinting darkly that unless the public schools were kept
free from sectarian influence the nation might face a new civil war
between the forces of patriotism and intelligence on the one side
and superstition and ignorance on the other.® One Democratic
Senator wryly commented that the Republican matadors were
looking for another beast to slay now that Jeff Davis and the
“bloody shirt” were losing their popular appeal. “The Pope, the
old Pope of Rome, is to be the great bull that we are all to at-
tack.” ¥

In a few areas, notably New Jersey and Ohio, the Republicans
reaped some advantage from the religious question in the 1875
elections, but the attempt to inflate it into 2 major national issue
failed miserably. Grant’s annual message to Congress in December
stressed the importance of a constitutional amendment forbidding
the appropriation of public funds for denominational schools. The
public received the idea with considerable apathy, however, and
the Democratic House of Representatives moved to take the parti-
san sting out of it by passing a watered-down version almost unani-
mously.” During the election of 1876 occasional Republican
charges that the “Romish Church” was using the Democratic party
to overthrow the American public school system made little im-
pression. By then Catholic leaders had recognized the dangers of
a militant course and had desisted from it."

Inevitably 2 measure of Protestant nationalism accompanied this
anti-Catholic revival. Attacks on the Catholic Charch as a foreign
despotism reappeared; the suspicion circulated that the priests were
trying to subordinate the United States to Rome; there was even
some murmuring over immigration. But by and large the contro-
versy swirled around concrete institutional issues, involving rela-
tively little talk of a papal conspiracy to subvert the nation. Above
all, anti-Catholics dealt gently with the immigrants. Blame fell in-
stead on the clergy. One foe of Rome contended that the Irish
would assimilate if the priests did not keep them separate, Another
thought that the priesthood drove the Irish into reluctant hostility
to public education. Another acknowledged the innocence of

‘Catholic Iaymen and held the hierarchy alone disloyal. The anti-

Romanist editor of Harper’s Weekly praised America’s role as a
refuge for the oppressed and its ability to assimilate all comers.*




30 THE AGE OF CONFIDENCE

The mild temper of Protestant nativism in the seventies is best
evidenced by the new secret society that it produced. The Order
of the American Union took form in New York City about 1870,
modeled after the prewar Know-Nothings. Unlike the latter, how-
ever, it admitted all Protestants, native and foreign-born, to mem-
bership and confined its agitation to anticlerical issues; -it called on
the American people “of all nationalities” to unite against the po-
litical activities of the Catholic Church. The O.A.U. reached a
peak in 1875 with abour forty councils in New York, 2 score in
Ohio, and a scattered following elsewhere. In spite of high hopes,
it had little success in influencing elections, and in 1878, while
Edwin Cowles, editor of the Cleveland Leader, was president of
the order, an exposé published in the New York Herald caused its
rapid disintegration.®®

Another set of events in the 1870’s, quite different from those
on which anti-Catholicism rested, lent some slight encouragement
to the anti-radical tradition. Like the fear of popery, the fear of
imported discontent barely scratched the armor of national confi-
dence; yer it was in this period that anti-radical nativism assumed
a distinctively modern aspect. Because Marxism and allied social-
revolutionary doctrines were taking hold among European work-
ingmen, revolution was acquiring a new significance. Henceforth
it would mean, for the most part, not the replacement of monarchy
by liberal democracy, but rather the uprising of the working class
against capitalism. Americans cast dark glances across the A'tlar'luc
at the Paris Commune of 1871, and a few observers saw in it a
portent of future convulsions berween labor and capital.® I—_Iere and
there some conservatives were beginning to associate working-class
aspirations with revolutionary violence. Since revolutionary doc-
trines and organizers, although pathetically weak3 came almost en-
tirely from Europe, the old conjunction of immigration and radi-
calism could assume a new scope and aspect. Class conflict could
appear an un-American product of foreign agitatorg.".’

The Paris Commune sowed one seed of this suspicion. Another
was planted with the formation in the 1870’ -of t.he first so_cialist
party in America, 2 largely immigrant orgamzatlon._The indus-
trial violence of the Molly Maguires in the Pennsylvania f:oal fields
left a third. But the concept of a labor revolution instigated by
foreigners really crystallized during the sudden, wild fury of the
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railroad strikes of 1877. Goaded by repeated wage cuts, railroad
workers and others battded with state militia, pillaged trains, and
rioted from Baltimore to San Francisco. This outburst of unor-
ganized, undirected misery was a new phenomenon in America.
To frightened nativists, the light of flaming boxcars revealed the
hand of the foreign “communist.” Panic-stricken over the safety of
his family, John Hay cowered at home and believed the govern-
ment utterly helpless in the face of a rebellion of foreign work-
ingmen. The New York Herald asserted that foreign demagogues
“have imported ideas and sentiments which have repeatedly del-
uged France in blood. . . . The railroad riots . . . were insti-
gated by men incapable of understanding our ideas and principles.”
Congressman James A. Garfield assured his constituents that trou-
ble between capital and labor stemmed from foreign radicalism."

In California, Garfield’s point scemed particularly evident. There
the unrest of 1877 produced the Workingmen’s party, led by a
demagogue of Irish birth, Denis Kearney, who raved against both
the rich and the Chinese. The radical agitation of anti-Chinese
immigrants inspired an anti-radical, anti-European reaction among
old-stock conservatives, Frank Pixley, a former Know-Nothing
now closely associated with Leland Stanford of the Southern Pa-
cific Railroad, sparked the new xenophobia. Pixley’s weekly jour-
nal, the Argonaut, sympathized mildly with the anti-Chinese senti-
ment among the working people of San Francisco until Kearney’s
wild threats filled the air. Then the Argonaus forgot the Chinese
and turned on the labor movement as a foreign insurrection. Let us
prepare, Pixley thundered, to meet these aliens “with ball and bay-
onet.” Thenceforth the paper was furiously and inveterately anti-
foreign.*®

As in the case of anti-Catholicism, however, much anti-radical
sentiment in the age of confidence lacked nativistic significance.
Conservatives often linked radical ideas with a discontented lower
class without invoking foreign influence.®® More important, hardly
anyone scriously believed that insurrectionary immigrants could
endanger American institutions. Except in moments of panic such
as Hay experienced, the peril of revolution seemed too novel to be

‘genuinely credible. The Nation probably expressed a common

conservative judgment on the railroad strikes: “The kindest thing
which can-be done for the great multitudes of untaught men who
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have been received on these shores, and are daily arriving, and who
are torn perhaps even more here than in Europe by wild desires
and wilder dreams, is to show them promptly that society as here
organized, on individual freedom of thought and action, is impreg-
nable, and can be no more shaken than the order of nature.” ®* All
in all, the thunderclap of 1877 passed too quickly to damage
America’s faith in its “impregnable” society. But the events could
not be forgotten, and it was by no means certain that confidence
would survive serenely another such upheaval.

If confidence inhibited the established nativist traditions, it posi-
tively suffused the Anglo-Saxon cult. This too found new sources
of support in postwar America, yet it failed completely to register
a nativistic impact.

With the decline of expansionist sentiment on the eve of the
Civil War, the Anglo-Saxon doctrine lost its popular vogue, but it
retained 2 hold on the cultivated classes. Among them it won in-
creasing intellectual prestige in the seventies and eighties. Un-
doubtedly the most important reason for the trend lay in the pride
of ancestry stimulated by the chaotic social climbing of the Gilded
Age. At a time when parvenus were managing practical affairs and
clamoring for admission to the choicest circles, there was compen-
sation and a measure of status in associating one’s personal lineage
with the original fount of national greatness. Thus Anglo-Saxonism
became a kind of patrician nationalism. As such it synchronized
with the enormous influence which English ideas, English litera-
ture, and English social standards were securing among the Amer-
ican elite, England’s “scientific” historians offered fresh documen-
tation for the racial doctrine, with support for the Teutonic version
from German sources; English lecturers campaigned personally;
even the English religious cult of Anglo-Israel carried across the
Atlantic the doctrine that the Anglo-Saxons were God’s chosen
people.®* These Anglophile currents affected particularly the
Brahmin gentry of New England, and New Englanders did much
to spread them elsewhere in the country.*®

Also, in a general way, the rise of Darwinism in the post-Civil
War period helped to encourage interest in hereditary and there-
fore in racial determinants. As early as 1873 a clergyman described
the “American race” as “a sprout of the Anglo-Saxon stock, which,
all fresh and vigorous, asserts its Darwinian right to exist.” * All
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of these factors—the quest for ancestors, the influence of English
culture, and the impact of the theory of biological evolution—
came to focus in John Fiske. This magnetic publicist of ideas was
enormously proud of the New Englander’s ancestry and believed
himself 2 lineal descendant of King Alfred. He browsed in English
churchyards and drank deeply from England’s leading Teutonist,
E. A. Freeman. When Fiske shifted in the 1880’s from popularizing
Darwinian science to popularizing American history, he was well
prepared to celebrate the glories of the English race in the New
World.®

Still the Anglo-Saxonists were pro rather than con. During the
age of confidence almost no race-thinker directly challenged a tol-
erant and eclectic attitude toward other European groups. Instead,
Anglo-Saxon and cosmopolitan nationalisms merged in a happy be-
lief that the Anglo-Saxon has a marvelous capacity for assimilating
kindred races, absorbing their valuable qualities, yet remaining
basically unchanged. John Fiske, for example, acclaimed the Amer-
ican for quickly assimilating other European strains while remain-
ing thoroughly English. If doubts arose of how this paradox could
come about, the answer lay in the mixed character of England’s
early population: European immigration was simply recombining
in the United States the strains whigh had earlier blended in Eng-
lish blood.® In short, American race-thinkers harmonized their cul-
tural bias with their traditional ideal of nationality. They retained
confidence in assimilation, and in their outlook a certain cosmopoli-
tan flavor remained.

The easy juggling of race concepts, which kept parochial and
cosmopolitan ideas revolving in a single orbit, depended partly
on the whole structure of national confidence and partly on the
continuing vagueness of the race-idea. Whatever palpitations one
might feel about a foreigner’s political or religious loyalties, the
notion that European immigrants might endanger the great inborn
spirit of the nation strained crgdibility. The age was too optimistic
to entertain such a fear, and the immigrants’ own lineage seemed
too closely connected with the great Gothic family to inspire
alarm.

Anglo-Saxon nationalism, then, posed even less of an obstacle
to the postwar mood of confidence than did the explicitly nativist
themes. At least, anti-Catholicism had a flurry in the seventies, and
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anti-radical nativism promised to be increas.ingly pertinjent to 2n in-
dustrial society. All three traditions of nanonal. ?xcluswe.ness were
tenacious and adaptable. But under the copdltl?l?s of increasing
familiarity with the principal irnmigran:c nanom'lhtles, z_cal for ma-
terial progress, and indifference to social and mternatlon"al }’)rob-
lems, none of the nativist tradirions could blunt the nation’s as-
similationist and cosmopolitan creed.

Al

Ty e

Chapitor Thres
Crisis 1n the Eighties

The times are strangely out of joint. . . . Capital piles on
capital, in combination reaching alpine heights. . . . The
rich grow richer, and the poor become poorer; the nation
trembles under the tread of discontented thousands; strikes
are the order of the day.

—Speech in Kentucky legislature, 1890

.+ . the old cry in favor of unrestricted immigration has
almost enti.rely ceased.

—Franklin B. Sanborn, 1887

In 1882 a writer in the Atlantic Monthly predicted in ominous
tones the coming of a great struggle for the preservation of the
American social and economic order. During the course .of various
reflections on urban poverty and industrial discontent the author
turned aside at one or two points to assail the European Immigrant
with a bluntness and sweep perhaps unknown in a general maga-
zine for a generation. What was significant was not so much the
vague substance of the attack as the conclusion which it supported

and to which the whole article pointed: “Our era . . . of happy
immunity from those social diseases which are the danger and the
humiliation of Furope is passing away . . . every year brings the

conditions of American labor into closer likeness to those of the

Old World. An American speties of socialism is inevitable,” *
Few observers in 1882 took so gloomy a view of the American

futare or of the place of the immigrant in it. Except for the Civil

‘War crisis—nov_v largely liquidated—the country had suffered no

fundamental schism in all of the nineteenth century. It could look

back upon an otherwise uninterrupted process of economic devel-
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opment, westward expansion, and institutional crystallization.
Surely only the most fretful of skeptics could doubt the uniquencss
and fixity of the nation’s destiny. Above all, n:.meteenth century
Americans had grown accustomed to congratulating themselves for
having a society without basic cleavages. In contrast to Europe,
with its more rigid division of class_es, its more deep_ly entrenched
inequalities, and its pent-up dissat;sfacn?‘ns, America seemed to
have dissolved the external restraints on ‘individual achievement.
It was an article of faith that this land of opportunity had leveled
all the barriers to individual mobility; and the corollary that a
completely free society was an unshakable one appeared hardly
less certain. Sheathed in the conviction, public comPlacen.cy rode
out the troubles of the 1870’s. But on a few sensitive mm.ds t'he
stresses of the decade left unhealed scars, and by the early eighties
voices of doubt were beginning to be heard. Were classes congeal-
ing, and did this sharpening alignment porten_d a relapse into the
internal strife of Europe? Were Americ_an horizons really and per-
manently open, or were they contracting? Some who wondered
took the first long, hard, new look at the immigrants.

Social Chasms and Anxious Reformers

Although the bustling American scene in the early eighties wore
a generally tranquil air, indications abounded that the issues thrust
forward in the previous decade had not vanished in the first flush
of renewed prosperity. The sodden wretcheqx}ess of the slums set-
tled more deeply into the heart of great cities every year. The
grip of vice and lawlessness on chaotic municipal governments kept
the growing urban problem as far as ever from solution, until at
last a régime of crime in Cincinnati goaded the populace to thr.ee
terrible days of fire and riot in 1884. (“'I;hf': dangerous t.ende,r’u:les
of the population in large cities must be distinctly recogmzed, the
shocked New York Tribune editorialized.?) Meanwhile a relent-
lessly advancing factory system cut off more and more employees
from direct relations with their employers. In reaction, the i.irst
mass movement of American workingmen was in the making.
Skilled and unskilled workers alike flocked to the mushrf)ommg
Knights of Labor, which cast off its early cloak of secrecy in 1881
and started to climb to national significance, This to many was
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the most startling portent of all, for the Knights’ gusty enthusiasm
spilled into a dozen reformist proposals, while Master Workman
Terence Powderley thundered vague preachments on abolishing
the “wage system.”

At the other end of the scale, power and arrogance accumulated
no less swiftly. Business combinations sprouted on all sides, man
of them pressing toward monopoly. Henry Demarest Lloyd’s pio-
neering exposé of the Standard Ojl Company in 188: supplied a
dramatically documented illustration of a trend which was becom-
ing increasingly hard to ignore. Many of the new tycoons did
nothing to disguise it. This was the uninhibited period when Wil-
liam Vanderbilt rapped out his famous “The public be damned,”
when the United States Senate became known as a millionaire’s
club, when another business leader is supposed to have said that
the rich own America and intend to keep it. With something of
the same spirit the money-kings thrust upward in the social world,
flaunting unheard-of riches with a fine abandon, A public which
followed in the daily newspapers the doings of syndicates and rings
and trusts was beginning to read in the comic magazines of Mrs.
Astor’s gilded balls and of Ward McAllister’s pretentious attempts
to define the “Four Hundred.” These yawning social and eco-
nomic contrasts became more evident sull when the economy slid
downhill in 1883, 1884, and 1885, Corporations cut wages savagely,
sometimes as much as zo per cent; unemployment mounted to a
million or more; and though the slump was less severe than that
of the seventies, poverty stared with fiercer eyes on wealth un-
shaken and untamed.®

A parallel crisis impended in the rural West and South, It did
not affect the immigrant’s status as obviously or as directly as the
urban cleavage did, but indirectly the farmers’ anxieties heightened
every tension in the cities. Ever since the Civil War the old sense
of equality and opportunity had been slipping from the farmers’
grasp. Monopoly touched the rural producer first and touched him
hardest. Declining farm prices ¥nd rising debts made the middle-
man’s grip all the more onerous, while the processes which piled up
wealth in the cities ate away at the prestige of rural life,

Although good weather and good times hushed the farmers’ com-
plaints in the early eighties, urban America was not unaware that
the countryside no longer promised a living to anyone willing to
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work for it. Geographic as well as economic facts compelled at-
tention in this regard. Homesteaders in the early eighties were
swarming into the last great area of unsettled grasslands in the
United States, peopling western Kansas and Nebraska, overrunning
the Dakotas, and colliding with cattlemen on the high plains of
Montana, Wyoming, and Colorado. Despite the vast self-assurance
with which the decade opened, those few who wondered about the
hardening of class lines sometimes pondered also the shrinking
promise of the frontier. In American thogght an ingenuous faith
in the open road westward had long supported belief in an open
road upward. The eighties- cast a shadow over both ideas at the
same time. A new sense of “closed space” compounded the emerg-
ing fears of a closed society. As early as 1881 a letter writer in the
New York Tribune averred that the next generation would find
America’s resources and opportunities all parceled out. “The na-
tion,” he wrote, “has reached a point in its growth where its policy
should be to preserve its heritage for coming generations, not to
donate it to all the strangers we can induce to come among us.” *

During the first half of the decade only a handful of Cassandras
took so troubled a view of the American future that their concep-
tion of the immigrants soured. Wherever an optimistic indifference
toward social problems prevailed, the tradition persisted of the im-
migrant as an-economic blessing easily assimilated into America’s
mixed nationality. On the whole, therefore, reformers and hu-
manitarians discovered an immigration problem somewhat sooner
than did conservative spokesmen. The latter had a vested interest
in complacency; the former faced the crisis of the cighties early
and with alarm.

One important effect of the crisis, in fact, was to awaken a torpid
social conscience and to call forth a new body of middle-class re-
form opinion. Tugging in a dozen diﬁ’qrent directions at once,
often intellectually vague and usually ineffective in practice, the
reformers inaugurated a many-pronged criticism of the urban, in-
dustrial scene. Whatever the specific ills that canght their eye, the
more anxious reform thinkers came back time and again to the
great issue: the polarization of American society. They believed
passionately inthe traditional ideal of a fluid, homogeneous cul-
ture; yet they saw it threatened everywhere. Most of them, urban-
ites themselves, located the heart of the trouble in the recklessly
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expanding cities. And there, in teeming concentration, were the
immigrants, linked in one way or another to every festering prob-
lem. It was not difficult for this early generation of urbanized re-
formers—full of dark forebodings and ill-experienced in realistic
social analysis—to fix upon the immigrants as a major source of
current disorders. Nor was it entirely unreasonable for men who
feared a decline of opportunity and mobility to lose confidence in
the process of assimilation. In discovering an immigration problem,
the social critics of the eighties might not indulge in the character-
istically nativist assault on the newcomer as a foreign enemy of the
American way of life; they might not speak in the accents of na-
tionalism. But they raised the question of assimilation in a broadly
significant way by connecting it with the central issues of the day.
They gave intellectual respectability to anti-immigrant feelings.
A restless Congregational clergyman sounded the grear opening
blast. Josiah Strong stood in the vanguard of the small company of
religions thinkers who were bringing an ethical, evangelical im-
perative to the pattern of reform. Among the pioneering appeals
to a new Christian conscience, Strong’s Our Country was the most
apocalyptic. Published in 1885, this tremendously popular appeal
for support of home missions radiated a sense of imminent crisis.
It proclaimed great dangers focalizing in the cities, to religion, to
morality, to politics. Above all it pointed to the danger of class
strife and predicted eventually an open struggle between selfish
rich and degraded poor. All these perils, Strong believed, were en-
hanced by immigration. He cast his anti-foreign complaints in a
traditional mold, accusing the immigrants of crime and immorality,
of corrupting municipal government, of furnishing recruits for
Catholicism and socialism. But what made the words urgent and
significant was a conviction that in each of these respects the for-
eign influx was hastening the onset of a terrible upheaval in Amer-
ican society. Although he neither hated immigrants as such nor
preached the complete failure of assimilation, he delivered the first
sweeping indictment of immigrant influence since the 1850.?
The next year, in a series of lectures that attracted a good deal
of attention, another clergyman”stated Strong’s fears more ex-
plicitly. In the cities, said Samuel Loomis, men have become di-
vided into two widely separated classes. On one side of the gulf
are the business and professional people, mostly native-born and
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Protestant. On the other is the working class, nearly all of it for-
eign in background, much of it Catholic, and the rest convinced
that Protestantism serves only the well-to-do.?

It remained for a newspaper reporter to demonstrate at the end
of the decade the appalling width of the chasm. Jacob Riis’s How
the Othber Half Lives (the title itself was significant) dramatized
as nothing else did the full degradation and misery of immigrant
lives in the slums. The conditions Riis described were not new,
but his reaction to them was part of the new “Social Gospel.”
Passionately, he warned that only a Christian sense of justice could
stop the dreadful wedge that greed was driving between the tene-
ment dwellers and the upper classes. Since the slums and the for-
eign quarters coincided, Riis treated them as synonymous. In ex-
posing the slums he was revealing the disorganization and squalor
of their foreign residents. Although he generally wrote of the im-
migrants with sympathetic warmth and blamed “the evil they
breed” on the conditions surrounding them, his book aroused anti-
foreign as well as anti-tenement attitudes.’

Other voices spoke from the colleges and universities. A new
generation of economists, trained in the nationalist presumptions
of German economics at such places as Halle and Heidelberg, was
unseating the academic champions of laissez faire. More than many
reform thinkers of the day, leading economists of the “historical
school” believed in big government and in organized labor as in-
struments for promoting human welfare. Sympathizing with labor’s
aspirations, they contended particularly that immigrant competi-
tors were undermining the workingman’s standard of living. And
as proponents of governmental intervention, the economists were
pioneering advocates of immigration restriction: it offered a rela-
tively easy and painless way of invoking national authority to com-
bat corruption, squalor, and injustice.

Beneath these special emphases, the academic reformers shared
the ethical zeal and the fears of social disifitegration that motivated
their Social Gospel allies. Richard T. Ely’s first books called upon
a collective, Christian ethic to prevent an impending war berween
capital and Jabor. His German-trained friend, Edmund ]. James,
warned as early as 1883 that forcign elements were disturbing the

homogeneity on which free government must rest.® Ely’s student,
Edward W. Bemis, published 2 brilliant article in a religious jour-
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nal on the need for sharp restriction of immigration, while another
of the same group, Richmond Mayo-Smith, wrote the first schol-
arly book on the subject. Emigration and Inmigration throughout
showed Mayo-Smith’s concern with national homogeneity and the
discord threatening it. At a time when social and economic prob-
lems are pressing acutely upon us, is immigration, he asked, en-
dangering America’s free, self-reliant, orderly culture, the unique
economic well-being of its working people, and the prestige of in-
dustrial pursuits? His answer, though measured and good-tem-
pered, was emphatically yes. Meanwhile, in 1888, the American
Fconomic Association, which these men founded, offered a prize
of §150 for the best essay on “The Evil Effects of Unrestricted
Immigratien.” * .

A similar outlook permeated many of the separate, middle-class
reform movements that were fixing on particular social problems.
Taking a new lease on life, crusaders for temperance and for
women’s rights assailed the immigrant’s subversive, European at-
titudes on these questions. “Every reformatory movement of the
day,” declared a prohibitionist, “finds here its most persistent and
indefatigible foe.” ** None agreed more loudly than the apostles
of clean city government. The immigrants’ votes did in fact go
chiefly to the bosses, and during the Tweed régime civic reformers
had already vented their wrath on both. In the mid-eighties, as the
movement to redeem the cities became an organized crusade capable
of more than fitful protest, it displayed an unabashed nativism.
George W. Curtis, a veteran of Tweed days, talked about the lack
of patriotism in “the ignorant, Jawless, idle and dangerous over-
flow of all other countries.” New York’s reform mayor, Abram
S, Hewitt, although elected by Tammany, launched into point-
blank attacks on the immigrant menace, ultimately picking a cele-
brated quarrel with his Irish Board of Aldermen over the propriety
of flying the shamrock flag at City Hall on St Patrick’s Day.
«America should be governed by Americans,” he told the irate
city fathers in 1888, and his supporters demanded that those who

prefer another flag should go back where they came from.!*
‘While all of these overlapping agitations centered on the stresses
/n urban America, another emerging reform group put the immi-
gration issde in a rural context also. Opponents of land monopoly
were quick to sense a relation between contracting horizons in the
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West and unchecked immigration. Alarm over corporate exploita-
tion of the public domain and an accompanying growth .of ten-
ancy was just beginning in the 1880’s. Protests arose hand in hand
with a new consciousness that the supply of good vacant land
was dwindling, that it might soon give out. Once- gone, where
would the United States find room for its immigrant-inflated popu-
lation? Henry George, the greatest of all of the land reform'ers
and one of the first Americans to rage at the country’s reversion
toward European conditions, connected the cl.osing of the safety
valve of western land with the danger of immigration, as early as
1883. “What,” he queried, “in a few years more, are we to do for
a dumping-ground? Will it make our difficulty the less that our
human garbage can vote?” ** Like George, ]os_mh Strong predicted
that when the public lands were gone, the immigrants WO}lld. crow.d
the cities more and more, and the next year, 1886, a special nvesti-
gator for the staid North American Review annov.}nced that the evil
day had arrived: at a time of growing impﬁgranon an_d land mo-
nopoly, “the public domain of the United States is now ex-
hausted.” * .
With such considerations in mind, Congress enacted a law in
1887 prohibiting nondeclarant aliens (those Wtho had not def:lared
their intention to become citizens) from owning real estate in the
federal territories. Although aimed chiefly at nonresident land-
lords, the law reflected concern about immigration and overpopu-
lation as well.* In the same year an agricultural collapse sent thou-
sands reeling backward from the Great Plains. If the farmers them-
selves took little heed of the immigration issue as yet, their distresses
lent weight to the incipient claustrophobia in the urb'am world.*®
Behind many of the miscellaneous complain_ts whl_ch reformers
were bringing against the immigrants lay solid reality, although
the critics generally exaggerated and misconstrued it. The day of
the pioneer was passing, and it zwas becoming more difficult and
costly to establish an independent farm. Immigration was flowing
more than ever toward the cities; and there it did complicate the
slum problem, strain the old moralities, strengthen boss rule, and
accentuate the rift of classes. In these and other respects, however,
the forcign-born played a relatively constant role in a rapidly
changing situation. For a long time they had suffered from and
added to the cultural dislocations inherent in the rise of an un-
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regulated industrial economy. Yet the immigrants’ part excited
slight alarm as long as the problems themselves did not seem press-
ing. The 1880’ brought these long-germinating problems into a
sharp focus and, by awakening a body of sensitive reform opinion,
summoned forth the immigrant’s first cogent critics.

Meanwhile, one group of reformers in particular broke the
way toward a new immigration policy. To the directors of urban
charities, perhaps the most conservative of all of the forces enlisted
for social improvement, the immigrant had presented something
of a problem even during the years of his highest repute. More
or less constantly, relief agencies in the large cities had worried
over the strain that immigrants imposed on their financial re-
sources and on the life of the community.** Although at the open-
ing of the 1880’s the general mood of crisis which was to develop
during the decade barely flecked the horizon, philanthropists were
deep in a miniature crisis of their own. To solve it they precipi-
tated the first national controls over immigration. The immigration
act of 1882, despite a limited scope and a tentative approach, laid
the foundations for federal immigration restriction,

Previously, the federal government had taken notice of Furo-
pean immigrants in only two respects. It counted the number of
entrants for statistical purposes, and it decreed certain minimum
living conditions aboard ship. In default of other federal action,
immigration remained a concern of the individual seaboard states.
The states placed administration of their own feeble regulations
in the hands of boards of unpaid charity leaders. The whole pro-
gram aimed merely at an orderly reception, at helping those in
temporary difficulty, and at discouraging the entry of the perma-
nently incapacitated. New York, which received three-fourths of
all newcomers, bore the main load. There the state Board of Com-
missioners of Emigration maintained a fund for supporting needy
and distressed immigrants by collecting from shipowners a small
fee in lieu of a bond for each alien landed. The state also hoped
to forestall the most serious burdens by requiring a special bond
for each immigrant who seemed likely to become a permanent
charity case.

This loose system broke down under judicial artack. In 1846
the Supreme Court, in a nationalist mood, declared that the states’
practices unconstitutionally infringed on Congress’s cxclusive
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power to regulate foreign commerce. Henceforth New Yorkers
would have to pay out of their own pockets for the supervision
and care of immigrants unless the federal government assumed
responsibility.”” Charity leaders were appalled. The burden now
thrust upon them seemed especially heavy because under the im-
pact of Darwinian ideas they were beginning to regard poverty—
previously attributed to-moral weakness—as an inherited tendency.
“The hereditary character of pauperism and crime,” said a leading
welfare worker, “is the most fearful element with which society
has to contend.”

The New York Board of Emigration Commissioners and the
New York Board of Charities immediately joined with similar
agencies in other eastern states to press for federal regulation of
immigration. Their proposals went beyond the old state system in
two respects: they urged Congress to levy a small head tax directly
on the immigrant to pay for administration and relief; and they
wanted convicts and immigrants unable to support themselves
positively excluded. This, they thought, would stop the influx of
“confirmed paupers.”

For six years Congress was unmoved. Business interests, particu-
larly, resisted any action that might diminish immigration in the
slightest. Finally, when conditions were becoming chaotic at New
York’s immigrant depot, the pressure of charity groups and of
New York politicians succeeded. Pleading that hereditary Euro-
pean pauperism was incurable, they drove the federal government
to assume partial jurisdiction. The immigration law of 1882 gave
the Secretary of the Treasury executive authority over immigra-
tion but cautiously delegated the actual inspection of immigrants
to existing state agencies. The United States was to accumulate
an immigrant welfare fund by taxing each entrant the modest sum
of fifty cents (New York had collected $1.50 from shipowners
for each passenger). Also, convicts, lunatics, idiots, and persons
likely to become a public charge\ were denied admission.*® Thus,
without intending to restrict immigration, the United States took a
hesitant but decisive step to control ir.

Later in the decade, charity workers voiced a rising.alarm at the
whole foreign tide, and began to talk about general restrictions.
So did other reformers; after 1885 their complaints about foreign
influence frequently included demands for limiting it. But middle-
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class reform never again played a determining role in making im-
migration policy, and the more popular the anti-foreign sentiment
of the late nineteenth century became, the less the reformers con-
tributed to its shaping. If broader segments of American society
and thought had not also succumbed to a crisis mood, the nativist
drift of the eighties would have been far less pronounced. In the
middle years of the decade, men with all sorts of opinions and
backgrounds were shaken loose from complacency, and turned
fearfully against the stranger.

Militant Labor and Adamant Capital

In industrial society no other group comes into closer, more
continuous contact with the immigrant population than the native
workingmen. If anyone had cause for complaint against the for-
eign-born on grounds of substantial self-interest, it was the Ameri-
can hand who did much the same work, served the same boss, and
often lived in the same neighborhood. Relations between the two,
though frequently good-natured, were seldom entirely free from
strain. The immigrant derived not only from a more or less alien
culture but also from mean, impoverished circumstances. Entering
the American economy on its lowest rungs, he commonly began
by accepting wages and enduring conditions which Americanized
employees scorned. In time the immigrants learned to demand
more, and in the long run their manpower actually created more
opportunities than it absorbed in the dynamic American economy
of the nineteenth century.?

American wage-earners, however, were impatient of long-run
views during periods of hardship and stress. They eyed the for-
eigner for what he was at the moment—a cheap competitor, whose
presence undoubtedly held down wages and bred unemployment
in temporary local situations. And in a more general sense, work-
ingmen could reasonably anticipate greater economic security
through anti-foreign discriminations, just as industrialists could
reasonably expect advantages from 'protective tariffs. Conse-
quently, every anti-immigrant agitation in the nineteenth century
had drawn support from the urban laboring class. It contributed
a rowdy element to the Know-Nothing movement, gave birth to
societies like the Order of United American Mechanics, and
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sparked the repeal in 1868 of the Civil War statute encouraging
the importation of contract labor.” .

The tremendous immigrant influx of 188z, followed by the mn-
dustrial depression of 1883-1886, persuaded many wage-earners
that the whole incoming stream directly threatened their own
livelihood. In New York City an Independent Labor party peti-
tioned Congress to impose a head tax of $100 on each entrant.
Philadelphia saw the appearance of a National Home Labor League,
aiming “to preserve the American labor market jfor American
workingmen.” About 1887 a poll of 869 Wisconsin Worke.rs in
varied occupations showed approximately half of them convinced
that immigration was injuring their trade.” _

In the late eighties, workingmen of several states secured direct
discriminatory legislation against foreign labor. V.u'tua!ly f-or the
first time, American legislatures excluded unnaturalized immigrants
of all nationalitics from certain types of common employments.
These statutes, though slight in their immediate effects, marked
the beginning of a general departure from the old common la:w
tradition. Under the common law, aliens from friendly countries
suffered no general disqualifications in job-holding; except for posi-
tions requiring allegiance to the sovereign, they could work and
trade as frecly as citizens.* Several Pacific Coast states had ex-
cluded the Chinese from some occupations at an early date, a:nd
California in 1850 had instituted an oppressive tax on all forfalgn
miners, but otherwise European immigrants apparently retained
full employment rights everywhere until the 1880's. Then, the
initial restrictions applied to the construction of public v_vr?rks——a
type of activity to which unskilled immigrant labor tradltlon:ally
flocked. Under the spur of widespread unerppl.oyment the Urp_ted
States House of Representatives passed a bill in 1886 prohibiting
the employment on public works of any alien who hgd not de-
clared his intention to become a citizen. The Senate failed to act
on the proposal, but some of the states proceeded to adopt regula-
tions to the same effect..In 1889, Illinois, Wyommg,.a.nd Idah.o
banned nondeclarant aliens from both state and municipal proj-
ects.”

Petty though the enactments and the feelipg:s behind therp were,
one may wonder why they did not materialize before this time.
Granted that economic stresses in the mid-eighties encouraged a
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fear of immigrant competition, the question remains: Why did the
issue arise during and after so short-lived a depression, having re-
mained dormant through the much longer and more severe de-
pression of the 1870’s? Were workingmen responding in their own
terms to misgivings that really transcended job consciousness, that
flowed out of the whole encompassing social crisis’s Was there
something more than personal, economic resentment in a midwest-
ern carpenter’s outburst in 1886: “We poor, native-born citizens
are just pulled around same as dogs by foreign people. We do not
stand any show, and it.seems as though everything is coming to
the very worst in the near future unless free immigration is
stopped.” **

An answer is suggested by events in the coal fields of Penn-
sylvania, the region where militant anti-foreign sentiment gripped
the native working class earliest and most fiercely. In the seven-
ties and eighties the coal mining country was rapidly becoming
the industrial hell of the northeastern United States. More than
anywhere else perhaps, in those grimy company towns set .in a
ravaged landscape, class cleavage mocked the historic American
promise of an open society. Nowhere did labor unrest cut more
deeply. For a decade after 1865, strikes, lockouts, and suspensions
prevailed everywhere in the region, punctuated by the industrial
violence of the Molly Maguires.

The coal operators, already harried by chaotic overproduction,
pitilessly counterattacked. Some of them began in the 1870’ to
bring in more docile laborers from Hungary and Italy.” The New
York Times greeted these latter effusively, promising that the
United States would gladly transform a million Italian beggars into
prosperous citizens; but Pennsylvania miners took another view of
the matter. Since the new groups entered into an already tense
situation as creatures of the employers, they encountered resent-
ments that were more than ethnocentric and went beyond eco-
nomic competition. The immigrants seemed both symbols and
agents of the widening gulf between capital and labor. The hatred
of them was a hatred of the corporations for trying “to degrade
native labor by the introduction of a class who, in following the
customs of their ancestors, live more like brutes than human be-
ings.” 28 =

From the outset the Slavic and Italian immigrants ran a gamut
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of indignities and ostracisms. They were abused in public and iso-
lated in private, cuffed in the works and pelted on the streets, fined
and imprisoned on the smallest pretext, cheated of their wages,
and crowded by the score into converted barns and tumble-down
shanties that served as boarding houses. The first of them to ar-
rive in western Pennsylvania, a group of Italian strikebreakers
hired by the Armstrong Coal Works in 1874, were met by riots
and armed attacks in which several of the newcomers were killed.*
The problem remained a local one through the seventies, a period
in which Pennsylvania’s total immigrant population from Poland,
Italy, and Hungary never exceeded some seven thousand. In the
next decade their numbers grew tenfold, and the issue of “contract
labor” flared into prominence across the whole region. Apparent'_ly,
relatively few of the new arrivals—who were now pre-empting
most branches of commeon labor throughout industrial Pennsyl-
vania—were actually imported from Europe under contractual ar-
rangements with their prospective employers. But corporate power
seemed so great and so menacing to American workers that they
uniformly attributed a captive status to the new nationalities.
Every time that employers brought a carload of eastern Euro-
peans under armed guard from Pittsburgh or New York to work a
struck mine (great numbers arrived this way during the bloody
Hocking Valley strike of 1884), the impression seemed. con-
firmed.* This first workingmen’s anti-foreign movement in the
postwar era took form, thercfore, as an attack on a supposedly
servile class.

The mounting discontent of the early eighties stimulated the
Knights of Labor, and as they spread swiftly from their early bas_e
in eastern Pennsylvania, the Knights carried far and wide the agi-
tation against contract labor. In 1884 Powderley’s supporters
brought the question before Congress, where sympa'thc.tlc legis-
lators repeated the charge that monopolists were shipping from
Hungary and Italy, “as so many cattle, large numbers of degraded,
ignorant, brutal . . . foreign serfs” to replace American c1t1z.cns.“t
Both major parties and-several small ones endorsed the Knights
plea for a ban on contract labor, while the Democrats bls_lmcd the
Republicans for subjecting American workingmen to imported
competition. The next year Congress fulfilled platform promises
with a law forbidding anyone to prepay the transportation of an
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immigrant to the United States in return for a promise of his serv-
ices. One Congressman asserted that exclusion of the small number
of such cases would make no difference but that he would vote
for the measure because of the universal labor demand for it. Two
years later an administrative act brought-into existence a new type
of federal official, the contract labor inspector, who quizzed ar-
riving immigrants on their plans for employment.** To have a job
before entering the country was becoming more reprehensible
than to be unemployed afterward.

Although 2 good deal of ungualified anti-foreign sentiment was
circulating among American workingmen by this time, the cam-
paign against contract labor rested on a sharp distinction between
voluntary immigration and that induced or controlled by capi-
talists. With remdrkable unanimity, union leaders clung to this
distinction through the late eighties and into the beginning of the
next decade. Blaming their troubles either on contracts or on more
subtle business techniques for stimulating immigration, the prin-
cipal labor spokesmen refused to acknowledge that a normal, un-
encouraged, transatlantic movement harmed American workers.
Powderley in 1888 insisted that few southeastern Europeans would
come to the United States without employers’ inducements. The
organ of the Knights of Labor cursed “the stupendous folly of an
industrial system which makes so naturally beneficent a thing as
an increase of population a2 menace to the welfare of the wealth
producers.” Samuel Gompers, head of the rising American Fed-
eration of Labor, agreed that voluntary immigration was easily
assimilated. The native-born editor of The Rights of Labor ex-
plicitly opposed any restrictions beyond the law of 1885, and as
Iate as 1892 the president of the Amalgamated Association of Iron
and Steel Workers told Congressmen: “We are not objecting to
immigration that is voluntary.” ** Organized labor was clearly re-
luctant to convert its vaguely class-conscious position into a thor-
oughly nativistic one, The unions played a surprisingly limited
role, after the passage of the contract labor law, in initiating a
broader restriction movement. .

Two factors explain the unions’ unwillingness to support a gen-
eral limitation on immigration, the chief being their own ethnic
composition. Partly because old-stock American workers tended
to cherish an individualistic psychology, an extremely large pro-
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portion of union members were themselves foreign-born. In Illi-
nois, for example, four-fifths of the trade union membership in the
eighties came from overseas, and everywhere Englishmen and
Irishmen stood out as labor leaders.* Along with its international
background, much of organized labor had an international faith,
The concept of the solidarity of workingmen in all conntries was
by no means an exclusively Marxist idea, In 1878 the Knights of
Labor had resolved that “nothing should be said opposing any
portion of humanity.” Many trade unions incorporated the word
“international” into their names. The early leaders of the A.F.L.
adopted peculiarly American tactics but preserved #n internation-
alist spirit.”* As long as labor Jeaders identified the new immi-
grants with contract labor, they evaded inner conflict, but out-
right opposition to immigration involved a fuller commitment to
nationalism than they yet could make.

In point of fact the unions underwent less of a change of heart
toward the immigrant than did their capitalistic adversaries. While
labor leaders centered their fire on a special kind of immigration,
business leaders were becoming broadly critical of the whole im-
migrant stream. They did not, of course, share the malice which
some workingmen felt toward foreign-born competitors, but the
revolution in their attitudes was greater and in terms of policy
more significant. After leading the chorus of praise for immigration
in the age of confidence, the businessman was now turning almost
full circle. This shift, instead of bringing capital into some accord
with labor, actually reflected the widening breach between them.
Where one saw the foreigner as 2 tool of oppression, the other
discerned an agent of unrest. The two lines of attack had little in
common except their origin in a common situation: both reacted
to the immigrant as a disruptive wedge in a dividing society.

Far from concentrating on the purely economic aspects of im-
migration, businessmen fretted about its consequences for social
stability. The depression of the seventies had caused a few to
ponder the danger of further additions to the army of jobless, and
renewed unemployment in the mid-eighties heightened this con-
cern. Fach of the urban problems to which reformers pointed,
from overpopulation to intemperance, multiplied business anxie-
ties. The Commercial and Financial Chronicle worried because
almost every “danger to the organization of society” originated

T o mmm————
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among’ immigrants. Every disturbance of the social order, the
journal warned, diminishes the courage and enterprise of capital.®

The disturbances which particularly alarmed business opinion
issued from the ranks of labor. By 1885 the mounting tempo of
strikes and the sudden, furious growth of the Knights of Labor
demonstrated to employers that a. crisis indeed impended in the
industrial world. Their reaction, on the whole, was unyielding and
uncomprehending. American business found the whole tide of un-
rest baffling, except on the theory that foreign influence lay be-
hind it. Two aspects of affairs impressed employers very forcibly:
the prominence of foreigners both as leaders and as members of
the unions; and the presence of proletarian radicals here and there
among the immigrant throngs. Perhaps cheap foreign labor was
proving exorbitantly expensive in its social costs.

The Slavic newcomers in Pennsylvania, supposedly the most
docile of immigrants, soon provided a dramatic confirmation of
businessmen’s fears. Driven to desperation, several thousand Fun-
garian coke miners displayed a belligerence and solidarity that
confounded the anticipations of unions and operators alike. In
January 1886, a state law went into effect forbidding women to
work in the mines. The immigrant coke workers, paid on piece-
work, had depended on their wives’ assistance to eke out a living.
When the coke syndicate, headed by Henry Clay Frick, refused
to raise the rate of pay, the Hungarians threw down their tools.
There were riots and arrests. The strike extended to native-born
and northern European miners. The syndicate tried to intimidare
the Hungarians by threatening to evict them from their company
houses in the dead of winter; they replied that they would resist
with their lives. Instead of risking a blood-bath, the syndicate re-
sorted to another tactic—a general lockout. This too failed to
daunt the strikers, and in the end they won a small advance.®

These events provoked the organ of Pittsburgh’s industrialists
to indignant reflections on “furious Huns” and their lack of sym-
pathy with American institutions, The journal concluded that
immigration was hastening the social ills of overcrowded Europe.
The American Iron and Steel Association spoke for restriction
more bluntly: “It is impossible to deal intelligently and thoroughly
with the labor” question without dealing with the immigration
question.”
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By this time the anti-immigrant trend in business circles was
well advanced. A survey of the opinions of 795 employers in Wis-
consin—mostly with medium-size or small businesses—showed a big
majority in faver of restriction, the proportion hostile to immi-
gration being much larger than that in the somewhat similar poll
of workingmen’s attitudes taken 2 year later. And in 1888 the Na-
tional Board of Trade, forerunner of the United States Chamber
of Commerce, for the first time came out for protection against
“the scourings of foreign disease, pauperism and crime.” *

The change in business opinion, remarkable as it was, did not
come without misgivings and qualifications. Like the unions, the
corporations could not in a single decade wholly sever the ties
that bound them to the immigrants. Some businessmen remained
complacent, continuing to celebrate the economic value of immi-
gration, the operation of the law of supply and demand in regu-
lating it, and the power of a homogeneous society to assimilate
it. More commonly, business spokesmen reacted against immigra-
tion withour reaching specific conclusions on how to cope with
the problem. Caught between growing trepidations and a lingering
appreciation of the immigrant’s usefulness, employers often
sounded querulous, uncertain, unready to espouse a definite line
of action.*

Above all, neither industrialists nor labor chieftains were in the
full sense of the word nativist. Neither displayed much of a qual-
ity essentia] to a thoroughgoing xenophobia: an aroused and de-
fensive nationalism. They approached immigration problems pri-
marily in the guise of interested parties, and though their concern
embraced the whole structure and future of American society,
they indulged very little in florid appeals to national loyalty or
survival. It was a short step from concrete anxieties about the social
order to vaster beliefs that the nation itself stood in peril, but
neither of the organized interests most directly affected by immi-
gration blazed the way.

N

Beginning of Hysteria

Yet elsewhere in public opinion it was perhaps inevitable that
the disturbing implications of the social problems heading up in the
1880’s should awaken a strident nationalism. Nationalism has func-
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tioned as’the most powerful unifying force in modern society, and
its intensity has increased enormously in times of serious disrup-
tive pressures. The fiery nationalisms of the fifties grew out of
sectional cleavage; by the same centripetal principle, class cleav-
age could hardly fail in the eighties to produce a resurgence of
nationalism. In both cases a baffled need for unity asserted itself
in nativistic aggression.

Perhaps this explanation of the function of the new nationalist
ferment may alsé help to locate its most active sources. At least
it is suggestive that the pioneers of the nativist revival were not
the appointed representatives of militant labor or the conscious
spokesmen of adamant capital-not men securely attached to the
congealing power groups that were straining the social fabric. In-
stead, a full-blown xcﬁophobia dawned diffusely in the amorphous,
urban and semi-urban public which lay in between. May not the
very “in-betweenness” of petty businessmen, nonunionized work-
ers, and white-collar folk have left them easy victims of demorali-
zation? In a conservative era that was unable to ignore yet unwill-
ing to face up to its inner schisms, the rootless “in-berweeners”
had few resources to resist the loss of homogeneity. But they knew,
at least, thar; they belonged to the nation and it to them. They
could understand the discord in their Eden, and combat it, as an
alien intrusion. )

The sense of danger pressing on reformers, business leaders, and
organized labor burst forth before this larger public about 1886,
when an unprecedented eruption of strikes and mass boycotts
opened an era of massive and recurrent discontent. Nativism, as a
significant force in modern America, dates from that labor up-
heaval. At a time when monopoly and plutocracy cast darkening
shadows over the summits of American society and when oppor-
tunity to escape westward seemed to be diminishing, unrest in the
depths took on redoubled meaning. Each of the historic traditions
of American nativism—submerged for a generation—came to life.
Among the three fears, of European radicals, European religion,
and Euvropean races, the last enjoyed the smallest vogue. Still the
stepchild among American nativisms, the Anglo-Saxon tradition
evolved within an intellectual elite whose separate story belongs in
a later chapter. Anti-radical and anti-Catholic ideas were already
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integrated into American popular culture; they coqtain the essence
of the nativist revival. And since a labor convulsion prec1p1'tated
that revival, anti-radical nationalism was initially its most suitable
vehicle. .

The belief that revolutionary immigrants 1mp0rte-d the sec:ds ?f
labor unrest had already proved relevant to industrial America in
the 1870’s. The new swell of discontent.see.med to confirm the
worst suspicions of 1877. If one needed' ob]ectwe.evxd.ence th-at the
tumult was foreign-inspired, the prominence of immigrants in the
labor movement gave specious credi.bility to the charge. Fllf.'thEI:-
more, 2 tiny group of noisy anarchists, alrflost all of them unmll—
grants, was becoming more.active. In Chicago, z.dm.ost the only
* place where the anarchist movement show.ed vitality, English-
and German-language newspapers gleefully instructed readers on
how to manufacture dynamite.* . o

There the event that catalyzed nationalistic fears of immi-
grant radicalism occurred. Industrial discontent was reac.:hmg its
height in May 1886, culminating in a loose attempt at a“n:.ltlonl-]mds
general strike for an eight-hour day. In the thlck_ of tk.le eight-hour
strikes, the Chicago anarchists called a meeting in Haymarket

Square. Nervous police closed in on the peaceful throng; a bomb
exploded in their midst. In itself, the occurrence was slight co;)n-.
pared to the railroad violence of 1877. But because of the c.lou ts
and anxieties of the decade following, the .Hayrrfarket A.ﬁ'a1r was
to go down as the most important single incident in late nineteenth
© century nativism.
ceIIlnst?;tly, a torrent of nationalist hysteria cox?rsed through the
cities of the Northeast and Midwest. Unable to discover the boml.)—
thrower’s identity, Chicago authorities neverthelfzss sentcnf:ed six
immigrants (five of them German) anc‘l one native Amc1:1can to
death, and another German to a long prison term. In the !:ng daily
newspapers the stereotype of the immigrant glow?d l?rlght ‘red,
restriction’ sentiment suddenly coalesced, and editorial writers

brayed:

The enemy forces arenot American [but] rag-tag and bo!)-tail
cutthroats of Beelzebub from the Rhine, the Danube, the Vistula
and the Elbe.
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These people are not Americans, but the very scum and offal of
Europe.

+ « - an invasion of venomous reptiles.

+ - - long-haired, wild-eyed, bad-smelling, atheistic, reclkless for-
eign wretches, who never did an honest hour’s work in their
Lives . . . crush such snakes . . . before they have time to bite.

There is no such thing as an American anarchist. . . . The
American character has in it no element which can under any
circumstarices be won to uses so mistaken and pernicious . . . a

firm stand in favor of the right of Americans to govern Amer-
ica. . ..

« - . a danger that threatens the destruction of our national edi-
fice by the erosion of its moral foundations.

- « + Europe’s human and inhuman rubbish,

Our National existence, and, as well, our National and social
mstitutions are at stake,*

For years the memory of Haymarket and the dread of imported
anarchy haunted the American consciousness, No nativist image
prevailed more widely than that of the Immigrant as a lawless crea-
ture, given over to violence and disorder, Ripples spread out from
Haymarket in a dozen directions, mingling more and more subtly
with almost every current of xenophobia. Nativistic reformers
joined in denouncing the immigrant as an author of revolution as
well as an agent of reaction; and for the wide public which asso-
ciated Haymarker with labor militancy, the stain of foreign turbu-
lence tainted the entire labor movement.* Of course the unions on
the whole repudiated the charge and kept their own limited at-
tack’on immigration free from nationalist themes, Only the most
bourgeois of unions reflected the nativist spirit—a fact which tells
something of its basis and appeal. The Order of Railway Con-
ducrors was exceptional both for its horror bf strikes and for its
unabashed, anti-radical nativism. After Haymarket, the order in-
sisted that lawless foreigners were behind most of the current
“labor troubles” and that complete suspension of immigration
might be necessary to keep the United States from becoming a for-
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eign nation. At the same time the Railway Conductors stood for
a parmership of labor and capital “working side by side for the
permanent advantage of all our honest business ventures in this
boasted land of equality. . . .7 *

Most concretely, nativist agitation manifested itself through the
rebirth in the late eighties of an organized movement. Little na-
tivist societies sprang to life, attracting lower-middle-class and
working people to the search for unity through national conflict.
At first some of them organized politically on the pattern of the
prewar Know-Nothings. Three weeks after the Haymarket Affair,
Peter D. Wigginton, a railroad attorney in California, founded the
American party, declaring that the time had come for the Amer-
ican people to take full charge of their government “to the ex-
clusion of the restless revolutionary horde of foreigners who are
now seeking our shores from every part of the world.” * This
single-purpose party, while failing miserably to achieve national
significance, made an impression for a time on politics in the San
Francisco area. It found recruits chiefly among young workingmen
and white-collar employees. It posed as “the real law and order
party,” contending that foreigners incited all strikes, riots, and dis-
orders. Indeed, it regarded the strike as a foreign importation. In
the same breath, the party denounced organized capital: “Thirty
years ago the wealth of the nation was largely distributed among
the masses; to-day it is largely owned or controlled by compara-
tively few men. Class legislation, monopolies, syndicates, rings . . .
are written with an iron hand in the history of this increase of
millionaires.” **

By the 1880’s the two-party system had become too deeply en-
trenched for a distinctively nativist party to repeat even the brief
success of the Know-Nothings. Furthermore, a separate trial of
strength had little attraction when the Republicans were showing
signs of interest in the immigration issue. In 1887 Republican con-
ventions in Pepnsylvania and Ohio came out for immigration re-
striction. The ' Republican Senator, Justin Morrill, a veteran na-
tionalist in matters of tariffs and education, introduced a bill for
general restriction. The next year the California Republican con-
vention spoke its alarm over an increasing influx of foreign radi-
cals.*” Aside from the short-lived American party, therefore, na-
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tivistic associations took the form of “patriotic” societies, ope:-
ating as pressure groups within the existing party structure.

The most powerful patriotic society of the day was an aggrega-
tion of Civil War veterans, the Grand Army of the Republic, then
climbing toward its peak membership of some four hundred thou-
sand. G.A.R. spokesmen, already long practiced in nationalist at-
tacks on the South, began in the late eighties to splutter over the
immigration of foreign radicals, who were allying with “copper-
heads and ex-rebels, for venomous warfare against the soldiers.” **

The societies which cultivated the anti-radical tradition most in-
sistently, however, were three secret fraternal organizations whose
roots went back to the earlier nativist ferment of the 1840s: the
Order of United American Mechanics, the Junior Order United
American Mechanics, and the Patriotic Order Sons of America.
They had started among American workingmen exercised over
immigrant competition, but by the eighties they were soliciting
members from all walks of life and actually attracting, along with
skilled workers, such people as clerks, small merchants, and minor
public functionaries, They admitted only native whites and re-
quired “that in all business transactions we shall remember our
own nationality.” The secret of their feeble survival through the
age of confidence lay not so much, however, in an anti-foreign
appeal as in the insurance benefits which they provided for their
small memberships. Each maintained a fund to aid members in times
of sickness, death, or other distress.*

A new vigor enlivened the three orders in the late eighties. The
Order of United American’ Mechanics, the only one of the three
with a continuous existence through the Civil War period, estab-
lished in 1887 a quasi-military rank, the Loyal Legion, which
brought the organization before the public eye by parading. The
Junior Order United American Mechanics, an offspring of the
O.U.A.M., dissolved all ties with the parent society in 1885 and
grew from fifteen thousand members at the end of that year to
sixty thousand in 1889. Its strength centered in Pennsylvania,
where all three groups had been founded.” The Patriotic Order
Sons of America, a postwar revival of the older*Sons of America,
entered a comparable period of expansion, its star-studded, red-
white-and-blue regalia spreading widely through the North, Mid-
west, and California. It established a feminine auxiliary, the Patri-

|
|
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otic Daughters of America (1885), and in 1887 it had the most
successful year in its history.™ _

The fraternal orders all espoused an identical program. Their
buckshot attacks on immigrants hit particularly at “Anarchists-and
all that class of heartless and revolutionary agitators” who come
“to terrorize the community and to exalt the red flag of the com-
mune above the Stars and Stripes.” ** At the same time, the orders
felt wider anxieties and urged 2 nationalist solution to social prob-
lems. Only organized patriotism, they said, can save the country
from foreigners interested in nothing but “the alrm_ght)'r dollar.”
Yet patriotism, they sometimes confessed, was sqffermg.' in Amer-
ica—suffering from the selfishness of plutocratic capitalists and
striking workers. Perhaps avarice on both sides herald§ an appr?ach—
ing war between labor and capital in which “the victory will be
with the man from over the sea.”

‘While raging at imported discontent, the fraternal 01:ders played
on a second anti-foreign theme. They were anti-Catholic as well as
anti-radical, though they usually put the radical issue aheac.i of the
religious one. To another group of nativists, fewer Eerhapfs in num-
bers but swayed by a matchless fury, the Catholic Pffl'll loomed
largest. For all the differences between the two traditions of ex-
clusive nationalism, the crisis of the eighties revitalized both, and
in many minds they overlapped. One nativist, for example, de-
clared: “Two lines of foreign influence are now at work among
us, both of which are fraught with evil portent to our Republic;
one tends toward license, agrarianism, anarchy; the other tends to-
ward superstition, ultramontanism, tyranny: both by different
roads to one ultimate end, despotism!” ®*

The social-economic tensions which activated the anti-radical
movement had much to do with its anti-Catholic counterpart also.
The sharpest manifestations of anti-Catholic natione}lisrn occurred
in the same “in-between” strata which fed the American party.and
the nativist fraternal orders, and religious xenophobes sometimes
evinced the same social anxieties. Occasionally the fear of class war
was straightforwardly confessed: in discussing the g.rowth of an
arrogant plutocracy and increasing envy among tlze idle poor, an
anti-Catholic journal in 1889. predicted a revolution “unless the
vast middling-class will educate the two extremes, check the power
of the very rich and elevate the extreme poor.” More often, anti-
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Catholics imputed the antagonism between capital and labor to
Romanist labor leaders, whom they charged with fomenting dis-
content under priestly instigation.>®

Along with this common basis in class cleavage, however, Protes-
tant nativism had its own specific roots in religious conflict. The
religious factor lit the anti-Catholic movement with the flame of
fanaticism. “I believe fully,” wrote one zealot, “that the Protestant
will win, as God is on our side, and . . . it will be a victory, tho’
many g brave warrior may bite the dust. . . . I wish I could with
the brave cohorts of Jesus lead on to conquer, or under his blood-
stained banner die. T'were a deith most gladly to be hailed.” *
Anti-Catholic nativism might have amounted to litdle if, on top of
the general crisis of the eighties, a crisis in Protestant-Catholic re-
lations had not supervened.

On the whole the Catholic hierarchy, under the temperate lead-
ership of Cardinal Gibbons, followed a less militant policy than it
had in the early seventies; but some Catholic educators in the late
eighties renewed pleas for state aid. In the special field of Indian
schools, successful lobbying by the Bureau of Catholic Indian Mis-
sions reversed the original distribution of federal funds to church-
operated reservation schools, so that by the end of the decade
Catholics were receiving a disproportionately large, rather than a
disproportionately small, share of federal appropriations for Indian
education. .More important than these peripheral claims, however,
was the tumultuous institutional growth of Catholicism itself. The
years-immediately following the Third Plenary Council in 1884
witnessed a spectacular expansion in dioceses and especially in paro-
chial schools. At the council’s bidding, each parish sirove to build
a school, and Catholic parents felt increased pressure to send their
children there.”” At the same time non-Catholics were becoming
increasingly insistent on a standard, compulsory system of educa-
tion dominated by the secular state, A sweeping attempt to estab-
lish public regulation of parochial schools convulsed Massachusetts
from 1887 to 1889. Concurrently Ohio imposed attendance re-
quirements on all schools, and Illinois and Wisconsin (where some
Lutheran and Catholic schools used German as the language of in-
struction) hotly debated legislation® requiring all children to be
taught in English.* )

To great numbers of Americans the common school was becom-
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ing a potent patriotic symbol. The belief that papists might some-
| how gain the upper hand over it helped to endow anti-Catholic
feeling with nationalistic significance, Thus a propaganda organi-
zation formed by an eminently respectable group 01:7 New Yorkers
in 1889 with the sole aim of guarding public education from Ca:ch—
olic aggressions called itself the National League for the Protect'lon
of American Institutions. It revived the movement for a constitu-
tional amendment against sectarian appropriations of public funds
and worked to end the system of federal grants to Indian mission
schools.” Leather-lunged anti-Catholic rabble-rousers took up the
cry with considerably less decorum. The Reverend Justin D. Ful-
ton, 2 veritable fountain of nativist bilge whose weekly tirades in
Boston drew enormous crowds, devoted a whole book to the papal
plot against the American school system, arguing that Card‘mal
Gibbons had already made himself the actual master of the United
States.’®
Another link connecting anti-Catholicism with nationalism was
forged in the political strife of the cities. The municipal scene pre-
sented a spectacle not only of class divisions allld civic corruption
but also of a sharpening political cleavage. Irish Catholic p(]!lltl-
cians, having served their apprenticeships as ward bosses and minor
officeholders, were taking over the controlling positions in the

(New York, Boston, and other cities got their first Irish mayors in
the eighties) ‘the old stock solidified more than cver beh-md the
Republican standard. The split became so wide that in one instance
the Democratic candidate for mayor of Chicago was opposed by
every general English-language newspaper (except one that he
owned), but supported by virtually the entire immmigrant press and
elected by a large majority.* This was the half-truth in the Rever-
end Samuel Burchard’s calamitous description of the Democrats
as the party of rum and Romanism; and this shift of political power
into Irish hands gave many a Protestant Republican such as Bur-
chard all the evidence he wanted that the Romanists were reach-
ing for the vitals of the nation. _ ) .
Accordingly, the late eighties gave birth to an anti-Catholic
movement tinged with more hysteria and suffused leth a deeper
nativism than the religious friction of the nﬁd-sevejn't:es. But what
most clearly distinguished the new Protestant nativism from that

Democratic machines, As Irish influence over one party grew
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of the preceding decade was its inclusion of the immigrant along
with the priest as an object of attack. In an age relatively un-
troubled with social problems, anti-Catholics had tended to re-
strict their ire to the Roman hierarchy. Now they denounced im-
migration as a complementary national problem. Typically they
trembled at the Roman challenge to American freedom, rallied to
the defense of the public school system, and urged limitations on
Immigration and naturalization,

A whole crop of secret, anti-Catholic societies sprang up, none
of more than local consequence but scattered in many localities.
Regardless of actual size, they usually aspired to ‘become a domi-
nant force in American politics. It is noteworthy that one of the
earliest of the new groups arose in Chicago in 1886, Named at first
the United Order of Deputies and later the American League, it
attracted tert or fifteen thousand from the lower-middle and work-
ing classes; it demanded that employers discharge all Romanists,
but never realized its grandiose political ambitions.”* In the same
year a New York political adventurer formed the Minute Men of
1886, campaigning for the public school system and against Immi-
gration. The next four years saw the appearance of the Red, White
and Blite (a super-secret little group formed by an impecunious
bookseller to meet the perils described in Josiah Strong’s Our Coun-
try), the United Order of Native Americans, the American Pa-
triotic League, the Get There American Benefit Association, and
the Loyal Men of American Liberty.

Some of these groups worked in friendly cooperation with and
recruited members from pre-existing anti-Catholic societies organ-
ized by British immigrants, Few Americans hated the Catholic
Irish more than did the Protestant Irish. They had composed
most of the membership of the American Protestant Association
ever since its formation in the 1850, and about 1870 they trans-
planted the more bellicose. Loyal Orange Institution from Great
Britain. To these fraternal orders was added the politically con-
scious British-American Association in 1887. “Ir is the honor of the
Anglo-American and British-American organizations,” declared a
nativist journal, “that they are the only foreign-born element that
can be regarded in any sense as an organized part of this move-
ment.” * The fact that the foreign societies gave less attention than
the native ones to immigration restriction did not stand in the way
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of an entente between the two types, though the native-born
groups sometimes fretred that their allies could not become “whole-
hearted Americans.” ©

The organization which ultimately developed real power
wrapped itself in the deepest secrecy in the eighties and did not,
therefore, become generally known, The American Protective As-
sociation was born in 1887 in Clinton, Iowa, a railroad junction on
the banks of the Mississippi that claimed to be the largest manu-
facturing center in the state. The A.P.A. came out of the fevered
imagination of Henry F. Bowers, who directed it for six years.
Bowers, a deeply pious, slightly paranoid, middle-aged widower,
saw Catholic conspiracies everywhere. A self-taught lawyer, he
blamed his own educational deficiencies on a subversive Jesuit con-
spiracy against the public schools of Baltimore during his youth.
Consequently he had the school question uppermost in mind.*

The immediate circumstances from which the order arose were,
however, political and social; its origin reflected in miniature the
general crisis of the eighties. Bowers was a close associate and ad-
viser of Clinton’s mayor, Arnold Walliker, who had come into
office with the combined support of local businessmen and the
Knights of Labor, Walliker soon alienated the biggest corporation
in town and also lost the backing of the Knights. His defeat for re-
election in 1887 was due chiefly to the Irish mill workers who com-
prised a large part of the union’s strength in Clinton. Convinced
that Catholic influence had undone Walliker, Bowers and he or-
ganized the A.P.A. within 2 week after the election. The small
group that met in Bowers’ office to found the secret order included
several businessmen and dissident members of the Knights of Labor
who shared a bitter determination to thwart the growing power
of Romanism in local politics and labor.”

Bowers’ fanaticism gave the A.P.A, its initial impetus, and the
social tensions of the day provided recruits. He traveled widely
through Jowa and into adjacent states, lecturing publicly on the
Roman peril and secretly founding A.P.A. councils. Every recruit
took an oath never to vote for a Catholic, never to employ one
when a Protestant was available, and never to go out on strike
with Catholics. Much of this early support came from disaffected
union members, especially from the Knights of Labor, which was
falling apart due to the anti-labor reaction after the Haymarket
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Affair. In some places Bowers drew mostly from railroad trainmen,
switchmen, and clerks, who felt dissatisfied with unions and threat-
ened with Irish competition. By 1890, when the National Council
of the A.P.A. convened for the first time in Chicago rather than in
Iowa, its local councils were flourishing in communities scattered
from Detroit to Omaha.*® )

Limits of the New Nativism

For the A.P.A., and alsc for the whole modern nativist move-
ment, the 1880’s were formative years; they brought nothing to
fruition. As an organized force, xenophobia remained fragmentary.
As a legislative program, it achieved nothing beyond the contract
labor law. Even as a point of view, it was incomplete. Long-sub-
merged fears of European threats to American freedom had, to be
sure, reawakened, but the sense of danger had only begun to press
against America’s cosmopolitan traditions. Confidence in the proc-
ess of assimilation and in the resulting fusion of a superior nation-
ality was still widespread. For all of the talk of foreign dangers,
hardly anyone denied the ultimate success of assimilation. The
most advanced restrictionists still boasted of America’s absorptive
powers, contending only that the process was becoming too slow
for safery. Significantly, the pro-restrictionist Philadelphia Press
commented in 1888: “The strong stomach of American civilization
may, and doubtless will, digest and assimilate ultimately this un-
savory and repellent throng. . . . In time they catch the spirit of
the country and form an element of decided worth.” *

The old pride in America as a home of the oppressed survived
more feebly than the melting-pot idea. The concept of an Amer-
ican haven for people discontented with their own governments
exerted little fascination for an age that feared revolution. But
though the idea was not often invoked, it was rarely repudiated.
The grand dedication ceremonies for the Statue of Liberty in Oc-
tober 1886 passed off without a single reference to the poetic wel-
come that Emma Lazarus had penned three years before to “hud-
dled masses yearning to breathe free.” Orators expatiated far more
on liberty radiating .outward into the world than on oppression
seeking refuge here.”

Along with the force of inherited beliefs, other factors curbed
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the fledgling nativism of the eighties. Xenophobia had geographical
as well as intellecrual limits. Despite some western concern over a
diminishing land supply, anti-foreign and anti-Catholic sentiment
thrived chiefly in the urban areas of the Northeast and the older
Middle West. Newspapers west of the Mississippi and south of the
Mason and Dixon Line still favored immigration, in contrast to
the critical tone developing in the press of more thickly settled
areas.” In the South, particularly, the dominant groups cla.rnored
for a larger white population and met no opposition in doing so.
Although few immigrants actually materialized, th? “Ne“:* South”
clung through the 1880’ to the business dream of_ m.dustnal' prog-
ress and population growth. Likewise, the Catholic issue fallc?d to
arouse interest there. Accordingly, none of the nativist societies
penetrated south of Virginia. A member of the Order of United
American Mechanics tried to establish a council in Florida but had
to disband it. Those who joined soon lost interest, while outsid.ers
considered the order dangerously akin to a labor union.” The im-
migrants were urban people, their church was an urban institu-
tion, and the initial attacks on them were related to problems that
centered in the cities of the North.

A. final limitation remains to be mentioned. The authentic na-
tivism of the eighties contained no assertion of—much les-s any em-
phasis upon—a broad, fundamental distinction between immigrant
types. In its anti-immigrant aspect, the hatred struck at forelgx}ers
indiscriminately. Particular targets, such as German anarchists,
Irish Catholics, and Slavic contract labor, might receive the brunt
of the attack, but in each case the xenophobe interpreted his par-
ticular enemy as symbolic of a generalized foreign danger. He
made no effort to select any part of the immigrant stream as the
bearer of all of its vice. The point is important, for histor%ansf have
usually traced the beginnings of modern nativism to a shift in thtla
sources of immigration, a shift from an “old immigration” of north-
western Europeans to a “new immigration” from §outhern and
eastern Europe. A turn in the immigrant tide was indeed under
way in the eighties, but later observers saw it more clearly and took
it more seriously than anyone could at the time. Nobody yet un-
derstood that a deep and permanent change in the. Wholf:. course
of immigration was under way. As late as 1891 journalists dis-
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missed “the increase from undesirable sources” as a temporary phe-
nomenon,™

Although the differences between “old” and “new” immigrants
were much less sharp and the shift occurred much less abruptly
than twentieth century nativists have taught us to believe, those
abstractions do summarize 2 significant transition. In the late nine-
teenth century the impulse to emigrate reached progressively
deeper into Europe, uprooting more and more remote peoples.
The Slavic and Italian influx to Pennsylvania began in the seven-
ties, and by 1880 the Great Lakes region also had substantial clus-
ters of Poles, while New York’s Lower Fast Side contained
crowded districts of Italians and Russo-Polish Jews.™ That year
saw a sudden jump in immigration from Italy and Hungary; in the
next, pogroms hurriéd a mass exodus of Jews from the Russian
Empire. Throughout the eighties, Iralian, Slavic, and Yiddish im-
migration increased. The peasants from these lands beyond the
Alps lived much closer to serfdom than did the folk of western
Europe, who were still pouring into the United States in undi-
minished numbers; and the eastern European Jews were seeing a
world outside of the ghetto for the first time. By western Euro-
pean standards, the masses of southern and eastern Europe were
educationally deficient, socially backward, and bizarre in appear-
ance,

Long before the coming of the new immigration, the common
people of eastern Europe had excited in Americans a simple, ethno-
centric repugnance which marked the great social distance between
them. The few Americans who had any firsthand contact with the
eastern Furopean masses in the early and mid-nineteenth century
often judged them more personally distasteful than the immigrant
groups which were presenting an immediate issue. An old-fash-
ioned New York gentleman in the 1830’s burst out: “A dirty Irish-
man is bad enough, but he’s nothing comparable to 2 nasty . . .
Italian loafer.” American travelers in Furope felt a similar con-
tempt. “The lowest Irish are far above the level of these crea-
tures,” John Fiske observed in Italy. Even Emerson had been
thankful that immigration brough{: “the light complexion, the blue
eyes of Europe,” that “the black eyes, the black drop, the Europe
of Europe, is left.” And in the early seventies, at the peak of
America’s receptiveness to immigrants, native settlers refused to
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move into the same vicinity with a Polish colony in Illinois, the
land nearby long remaining vacant.™

That the arrival of the new immigrants in large numbers would
generate instant dislike was, therefore, only to be expected. Bur the
initial hostility they suffered consisted almost wholly of the con-
ventional reaction against their culture and appearance. Except
perhaps where they were caught up in domestic tensions such as

“those in the Pennsylvania coal fields, the southern and eastern Eu-

ropeans did not as yet seem a distinctive threat to national unity
or survival. Thus the criticism of the Italians and of the Jews—th¢
groups which fared worst in-most places—fastened on stereotyped
traits, not on imputations of subversive activity or total unassimila-
bility.

The Iralians were often thought to be the most degraded of the
European newcomers. They were swarthy, more than half of them
were illiterate, and almost all were victims of a standard of living
lower than that of any of the other prominent nationalities. They
were the ragpickers and the poorest of common laborers; in one
large city their earnings averaged 4o per cent less than those of
the general slum-dweller.”® Wherever they went, a distinctive so-
briquet followed them. “You don’t call . . . an Italian a white
man?” a West Coast construction boss was asked. “No, sir,” he
answered, “an Italian is a Dago.” ™ Also, they soon acquired a
reputation as bloodthirsty criminals. Since southern Italians had
never learried to fight with their fists, knives flashed when they
brawled among themselves or jostled with other immigrants. Soon
a'penologist was wondering how the country could build prisons

~which Italians would not prefer to their own slum quarters. On

the typical Italian the prison expert commented: “The knife with
which he cuts his bread he also uses to lop off another ‘dago’s’
finger or ear. . . . He is quite as familiar with the sight of human
blood as with the sight of the food he eats.” ™

The reception of eastern European Jews in the few great cities
where they first settled was hardly less adverse. Almost as strange
to the German Jews who had preceded them as to the native Amer-
icans, these impoverished, undernourished refugees wore long black
coats and untamed beards, practiced a distinctive religious ritual,
and spoke their own language—Yiddish—with vivid gesticulations:
Doubtless they were dirty; such at least was the initial and con-

CRISIS IN THE EIGHTIES 67

temptuous image their presence inspired. The New York Tribune
in 1882 noted blandly: “Numerous complaints have been made in
regard to the Hebrew immigrants who lounge about Battery Park,
obstructing the walls and sitting on the chains. Their filthy condi-
tion has caused many of the people who are accustomed to go to
the park to seek a little recreation and fresh air to give up this
practice. The immigrants also greatly annoy the persons who cross
the park to take the boats to Coney Island, Staten Island and Brook-
lyn. The police have had.many battles with these newcomers, who
scem determined to have their own way.” ™ To this first impres-
sion unfriendly observers soon added the traditional Shylock
stereotype. Many of the Jewish immigrants started out in America
with a peddler’s pack. Since the railroads and the mail order houses
had deprived peddlers of a useful function as rural distributors,
however, they competed raucously in the city streets. Here, ro
many Americans, was the very personification of avarice and cun-
ning. “Money is their God,” wrote Jacob Riis of the Russian Jews
as 2 whole.®®

Painful though these cpithets were, they failed to touch the
springs of nationalism. Nativists in the eighties almost wholly ig-
nored the rising new immigration. The points of departure for
modern American nativism lay not in external stimuli but in in-
ternal conditions, not in new peoples or ideas but in new problems
reacting upon the recessive traditions of American nationalism.
The problems, to be sure, were not completely novel. They in-
cluded such recurrent issues as religious conflict and economic
competition, but these functioned within a larger context both
startling and unfamiliar. For the first time in American history
(with the partial exception of the Federalist era) a sizeable sectiort
of opinion made the momentous and troubling discovery that the
United States confronted the social ills of the QOld World.




Chapler Goun
The Nationalist Nineties

Still T think that . . . the one last surviving popular ideal of
patriotism will save us from tumbling to pieces this time.
~Henry Adams, 1896

The crisis of the eighties passed imperceptibly into the deeper
straih and anguish of the nineties. No clear division separated the
two decades, either in the history of nativism or in the general
course of Ametican civilization. The period from about 1885 to
1897 was one of recurring calamities and almost unrelieved discon-
tent, culminating in the savage depression of 1893-1897. In the in-
dustrial North and in the farming regions west and south of it,
masses of Americans groped to escape the dominance of an un-
compromising plutocracy—and groped in vain. Meanwhile, fear of
the stranger accumulated on all sides, mounting into hatred, burst-
ing into violence, and intruding into politics. Nativist movements
occupied a significant place among the rising currents of national
feeling that swept the decade. None of these chauvinistic enthusi-
asms quite overcame America’s optimistic and cosmopolitan her-
itage, just as the underlying fears of a closed society were never
fully realized. But the unsolved problems of an industrial, urban
culture grew steadily more vexing; and the nativist response be-
came more general, more insistent, and more explicitly nationalist.

Unrest in an Age of Depression

Industrial warfare sputtered on during the early and mid-nine-
ties, as rebellious employees continued to clash with unyielding
68
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employers. The governors of at least five states called out National
Guard units in the summer of 189z on occasions of industrial vio-
lence, and at Homestead, Pennsylvania, steel workers fought head
on with an army of private detectives. Two years later, during an-
other crescendo of discontent, the tremendous Pullman strike un-
leashed idle mobs in the Chicago railroad yards and brought
United States courts and soldiers into the battle on the company
side. The spirit of rebellion was abroad in rural America too; south-
ern and western farmers were defying the reigning economic
orthodoxies and the existing party structure alike in the angriest
political crusade of their lives. Their determination to redeem
from government what seemed lost to monopoly heightened year
by year, leading through Populism into Bryanism and the election
of 1896. Privileged groups resisted every challenge as doggedly as
the federal government clung to a gold standard, but the protests
could no more be stopped than could the steady drain on the
Treasury’s gold reserve.

If public finances were bad, private ones were often worse, A
wave of business failures in 1893 ushered in four years of depres-
sion. Soon, millions were out of work, many to become tramps,
some to collect in little bands marching on Washington as “peti-
tions on boots.” This national economic breakdown may not, in it-
self, have wrought more suffering than the depression of the seven-
ties, but it came ar a more anxious moment and afflicted 2 society
less confident of its general state of health. The “panic of 93"
gave an important impetus to nativism because it climaxzed several
years of baffled discontent.

In pondering the practical issue of immigration restriction, both
capital and organized labor moved gradually and steadily in the
anti-foreign direction they had begun to take during the preceding
decade. The conditions that engendered mutual hostility between
employers and unionists subjected to mounting strain the ties that
linked them to the immigrants. Evidence of foreign participation
in strikes continued to work on business opinion. The Commercial
and Financial Chronicle felt a new zeal for restriction after a Rus-
sian-born anarchist tried to kill Henry Clay Frick, Pittsburgh'in-
dustrialist, in 1892, The same year the National Board of Trade,
prompted by its Chicago and New York affiliates, came out over-
whelmingly for a plan to admit only immigrants passing an inspec-
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tion by American consuls overseas.* Thus some of the confusit?n
in business thinking was becoming resolved, even before the panic,
in favor of a moderate degree of restriction, On the other hand,
many business leaders hesitated before decisive action, fe:arful of
complicating production problems in an effort to solve social prob-
lems. The New York Journal of Commerce held defiantly to the
traditional position, arguing for free immigration on the ground
that men, like cows, are expensive to raise and a gift of either
should be gladly received. “A man,” the paper added, “can be put
to more valuable use than a cow.” 2 .
‘The long downward plunge of the: depression stopped this line
of argument. The happy pastime of calculating the .dollar value
of each new arrival passed into neglect. Instead, busmessn_len re-
flected on how unemployed aliens burdened the community and

enlarged the stagnant pool of unused manpower, Seen in a con- ]

text of hunger and want, the newcomer appeared more than ever
a danger to society. In 1894 the National Board of Trade deliber-
ated, though it did not adopt, a new and advanced prop_osal to
restrict immigration by a test of literacy. Other groups (.'ﬁd take
a determined stand. Arguing for thoroughgoing restriction, t_he
general manager of the American Iron and Stee] Association main-
tained that the depression was greatly aggravated by “the pres-

ence among us of thousands of idle and vicious foreigners who |

have not come here to work for a living but to stir up strife and
to commit crime.” ®* These sentiments became sufficiently popu-
lar by the mid-nineties to win support for 2 strict literacy test of

immigration from a number of business organizations: the Boston

Merchants Association, the Boston Chamber of Commerce, the
Seattle Chamber of Commerce, The Chicago Board of Trade, and
the Commercial Travellers of the United States.*

Like the economic ties binding industrialists to immigrants, the
ethnic and idealistic bonds between American- and European-born
workers were weakening. The distinction betwee_n voluntary 'and
induced immigration, which organized la!)or c1'11t1vated 50 asmfiu-
ously through the eighties, was now wearing thin. As the new im-
migration continued to expand in the early nineties, the unions had
to face the fact that this was no mere conspiracy on the part of
employers. Organized labor confronted a clear choice between na-
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tional and international loyalties. Painfully, it adjusted itself to na-
tionalism.

The declining Knights of Labor, which was fast losing its char-
acter as a workers’” movement, came out for a general restriction
of immigration in 1892, At Powderley’s warning that American
liberty was slipping away, the Knights proposed the exclusion of

immigrants who lacked sufficient resources to support them-
selves for a year after landing.®

‘The American Federation of Labor and its member unions
yielded less easily. They still had great numbers of foreign-born
members and strong international sympathies. A.F.L. President
Samuel Gompers was well in advance of the rank and file. This
rough-hewn, pugnacious man was himself 2 Jewish immigrant boy
from England, and he had risen to labor leadership through a New
York industry—cigar-making—which was exposed to wave after
wave of immigrants. Around 1890, when Gompers was first adopt-
ing a restrictionist position, cigar-making was receiving a new in-
flux of immigrant labor, 2 flood of Russian Jews. This was a group
whose arrival many older Jewish Immigrants feared and resented.
Gompers brought the immigration issue before the A.F.L. con-
vention in 1891 with a plea for “relief from this pressing evil.”
The convention replied that further restriction Was unnecessary.*
Only after 1893 did nativist agitation become widespread among
the unions; then three more years passed before it bore much fruit,

With the coming of the depression, want embittered all of the
unsatisfied resentments of preceding years. Now labor papers
teemed with discussion of immigration, and editors strove to con-
vince their members of its danger. John Swinton, a prominent
labor editor, pur the case with crystal clearness: the supply of
labor has far outstripped the demand, immigrants add to the
crowds of unemployed in the cities, capitalists exploit the situation
by hiring workers on their own terms, and there is no escape to the
West now that the “free lands of other years are fenced in.” Other
labor spokesmen branded cosmopolitan ideas as sentimental and
erected self-preservation as a patriotic alternative; “We sympa-
thize with the oppressed of the Old World, but we . . . are as a
country . . . in the position of any other asylum whose dormi-

tories are full up. . . . The American movement is strictly Amer-
ican. . . . We cannot go abroad and hope to lift up the labor of
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the world. . . . The selfishness that provides for the home and
protection of the family from want or danger is the only spirit in
which this question may be considered successfully.” *

Foreign-born and internationalist workers replied by appealing
to the brotherhood of man and by blaming the capitalists rather
than the immigrants for labor’s troubles, The Boston Central Labor
Union thoughe it detected a revival of the principle of the Fugitive
Slave Laws in immigration restriction.® This opposition prevented
action at the A.F.L. conventions in 1894 and 1896, but the next
year restrictionists finally secured official endorsement of the liter-
acy test. By then several other labor organizations had already done
so—no great number. A few unions were also beginning to exclude
from membership aliens who had not declared their intention to
become citizens.” Organized labor moved with the nativist tide in
the nineties, but certainly not in advance of it, or with full as-
surance.

While the leading interest groups concerned with immigration
struggled to define their point of view, nativist tendencies func-
tioned much more powerfully beyond their ranks. Even the work=
ingman’s economic jealousy had freer play outside of the con-
fines of official union policy. The fear of job competition from
foreigners contributed to a host of incidents and Movements; most
tangibly, it appeared in restrictions on employment, Under the
pressure of intense and prolonged unemployment, several state leg-
islatures went far beyond the pinprick discriminations of the pre-
vious decade. In 1894 and 1895 New York and Pennsylvania ex-
cluded all aliens (not just those who had not yet declared their
intention to become citizens) from jobs on state and local public
works.* Since immigrants traditionally did most of the common
labor in the North, the new laws threatened to close a large op-
portunity to them. Idaho, where mining was suffering from the
slump, also prohibited private corporations from hiring aliens who
had not declared their intention to become citizens.

Economic discrimination reached a peak in two Pennsylvania
statutes sponsored by coal miners in 18¢7. One-set up residence
and language requirements for certification as a miner. The other
required employers to deduct a special state tax from the wages
of all alien laborers.”* This levy on the most poorly paid and un-
derprivileged group in the state—“a vicious species of class legisla-
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tion” in the words of the highest Pennsylvania court—did not sur-
vive a legal test. In general the courts in the late nineteenth cen-
tury took an old-fashioned view of the civil rights of aliens and
held such statutes contrary to the Fourteenth Amendment.** Their
enactment, however, reveals vividly the impact of depression on
nativism.

Yet, discriminatory legislation was far from common, and fear
of direct economic competition from immigrants must have af-
fected only limited groups and regions. A depression environment
exacerbated anti-foreign sentiment in much broader, though Iess
obvious, ways. In accounting for the main trends of xenophobia
in the nineties one can never wholly separate the economic col-
lapse from the social turmoil that accompanied it.

One of the outstanding nativist consequences of this combined
social and economic breakdown was a nation-wide extension of
the attack on immigration. Before the blighted nineties, anti-immi-
grant agitation had made little headway outside of the industrial
North. Although the issue of land monopoly had already provoked
some xenophobia in the South and in the trans-Mississippi West, it
was scattered and sporadic. The Northeast and Old Northwest
still remained the centers of nativisin, but the fever now spread
throughout the land, infecting all sections and every class.

The farmers’ economic status deteriorated rapidly from 1890 on,
and in the accumulating agrarian protest movements a distrust of
foreign influence grew more marked.*® But until the depression,
important western newspapers welcomed European settlers and
denounced the restrictionist clamor in the East. The South was
wedded still more firmly to the traditional business gospel of im-
migration as a key to material development. Southern Congress-
men put up the only vigorous opposition to a mild strengthening
of immigration laws in 1891. As late as the spring of 1893, an of-
ficial British investigator concluded that stringent immigration re-
striction was unlikely in the United States because of the resistance
of the South and West.1*

Just at that time, however, nativism was becoming nation-wide
under the‘ pressure of nation-wide distress. In the West conserva-
tive and radical-spokesmen alike cried out against a European in-
vasion. Three legislatures petitioned Congress to check it. Indis-
criminate immigration, said Wyoming, “now threatens to over-

—— T O .
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whelm this nation.” It “threaten[s] the perpetuity of our institu-
tions,” echoed California. The state of Washington wanted Con-
gress to prohibit all immigration for ten years.** In several north-
western states, societies to promote immigration maintained a feeble
existence but endorsed the principle of restriction.*® When a show-
down came in Congress in 1896-97, the area west of the Missouri
River voted almost unanimously for general immigration restriction.
Xenophobia rapidly gained ground in the South as well. The
most various types—businessmen, lawyers, educators, Populists—
raised their voices against “this mass of European corruption.” ** By
1896, a good majority of southern Senators and Representatives
had swung over to restriction. On the other hand, the South, the
section with the fewest immigrants, still had the greatest lust for
them. Regional and state immigration associations, though much
less active than in earlier years, continued to meet at the behest
of the railroads and their “political and economic allies. And in
Congress every other part of the country cast a heavier vote for
restriction. On one key vote in the House of Representatives the
pro-restrictiomist majority of 193 included thircy-nine southe_rnvers,
but of the thirty-seven Congressmen who voted against restriction,
twenty-four came from the South as against seven from the Mid-
Adlantic states, three from the Midwest, two from New England,
and one from the trans-Missouri West.*® Thus the economic tem-
pests of the nineties swept West and South into narivist ranks but
left a powerful opposition still entrenched in the latter. '
Aside from this expansion of appeal, perhaps the commonest dif-
ference berween the nativisms of the eighties and the nineties was
one of intensity. The general temperature was hotter in the-latter
decade. We may read it by various gauges, for the intensiﬁc.:atmn qf
nativism was apparent in action and legislation as well as in senti-
ment. Much of the evidence of this new intensity concerns the
specific foci of agitation and is reserved for later pages. One over-
all aspect is relevant here as a keynote to the whole decade: Na-
tivists in the 18¢0’s repeatedly championed the values of national-
ism in a very conscious, explicit way. They discovered that Amer-
ican patriotism was undergoing a decline, a decline due partly to
the immigrant’s disruptive and disloyal tendencies. They pleaded
for a reawakened scnse of nationality. Sometimes, in place of any
specific accusation against the newcomers, they argued simply that
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2 great nation requires a homogeneous people. Nativists now were
not just reflecting a revival of nationalism; they were its conscious
apostles.

In this respect nativism formed but one part—though an impor-
tant part—of the tide of national feeling that beat upon the Amer-
ican public during the last decade of the century. The period re-
sounded with organized campaigns to arouse a vigorous “Amer-
icanism.” Flag exercises, replete with special salutes and pledges,
spread throughout the public schools along with agitation for in-
culcating patriotism. Among well-to-do, status-conscions circles,
over a dozen hereditary patriotic societies sprang up in the early
nineties to cultivate a keener, more exclusive sense of nationality.
Beginning with the Sons of the American Revolution in 1889,
these prestige organizations embarked on 2 round of banquets, re-
ceptions, and celebrations. Their principal theme was always the
dire importance of perpetuating the pure American spirit of one’s
ancestors.” Meanwhile a tempest raged within the ranks of the
Roman Gatholic hierarchy in the United States, as a group of na-
tionalistic clerics, largely Irish in background, denounced many of
their German-American brethren for resisting Americanization
and clinging to a divided loyalty. The chief socialist movement of
the day called iself Nationalism and proposed “to realize the idea
of the nation with a grandeur and completeness never before con-
ceived.” ** Above all, these sentiments manifested themselves in
astonishingly belligerent attirudes toward foreign governments.
Jingoism was the most aggressive expression of late nineteenth cen-
tury nationalism.

As early as 1889, when the United States asserted sweeping
rights over the Bering Sea, public opinion was becoming sensitive
to minor international controversies. Two years later there was
talk of war with Italy and, because of a sailors’ brawl in a- Valpa-
raiso saloon, a more serious threat of conflict with Chile, In 1895
jingoist frenzy brought the Unired States close to war with Britain
for the odd reason that Venezuela disputed her boundary with
British Guiana. At that point the Cuban Revolution absorbed the
jingoes in a crescendo of excitement culminating in the Spanish-
American"War, It is hard to Houbt that these bellicose outbursts
flowed from the same domestic frustrations that generated nativ-
ism. The first important harbinger of both jingoism and nativism
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was Josiah Strong, whose attack on immigr.:%tlon accomps;icils ;
grandiose vision of globql conquest. Not all‘]mgoes :rfi-re s
or all nativists jingoes, but both the aggressive psy.(z1 (zi qutinctive
one and the defensive reaction .of the .other provide lﬁ neuve
rallying points for a society dubious of its capacity to comp
1 ts.22
col.i?;cput the matter another way, when t.he,troubl_es of t::es }}zﬁ:
nineteenth century raised doubts of the nation’s stamduils:lil, tw short
cuts for restoring confidence present_ed t?lemselves: deZd bg ‘
be rationalized as a product of fon_ngn m.ﬂt.]?ncc, or emonse)lred
compensatory demonstration of national virility. One r;zﬁ se e
toward protective measures at home, §uch as 1mm1ira fon rert
tion; the other encouraged an oﬁensw.e posture 1? roth. Of the
two, the jingoist tactic was more exhilarating than 'ean s
and closer to the habitual strut and s“tagger of thc? l}meiflﬁ h [;t Of.
It had, therefore, a greater imme.diate 1r.npa.c.:t. Natmsm | ed tsh : T
its major objectives in the nineties, w}-ule jingoism lcafne } the & Zt
As early as the late eighties, according to a'scho ;u' X 0 erver o

the time, Fourth of July orators were boasting oth megal n o
tional power instead of America’s fr'eedorn f1:om he so; al s o
Europe. And in 1896 a leading magazine described the pu

as follows:

This uncertainty and difference of_ opinio.n -w1t!1{n pa;lty rg‘?:;s
have bred general suspicion and un1ve1:sal' 1rr1tab1ht)lr{ Af:;e icaI;
the loose . . . talk about American principles and the Amer o
flag which has been in the air for the last two or three )ét'aa.rs :
borne its fruit in what might be called an explosive condition o
opinion in some sections of thfa country. . . . newspagt_:erss as;f
have formed the habit of talking al?out foreign cdn‘:)un.fi s as i
they were all the enemies of the United Sta.tes, an ai i o be s
true American involved hatred of iverg;:hu;%nl;‘;-:lncm,mer gm ty:
German, Italian, or Spanish. . . . In t c gen wceriny
about domestic questions, the confessed inability to deal with
the currency question . . . and the hopeless gr;)%r;g e or

ing definite to stand on, the membcrs: of Congres
ﬁl?g pegll-mell through any door of escape into a forﬁlgrtlhfziﬂici;
The result has been that both parties have outdone each o
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an attempt to take the most extreme positions and use the most
violent language, . .

But if jingoism outdistanced nativism, it also aggravated it. The
two anti-foreign movements—one international, the other internal—
complemented each other, so that the jingoist atmosphere of the
decade helps to explain the depth and intensity of its nativism, A
public opinion chafing for conquest abroad was not likely to
forego similar satisfactions at home. Furthermore, the jingo spirit
jeopardized immigrant minorities very directly by creating a new
sense of insecurity. After i8¢0 at least a flickering consciousness
of global dangers and rivalries intruded upon the American pub-
lic’s complacent aloofness toward foreign relations; and a series of
diplomatic crises shook the feeling of military security, which was
one of the last bulwarks against nativism still intact, Consequently,
the immigrants’ national loyalties became a matter of greater mo-
ment, and suspicions that they harbored disloyal attachments to
some threatening world power were more easily aroused.

Most of the foundations of the age of confidence had already
been rudely shaken. One of them, indifference to social problems,
had cracked in the cighties. A second basis of confidence, easy
expectations of endless material expansion, was challenged by the
restrictions of monopoly, the passing of the frontier, and the ex-
perience of grinding depression. When 2 wave of jingoism swept
over the old indifference to international problems, the principal

conditions upholding the assimilationist faith of the post-Civil War
period were all in peril.

Anti-Catholicism Rampant

If nativism burst some of the limits that had previously confined
it, its over-all ideological structure nevertheless remained for the
most part unchanged. Grounded in social circumstances similar to
those of the eighties, the nativism of the 1890’s perpetuated all of
the anti-foreign complaints that had circulated during the earlier
decade. To reformers, the immigrants were the source of municipal
squalor and corruption,* to workingmen a drag on wages, to mili-
tant Protestants the tools of Rome; and to nearly all their critics
the newcomers were agents of discord and strife. Thomas Nixzon
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Carver, a conservative economist, blamed them for precipitating
a labor problem by widening the class gulf between capital and
labor; the Nation on one occasion attributed the deep agrarian
unrest in the West to “peasants fresh from Europe”; and the major
strikes of the decade evoked repeated references to dangercn'ls for-
cign rabbles. Consequently, the anti-radical tradition remained a
major nativist attitude, picturing the foreigner as steeped in anar-
chism or at least as an incendiary menace to that orderly freedmjn
which Americans alone could supposedly preserve.** And anti-
Catholicism, in continuing to provide an alternative theme, blos-
somed spectacularly. o

The vitality of both traditions is striking in view of the fact
that both targets, the anarchist and the Pope, were less vplne_rabie
to attack after 189o than they had been before. Judged objectively,
these nativist symbols should have seemed progress.iw_:l)_z ln?ss men-
acing, for the circumstances of the decade lent diminishing sup-
port to conceptions of the immigrant as an agent of either prole-
tarian revolution or papal despotism. The most serious unrest d.e-
veloped among the native-born farmers who composed the Populist
party; the most alarming strikes appeared among Enghsh-speakmg
steel ‘workers and railroad employees.*® The anarchist movement
was broken in Chicago, internally divided in Ne\:v York,‘and—
except for an individual atrack on I—_Ienry Clay Fnck—outmde_of
the public eye. Likewise, the Catholic Church gave less occasion
for religious nativism than it had a few years before. Afrer 1890
the specific conflicts of the previous decade over relations betwv.?en
church and state reached a better adjustment, and the le:;tdlng
Catholic prelates went out of their way to demonstrate their at-
tachment to American institutions. Non-Catholic pressure for state
regulation of parochial schools abated, the federal government
gradually withdrew from collaboration with religious bodies in
Indian education, and prominent Catholic spokesmen showed 2
friendlier attitude toward the public school system. To be sure, 4
vast public display of Catholic strength at the time of the Chicago
World’s Fair caused some heartburning, and the appointment in the
same year of Archbishop Francis Satolli as the Pope’s first perma-
nent delegate to the United States struck a number .of PJ.:otf:stants
as an act of insidious aggression.”” But these were minor 1nc1dent‘s.

In the case of anti-radicalism the fact that the target was less in
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evidence did seem to blunt the hostility, Even the most irrational
attitudes secure a focus from the objective situation which they
represent as well as misrepresent; “prejudices,” in distorting real-
ity, still reflect it. Revolutionary immigrants never caused enough
real, sustained anxiety in the nineteenth century to rouse Congress
to a legislative ban.* Although an explicit anti-radical nativism
persisted, to a considerable extent the image of foreign radicals be-
came diffuse. It tended to dissolve into vaguer visions of foreign
license, lawlessness, and disorder. The adversary usually remained
a symbol of unruly discontent, but he assumed 2 more protean, in-
definite shape, Often he seemed to lose almost all distinguishing
traits and become simply un-American, so that the anti-radical
tradition partially blended with jingoism. Thus the hereditary
patriotic societies, while characterizing “the foreign element” as
abandoned to anarchy, socialism, and lawlessness, more frequently
reduced the newcomer’s crime to simpler terms: he “threatens to
smother and obliterate American predominance, American influ-
ence, and American ideas and institutions.” **

On the other hand, anti-Catholic nativism retained its piercing
directness and redoubled its energy. Catholics, after all, were still
prominent on the American scene, their multiplying churches
ever more visible in the cities of the North and West, their influ-
ence in local politics undiminished. In fact, the general Democratic
victories in the elections of 1890 and 1892 inevitably worked to the
advantage of Irish politicians and therefore exacerbated anti-Catho-
lic feeling; for Protestant xenophobes interpreted the election re-
sults, of course, as further Roman aggression.®® Perhaps, too, the
idea that papal minions posed a subversive threat to national free-
dom was so deeply entrenched in myth and memory that it needed
relatively little objective confirmation.

No other xenophobia functioned in so highly organized a way
as anti-Romanism. Its agencies, aside from the Protestant churches
themselves, were of three types. The ad boc committees, such as
the National League for the Protection of American Institu-
tions or the Citizens’ Committee of One Hundred of Cook County,
worked in_the open, endeavoring to mobilize broad support for
specific legislative objectives. The nativist fraternal orders col-
laborated in such lobbying activities but otherwise held aloof from
politics. The orders ‘functioned more as prestige groups than as
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pressure groups, in that sense resembling the hereditary. patriotic
societies which served a higher social stratum. The Junior Order
United American Mechanics, combining anti—radm.al with anti-
Catholic nativism, emerged in the nineties as the 1.1ndlsputed leader
among such organizations. It reached a membership of 160,000 ang
took a vigorous part in the agitation for immigration restriction.

Neither the ad hoc committee nor the old-fashmr.lcd fraternal
order approached in militancy the political secret society. I.t alone
could satisfy the urge for political power. A struggle to drlve.t.he
Irish Catholic adversary from his position in Amern.:an politics
offered very real rewards, and the lure of. power Pm}udcd one of
the outstanding incentives for ann-Catholic organizations. Among
groups of this type, the American_ Protect.nfe Association ost
effectively exploited both the political ar.nb1t1ons and the broad,
national anxieties on which anti-Catholicism throve. It abs:orbed
many of the other nativist societies which had' §prouteq in t}}e
eighties and dominated the gaudiest wave of religious nativism in

ears. .

ﬁftl);n};il 1893 the A.P.A. grew steadily but unspectactllal_'ly in the
upper Mississippi Valley from eastern Nebraska to Mlchlge}r%, tal::—
ing root in larger towns and cities where Catholics were rising in
political and social status. Under Henry F. Bowers persevering
leadership, the organization combined some of the characteristics
of-a secret fraternal order with a primary interest in politics.
Bowers, who was a devoted Mason, presumably borroyed heavily
from Masonry in concocting a black and yellow re.gaha, an elabo-
rate initiation, and a recreational program. More important, Ma-
sonic lodges, being tinged by an anti-Catholic heritage, provu?e-d a
source of membership for the A.P.A., and oftel} a bosiy of political
allies.” By 1891 the A.P.A. was strongly established in Omaha and
helped the Republicans, whom it endorsed, to sweep that 'usually
Democratic city by large majorities. Tv&relve months later, in Sagi-
naw, Michigan, the A.P.A. elected William S. Linton to Congress,
where he remained its chief spokesman. Yet, up to 1893, member-
ship did not exceed seventy thousand.* . _ )

That year the society flared suddenly into national prominence,

first tightening its grip on the Midwest and then spreading east- . §#

ward and westward. It grew very rapidly throughout the_Great
Lalkes area, crossed into western New York and Pennsylvania, and
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pushed as far east as Massachusetts. In November 1893, it claimed
ten thousand members in Columbus, Ohio, sixteen thousand in
Buffalo, and similar strength in Pittsburgh.* Meanwhile A.P.A.
councils blossomed in Denver and other Rocky Mountain towns,
in San Francisco, and in Seattle. During the first half of 1894 the
A.P.A. reached its crest. Altogether, it may have enrolled a cumu-
lative total of half a million members. Although it was becoming
an important force in a number of Fast and West Coast cities,
the center of its power remained in the Midwest. Michigan, Ohio,
and Minnesota were probably the leading A.P.A. states, in approxi-
mately that order. An effort to organize the South made little
headway below Kentucky. (Southerners were generally apathetic
toward anti-Catholicism and viewed the AP.A. as a Republican
tool.) Everywhere the movement got the great bulk of its support
in urban communities, although its influence now spread into rural
areas of the Midwest also.®

Some of this growth resulted from the new leadership which
the A.P.A. acquired in 1893. Control passed from Bowers’ elderly
hands into the more agile ones of William J. Traynor, who had
built a strong organization in Michigan as president of the state
council. “Whiskey Bill,” as the Catholics called him, was a former
saloonkeeper, a nativist newspaper publisher, and a veteran of the
Order of the American Union, with long experience in promoting
anti-Catholic organizations. He had a keener political sense than
Bowers and immediately launched an aggressive organizing drive.*
But the tide of sentiment he manipulated was surely not of his
making. The upthrust of the A.P.A. corresponded too closely to
the general expansion and intensification of nativism to be due
chiefly to internal causes, Only the depression of 1893 can ade-
quately explain the surge of Protestant nativism that year.

A.PA. organizers hastened to exploit the climate of economic
disaster. Wherever men would listen, they blamed the collapse
on the Catholics, who had started a run on the banks—so the story
went—in order to disrupt the economic system and thus prepare
the way for Rome’s seizure of power. A.P.A. speakers told crowds
of unemployed that their jobs had gone to a flood of immigrants
unloosed on Ameri¢a by papal agents. To prove their charges, the
agitators invented and distriputed very widely a document en-
titled, “Instructions to Catholics,” supposedly from the Pope. From
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this, the credulous learned that Rome was preparing desperate
measures to get jobs for Catholic immigrants: “In order to find
employment for the many thousands of the faithful who are com-
ing daily to swell the ranks of our catholic army, which will in
due time possess this land, we must secure contro] of . . . every
enterprise requiring labor . . . this will render it necessary to
remove or crowd out the American heretics who are now em-
ployed.” **

Since the depression embittered class conflict, the A.P.A. profited
from social as well as economic frustrations. For lower-middle and
working class people bewildered by the clash of organized capital
and organized labor, the A.P.A, preached the same message carried
by the smaller nativist societies of the eighties—but preached it
more widely and explicitly. Industrial unrest was explained as
simply another form of papal subversion. According to the A.P.A.,
the Catholics, sometimes in the person of T. V. Powderley, were
fomenting strikes and labor problems as part of a larger plot to
overthrow American institutions. Protestants were warned to avoid
all unions dominated by papists, to discard the strike as a useless
device, and to place no confidence in free silver. This advice made
so strong an impression that Eugene Debs, the militant labor leader,
and Ignatius Donnelly, the fiery Populist, called the A.P.A. an
instrument designed by railroad magnates to disorganize labor
unions. In fact, A.P.A.-ism did have a disruptive impact on umon-
ism, and not only among railroad employees In the coal fields of
Pennsylvania and Illinois this internecine strife checked a United
Mine Workers’ organizing drive; in many cases it tore existing
locals apart.® Yet, along with a covert anti-union bias, the A.P.A.
also reverberated with vague alarms at plutocracy. Strictures on
monopoly appeared in the pages of its pubhcatlons, Traynor prom-
ised to wring justice from “soulless corporations and greedy syn-
dicates,” and one A.P.A. council (championing small business
against monopolies) resolved that no one should be allowed to
accumulate more than a million dollars.*

These attitudes, although important for understanding the
A.P.As appeal, formed no part of its official creed. Far from deal-
ing directly with social and economic conflicts, Protestant nativism
converted them into religious and nationalistic ones. The associa-
tion deliberately excluded the major issues of the day when it
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drew up a formal program earIy in 1894. It proposed simply to
defend “true Americanism” agamst the “subjects of an un-Ameri-
can ecclesiastical institution” by fighting for a free public school
system, for immigration restriction, and for 2 slower, more rigid
system of naturalization.*

A.P.A. spokesmen regarded the immigration question as second
only to the religious one, but it was distinctly secondary. Although
unofhicially they made drastic demands at times, their lobbying for
restriction was slight and ineffective.® This was largely because of
the organization’s curiously mixed membership. In its quest for
power the A.P.A. welcomed support wherever anti-Catholic na-
tionalism flourished. Such sentiment throve among foreign-born
Protestants from Canada, Britain, and Scandinavia. Many of these
newcomers found in their own Protestant traditions a source of
identification with America; and they hated the Irish, to whom
they felt culturally supenor but who seemed proportionally more
successful than they in capturing local political offices. Accord-
ingly, the A.P.A., while claiming “America for the Americans,”
appealed to “all who will be true Americans,” regardless of nation-
ality, race, or place of birth.** So many Scandinavians joined that
the A.P.A. organ in Minneapolis merged with a leading Scandi-
navian newspaper. British Canadians flocked in and even extended
the association across the border into Canada. In many places,
Orangemen, born in Britain or Canada, formed the nucleus.*®
Traynor himself was Canadian-born and held the vice-presidency
of the Grand Orange Lodge along with the presidency of the
A.P.A. Sometimes these naturalized groups favored Immigration
restriction, but not for their own nationality. An explicit and em-
phatic anti-foreigner campaign could swiftly alienate the northern
European A.P.A.-ers.**

It was safer to stress the Catholic issue; the oath, which all
members took, never to vote for a Catholic, indicates the A.P.A.’s
governing preoccupation. By endorsing some candidates and con-
demning others as pro-Roman, “advisory boards” in each city and
state manipulated the votes of the membership and of sympa-
thizers. Since support went almost invariably to Republican can-
didates, Democrats denounced the organization roundly, while
Republicans tended to temporize. In the spring of 1893 the A.P.A.
showed substantial strength in midwestern municipal and school

.
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board elections, and that fall it contributed to William McKinley’s
phenomenally successful re-election as Ohio governor. The next
year it took an active interest in elections in nearly half of the
states. Both were Republican years; consequently, the A.P.A. was
able to claim much more strength than it really had. But it did
help to send a number of sympathizers to Congress. In a few
states, notably Michigan, Kentucky, and Nebraska, the organiza-
tion enjoyed the favor and confidence of the Republican high
command.*®

Much energy blew off in the form of propaganda, particularly
through the lectures of ex-priests and nuns exposing the horrors of
convent life. Very generally, A.P.A. members boycotted Catholic
merchants and discriminated against Catholic labor. On the other
hand, the amount of physical violence produced by the anti-
Catholic hysteria of the nineties was not great. Rocks were some-
times thrown through priests’ windows, and infuriated Catholics
repeatedly attacked A.P.A. lecturers,*® but no successful lynch-
ing occurred. There were three Protestant-Catholic riots, two of
which involved the A.P.A. directly. One of these, 2 day-long
battle that raged in and around the saloons of Montana’s leading
mining town on the Fourth of July, 1894, resulted in two deaths.
"The other was a general shooting fray at a polling place in Kansas
City, Missouri, during the municipal election that year. An A.P.A.
leader and several Catholics were killed.*” In these and other in-
stances the A.P.A. created some violence, partly because it had
belligerent adversaries.

‘The supreme violence occurred inside men’s heads. Anti-Cathol-
icism reached a climax in ideology rather than action by absorbing
and reflecting the decade’s rampant jingoism. Since religious
nativists had always regarded Catholics as disloyal adherents of a
foreign potentate, the anti-Catholic tradition was easily susceptible
to jingoist influence. Eyeing their Catholic neighbors, Protestant
nationalists could enjoy 2 tingling sense of confronting the waiting
soldiery of an enemy state. In the mid-nineties, without the provo-
cation of actual international friction, the papacy took a2 place
alongside Chile, Italy, and Great Britain as one of the powers
against which an inflamed populace prepared to do battle.

Fears of a long-range papal scheme to overthrow American
institutions had bothered a good many Protestants during the early
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nineteenth century, but only in 1893 did Americans gird them-
sclves to meet an imminent Catholic uprising, Early that year
Traynor’s newspaper, the Detroit Patriotic American, gave wide
circulation to a document that disclosed the impending popish
plot. The document was a bogus encyclical addressed to American
Catholics by Pope Leo XIIL It absolved them from any oaths of
loyalty to the United States and instructed them “to exterminate
all heretics” on a certain date in September. A Minneapolis agi-
tator, Burton Ames Huntington, improved on the story in a book
designed to show that seven hundred thousand papal soldiers—
organized in all large American cities—were ready to spring into
rebellion at 2 moment’s notice. Rome’s policy, he asserted, was to
force “us Americans . . . to rebel against Rome’s usurpations”
and then to carry out a counterrevolution under the pretext of
restoring law and order. He urged his readers to organize and arm
themselves but not to start anything.** The whole book quivered
with -a militant nationalism much like that evoked by the diplo-
matic crises of the period.

Reprinted throughout the nativist press, in leaflets and in hand-
bills, these tales struck panic far and wide. Catholic meetings were
spied upon for evidence of military preparations. In Toledo the
mayor, the police commissioner, and others bought Winchester
rifles to repel an anticipated invasion, and many A.P.A. members
were afraid to go to bed at night. The Catholic war scare had
greatest impact, however, in midwestern rural areas where “fesh-
and-blood” Catholics were virtually nonexistent and the enemy lay
far away in the cities. Illinois farmers feared ro leave home Jest
Romanists burn their barns and houses. A rural schoolteacher in
Minnesota went about heavily armed for weeks to defend himself
against the anticipated massacre. A large part of the population in
some of the smaller towns of Ohio was terrorized by bloodcurdling
reports of the preparations for war which the Catholics in Colum-
bus were supposedly making.*

‘This phase passed in a few months. Indeed, the vitality drained
out of the whole anti-Catholic movement well before the other
currents of late nineteenth century nativism subsided. While other
xenophobias were still growing, anti-Catholicism began to decline
in the latter part of 1894. In part it was discredited by internal
dissensions which were splitting the A.P.A. Like every secret
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political organization in American history, the A.P.A. lent itself
to exploitation for private advantage. Office-seekers used it and
then ignored it; factions wrestled for control of it. After the elec-
tion of 1804 failed to produce results commensurate with the lead-
ership’s hopes, the strife increased. Traynor led an unsuccessful
movement for establishing a third party, others insisted on endors-
ing McKinley, and the society virtually fell apart over this issue
in the spring of 1896.** Meanwhile tension between the old Ameri-
can and immigrant wings scems also to have caused numerous
defections. Many Scandinavians lost sympathy with the A.P.A.
as its anti-foreign tinge became increasingly emphatic; in Minne-
sota the order started downhill in the spring of 1894, while it was
still advancing elsewhere.*

In addition to these disruptive tendencies, the A.P.A. suffered
from the limitations of anti-Catholic nationalism, This idea no
longer provided an adequately comprehensive expression of nativist
ferment. Whatever respectability the tradition had once possessed
was largely gone. In an increasingly secular culture, enthusiastic
religion was passing out of middle-class life, and without it the
belief that popery lay behind the major national perils was hard
to sustain. Furthermore, by the late nineteenth century many
Catholics had become assimilated into “respectable™ society, mak-
ing editors and politicians reluctant to lose their support by ex-
pressing sentiments critical of their religion. No outstanding polit-
ical leader adhered publicly to the anti-Catholic line which Hayes,
Grant, and others had followed in the early seventes. Harper's
Weekly retreated from its earlier ebullience into a cautious neu-
trality,” and only two or three articles sympathetic to the A.P.A.
appeared in the general magazines. Even many Protestant clergy-
men who were outspokenly anti-foreign avoided the anti-Catholic
theme:®® The A.P.A.’s old-fashioned nativism had little attraction
for the higher strata of American society.

By the same token this tradition-bound nativism failed to profit
from new and rising xenophobias. It lacked a race consciousness
that might have appealed to the South—the A.P.A. welcomed
Negro support **~and among particular nationalities it had eyes
only for the menace of the Irish. Although the A.P.A. feared
aliens in general, it never appreciated the shift that was under way
in the sources of immigration. A product of the Middle West, the
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association arose and flourished most vigorously in a section which
had as yet no great number of southern and eastern Europeans.
The A.P.A. spent its declining strength belaboring the Irish stand-
ard-bearers of Catholicism while other nationalities were moving
mto the orbit of American nativism.

Nationalism and the New Immigrants

Unlike the older Catholic population, the southern and eastern
Europgans who had begun to arrive in considerable numbers
during the 1880’ lived in the American imagination only in the
form of a few vague, ethnic stereotypes. They occupied, in other
words, no distinctive place, either separately or collectively, in the
traditions of American nationalism. In the 1890’s, for the first time,
they became a significant factor in the growth of nativism. An
initial distrust, compounded largely out of their culture and ap-
pearance, swelled into a pressing sense of menace, into hatred, and
into violence. This process went forward essentially along two
lines: first and most commonly, the general anti-foreign feelings
touched off by the internal and international shocks of the late
nineteenth century were discharged with special force against
these new targets so that each of the southeastern European groups
appeared as a particularly insidious representative of the whole
foreign menace; secondly and more slowly, a campaign got under
way against the new immigration as a unique entity, constituting
mn its difference from other foreign groups the essence of the na-
tion’s peril. The first type of atrack was midwife to the second.
The new immigrants had the very bad luck to arrive in America
en masse at a time when nativism was already running at full tile,
and when neither anarchist nor Jesuit afforded a wholly satisfac-
tory victim for it.

The hostilities which southeastern Europeans faced depended
partly on their increasing prominence on the American scene.
During the early nineties, peasants and Jews poured out of south-
ern and eastern Europe in ever larger numbers, fleeing from pov-
erty and inhumanity to a new promised land. Cutthroat competi-
tion among the transatlantic steamship companies eased their flight;
steerage rates on first-class boats dropped to $10 or even less. The
depression sharply reduced all immigration, but the new current
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never fell below one hundred thousand persons per year—a level
it had first reached in 1887.*® More exclusively than most older
immigrant groups, the new ones swarmed into the slums, the fac-
tories, and the mines, Either urbanites or industrial workers, and
usually both, they played a role in American life that lent itself to
nativist interpretation. In the crowded places where they made
their homes, they lived as a class apart, the least assimilated and
most impoverished of the immigrants. Hence, they symbolized
vividly the social and economic ills with which nativists identified
the immigrants generally. Fears of developing class cleavage could
casily center on them; and with less perversion of logic than anti-
Catholicism required, the problems of depression and unrest could
be associated with them. Above all, each of the southern and east-
ern European nationalities secmed to Americans in some way a dis-
turber of the peace, thereby focalizing the fear of foreign-bred
discontent.

On the other hand, the new immigrants, although vulnerable as
symbols of a general foreign problem, did not yet stand out readily
as a collective entity. Until 1896 the old influx from northern and
western Europe surpassed the southern and eastern European cur-
rent. All in all, at least 8o per cent of the European-born popu-
lation of the United States in the mid-nineties still derived from
those accustomed sources—Germany, Great Britain, Scandinavia,
France, Switzerland, and the Low Countries. Furthermore, con-
centration of settlement limited the impact of the new groups.
While a few coastal cities and industrial complexes felt their arrival
sharply, large parts of the country hardly knew them at all. Two-
thirds of the first-generation Iralians, for example, settled in the
mid-Atlantic and New England states.*® Most of America was just
beginning to learn of their presence, largely at secondhand. Con-
sequently most of the hatred of Italians, Slavs, and Jews consisted
of general anti-foreign attitudes refracted through specific na-
tional stereotypes.

The Slavic coal miners of Pennsylvania illustrate very well how
the new immigration inherited a wider, pre-existing animus. They
acquired the immigrant’s standard reputation for disorder in an
unusually simple, direct form. The American mind contained,
apparently, no distinctive “Slavic” stereotype, comparable to Ttal-
jan and Jewish stereotypes, which might have individualized the
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hostile response.®”” Consequently Slavic and Magyar laborers im-
pressed public opinion at large simply as foreigners par excellence:
uncivilized, unruly, and dangerous.

The impression fed upon the Slavic coal miners’ sporadic but
increasing +involvement in labor unrest. . Ironically, while other
workingmen continued to despise them -as cheap and docile com-
petitors, the general public fixed its eyes on their lapses from docil-
ity. Already the Slavs had incurred the indignation of employers
for participating in the coke strike of 1886; during the greater
industrial conflicts of the nineties, they encountered the hostility
of the whole middle-class community. By 1891, when Henry Clay
Frick precipitated a strike of fourteen thousand coke workers by
posting a new wage scale, Slavic and Magyar nationalities well out-
numbered the older immigrants and native Americans in the bitumi-
nous fields.*® Although British and Americans led the strike, it
was generally interpreted as an uprising of “Huns,” who, in the
words of the New York Tribune, were “the most dangerous of
labor-unionists and strikers. They fill up with liquor and cannot be
reasoned with.,” The company brought in nonunion workers, a
step which resulted in riots and vandalism on the part of the
strikers. In this tense situation, a crowd of “Huns,” returning from
2 mass meeting, passed a frightened detachment of state militia
guarding a company store. Someone fired a shot, the strikers fled,
and the militia fired two volleys after them. Ten dead and fifty
wourided immigrants littered the road. According to the Tribune,
the militia’s action was “upheld by businessmen and all law-abid-
ing people in the entire region.” *°

Frick finally succeeded in breaking the strike, though he was to
face a similar walkout three years later. This time an immigrant
mob killed Frick’s chief engineer, causing the Pittsburgh T'imes to
report that the whole region was “trembling on the brink of an
insurrection. Never before were the dangerous foreigners so thor-
oughly aroused.” A sheriff’s posse, equally aroused, pursued the
escaping strikers, shooting several and arresting 138 for murder,
No sooner was this strike defeated than a general work stoppage
throughout the bituminous coal fields ensued, bringing its quota
of violence and police brutalities.”

The bloodiest episode occurred in 1897. While the United
Mine Workers Union was leading the new immigrants to victory
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in the bituminous fields, an attempt to launch a strike in the anthra-
cite country provoked disaster. About 150 Polish and Hungarian
strikers, entirely unarmed, set out from Hazleton, Pennsylvania,
toward a nearby town, intent on urging the men there to join the
walkout. The sheriff, persuaded by the coal owners that an organ-
ized march was illegal, gathered a posse of 102 deputies to intercept
it. As the strikers came in sight, the sheriff ordered them to re-
turn, Someone struck him, frightening him into commanding the
deputies to fire. They poured volley after volley into the sur-
prised and terrorized crowd as it stampeded in flight. They lfilled
twenty-one immigrants and wounded forty more. The sheriff, a
former mine foreman, explained that the crowd consisted of “in-
furiated foreigners . . . like wild beasts.” Other mine foremen
agreed that if the strikers had been American-born no blood
would have flowed.*

In the case of the Italians, a rather similar fear of “infuriated
foreigners” took a different twist. Anti-foreign sentimen}: filtered
through a specific ethnic stereotype when Italians were involved;
for in American eyes they bore the mark of Cain. They suggested
the stiletto, the Mafia, the deed of impassioned violence. “The
disposition to assassinate in revenge for a fancied wrong,” declaFed
the Baltimore News, ‘“is a marked trait in the character of this im-~
pulsive and inexorable race.” Every time a simple Italian laborer
resorted to his knife, the newspapers stressed the fact of his na-
tionality; the most trivial fracas in Mulberry Street caused a head-
line on “Italian Vendetta.” ®* The stereotype conditioned every
major outburst of anti-Iralian sentiment in the 1890’s. The distinc-
tive nativism which swarthy paesani experienced took the guise
of social discipline applied o alleged acts of homicide. .

Time and again, lynching parties struck at Italians charged with
murder. In 1891 a wild rumor that drunken Italian laborers had
cut the throats of a whole American family in West Virginia set
off further rumors of a pitched battle between a sheriff’s posse and
the assassins. In 1895, when the southern Colorado coal fields
were gripped by violent labor strife, a group of mine:rs ar.1d 0th5:r
residents systematically massacred six Italian workers implicated in
the death of an American saloonkeeper. A year later a mob dragged
three Italians from jail in a small Louisiana town and hanged
them.®® The biggest incident convulsed New Orleans—and then
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the whole country—at the beginning of the decade. The city com-
bined southern folkways with all of the social problems of the
urban North, and as the most southerly of American ports, it was
the haven of a large migration from Sicily, In 1891 the superin-
tendent of police was murdered under conditions which pointed
to the local Sicilian population. Wholesale arrests followed in an
atmosphere of hysteria. The mayor issued a public appeal: “We
must teach .these people 2 lesson that they will not forget for all
time.” The city council appointed a citizens’ committee to sug-
gest ways of preventing the influx of European criminals. But
when some of the accused were tried, the jury (which may have
been suborned) stunned the city by refusing to convict, While
officials stood idly by, a mob proceeded “to remedy the failure
of justice” by lynching eleven Italian suspects. With apparent
unanimity local newspapers and business leaders blessed the ac-
tion,™

At that point jingoism intruded upon what had begun as a local,
internal episode, transforming it into a nation-wide commotion
and a diplomatic crisis. Italy sought redress for the victims’
families and punishment of the mob that murdered them. Secre-
tary of State James G. Blaine treated the plea cavalierly, where-
upon Italy abruptly recalled her minister in Washington. Internal
hatred and external conflict now interacted directly, psoducing
an explosion of feeling against Italy and enormously magnifying
the fear of Italian-Americans. A belief that the Italian fleet might
suddenly descend on the United States gained fairly wide credence,
and patriots flexed their muscles in preparation. Italians within the
country now appeared as a potential fifth column; obviously these
people could not be depended upon in times of national danger.
There were reports of Italian immigrants riddling an American
flag with bullets; a rumor circulated that several uniformed COIPS
of Tralians were drilling in New York.* In Wheeling, West Vir-
ginia, miners went on strike because their employer refused to
discharge two Italians; the strikers vowed they would not work
with men “allied to a nation that was trying to bring about a war
with the United States.” A pattiotic society demanded war if Italy
continued shipping criminals to the United States. The Review of
Reviews saw two lessons in the affair: that America must have a
navy to protect itself from “wanton insult,” and an immigration
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policy to keep out “the refuse of the murder-breeds of Southern
Europe.” o

Clearly, as the Review pointed out, a revival of Amerxcan1§m
was emerging from the New Orleans incident. Not just Italian
immigration but the whole immigration question was dramatized
as nothing had dramatized it since the Haymarket Affair, The
press, the pulpit, and the magazines rang with demands for strin-
gent restriction. The influential Nation concluded that a secure
modern state rested on community of language and proposed
therefore to limit immigration to English-speaking applicants. This
severe idea met considerable favor.*

The third major group in the new immigration, the Jews, was
also buffeted by the nativism and jingoism of the nineties. They
had, of course, their own unique status, fixed by the ancient Shy-
lock stereotype; they stood for chicane rather than crime or revo-
lution. (The American public had heard little as yet about the
radical labor movements stirring in the New York ghetto.) °
But the Jews’ supposedly unscrupulous greed now seefned as poten-
tially subversive as the doings of bloodthirsty Italians, “flll‘lOlZ.lS
Huns,” or Irish papists. Hatred, rooted in much the same condi-
tions, lashed them all in rather similar ways.

The Jews felt, too, the violence endemic in that period. Begin-
ning in the late cighties, the first serious anti-Semitic demonstra-
tions in American history occurred in parts of the lower Sfmth
where Jewish supply merchants were commeon, In several parishes
of Louisiana debt-ridden farmers stormed into town, wrecked
Jewish stores, and threatened to kill 2any Jews who remained in the
area. During the worst year, 1893, night-riders burned dloz-en.s o.f
farmhouses belonging to Jewish landlords in southern- Mississippi,
and open threats drove a substantial number of Jewish business-
men from Louisiana.* Persecution in northern cities generally
took the form of personal taunts and assaults. Russo-Polish Jews
had been stoned occasionally in the early eighties, and in the next
decade this petty kind of Jew-baiting became much more com-
mon.™ One serious incident broke, out in a New Jersey mill town
in 1891. Five hundred tending boys employed in the local glass
works went on a rampage when the management hire’d fourteen
young Russian Jews. Three days of riotous demonstrations caused
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most of the Jewish residents to flee from the area.,™ In one sense
the Jews came off a little better than the other minorities; appar-
ently no lives were lost in any of these episodes.

A substantial ideological onslaught accompanied the physical
assaults, however. In response to the tensions of the 1890’s, the
Shylock stercotype—which tended to obscure distinctions between
the relatively well-to-do German Jews and the newcomers from
castern Europe—assumed 2 new potency. To some nativists, the
Jews were capable of dominating or ruining American business.
‘Tradition connected Jews with gold, which was becoming one of
the major touchstones of internal strife, Afrer 1890 the govern-
ment’s determination to maintain the gold standard excited enor-
mots discontent and defined the great political issue of the period.
Since greedy, destructive forces seemed somehow ar work in the
government and economy, suspicion dawned that a Jewish bid for
Supremacy was wreaking the havoc America could not contro).
Agrarian radicals, absorbed in a passionate crusade for free silver,
sometimes yielded to this conjecture, but the idea was not theirs
alone. The patrician Henry Adams concluded that the United
States lay at the mercy of the Jews, and a New York workingman
vowed: “The Russian Jews and the other Jews will completely
control the finances and Government of this country in ten years,
or they will all be dead. . . . The hatred with which they are
regarded . . . ought to be a warning to them. The people of this
country . . . won’t be starved and driven to the wall by Jews
who are guilty of all the crimes, tricks and wiles that have hitherto
been unknown and unthought of by civilized humanity,” 2

Here too jingoism played a part. It was not enough for jingo-
inflamed nativists to see the Jews solely as an internal threat. They
were a people without a national state or center of power: an in-
ternational people. Since gold was becoming, in fact, a more and
more firmly established international standard, millions of Ameri-
cans associated their country’s troubles with an international me-
dium of exchange and felt themselves in the toils of a world-wide
money-power. Did the Jews perhaps have an international loyalty
above all governments, a quenchless resolve to rule the world
themselves? For at least a few nativists, the new tendency to see
America’s adversaries operating on a world stage inflated the
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Jewish peril from one of national subversion to one of world
domination. An occasional eastern conservative detected a clan-
destine Jewish league controlling the money markets of the world,
or blamed the depression on Jewish bankers who were said to be
shipping America’s gold to FEurope.” Western agrarians not in-
frequently slipped into similar allusions. Minnesota’s Ignatius Don-
nelly wrote a utopian novel, Caesar’s Columm, prophesying a totally
degraded society ruled by a Jewish world oligarchy. The greatest
of the silverites, William Jennings Bryan, bluntly accused Presi-
dent Cleveland of putting the country.in the hands of the English
Rothschilds.™

In nineteenth century America, even so, the menace of world
Jewry was undoubtedly less important than related fears of Italians
and Catholics. Certainly the vision of an Italian fifth column pre-
cipitated more immediate consequences, and the expectation of a
papal uprising created greater hysteria. The chief significance of
the “International Jew” lay far in the future. Denationalized and
universal, the symbol curiously mingled jingoism with isolation-
ism. It was less a surnmons to fight than a command to withdraw,
and its full impact would not come until American nationalism
reverted from a strategy of belligerent intervention to one of bel-
ligerent isolation.

For understanding late nineteenth century nativism, it is not
the latent possibilities of the new anti-Semitism which need empha-
sis, but rather the common qualities in the assaults on the various
new immigrant nationalities. No longer scorned simply for “mere
habits of life,” each of the major groups from southern and eastern
Europe stood forth as a challenge to the nation, either endanger-
ing American institutions by unruly behavior or threatening
through avarice to possess them. In lashing out at each of these
ethnic groups, a distraught society secured a whole set of new
adversaries.

On the other hand, the discovery that the miscellaneous Slavs,
Jews, and Italians constituted a collective type, a “new immigra-
tion,” dawned more gradually. The concept of a new immigra-
tion would seem to have been largely the work of cultivated
minds rather than a simple derivative of popular instincts. Cer-
tainly mass opinion in the nineties pictured the Italian, the Slav,
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and the Jew.chicfly within the context of a general foreign peril.
The fact of 2 rising influx of southern Europeans with unusually
low living standards had been mentioned as early as 1884 in the
discussion of the contract labor bill but did not receive much
notice. Occasionally in the late eighties"and with increasing fre-
quency after 1890, a few keen observers in the East pointed to the
proportional decline of northwestern European entrants. Afrer
1890, as the comfortable belief faded that this was a mere, tempo-
rary eddy in the migratory stream, a handful of nativist intellec-
tuals confronted the problem of defining the general threat which
the whole movement from southern and eastern Europe raised to
the nation’s destiny.

Neither of the major traditions of nativist thought quite fitted
the problem. The anti-radical theme, with its fears of imported
discontent, applied to Europeans as a whole, and surely the new
immigrants presented 2 more docile appearance than did Irish labor
leaders or the German anarchists who hanged for the Haymarket
Affair. Anti-Catholic nationalism, aside from failing to account
for the new Jewish immigration, reeked of religious fanaticism
which literate and cultured people now disavowed. On the eve
of the A.P.A.’s rise to national prominence, a typical nativist in-
tellectual rejoiced that the present movement against immigration
would be free from attacks on Catholics.” There was, however,
a third nativist tradition—weaker than the other two but more
adaptable to the purpose at hand. The old idea that America be-
longs peculiarly to the Anglo-Saxon race would define the special
danger of the new immigration if one assumed that northern Euro-
peans were at least: first cousins to the Anglo-Saxons.

Eastern patrician mtellectuals had been the keepers of the Anglo-
Saxon tradition since the Civil War, and in the climate of the nine-
ties it was not difficult for some of them to convert a doctrine
that defined their own sense of nationality into censure of an im-
migrant throng that displayed few common traits except the in-
dubitable fact that it was not Anglo-Saxon. Hardly had the new
immigration begun to attract attention when race-conscious intel-
lectuals discovered its hereditary taint. In 1890 the Brahmin presi-
dent of the American Economic Association alerted his fellow
scholars to the new tide of “races of . . . the very lowest stage of
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degradation.” About the same time Henry Cabot Lodge noticed
the shift away from northwestern Europe and began to bristle at its
racial consequences.™

When Lodge raised the banner of race against the new immigra-
tion, it acquired its most dangerous adversary. As Massachusetts’
scholar-in-politics, he dominated both the intellectual and legis-
lative phases of nativism. To this dual role, Lodge’s own interests
and values imperiously summoned him; he embodied in remarkable
degree some of the major forces underlying late nineteenth cen-
tury xenophobia. From his precise Vandyke beard to his clipped
Boston accent, Lodge was the model of a patrician. He was steeped
in English culture—English to the last fiber of his thought, said
Henry Adams—in pride of ancestry, and in nostalgia for New
England’s past. During the 1870’s he had plunged into a study
of the Anglo-Saxons; a thesis on early Anglo-Saxon law brought
him the first Ph.D. that Hatvard conferred in political science.”
Secondly, connected with Lodge’s race consciousness was a morbid
sensitivity to the danger of extensive social change. He had a lively
repugnance for both the rising plutocracy and the restive mob,
and he felt acutely the general nativist response to class conflict.
By 1888, as a fledgling Congressman, he was pointing to the dimin-
ishing supply of free land in the West and the growth of unrest
in the East as reasons for restricting immigration. Finally, while
attacking immigration in domestic affairs, Lodge was adopting a
belligerent stance in foreign affairs.” His campaign against the new
immigration during the 1890’s interlaced with a jingoist crusade
for expansion. Lodge the jingo hated England as much 2s Lodge
the Anglo-Saxon loved the English; accordingly, his diplomatl.c
belligerence took the form of an assertion of American power, his
pleas for restriction a defense of the English race. But these and
other inconsistencies in the life of the cold, cultivated little Senator
were merely logical. They were resolved at another level—in the
emotions of nationalism which shaped and guided his career.

Although the Anglo-Saxon tradition in the mid-nineties still
swayed few outside of an eastern elite, through Lodge and others
around him that elite occupied a position of strategic influence.
Both the ideological instrument and the political leadership neces-
sary to bring into a single focus the chaotic resentments against the
new immigrant were therefore at hand.
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Immigration Restriction

For all of the hysterias and hatreds of the decade, federal policy
was hard to change. From the founding of the republic, nativists
had never succeeded in permanently undoing the nation’s toler-
ant, laissez faire policy toward European immigrants, Only once
had that policy been seriously endangered—when the Federalists
in 1798 passed the famous Alien Acts. One of these extended the
residence requirement for citizenship from five to fourteen years;
a second authorized the President to expel foreigners by executive
decree; a third gave him still broader power over enemy aliens in
case of war. Although these measures had an intimidating effect
for a brief period, they did not become fully operative. In 180z
the Jeffersonians repealed the new naturalization law and restored
the old five-year requirement. The Alien Friends Act lapsed by its
own terms in 1800."™ The Alien Enemies Act lingered on the statute
books unused and forgotten.

The nativist upsurge in the mid-nineteenth century left federal
policy even less touched, Nor did the new excitements of the eight-
ies and nineties really overturn the existing pattern, New and sig-
nificant legislative trends started, but the decisive action for which
nativists pressed just barely escaped their grasp. Immigration was
one of the cornerstones of the whole social structure, and a cosmo-
politan ideal of nationality was woven deeply into America’s Chris-
tian and democratic heritage. The stone could not be dislodged or
the ideal renounced with ease.®®

The raising of naturalization requirements had customarily
formed the chief legislative objective of nativists. At bottom, they
sought to limit the political power of the foreign-born, the ballot
being the main practical prerogative of citizenship. Demands for
lengthening and tightening the system of naturalization—an out-
growth of every nativist movement after 1789—burst forth again
in the 1880’ and 1890’s. Some wanted to double the waiting
period; some would raise it to twenty-one years. The cry came
from all sorts of sources: from anti-Catholics bent on political
power” for themselves, from businessmen looking for a nativistic
alternative to imigration restriction, from municipal reformers
anxious to purge corruption from civic life.** Indeed, there were
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good grounds for stricter naturalization, with agents of both partics
herding immigrants before pliant judges, paying for their naturali-
zation papers, and then escorting them to the polls. But neither
party would surrender the privilege; the system _conunued un-
changed. And while immigrants voted in eastern ciuics by fraud, in
the early eighties they did so legally in approximately eighteen
western and southern states and territories. The fact thar voung
nalifications were set by the individual states had permitted many
of them to offer the ballot to new settlers upon 2 simple declara-
tion of intention to become a citizen. A trend back to the historic
limitation of suffrage to citizens began in the late eighties, but at
the end of the century eleven jurisdictions still granted aliens the
right to vote.” ' -
At the national level the principal nativxst_cffo.rt was shifting
from the question of naturalization to that of immigrauon restric-
tion. The springs of modern American nativism lay in the social
and economic problems of an urban-indus]:nal society. Few na-
civists could regard a limitation of the foreign vote as much of
remedy for those problems. The loss of the ballot would nat pre-
vent anarchists from fomenting a revolution, or stay the nft bf:—
tween classes, or counteract depressions, or SIop the_ new immi-
grants from polluting Anglo-Saxon blood, or keep Italian (.:nmmals
and Jewish bankers from subversive acuvity. To cope with these
dangers, the nativist was certain that the United States Would have
to reduce and refine the stream of immigration. Restriction became
his overriding aim. . _
From the outset the Republican party provided the main vehicle
for restrictionist sentiment. It never monopolized or committed 1t-
self wholly to the movement, but it supplied the principal leaders,
most of the energy, and most of the votes. Throughout the North
and West the party tended to attract those who thought of them-
selves as “the better sort.” It seemed the guardian of respectability,
morality, and standing. In those regions the party app_ea.led to most

of the pcople alarmed at the growth of class antagonisms: middle-

class reformers, Brahmin intelligentsia, the more substantial Wor}c-
ingmen (to whom it offered restriction as a supplement to tariff
protection), and the great bulk of white-collar folk conscious qf
status and tradition.®® Furthermore, in the Fast, where the‘ imumi-
gration question was most pressing, the Democratic party since its
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inception had allied itself with the foreign-born. This alliance,
cemented by the Irish, disqualified it as an instrument of nativism.

In the 1880, restrictionists got no farther than the laws of 1882
and 1885, both designed to meet specific, local situations. Although
nativist clamor produced a number of bills and 2 widely publicized |
Congressional investigation,™ no action occurred until 1890, when
anti-foreign sentiment was becoming more widespread. Then Wil-
Jliam E. Chandler, a veteran Republican stalwart from New Hamp-
shire, took charge of the Senate’s first standing committee on immi-
gration and, rogether with a House committee, launched a deter-
mined drive for stiffer controls.

The first objective was to establish thoroughgoing and effective
federal regulation. Neither of the measures enacted in the previous
decade was functioning well. The immigration law of 1882 left a
conflicting division of authority between federal officials and the
unpaid charity agents to whom the seaboard states delegated the
actnal work of inspecting immigrants. The contract labor law of
1885 did not touch the large number of immigrants who made no
contracts abroad and paid their own passage on the strength of
promises or advertisements of jobs circulated by steamship com-
panies or other interess.* In order not to jeopardize legislation
correcting these conditions, the immigrarion committees tempo-
rarily put aside plans for reducing the absolute number of immi-
grants and concentrated instead on regulation and “selection.”

The outcome was the law of 1891, which laid a permanent ad-
mitistrative foundation for national control of jmmigration. First
of all, the statute placed immigration wholly under federal au-
thority. The year before the federal government, aggravated by
the lax ways of New York’s Board of Emigration Commissioners,
had terminated its contract with the latter, had assumed sole juris-
diction over immigration at the port of New York, and had begun
to build on U. S.-owned Ellis Island the depot which will be re-
membered as long as the story of the immigrants survives.* The
new law confirmed this situation and made it general.

Secondly, the act prescribed practical means of enforcing exist-
ing regulations. It compelled steamship companies to carry back
to Europe all passengers rejected by the United States inspectots.
This had the effect of making the private ticket agents in Europe
America’s most effective immigration inspectors, since the com-
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panies held their agents responsible for the return passage. Equacllly
important, the act contained thF first effectw'c provision ford 5—
porting aliens already in the Umtcd States. Aliens who ertire h—
legally might be expelled mti.un one year. S?‘ could any a ien who
became 2 public charge during that time “from causes existing
prior to his landing.” Third, the act added further“excluded cate-
gories to those of 1882 and 1885. Polygamists and persons suff;,r-
ing from a loathsome or dangerous contagious disease” were eé
clared inadmissible; and the contract labor law, was bxroadene
to exclude immigrants encouraged by employers’ advertisements.
Such solicitations also became illegal in thf:msu':lv_es.87 o
This act remained the framework of America’s immigration
policy for many years; but though tighter. and more exter}swe, the
regulations left the nativists far frc_)m satmﬁed. Chandler’s fSenate
committee quickly turned some of its attention to schemes for re-
striction. In the fall of 1892 events seemed suddenly to play mro
its hands. Cholera had crept out of Asia into eastern E1_1r0pf: tWo
years earlier; now it rode into New York harbor on an immigrant
ship of the Hamburg-American line. 'In the genei:al excitement that
followed, President Harrison proclaimed a specl_al quarantine, or-
dering the detention for twenty days of any ship carrying immi-
grants to the United States. This had the effect of bringing immi-
gration almost to a standstill for a time.” _It also gave the restric-
tionists an opening. With infection knockmg at the gates and tge
President’s action a stopgap measure, pe_rhaps they could stamp; e
Congress into suspending 2ll immigration for one year and tT (laln
use that time to put across a permanent system of restriction. : e
rank and file-of legislators, howevel.:, woqld not be st%mpeded.- n-
stead of acting on the suspension b1!l which Chandlf:r s coln;ln;mee
reported, Congress reformed Amenca’g crude pul.)l.m health laws.
As a substitute for compulsory suspension, a provmon_of the new
Quarantine Act gave the President permission to hal.t nnnngra'glon
if he deemed the regular procedures inadequate.®® Neither Harrison
is successors invoked that power. _ .
noicnhltshose early years before the depression galvanized nativism
into a nation-wide crusade, the most popular sc_heme for perma-
nently restricting immigration involved the requirement of a cer&
tificate from an American consul overseas attesting to the goo
character of cach emigrant from his area. This idea, proposed as

THE NATIONALIST NINETIES I0I

early as 1837, gained new popularity in the late 1880’ After
1890 its most persistent champion was William A. Stone, a Repub-
lican Congressman from Pennsylvania. At the behest of the Juntor
Order United American Mechanics and other nativist societies in
Pennsylvania, Stone worked hard for a measure combining con-
sular inspection with exclusion of anarchists and a stiff head tax of
$20 on all immigrants. When this failed, he cut out the latter two
provisions and offered consular inspection by itself. The watered-
down bill finally passed the House of Representatives in 1894, but
the Democrats who controlled the Senate substituted an entirely
innocuous measure, and a deadlock between the two houses en-
sued,™
Meanwhile a restrictive plan more radical than the consular-cer-
tificate idea was slowly coming forward. The progressive econo-
mist Edward W, Bemis, one of the first intellectuals to perceive
a shift in the sources of immigration, proposed in a series of lec-
tures in 1887 that the United States should exclude all male adults
unable to read and write their own language. This, he contended,
would help American wage-earners by reducing by so per cent
the influx of nationalities with a low standard of living—the Ital-
ians, Poles, and Hungarians. The proposal made no headway until
Henry Cabot Lodge took it up early in 189r. For him and for most
subsequent advocates it was chiefly a means of discriminating
against “alien races” rather than of elevating American working-
men. The literacy restrictionists realized that consular inspection
would not discriminate between nationalities and that a large head
tax would establish a blatantly undemocratic property qualifica-
tion. The literacy test, on the other hand, provided a highly “re-
spectable” cultural determinant which would also minister to
Anglo-Saxon sensibilities. “No one,” said Senator Chandler in 1892,
“has suggested a race distinction. We are confronted with the
fact, however, that the poorest immigrants do come from certain
races,”

Now with Chandler’s help, Lodge pressed for the literacy test
at every opportunity; and the increasing antipathy toward the new
immigration strengthened his hand. He was still far from victo
when two events in 1894 brought a host of new adherents. In that
disaster-ridden year Congress felt the full consequences. of the de-
pression. The fall elections swept the Democrats from contro]l of
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the Senate and installed Republican majorities in both houses. "I.‘he
Republicans would now have the power to carry a thgroughgomg
restrictive measure. At about the same time the Immigration Re-
striction League appeared in Boston and commenced a remarkable,
nation-wide campaign to guide public opinion toward the literacy
test, .
The league was born at a meeting of five young blue !Jloods in
the law office of Charles Warren, later a noted constitutional his-
torian, Although the founders hoped for a time to build the league
Into a mass movement, its active members never exceedeq a hand-
ful. Probably no more than twelve ever came to a meeting. The

. founders were practical-minded intellectuals from well-to-do, long-

established families, steeped in Boston ways and Boston ideas.
They had all attended Harvard College in the late 1880’s and had
then gone on to graduate work in the Lawrence Sq:entlﬁc School or
the Harvard Law School.”® They were determined to mount a
counteroffensive against the strange invaders who seemed so grave
a threat to their class, their region, their country, and their race.

From beginning to end, two men dominatef] the league. The
more aggressive of them, Prescott F. Hall, had just opened a legal
practice. He had a variety of interests, but for the rest of his life
nothing ever mattered as much to him as the' league. He was a
gaunt, sunken-eyed figure, the product of an intensely over-pro-
tected childhood in an old Boston family, and throughout_ hfe.he
struggled continually with insomnia and ill health. But his mind
was sharp and arrogant and proud. At Harv?rd he developed 2
passion for Wagnerian music and German_ philosophy and a life-
long interest in medicine and biology.** H1s c!assmate Robert De-
Courcy Ward was his right-hand man; in nineteen years Ward
missed only a single league meeting except WI'ICI] ab_sent from Bos-
ton. Twenty-seven years old at the league’s inception, Ward was
Hall’s senior by one year and was about to enter a lifelong career
first as instructor and then as professor of climatol‘ogy at Harva;d.
Cooperating with them were several Boston Phllal'lt!lr.OPIStS, -
cluding Joseph Lee, president of the Massachusetts Cu_rlc League,
Samuel B. Capen, president of the Boston School Cor.mmttee and of
the Municipal League of Boston, and Robert T. Paine, Jr., one of
the vice-presidents of the last. John Fiske was Eersu?ded to ac-
cept the purely honorary presidency of the Immigration Restric-

T
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tion League, and various other illustrious names graced its letter-
head.”

The league devoted itself single-mindedly to agitation for the
literacy test. It sent speakers to address local Boston groups, it dis-
tributed propaganda leaflets throughout the country, and it en-
gaged in direct legislative lobbying in Washington. In all this it
tried to maintain a dignified and factual tone. Tis first publication
referred elliptically to the great danger of a change in America’s
race lines, but its arguments centered chiefly around data designed
to prove that southern and eastern Europe—in sharp contrast to
northwestern Furope—was dumping on the United States an alarm-
ing number of illiterates, paupers, criminals, and madmen who en-
dangered the “American character” and “American citizenship.”
Since public opinion was ripe for these views, the league’s pub-
licity got a wide hearing. After a year's time, the league reported
that over five hundred daily newspapers were receiving its litera-
ture and that the great bulk of them were reprinting part of it,
sometimes in the form of editorials. The league also made a stren-
uous effort to sell the literacy test to organized labor, but with
mixed effect.®

By the time the new Republican Congress assembled in Decem-
ber 1895, the league had working relations with its nativist leaders.
Lodge, now a Senator, introduced and took charge of a literacy bill
drawn, up by the league. Congressman McCall of Massachusetts
submitted the same bill to the House of Representatives. It was
stringent, providing for the exclusion of both men and women over
fourteen years of age if they could not read and write some lan-
guage. Lodge led off for the measure with a violent harangue on
the dangers threatening America’s racial foundations, and in the
House, McCall also urged the literacy test as a clear line of dis-
tinction between the Anglo-Saxons and the southern Europeans.”
All of the nativist ferment of the past ten years was now coming to
2 head in an atmosphere of unrelicved depression, intense jingoism,
and great political tension. During the spring of 1896 a sudden re-
vival of Italian immigration added a fina) impetus to the restriction
movement. All immigration had slacked off in the early years of
the depression. Now a new wave of Italian migrants nearly
swamped the facilities at Ellis Island.®*

One factor still gave the politicians pause. Would the literacy
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test win or lose votes for the party that carried it? Public opinion
seemed overwhelmingly favorable to some form of restriction, but
what of the immigrants? As yet southern and eastern Europeans
counted for little in American politics, but the older immigrant
groups counted for much, and their attitude was by no means cer-
tain. Party managers pointed out the danger of taking up the ques-
tion on the eve of a national election. In the House, however, they
failed to suppress the issue. In two days of fierce debate, the bill
passed by 195 to 26.* Lodge had less success forcing a vote in the
Senate. The best he could do was to secure an agreement which
left the bill as unfinished business to be called up when Congress
reconvened after the elections.**

As soon as the new session opened in December, the Republican
Senate caucus pressed for action on the immigration bill. With the
help of most of the Democratic Senators, the literacy test won by
a topheavy margin, Supremely confident, the jubilant restriction-
ists then secured a conference committee Which “harmonized” the
House and Senate versions by writing a more drastic measure than
either house alone had adopted.*

But the conferees had gravely miscalculated. The crest of nativ-
ism had passed. It started ebbing the moment that William Jennings
Bryan lost the election of 1896, In the midst of immense relief at
the triumph of McKinley and of the status quo, alert conservatives
noted an astonishing fact. Foreign-born voters in half a dozen mid-
western states had much to do with the Republican victory. With-
out their overwhelming support, McKinley might well have lost. In
the light of immigrant conservatism, anti-radical nativism began to
seem less relevant.’** Furthermore, a vociferous immigrant opposi-
tion to the literacy test was crystallizing. German newspapers,
which were keenly conscious of their political influence, were es-
pecially outspoken against the bill; moreover, the federal immigra-
tion commissioner reported that the entire foreign-language press
condemned it. By February 1897, when the final conference report
came before the Senate, this opposition was taking effect. The re-
port went through by a bare majority.** :

Now it seemed clear that the Lodge forces in the Senate lacked
the votes to override a Presidential veto if Grover Cleveland chose
to disapprove the bill. And disapprove he did. Partly he objected to

a House amendment of the original league bill prohibiting Canadian
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residents from crossing the border to work in the United States
a clause cert:%in to stir up ill will in Canada. But his main conten-,
tions ran against the literacy test itself. A man with a strong sense
of personal integrity and a steady faith in the ways of the fathers
Clevel.and. denounced the bill for upsetting tradition and hinted that’
the criterion of illiteracy was hypocritical. Don’t make illiteracy
a pretext for exclusion, he said in effect, if what you fear is some-
thing else.*** The House of Representatives speedily overrode the

veto;_the Senate took no action.

With assurance unshaken, the Immigration Restriction League
and s allies looked forward to confronting 2 more sympathetic
President with similar legislation in the following year. How could
they know that an era in the history of nativism was coming to an
end? How could they know that sixteen years would pass before

another Congress submitted to another President th
which Edward Bemis had devised? e proposi
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