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meant not only to illustrate the changeable character of race, but also to
trace the circuitry of race from the various historic encounters that gen-
erate this mode of ascribing “difference” to the uneven patterns of racial
recognition which such encounters leave in their wake; and to the local-
ized, even individualized experience of literally seeing, or not seeing, racial
“difference” where such difference depends upon the play between social
consciousness and literal vision. Whereas Chapter 4 focuses upon the
power of history in the formation of race, Chapter 5 bears down more
directly upon social consciousness and abservable racial “fact”—upon the
vagaries of race and the eye of the beholder.

Part one has sketched a succession from one racial paradigm to another
across 175 years of American history; part two now examines the result.
ing discrepancies and the symptams of uncertainty in the seeming fixity
of race, as one regime gives way only imperfectly to the next. infp
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arfttemancipationrandimmigrationzeazh offers a different version of the
polity and its divisions; and each is subject to the concerns of the moment.
One’s view and interpretation of various real-life bodies, then—the bodies
of Hebrews or of Celts or of Caucasians, for instance—is thus intimately
aligned with one’s comprehension of the body politic.
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“Have you any objections to a foreigner?”” [Mrs. Tristram] continued, ad-
dressing Newman. . .

“No Irish need apply,” said Tristram.,

Newman meditated awhile. “As a foreigner, no,” he said at last; “I have no
prejudices.”

“My dear fellow, you have no suspicions!” cried Tristram. “You don’t
know what tecrible customers these foreign women are; especially the ‘mag-
nificent’ ones. How should you like a fair Circassian, with a dagger in her
belt?”

Newman administered a vigorous slap to his knee. T would marry a Japa-
nese, if she pleased me,” he affirmed.

“We had better confine ourselves to Europe,” said Mrs. Tristram.

—Henry James, The American (1877)
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1877: The Instability of Race

Midway through The American, Valentin de Bellegard introduces his
brother to James’s prototypical American, remarking, “My brother is a
great ethnologist.” “An ethnologist? Ah,” the American returns, “you col-
lect negroes’ skulls, and that sort of thing.”* Although the reference to
ethnology passes fleetingly as a textual oddity, James’s concern through-
out the novel is fundamentaily “ethnological,” and his ethnology is fun-
damentally racial, As the American makes his way through a maze of
bewildering European social codes, he scans every face for clues as to
proper bearing and deeper meaning. Likewise, as he seeks, then woos,
and ultimately loses an aristocratic bride, the question of “pedigres”—his
and hers—overwhelms the text. James becomes quietly preoccupied with
race, and the narrative proceeds according to a kind of physiognomical
surveillance by which every human face is made to tell. Of Lord Deep-
mere, for instance, the narrator remarks, “His physiognomy denoted great
simplicity, a certain amount of brutishness, and a probable failure in the
past to profit by rare educational advantages.” (“Is he Irish?” Christopher
Newman wants to know.)?
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The racialist tensions within The American—the tension, for instance,
between the sentiments “No Irish need apply” and “We had better confine
ourselves to Europe” in Newman and the Tristrams’ conversation about
a suitable bride for the American—along with other cultural articulations
from 1877, illuminate the instability of race as both an idiom of power
and a category of perception. Not only do certain groups undergo a pro-
cess of racial redefinition as shifting social and political circumstances
require, but varying systems of “difference” can coexist and compete with
one another at a given moment. Oncwsetofragial perceptionsalocsshici
cleanlygivTeway o the-iext. This was evident in the discussion of “Celtic”
savagery and “Caucasian” entitlements during the draft riots of 1863; it
was reflected in various court battles between the 1870s and the 1930s
over who qualified as “free white persons” in naturalization law; and it
was reflected in George Schuyler’s deliberate dismantling of the Caucasian
race in Black No More and in Laura Z. Hobson’s conflicted view of racial
Jewishness in Gentleman’s Agreement.

There is nothing singular about the year 1877 when it comes to the
discrepancy in racial classification, in other words. But given the problems
of excavating archaic ways of seeing races, 1877 does provide an apt focal
point for investigation. During that year race questions surfaced in every
region of the country (and much of the wider world as well); the discourse
of race addressed a range of pressing social and political questions; and
the systems of race framing one debate did not necessarily suit the con-
tours of the next. The Caucasians in one political context or in one locale
might reappear, deeply divided, as Anglo-Saxons, Celts, and Hebrews in
another.
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ical Irish Molly Maguires were on trial for murder in Pennsylvania; and
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reverberations of the Tweed scandal in New York continued to raise
doubts about the Celtic proletariat there. Jewishness became a matter of
intense debate following a Saratoga hotel’s decision to bar Joseph Selig-
man, a prominent Jewish banker. A series of skirmishes (variously called
“riots” and “raids”) erupted between Mexicans and Americans along the
nation’s southwestern border. And, on the international scene, the Russo-
Turkish war in the Caucasus (“the traditional cradle of the race,” as
Harper’s put it) produced a rash of commentary on the “races of the
Danube,” while Henry Stanley’s reports from Africa aroused tremendous
popular enthusiasm for the white-over-black adventure of taming “the
dark continent.”?

In a discussion of the ideological power of travel writing as a genre,
the sociologist Howard Winant has aptly noted, “We might usefully think
of a racial longue duree in which the slow inscription of phenotypical
signification took place upon the human body, in and through conquest
and enslavement, to be sure, but also as an enormous act of expression,
of narration.™ As should be clear from this quick catalogue of the year’s
events, this glacial process has left in play multiple, contradictory racial
understandings of who is who: competing “phenotypical significations”
are etched upon the body (and the body politic) not only by the residual
power of prior events and renewing acts of their cultural representation,
but also by the untidiness of history itself.

A range of social political and economic encounters have been racially

SGuth and East Europeans and AsTans whose republican credentials
were suspect).

Although thesc racial encounters do generally trace the nation’s history
as it unfolded across time in some semblance of succession, one phase

never smoothly gave way to the next. Like any narrow sliver of time,
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then, the year 1877 is not simply a one-dimensional, static moment during

~wi\ , the period of America’s rapid industrialization. Rather, it embodies Win-

ant’s “slow inscription of phenotypical signification” in its entirety—Eu-

ropean exploration (Stanley in Africa) 4nd conquest (Miles and the Sioux,
the Mexican border skirmishes) and slavery-Emancipation debates (the
“redemption” of the South} and immigration (California’s anti-Chinese
agitation, the troubles with the Mollies, the flap over Seligman, the dra-
matic strike of “white” laborers in cities from Baltimore to St. Louis), all
in the encompassing framework of capitalist development. And each of
these historical stages, now contending at a single instant, produced its
own particular patterns for seeing and understanding the world racially—
its own racial mythologies, its own rivalries, and its own categories.

If race as a conceptual category is indeed a theory of history, then race
as a perceptual category embodies that history in all its complexity and
contradiction.’ The racial conceptions of peoplehood generated during
conquest—in California, say—may be partially effaced by secondary and
tertiary inscriptions created by the anti-Chinese campaign or by the ques-
tion of black-white segregation; but so may the initial inscription be re-
inforced by traditional narrations and ritual repetitions of the history of
conquest, or rejuvenated by similar conquests in later periods. The “de-
generate Mexicans® of 1840s imagery might become honorary “Cauca-
sians” in the context of school segregation later in the century, only to be
reinscribed as a dangerously shiftless and unassimilable element when
Pancho Villa rides (or when intolerance of undocumented immigrants
mounts in Pete Wilson’s California).

Race is a palimpsest, a tablet whose most recent inscriptions only im-
perfectly cover those that had come before, and whose inscriptions can
never be regarded as final. Contradictory racial identities come to coexist
at the same moment in the same body in unstable combinations, as the
specific histories that generated them linger in various cultural forms or
in the social and political relationships that are their legacies. Thus it was,
for instance, that Henry James drew his fateful racial line of exclusion
both within and around Europe in his quest for a proper bride for the
American: “No Irish need apply,” “We had better confine ourselves to
Europe.”

Through the Lens of Race

Among the most telling snapshots of the complex, overlapping systems
of racial differentiation at this moment is Charles Dudley Warner’s two-
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volume sequence recounting his journey through northern Africa and the
Near Rast, Mummies and Moslems (Y8767 and In the Levant {1877).
Although Warner is now remembered almost exclusively for his collabo-
ration with Mark Twain on The Gilded Age, his travel writings were
widely read and frequently commented upon in the press at the time.
Although the narrative is far removed from the American scene, Warner
deployed a distinctly American—which is to say, racial—understanding
of “difference,” of the relationship among the world’s peoples, of history
and human progress, and of power, potentiality, and merit.

Warner’s narrative is a rich, protracted musing on “difference.” Like
James’s prototypical American, Warner himself is ceaselessly scanning the
human landscape, and both Mumsmies and Moslems and In the Levant
become not geographical travelogues merely, but physiognomical tours
of the region’s “shifting kaleidoscope of races, colors, and graceful atti-
tudes.” Indeed, Warner’s fascination with skin color, features, physiog-
nomy, and body type is tireless, “such a display of bare legs and swarthy
figures” does this part of the world offer up. “Look! that’s an East Indian,
that’s a Greek, that’s a Turk, that’s a Syrian-Jew? No, he’s Egyptian, the
crooked nose is not uncommon to Egyptians.” 0% escdi yidww,

And what a cosmopolitan place [Alexandria] is. We meet Turks,
Greeks, Copts, Egyptians, Nubians, Syrians, Armenians, Italians; tat-
tered derweeshes, “weelies” or holy Moslems, nearly naked, pre-
senting the appearance of men who have been buried a long time
and recently dug up; Greek priests, Jews, Persian Parsees, Algerines,
Hindoos, negroes from Darfoor, and flat-nosed blacks from beyond
Khartoum.

“The complexions exhaust the possibilities of human color,” Warner ex-
claims.”

Warner thus offers a remarkably unself-conscious portrait of an Amer-
ican racial sensibility. From the opening pages onward any discussion is
apt to come to rest on the image of “a stalwart, wild-eyed son of the sand,
coal-black,” “a yellow-skinned, cunning-eyed conjurer,” “a fat negress. . .
whose jet face has taken an incredible polish; only the most accomplished
bootblack could raise such a shine on a shoe,” a “pathetic-eyed little Jew
[who] makes me feel that I am oppressing his race,” “a negro, who puts
all the fervor of the tropics into his [praying] . . . his black skin shines
with moisture; there is, too, in his swaying and bowing, an abandon, a
laxity of muscles, and a sort of jerk that belong only to his sympathetic
race,” “a perfect Congo negro in features and texture of skin—lips pro-
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truding and nose absolutely level with his cheeks; as faithful and affec-
tionate as a Newfoundland dog,” “antic crews of Nubians whose ebony
bodies shine in the sun,” “a company of Arab acrobats and pyramid-
builders, their swarthy bodies shining in the white sunlight,” “sharp-faced
Greeks, impudent Jews, fair-faced women from Bethlehem, sleek Arme-
nians,” “light-haired barbarians from the Caucasus, dark-skinned men
and women from Moscow ... simple, rude, honest, clumsy boors,” or
“[Albanian Gypsy women, who] preserve, in their swarthy complexions,
burning black eyes, and jet black hair, the characteristics of some savage
Oriental tribe . . . it was a wild beauty which woman sometimes shares
with the panther.”® Warner’s judgment concerning Jerusalem fairly cap-
tures his overall assessment of the peoples encountered throughout his
trek: “Now and then . . . we saw a good face, a noble countenange . . .
but the most whom we met were debased, misbegotten, the remnants of
sin, squalor, and bad living.™

o Undergirding these observations all along is a tacit theory of history by

which physical facts presumably reflect underlying principles and grand

(" historical forces. The glistening dark skins, hooked noses, and jet black

eyes of Africa and the Levant all offer eloquent, indisputable comment
on larger themes of civilization, barbarism, and savagery. To be “debased”
is to be “misbegotten,” in Warner’s view, and “begetting” always denotes
lineage-as-race. Race thus provides the necessary legend for mapping hu-
man history, even as it provides the physical proof that, when it comes to
questions of relative merit of the world’s peoples, history does not lie.
That the inhabitants of modern Egypt suffer from a profound social and
cultural stasis, for example, is intimately related to the “facts” attending
their lineage: “Here the mongrel subjects of the Khedive, a mixture of an-
cient Egyptian, conquering Arabian, subject Nubian, enslaved Soudan, in-
heritors of all civilizations and appropriators of none, kennel amid these
historic ash-heaps, caring for neither their past nor their future.” The mod-
ern Greeks, too, are but “mongrel inheritors of the ancient [Greek] soil,”
“unappreciative possessors” of the ruins of what was once a “splendid civ-
ilization.”?® There is perhaps no worse crime than to be a “mongrel”—or
to be, in Warner’s own recurring phrase, “hopelessly mixed”—but, con-
veniently, to be a mongrel entails its own harsh historical punishments.
Ulctimately, all racial logic leads back to the United States. If Warner
himself seems most interested in “Oriental” physiognomy as a reflection
of “Oriental” debasement, the text continuously evokes narrator and
reader as a collective Euro-American “we” whose own physiognomy and
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history are normalized through the constant measurement of Levantine
and African “difference.” Significantly, though, this “we” is itself unstable,
sometimes “white,” sometimes “Caucasian,” sometimes “English.” Warner
renders the Levant through the multiple lenses of American racial thinking,
in other words; and in doing so he recreates his (“white”) narrator-reader
as precisely the racial palimpsest which is a product of the race-inscribing
process of American conquest, enslavement, emancipation, and immigra-
tion.

su@mgLyﬂy&mdlmmmmmﬁuancmm
“bagbaismisprssavagesimprrthenthenzal waySRepedata:hiteness=angd
igs.Qtherse¥lpon meeting a certain European on his travels, Warner com-
ments, “We were civilized beings, met by chance in a barbarous place.”
He renders the rhythmic chant of Nubian oarsmen as a “weird, barbarous
refrain.” At a certain African marketplace “the crowd hustles about us in
a troublesome manner, showing special curiosity about the ladies, as if
they had rarely seen white women . . . we learn that the natives ‘not like
you.’ The feeling is mutual, though it is discouraging to our pride to be
despised by such barbarous half-clad folk.”*!

Layered atop this general concern for shades of skin color and shades
of “civilization” is an attention to lineage—musings upon the relative
authenticity, purity, or contamination of a given people, linked to their
racial history {most often a history of decline) and to their current moral
or social condition (usually a condition of abjection). Thus some dancers
encountered in Egypt “claim to be an unmixed race of ancient lineage;
but I suspect their blood is no purer than their morals. There is not much
in Egypt that is not hopelessly mixed.” The “Levantines” of Smyrna are
“descendants of the marriage of Europeans with Greek and Jewish women

. But the race is said to be not self-sustaining, and is yielding to the
original types.”** In this vein, as noted above, the population of modern
Greece comes in for harsh treatment, as mongrelized squanderers of a rich
tradition.

Another tier in Warner’s ideological edifice consists of a web of exegesis
by which the human spectacle of Africa and the Levant secms to exist
solely for the comment it offers upon the United States—upon its innate
superiority as a civilization, and upon the troubling inferiority of some
of its inhabitants. Observing a group of Bedouin dancers, for instance,
Warner remarks that “their eyes shine with animal wildness.” “It scems
to be precisely the dance of North American Indians,” he concludes. On
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a group of Moslem mourners, again, “You would not see in farthest Nu-
bia a more barbarous assemblage, and not so fierce an one. In the presence
of these wild mourners the term ‘gentler sex’ has a ludicrous sound . ..
most of them were flamingly ugly, and—to liken them to what they most
resembled—physically and mentally the type of the North American
squaws.” On another encounter down the Nile, “This group composes as
barbaric a picture as one can anywhere see. I need not have gone so far
to see such a miserable group; I could have found one as wretched in
Pigville (every city has its Pigville?). Yes, but this is characteristic of the
country. These people are as good as anyone here.”t?

Peoples encountered along the way thus highlight the incomparable
civilization of the United States by their stunning contrast to it, or they
evoke the few truly unfortunate elements within the United States (“North
American squaws,” the people of *Pigville”). But in conjuring the'image
of America’s “savages,” the sight of the Bedouin or Moslem yet again
redoubles the overall sense of U.S. superiority, for bere in the region of
the Nile such a wretched level of existence “is characteristic of the coun-
try.” Warner looks upon Africa and the Levant with a racial gaze that is
distinctly American, then offers up a narrative version of these regions as
objective proof of the very “truths” of American life that had created his
racial gaze in the first place.

Most telling in the present connection are Warner’s remarks not about
“squaws” or “savages” but about those populations who by custom (and
law) were “white” in the United States. His brief reflection on the Irish in
the United States as he observes a street scene in Cairo is symptomatic.
After describing at some length the physique and the occupation of a
sais—a “slender handsome black fellow, probably a Nubian,” who runs
before carriages in order to clear the way through the busy thorough-
fares—he pauses to consider whether such a custom could be established
back home. “If they could not be naturalized in Central Park,” he muses,
“it might fill some of the requirements of luxury to train a patriot from
the Green Isle to run before the horses, in knee breeches, flourishing a
shillalah. Faith, I think he would clear the way.”1* The turn of mind by
which Warner so effortlessly moves from the body of the “Nubian” to
the “patriot of the Green Isle” underscores the racial niche the Irish occupy
in his thinking, just as the simplicity with which he “naturalizes” the Irish
in place of the “Nubian” for duty in Central Park underscores his over-
arching sense that “whiteness” and “Americanness” are inextricably en-
twined.
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As are “whiteness” and Christianity. This becomes clear in Warner’s
lengthy passages on the Jews of the Levant. Seeking a glimpse of “real
Jews of the type that inhabited [Jerusalem] at the time of our Lord,” for
instance, Warner discovered that “the persons whom we are accustomed
to call Jews . . . have the Assyrian features, the hook nose, dark hair and
eyes, and not at all the faces of the fair-haired race from which our Savior
is supposed to have sprung.”* One member of the “tribe of Benjamin,”
as Warner identifies him, is “the most unpleasant human being I have ever
encountered . . . a dark, corkscrew, stringy curl hanging down each side
of his face, and the appearance of nasty effeminacy which this gives can-
not be described.” “If this is a specimen of the restoration of the Jews,”
he concludes, “they had better not be restored any more.” Simply put,
“we find it easier to feel that Christ was born in New England than in
Judea.”#

His mercurial assessment of Greeks, too, hints at the instability of
whiteness within this overarching framework of “civilization” and “sav-
agery.” On the one hand, “it would puzzle one to say of what race the
person calling himself a modern Greek is.” Judging by “types of face”
alone, modern Greeks’ relation to ancient Athenians seemed “no stronger
than that of Englishmen to the ancient Britons.” {(Here he goes on to pass
judgment on their mongrelization.) But on the other hand, when the con-
text shifts the Greek can stand in for an unalloyed white “purity” worthy
of D. W. Griffith or Louisiana’s White League. Upon meeting the Greek
wife of a Syrian merchant, Warner gushes, “Her fair complexion was
touched by the sun and radiant with health. Her blue eyes danced with
the pleasure of living . . . After our long regimen of the hideous women
of the Nile, plastered with dirt, soaked in oil, and hung with tawdry
ornaments, it may be imagined how welcome was this vision of a woman,
handsome, natural, and clean, with neither the shyness of an animal nor
the brazenness of a Ghawazee.”V”

As the Irish, Jews, and Greeks pass through their vicissitudes in the
kaleidoscopic racial setting of Africa and the Near East, so, too, do
Warner’s idealized, disembodied readers—his imagined community of
narrative fellow-travelers. Who is the “we” constituted by the racial syn-
tax of Warner’s narrative? “In the vales of the Caucasus, we are taught,”

o . o e
he remarks, “our race has attained its most perfect form; in other days its el
» P Y

men were as renowned for strength and valor as its women for beauty.”®

Elsewhere, however, he finds local anti-English sentiment to be “rather
humiliating to us Americans, who are, after all, almost blood-relations of
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the English; . . . we are often taken for Inglese, in the villages where few
strangers go.”? “We” refers, by turns, to men who are “white” and who
are jealous of “our” white women; to Europeans and Euro-Americans
excluding Jews, Greeks, and Irish; to “Caucasians” who find their perfect
form attained “in the vales of the Caucasus”; or to those who are “almost
blood-relatives” of the English and are often mistaken for “Inglese.” Such
discrepancies throughout Mummies and Moslems and In the Levant are
not inconsistencies, exactly: they faithfully replicate the palimpsestic in-
scriptions of race upon both the body and the imagination in American
culture at large, as year upon year of exploration, conquest, slavery, eman-
cipation, and immigration has multiplied the meanings of race.

The Encounter with Africans on Two Continents -

A satirical piece entitled “The Origin of Man, by Darwin” that appearcd
in Harper’s New Monthly Magazine in September 1877 exposes the bed-
rock, white-over-nonwhite assumptions undergirding the varions Amer-
ican schemes of “difference” and differentiation. In response to her daugh-
ter’s lament that their family was different from everyone else in the
“tribe,” a chimpanzee mother explains with great portent that this “dif-
ference” is not a mark of shame but a badge of pride. “It is a distinction.
We are a higher race,” she explains. “We are advancing, my dear. You are
whiter than I am.”® The crude Darwinism and the blatant white supre-
macism of this piece were common enough in far more serious venues.
According to an early Visitor’s Guide to the newly opened American Mu-
seum of Natural History, for instance, the text of the Hall of Mammals
began with this brief lesson in biology: “In deference to Man’s superior
estate he may well be left free from classification. It is, however, well to
observe in this connection some of the lower examples of the human
race.” Casing number one exhibited “the Australians, represented by sev-
eral skeletons.” (The next several cases contained gorillas, orang-outans,
and gibbons.)?! Anthropologists at the time likewise reported fresh re-
search comparing the surfaces of the brain among the “Gorilla,” “Chim-
panzee,” “Orang,” “Bush-woman, and the “European.”?* Apd.i
tiqueenstled S FReRATESO! Man,” Thicrmeaic 5y (]
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mretained_ggmendous-amg even centuries after the

original encounter.

Americans in 1877 could vicariously participate in the original phase
of encounter through heavily romantic popular accounts of white explo-
rations around the globe—in the Caribbean and the Pacific, in South
America, and particularly in Africa. In March the New York Herald re-
counted a fierce conflict between “natives” and “white men” aboard a New
York schooner in the Congo. The violence ended when the agent of a Dutch
trading house “and about ten other Europeans or white men, all well
armed, came over with about 2 hundred Kroomen and drove the natives
out of the ship.”?* Whereas scholars like David Spurr and Michael Hunt
have illuminated the influence of race thinking on colonial power, I am
most interested here in the secondary power of imperialism to generate and
regenerate races themselves. If imperial power and imperial wealth were
the work of such expeditions, the manufacture of “Europeans or white
men” (as consanguine with one another and as superior to the rest) was the
central ideological work of popular journalistic accounts of them,

In this vein Colonel C. Chaille Long’s Central Africa promised to de-
liver the “naked truths of a naked people.” As one reviewer noted of “the
dismal repulsiveness of the people” described in Long’s account, “The
hope of evangelizing Africa which Livingstone had awakened is dimmed
by reading of the barbaric hospitality of M'Tse.”? Similarly, middle-class
journals like Atlantic Monthly and Harper’s took readers on periodic ex-
cursions to “Barbadoes,” “Among the Atlantic Islands,” or “Across Af-
rica.” Here readers learned, for example, that “the Barbadian negro is sui
generis; there is nothing like him on earth, above it, or under it. He will
lie, cheat, and steal beyond all comprehension. He is impudent to a degree
hardly to be understood by an American™; the Azores are characterized
by “spectacles of human degradation and misery™; and the “men of Man-
yuema® in Africa, “although endowed with many good qualities . . . are
cannibals, and most filthy cannibals.”*¢

The most avidly followed accounts of the era were the dispatches from
Henry Stanley in Africa to the New York Herald. Here, under subheads
such as “Stanley the First White Man on the Ubwari Hills,” Herald read-
ers could enjoy descriptions of the “impenetrably savage countries west
of the Burton Gulf.”>” Though focusing primarily upon the geographical
“mysteries” of the region, Stanley’s accounts and other dispatches from
the Congo did offer American readers access to the peoples of “dark Af-
rica”: in Stanley’s case, a prolonged history of European attempts to dis-
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cover the source of the Nile led to a meditation on the comparative epis-
temologies of Europeans and Africans, as he found himself so much at
the mercy of local knowledge. As Stanley explained, “native and Arab”
statemnents were “not to be understood, by any means, as conveying ac-
curate and exact information. Even the most intelligent of Arabs, Wau-
guana, Wasawhili, and Central Africa natives, as if they were orlgmally
taken out of the same matrix, have a prurient palate for exaggeration.”
This discussion (which appeared under the telling subhead “Native State-
ments and Explorer’s Facts”) ended with the sober judgment, “The best
weapon an explorer can arm himself with is distrust.”?

But distrust was-decidedly not the “best weapon” an explorer might
carry, according to these same accounts—indeed, actual warfare and the
weapons required became the point of most dispatches, (The very page
of the Herald that contained Stanley’s musings on European and African
regimes of knowledge also contained a spectacular report under the head-
ing “New York Schooner Plundered and Burned by Savages on the Congo
River.”) Stanley’s dispatches later in the year dramatically raised the spec-
ter of “Terrible Tribes of Cannibals.” Commenting upon Livingstone’s
earlier confusion over whether a certain stretch of the Lualaba {Congo)
River had been the Nile, Stanley asserted that an explorer of Livingstone’s
reputation “certainly wouldn’t attempt the foolhardy feat of following it
in canoes, and risk becoming black man’s meat,” unless he had thought
it as grand a discovery as the Nile itself. The sensational prospect of
becoming “black man’s meat” was among the recurring motifs in Herald
reportage. On the Wabroire tribe and the “warlike Bakusu,” Stanley sur-
mised that “the approaches of a whole congress of bishops and mission-
aries could have no effect, except as native ‘roast beef.’ ” Or again, the
Herald’s favorite quotation attributed to Livingstone, “You may say there
are cannibals who will eat me. It may be true; but I have one comfort,
they cannot eat me before they kill me. Can they?”*
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he reports, “Our losses in men are one European and thirty-four Wan-
guana.” (Here and elsewhere he launches into a prolonged obituary of
that “one European ") Or again, “difference” is evoked by the Europeans’
own “curious” appearance, reflected back to them in the “natives’” re-
actions: “We were allowed to proceed without violence, more as strange
curiosities than anything else,” Stanley reports, perhaps because they had
come from the direction of “wild lands whither the white people had never
ventured before.” In a later encounter with “ferocious savages,” “the na-
tives had never heard of white men . . . neither could they possibly un-
derstand what advantage white men or black men could gain by attempt-
ing to begin an acquaintance.” The impassable gulf separating white
from black became starker still in November, under the Herald banner,
“Desperate Encounters with Swarms of Cannibals . . . A Picture of Savage
Warfare.” “We soon became acquainted with the worst side of the na-
tives,” reported Stanley, “and they presently demonstrated their wild-
ness.” This was to be the explorers’ “initiation to savage warfare™: “They
came to fight. The cruel faces, the loudly triumphant drums, the deafening
horns, the launched spears, the swaying bodies, all proved it.” Stanley’s
men defeated these tribes and then plundered their temple for ivory.*!
The original phase of Winant’s long-enduring process of racial inscrip-
tion—exploration and encounter—left as its legacy certain social relations
pertaining to slavery on the one hand and conquest on the other, and in
the United States these social relations were now perpetually buttressed
by the ideological framework of “civilization” and “savagery,” whiteness
and its Others. Popular accounts like Henry Stanley’s thus participated in
live questions of political economy in significant ways. It is not merely a
passing curiosity, for instance, that the Herald’s rendition of Stanley’s
“Picture of Savage Warfare” was directly adjacent to an article on Sitting
Bull and the Sioux Wars. Nor is it of small consequence that explorers’
depictions of “darkest Africa” appeared at a moment when the question

% Cannibalism is but one recurring image in a broader theme of irrec- B of Negro citizenship in the United States was so hotly contested. WATRIT
oncilable human differences. As Stanley renders this “region of fable and I thees e o contemporary-Amenearpoliteacultare e mnmsrretbmn C?

mystery—a continent of dwarfs and cannibals and gorrillas” for readers | mmmmm%ﬂ@wm

in Burope and the United States, his subtext becomes the tremendous gulf
separating whites from the rest of the world’s peoples. This gulf is evoked _
by the specter of cannibalism, and by the degree of immutable “differ- ! ,
ence” implied by the very language of description—the Wenya, for in-
stance, are “singularly cowardly, but also singularly treacherous and
ctafty.” Further, when Stanley tallies the losses incurred by the expedition, | ]
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withdrawal of Northern troops and amid a rising national rhetoric of
conciliation and reunion. “With respect to the two distinct races whose
peculiar relations to each other have brought upon us the deplorable com-
plications and perplexities which exist in those [Southern] states,” intoned
Rutherford B. Hayes in his inaugural address in March, “[ours] must be
a government which guards the interests of both races carefully and
equally.” “It is my earnest desire to regard and promote . . . the interests
of the white and of the colored people, both equally,” he reiterated,
‘.. . and to put forth my best efforts on behalf of a civil policy which will
forever wipe out in our political affairs the color line and the distinctions
between North and South.”*? As we now know, over time the effacement
of “distinctions between North and South” was accomplished in part
through a perpetuation of the “color line,” despite Hayes’s plea for “the
united and harmonious efforts of both races.”? Political alignment and
conduct in the South in 1877, and the fractious contests over the region’s
political fate, demonstrate the power of the white-black dyad to frame
social relations and to determine Americans’ social imagination.

Among the more painstaking contemporary examinations of Recon-
struction, its legacies for the Southern polity, and its collapse—and thus
among the more complete accounts of race as the enduring organizing
principle of the New South—was the 1877 congressional investigation of
fraud in Louisiana’s 1876 elections. The Democrat Tilden had won Loui-
siana by a margin of 80,831 to Hayes’s 74,426 (even though Republicans
claimed that “the excess colored over white voters in Louisiana is one
thousand”), and so questions arose concerning the integrity of the election
supervision and the real political freedom of the state’s “colored” voters.
As one legislator put it, “Long years of misgovernment, such as that which
has existed in Louisiana, with the disorder growing out of the late war,
left mapy reckless and evil-disposed persons in the State, who have little
regard for the rights of white and still less for the rights of black men.”*
The binary logic of a polity thus divided into “white” and “black™ would
have a greater and greater purchase on the nation’s political life from the
post—-Reconstruction era on; and obviously this was of no little conse-
qlience for those “whites” who, like Charles Dudley Warner’s Jews, were
said in other contexts to have “not at all the faces of the fair-haired race
from which our Savior is supposed to have sprung.”s

The majority and minority reports of the House Special Committee on
the Louisiana Elections present a tapestry of election-time violence . Taken
together, the reports testify to “whipping and other violence”; “intimi-
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dation”; acts of “unjustifiable mischief” (including whites’ “firing several
shots in the evening against a colored church™); the organization of rifle
clubs; and the nightriding activities of white-supremacist “bulldozers” and
“regulators” carrying out “bloody and cowardly massacres,” “whipping,
hanging, shooting, and driving off colored Republicans.”*

More telling still, however, are these reports’ competing, race-based
theories of the workings of the Southern polity in the wake of the Civil
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d 2114, iqus.of that violence demopstrate-the-pewes,
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majority report, highly sympathetic with the Louisiana Democrats (and
thus with the agenda of white supremacy), ine ECITO L
violeneamasacithemmblackaassaultsmonmwhitesBemeeratss o1, more often,
w]y@emﬂﬂmﬂtwmblas&@gg@_qmmccordmg to this ver-
sion, blacks’ initial postwar “delusion of ‘40 acres and a mule’ ” had given
way to “stern realities”; and thus, quite rightly, through disenchantment
and impatience many blacks were now simply “no longer Republicans.”
The villains of this story of intimidation, then, are white Republican lead-
ers who claimed a “proprietary right in the vote of the colored man. They
regarded him as a mere political machine of their own invention.” Black
voters had properly rebelled against such political subservience. In this
scenario, recent violence could be attributed to a cynical and rapacious
Republican party: “Prominent Republicans considered the killing of a
black man in Lonisiana as equivalent to fifty thousand dollars of a cam-
paign fund for the party ... Every homicide in which a colored man
chanced to be the victim was seized upon with avidity, telegraphed over
the North, and reckoned as a substantial addition to their party strength.”
Thus the House committee held white—and some black—Republicans
accountable for “intimidation” practiced against “the inoffensive colored
man” who had merely tried to break a vicious, Reconstruction-era Re-
publican monopoly.*”

The committee’s minority report, by contrast, set election-time violence
in a context of white-supremacist resistance to the aims of Reconstruc-
tion, stressing white-supremacist terror for (Democratic) political pur-
poses. The minority recalled the rise of the Knights of the White Camelia
in 1868, and their “distinctly bloody and cowardly massacres of colored
people . . . for political purposes and political effect,” violent antiblack
outbreaks at Saint Landrey, Bossier, Caddo, Jefferson, and Saint Bernard
resulting in more than seven hundred Negro deaths. It recounted as well
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the emergence of the “White League” in 1874, an association of white
Democrats “united for the express purpose of asserting the superiority of
the white race in political matters.” In his appearance before the com-
mittee, one witness testified that pre-election terror was so intense that
“the plan of these people was to get the colored people so badly cowed
before the election that they would do anything that they told them.”

O: Your idea is that on election day it was not necessary to have any
intimidation?
A: No, sir; I never saw a more quiet election.?®

"

In substantiation of this interpretation, the minority recounted the dra-
matic rising of the White League in New Orleans, which had effectively
driven the Reconstruction government out of the Capitol: “More than
two thousand men answered the summons and fell into line of battle with
the promptness and accuracy which only drill and experience in arms can
give.” This well-trained white army then went on to take over the city’s
chief political and military institutions, demonstrating “the deliberate and
settled determination of the white people, acting in the name of democ-
racy, not to permit the exercise of political power by the blacks.” “Edu-
cated whites look upon negro citizenship as a badge of humiliation,” ar-
gued this second report; others “find free negro labor in constant and
damaging competition.” Thus the terror surrounding Louisiana’s election
was plain in its motivations and obvious in its source. In response to the
majority report’s assertion that most of the violence had been carried out
against black voters eager to defect from the Republican party, the mi-
nority flatly declared,

Neither bribery, nor interest, nor soft words, nor condescension, nor
proof of misrule by local officers, nor even violence, can shake the
deep-rooted love of the liberated black man for the party whose
greatest achievement was universal emancipation and universal citi-
zenship . . . The instant he is let alone, the moment the load of fear
is taken off, the moment he dare stand up in his own right and his
own strength, free to think, free to act, and free to choose, that mo-
ment he stands up ready and willing to vote the Republican ticket.
For the negro, although unlearned, is no fool.

Representative Charles Joyce of Vermont concluded that, “had the col-
ored people in those parishes been left free to vote as they pleased, the
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Republican majority would have reached at least fifteen hundred or two
thousand upon the most liberal count for the Democratic ticket.”**

Although the Democrats of the solid South most often employed the
rhetoric of “white men’s government,” it is worth noting that the height-
ened, self-conscious diction of “Caucasian” identity and supremacy did
cross over from scientific discourse into street-level, vernacular usage in
parts of the South as early as the 1860s. As one Louisiana newspaper had
framed the matter in 1868, “Inducements to negroes to vote, involving
directly or indirectly a promise of future advancément, are pregnant with
future disaster and disgrace. The Caucasian needs not to kneel to any
other race.” In Louisiana itself the Knights of the White Camelia, a fore-
runner of the White League, drew upon both racial designations in its
“Charge to Initiates.” The order’s

main and fundamental object is the MAINTENANCE OF THE SUPREM-
ACY OF THE WHITE RACE in this republic. History and physiology
teach us that we belong to a race which nature has endowed with an
evident superiority over all other races ... And it is a remarkable
fact that as a race of men is more remote from the Caucasian and
approaches nearer the black African, the more fatally that stamp of
inferiority is affixed to its sons, and irrevocably dooms them to eter-
nal imperfectability and degradation.*

As the umbrella organization of the Knights of the White Camelia
waned in 1869, many local groups changed their name to “Caucasian
Clubs.” As had been the case with New York’s white coalition behind the
banner of the Weekly Caucasian during the Civil War, the diversity of the
region’s “white persons” perhaps explains the political appeal of a sci-
entifically based appellation like “Caucasian.” Louisiana was, in one his-
torian’s words, “the most heterogeneous place in the South.”* But
whether “white” or “Caucasian,” antiblack forces in the South—like the
national debate about their reentry into national life—tended sharply to
divide the polity into two races, neither more nor less, precisely after the
fashion of Stanley’s popular accounts of latter-day “encounters” with the
African in “darkest Africa.” > €ng

Frontier Encounters with Indians, Mexicans, and Asians

An organized police power is “clearly necessary in the Indian country and
on the Mexican frontier,” warned Harper’s in a typical piece entitled “The
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m a popular ballad from the era of the Mexican War had warned,
the savage is over the border ! the savage is over thc border.” ’Fhlsé.w@
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As one Harper’s piece on the nation’s newest frontier—Alaska—re-
marked, the Eskimo “is a very different fellow in most respects from the
savage with whom we are all pretty well acquainted.”* The combination
of their presumed “savagery” and the extent to which “we are all pretty
well acquainted” with them renders “savages” important figures in the
ideology of American nationalism and narratives of national belonging.
By both their geographical position along the (white) republic’s frontiers,
and their ethnological position somewhere beneath the capacity for civi-
lization, “savages” mark precisely the point where the American polity
leaves off and the realm of degeneracy and chaos begins. Indeed, the
“savages’ ” only redemption lies in their approximating whiteness itself—
tribes may be suffered within our national boundaries, so long as they
can “live like white men,” as one 1877 treaty put it.*

As the Forty-fourth Congress considered an Indian Appropriation Bill
concerning “contingent expenses of the Indian Department” and “treaty

cealed contempt, “What do these [Osage] Indians want? They have their
ponies, their guns, their ammunition. Was it liquors or oysters or what#”
He later asserted, “A white man, a hunter, could make a living in that
country at any time under any circumstances.” Later in the same debate,
federal spending on the Osages pivoted on a heated exchange over
whether Osages were in fact “the wealthiest community upon this con-
tinent, whether white, black, or any other color,” or whether “it is non-

stlpula'aons w1th various Ind1an trlbes,” debase—repeateéirfe}}-tmheqm
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sense to talk about their being a civilized tribe . . . They are wild as almost
any Indians.” “There is not a full-blooded Indian among them who wears
white men’s clothes,” asserted one legislator; “they are in a state of bar-
barism.” {(But the Pawnees, he did have to concede, “are well advanced
for Indians.”)*

Similarly, one treaty which Congress took under discussion provided
that the Sioux “may eventually become self-supporting and acquire the
arts of civilized life.” To that end, five Sioux delegates were to visit Indian
Territory, and if they liked it, the tribe would move there within a vear.
“The Government may provide for them in the selection of a country
suitable for a permanent home, where they may live like white men,” the
treaty read, although one senator did object to establishing these “wild
Indians” where they might threaten slightly more “civilized” tribes who
were “assimilating as near as their nature will admit to [the habits] of
their white brethren.”+

Security along the Mexican border represented yet another “frontier”
concern of the Forty-fourth Congress. In August an armed band broke
into a Starr City, Texas, jail to release two Mexican prisoners, killing the
jailor and his wife. For the Texas delegation this was clearly a racial issue.

THeS SR dts-were nf Mexitenrblipel? observed Congressman Maxie;
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us m-blimdﬁhe s-.m..their-so it ihir
ali€ Very-semse . In response the Texans wanted

a greater military appropriation on the part of Congress: “True economy
tells us, in dealing with Mexicans and Indians, who respect nothing but
visible physical power, place enough of that power in sight, overawe them
and thus prevent war.” Recent events offered the most persuasive argu-
ment imaginable, as far as the Texans were concerned, and they did not
hesitate to lay the corpses of the white martyrs of Little Bighorn at the
doorstep of Congress itself: “Had the Indian frontier been defended prop-
erly ... there would have been no massacre of General Custer and his
men . . . These men [Indian or Mexican savages) fear power, and it is all
they do fear.” Later in this discussion of military necessity, Maxie im-
plored his colleagues to “give ample protection from the tomahawk of
the savage” by placing military personnel “along the entire Indian line,
wherever they are needed for protection of the frontiersmen, their wives
and their children.”¥” Most interesting is the conflation of Mexicans with
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agery has in homogenizing the imagined community of a white, “civi-
lized” United States.

Tlﬁ::ﬂ;’ igese QoA lifaTRi AN d-tHE=West.{e

toraweonsidesation-of.tho-degacie

.50Cia

.relagmgf_:cmmmﬂcholars like Stuart Creighton Miller and Su-
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stood. Ideologically, white Americans came to “know” the Chinese
through the images and reports provided by the missionaries, merchants,
and diplomats engaged in the early “opening” of the “Orient.” Materially,
migration was encouraged and made possible by the dislocations in Asia
associated with an increasing Western economic presence, by the new
steam routes and the accessibility of travel, and by American continental
expansionism and the industrialization of the West-—particularly the rise
of the railroad the single largest employer of Chinese labor.** Azxryesthe
e & TOTTW Irtionraisedeoncermsmyesthesvark-
mg'mﬁthrsclfgovemm'gﬂwmﬁagyndMEWTry
On February 28, 1877, the House received the “Report of the Joint
Special Committee to Investigate Chinese Immigration.” The document
is at once a reaffirmation of the 1790 principle that republican institutions
require a “white” polity, and an endorsement of popular labor arguments
for the primacy of “white” interests in the marketplace. In its uneven
thetoric of race the document moves from a competition between “Chi-
nese” and “whites” to one between “Asiatics” and “Caucasians.” The
report’s authority thus comes finally to rest upon the principle of “Cau-
Caslﬂ.ﬂ Supenorlty
The report begins with standard assertions of the economic yellow per1l
and its menacing implications for “white” laborers: Chinese workers
“have reduced wages to what would be starvation prices for white men
and women,” “there.is.a lack of.employment for whites,” urfisrred=Cln>
nmmhreatens to “degrade m%m
AT CoRaTtoo Mansesrie-class. "drERErgoes - Omtn-asser et hatyECBRo -
irsafide~she-saleryntrepnblicaripgtitutigns requirgs.that-the exercise
nchise oseﬁh&hﬂeﬂa@
for guTEanshtutions-ana-this-slle-8Rclndes the greaemass=of-the-Chinese,
fromeriiEballorasuiecessdry niedsureforpubliessafetyAs discussion

moves to the political demands of a smoothly functioning republic, the
appellation “Chinese” quietly gives way to the ethnological category
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.foreign gang in driving them into the sea.”s® Another observer of West
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Testimony was further taken upon the question of any radical dif-
ferences existing between the Asiatic and Caucasian races, and in the
evidence will be found much valuable information upon this point
peculiarly interesting to the ethnologist. The deduction from the tes-
timony taken by the committee on this point would seem to be that
there is not sufficient brain capacity in the Chinese to furnish motive
power for self-government. Upon the point of morals, there is no
Aryan or European race which is not far superior to the Chinese as
a class.®®

As Alexander Saxton has documented, many anti-Chinese agitators in
California and elsewhere were Irish, including one of the movement’s
most vocal leaders, Dennis Kearney. Thus even sympathetic treatments of
Chinese immigrants in the popular press tended to embody their own
brand of nativism. The Argonaut, for instance, would later decry “the
refuse and sweeping of Europe, the ignorant, brutal, idle off-scourings of
civilization, [who] meet weekly upon the Sand Lot in San Francisco, to
determine whether respectable, industrious foreign-born citizens and
native-born Americans shall be permitted to treat Chinese humanely and
employ them in business ventures, or unite with this idle and worthless

Coast politics later recalled:

There appeared on the scene [in Seattle] an Irish agitator from Cali-
fornia, who proceeded to harangue the laboring people, and to or-
ganize them into lodges of the Knights of Labor . . . We had turned
loose on us one wild Irishman, and out of his communistic heart has
sprung a phantom whose shadow has darkened the whole Northwest
coast, and whose tread has made our whole young city shake with
terror. The mayor of Tacoma . . . is a German liquor-dealer, who can
only make the blindest stagger toward speaking the English language.
His family is yet in Germany, and all his money not spent on beer or
anti-Chinese demonstrations goes back to the Fatherl'and:‘1

Hence the rhetoric and visual lexicon of pan-white supremacy had a
particular appeal in the political culture of the West from the 1870s on-
ward. According to an 1870 tract by John Swinton, for instance, “the
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existence in any way™) until he has been removed from the list of public
enemies; and class B (“Mongolians”)-——“forf:ver."5ls
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ground of race” was among the chief reasons for opposing Asian immi-
gration. Race, by this account, “is ar once the beginning of history and
the summing up of history.” “The people of the United States are of the
white European race, the Japhetic stock, from which have sprung the
Germanic, Celtic, and Latin varietics—all immediately related to each

other by historical terms . .. the life, genius, and power of the American
republic is with the European race.”s* Although Swinton did not refer to
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Y «Caucasians,” he did lay the groundwork for a scientific, racial discussion ’ﬁﬁ e .
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tinct racial types in their own right. In describing a “mob” during the St
Louis general strike in July, J. A. Dacus reported crowds composed “largely
of negroes,” joined in some cases by “sorry specimens of the Caucasian :
race.”” As often as not in this kind of account, “seFrySpecimensiaveretulign
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exsfiovernor Horatio Seymour of New York told a rally of anti-Chinese
workers, “Empwuhmmwﬂﬁ; Fervili-
(M\p\\"ﬂ"" : , _qetbrinmierE Iy sraIg s Te0d. 3 An Atlantic Monthly
'\#"@w&‘:\b piece in 1871, too, worried that in recent years «while the rate of Cau-
WS ocian immigration was decreasing, that of the Mongolian was increasing
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crossed well into the popular, even in cases where it was a term of sardonic “Indian,” “Mexican,” or “Mongolian.”

1 opprobrium, as when, in “Wan Lee, the Pagan,” Bret Harte wrote that
‘ ‘ the boy delighted to walk to school with a certain classmate and to carry
her books, “a service always fraught with danger to him from the little
hands of his Caucasian Christian brothers.”*

By April 1877 the anti-Chinese movement was rising to high tide, and
the press was abuzz with the emergence of a new secret political order in
San Francisco, The Order of Caucasians, whose professed aim was to
drive Chinese out of California.” The order represented but a late de-
velopment in a fierce campaign that had been mounting among Califor-
nia’s “white” workers since early in the 1870s. As the order’s byzantine
by-laws announced, “Each camp and every individual Caucasian, and
every encampment, pledges 10 each and every merchant, manufacturer,
and trader, traveler, mechanic, and laborer . .. all their combined influ-
ence, power, advertisement, and patronage; and shall oppose to annihi-
lation by every manner and means within the thin gauze of the law all
others.” This pledge amounted to the “bounden and solemn duty” of,
every Caucasian to “pursue and injure” two classes of “enemies™: class A
{persons who hire or rent to “Mongolians” or who “countenance their

—

The White Races in 1877 .

Pl
I

A playful joke in Harper’s New Monthly Magazine revealed an important
underlying truth about the keen interest in the “ethnological differences”
dividing “whites.” Noting the horrendous stench aboard ship in an article
on walrus hunting, the journal remarked, “Heroism in the presence of
hideous smells is one of the characteristics of the Scandinavian. Perhaps
the power of the northern nose is dulled, just as the exterior color is
deepened, by the cold. This is a matter which deserves to be investigated
by ethnologists.”*® Although a light-hearted remark, certainly, “ethnolog-
ical investigations” of one sort or another were precisely what Harper’s '
proved most adept at in its reportage; and statements as to the racial
character, the history, the traits, or the physical type of this or that white
race were literary staples. Indeed, race seems among the organizing prin-
ciples of the worldview at once demonstrated and reinforced by the mag-
azine’s format.

Perhaps it is not surprising that, as a product of the literary establish-
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ment of the Northeasty where the showdown between Celt and Anglo-
Saxon was among the most salient racial rifts in the polity, the journal
should devote so much space to the differences among “the white races.”
A feature on Westminster Abbey pauses to note, “The Anglo-Saxon race
[is] mistress of the ocean by its commerce rather than its navy, master of
the world by its civilization rather than its arms.” An ethnographic piece
on the population of Peru notes, “Within semi-historic times they were
divided into different tribes or races, differing from each other somewhat
as Latins differed from the Gauls or the Normans from the Saxons.” A
travel piece on Turkey reminiscent of In the Levant catalogues the local
types such as “an olive-hued, beaknosed Armenian of a blood unmixed
for thirty centuries,” “a Jewish candy-vendor, descended from a people
unsurpassed in the antiquity of their lineage,” “a handsome, lithe, but
fierce and treacherous-looking Albanian,” “a fair-skinned Circassian®™—
each “preserving their national traits with jealous care, never intermar-
rying.”*? Elsewhere reference is made to “Huns” and “Hunnish warriors,”
to “a well-to-do real estate dealer of Teutonic descent,” to operas enjoying
“great popularity among the Teutonic races of Europe,” and to the “Prus-
sian Wends,” a group marked not only by heritable traits but by a phys-
icality notable for its divergence from the “Saxon.”¢® In pages devoted to
current scholarship, too, Harper’s eagerly followed the developments in
ethnology, including one scholarly debate “on the name Mediterranean
as applied to the Aryan races.”s! Of course the magazine was lavishly
illustrated with racial caricatures of these various peoples, in addition to
the simian Irish who frequented its humor pages.

Nowhere was the depth of this conception of variegated whiteness more
pronounced than in a Harper’s feature on French art. “These French art
students are a curious medley of seemingly discordant elements,” the piece
averred, noting their peculiar blend of “intense enthusiasm,” “wonderful
ability,” and “brutal and disgusting” conversational habits and manners.

One hears a great deal about honor in France, but I know of no
country where its true meaning is so little understood. And yet these
untamed and untamable art students will dazzle one with their eye
for form and color. The man has not yet been found who has proved
himself wholly capable of analyzing the French character and assign-
ing it its true position in civilization. Qur own opinion is that alone,
it is a dangerous element in society, but that, by mixing it with other
races, the good qualities predominate, and an admirable result will
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be achieved. The Huguenots in England and the United States who
have intermingled with the Saxon stock have developed some of the
finest race qualities to be found on either continent.

Racial conceptions of peoplehood also typically framed popular dis-
cussion of the Russo-Turkish War, “the contest that shakes the historic
Danube and echoes among the Caucasus and around the traditional cra-
dle of the race.” Indeed, it was probably this conflict’s racial portent that
fueled popular interest in it in the first place. Ethnological accounts of the
region included Eugene Scuyler’s Turkistan, presenting “a people whose
character and civilization is but little known to Anglo-Saxon people.”
(Scuyler identified and charted thirteen “races” of Turkey: Turks, Circas-
sians, Armenians, Jews, Gypsies, foreigners, and six subraces of Arabs.)
Harper’s tracked a heated anthropological debate over the relationship
between Europeans and Turkey’s “Sarmatae” peoples (were the Sarmatae

“Aryans” or “Sclavs”?), and grected a new volume on the racial “resume QOIS
of the Russian people” (whose “stocks” were said to include “thhuamans,\?‘g \:{::\\

. . - . N
Sclaves, Germans, Greeco-Roumanians, Iranians, Iberians, Caucasians, N “\%\.wu}f

Finns, Turks, Mongolians, etc.”).®?

Popular concern over the outcome of the war likewise hung on rac%al
hopes, fears, and aspirations. The Nation identified Russia as a crucial
“civilizing agent” in the region, for example; and in a piece for the Atlantic
Monthly, “The Races of the Danube,” John Fiske identified the Mussul--
man Tartars as the most dgngerous kind of racial spoilers—*“a race polit-
ically unteachable and intellectually incurious, which has contributed ab-
solutely nothing to the common weal of mankind,” even while it has
thwarted “the normal development of a more worthy community.” In the
service of his interpretation of current events along the Danube, Fiske
offered a “comprehensive view” of European history—a kind of racial big
bang, by which all of European history began with the clash of “two very
different races,” “Aryans” and “Iberians.” It was owing to the mixture of
these “strongly contrasting races that the peoples of Europe present such
marked varieties of complexion.”s*

Nor were such assessments of racial variegation within whiteness lim-
ited to armchair ethnologists among the contributors to Harper’s, Atlantic
Monthly, or the North American Review. In July 1877, in what was to
become a momentary cause célébre in the popular press, the {Hilton)
Grand Union Hotel in Saratoga Springs barred Joseph Seligman, a Ba-
varian Jewish immigrant who had risen to prominence in American bank-
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ing. Carey McWilliams has called this the first major act of overt anti-
Semitism in American history, and both he and John Higham have
stressed the economic foundations of the perceptible rise in anti-Semitism
in 1877 and after. Jewish elites had begun to challenge traditional “status
hierarchies” in Gilded Age America, this argument runs, and so various
social exclusions of the type Seligman suffered at Saratoga represent a
concerted effort on the part of Gentile elites to reassert their social pre-
rogatives. The period’s shifting economic circumstances and rivalries rep-
resent the material base for what Higham calls “discriminatory” {(as dis-
tinct from “ideological”) anti-Semitism.®

Whatever its basis in economics, however, Higham and McWilliams
have occluded the extent to which popular reportage and discussion of
the clash at Saratoga drew upon a language and a logic of race. Hilton
himself initially explained his rejection of Seligman on the grounds of
Jews’ “vulgar ostentation,” “puffed up vanity,” “overweening display of
condition,” and “lack of those considerate civilities appreciated by good
American society.”® The Commercial Advertiser cast this as a simple
question of black and white: invoking the Civil Rights Act passed two
years before, this journal wanted to know, “Has the hotel-keeper the au-
thority of law to exclude from his bed and board whom he pleases? Have
the colored population rights that the white man [that is, the Jew] has
not?”s

Bmwwwlhm—wem_themselws
widelyinterpretedrassra o amd=popular discussion of the affair
from the outset more often than not cast this as a drama of racial signif-
icance. In a rather supercilious summary of the popular response to the
affair, the Nation remarked that, though Seligman’s “influence on the
attitude of the American people on race questions is admitted on all hands
to be very small,” nonetheless sympathizers in some quarters had elevated
the affair to “a question of whether the Jewish race ‘had no rights under
the constitution.’” An unfortunate and silly inflation, in this journal’s
view. But despite the Nation’s lament that this teapot had generated such
a tempest, for the magazine the question was, at bottom, a decidedly racial
one: the Jews’ “tendency to gaudiness in dress or ornament we suspect
has its roots deeper than modern history goes, and testifies to the purity
of the race and the freshness with which its eye still retains the Oriental
passion for brilliancy of costume, though the effect in our climate is bar-
picturesque.”s®
This was not an idiosyncratic reading. The Daily Graphic argued that
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“the average American Jew can hardly be recognized in a company by
anything save a cast of features which nothing but centuries of intermat-
riage with other races will change.” (Despite this journal’s fundamental
sympathy with Seligman, the piece did contend that the verb “Jewed” was
well earned by “the excessive sharpness of that race in business transac-
tions.”)®® The Evening Post, too, put forward a philo-Semitic, but none-
theless racial, argument: recalling the tremendous bloodshed occasioned
by the proscription of the Negroes, a race widely held to be inferior, this
journal now asked, will Americans “tolerate the proscription of a race
whose equality with the foremost races . . . is nowhere disputed?”7°

Under the headline “No Jews Need Apply” (a direct reference to an-
other European pariah group, the Irish), the New York Tribune rather
weakly asserted that the only “dignified and sensible” response of those
who “feel they have been insulted at the Grand Union on account of their
race or religion is to withdraw quietly.”” Thus leaving open the question
of the basis of Jewish exclusion—a matter of either race or religion, pre-
cisely as was the case with the social doctrine of “No Irish Need Apply™—
the Tribune in its initial coverage redoubled Anglo-Saxon hegemony by
simply wishing that the pariah would be “dignified” and disappear. But
this interpretation shifted overnight, and the Tribune went on to give the
fullest racial interpretation of the episode extant. “Ostracism of a Race,”
the Tribune now called the affair (June 21); “Excluded Hebrews Indig-
nant.” Hilton’s actions were a “direct insult to the Jewish race,” according
to one editorial; and in a man-in-the-street interview, one interviewee
compared social even-handedness with Jews to “the employment of Chi-
nese labor . . . or the cultivation of Southern lands by negroes.” The Tri-
bune elaborated a week later, under the banner “Not a Question of Re-
ligion™: “Religion had nothing whatsoever to do with the subject”; “we
presume a Christian Hebrew is as obnoxious to Mr. Hilton as one of
Jewish belief.”

Social distinctions of race and color are bound to exist here as else-
where . . . While politically all such distinctions may be ignored, they
cannot be socially. Half the nation spent its blood and treasure to
give freedom to the Negro, but it has left him to win his own social
equality ... Prejudices of race forbid equally the free social inter-
course of Teuton, Latin, and Mongolian. It does not argue the su-
periority of either to recognize that the natural affinity between the
Anglo-Saxon and the Hebrew is extremely weak. Nature is to blame
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primarily, though peculiarities of different civilizations and different
tendencies of distinct systems of education have increased this dislike

between the two races.”

Under the headline “Race Prejudice,” Harper’s Weekly conveyed most
succinctly both the distinctness and the affinity-in-whiteness of the Anglo-
Saxon and the Hebrew. “There are undoubtedly disagreeable Hebrews or
Jews, as there are disagreeable people of all other races”; and yet the
exclusion at Saratoga was “monstrous.” At least Hilton’s “fnonstrous” ar:t
of race prejudice had the “good effect of showing how sincere and uni-
versal is the protest against the indulgence of a race pre;.ud1f:e agafnst
white skins. We beg to remind the protestants that a race pre] udice against
black skins is quite as despicable.”” . .

Nor were Jews the only victims of “race prejudice against white sku.1s
during the summer of 1877. Amid a trial of several members of the. Irish
Molly Maguires for murder in Pennsylvania, the New York Tribune
opined, “The Mollies belong to a race with a more wholesome and prob-
ably unreasonable terror of law than any other. It has, un.fortunately, been
whipped into them for centuries. The cunning of resistance has been
whipped into them, too.” Then, borrowing language typical of the Amer-

ican discourse on the Indian Wars, the journal mused, “If the Pennsyl-
vanians irtend to civilize them by terror, it will need other and more
wholesome slaughters than that of last week to do it. Is th.ert? no other
way to civilize them?” The Tribune went on to advocate missionary ac-
tivity among the Mollies in order to “humanize” them.™ Indeed,‘ in '.The
Molly Maguires (1877), the first book-length study_ of the organization,
F. P. Dewees grounded the troubles in Pennsylvania ina much longer h}s-
tory of unrest between “the Anglo-Saxon race” {which had kept the aim
of constitutional freedom in view ever since the Magna Charta) and the
“Celt” {who remained ever unsympathetic to such ideals).” o
As Richard Slotkin has amply documented, the rhetoric of “civiliza-
tion” and “savagery” likewise framed discussion of the great railroad
strike that spread from Baltimore and Pittsburgh to St. Louis and New

York in July. To urban elites, as Slotkin puts it, this outbreak of labt_)r

agitation was a case of Indian Wars coming “home” to the rgetro;)o!m.

Slotkin treats this as a matter of pure metaphor, noting that in this in-

stance “the Working-class ‘hostiles’ were predominantly white and largely

American-born.” “Thus,” he argues, “the race war and Indian war pro-

vided a language for interpreting the class struggles attendant on the de-
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velopment of industry and served the ideological function of linking strik-
ing workers with racial aliens and primitive savages.” For the urban elites
of this account, “perhaps the savage-striker metaphor was literally true,
and neither tribesman nor workingman was truly capable of self-govern-
ment,”7é

Slotkin’s analysis thus rests on various notions of metaphor and meta-
nym, upon rhetorical conflations of class and race, underlying ideological
“linkages” between radicalism and savagery, or “associations” of alien
class ideologies with “biological-ethnic alienness.” But given the extent to
which many American-born observers did belicve that the emergent, con-
scious, and militant working class literally was a class of foreigners, this
literally was a “race war.” Although the language of “civilization” and
“savagery” has indeed been deployed metaphorically to great effect in
American culture (and no one has revealed this as thoroughly as Slotkin
himself), there is a second, absolutely literal dimension to these racial
interpretations of the 1877 strike and of the unfitness of the strikers for
self-government. If the myth of the frontier was among the cultural forms
authorizing immigrants’ whiteness in the latter phases of America’s long-
enduring period of racial inscription, these immigrants nonetheless did
embody a kind of “savagery” that was neither rhetorical nor meta-
phorical.

Much of Slotkin’s own evidence points in this direction. E. L. Godkin’s
Nation remarked upon the “vast additions . . . to our population” who
“carry in their very blood traditions which give universal suffrage an air
of menace to many of the things which civilized men hold most dear.” It
is not merely a metaphot, but race itself, that links the notions of “vast
additions” to the population via immigration, traditions carried in the
“very blood” of these peoples, and the resulting “menace” to the ideals of
“civilized men.” Godkin’s plea for a restriction on universal suffrage is
thus an carly expression on the eugenic theme of degenerate races and
their unfitness for self-government. Godkin had elsewhere decried a regi-
men of philanthropy toward the Indians that would “debauch white men
of any race; no wonder it debauches savages.””” That “white men” were
divisible into so many distinct “races” was fundamental to his worldview,
and so contiguous questions of “blood,” “civilization,” and the degree of
“menace” immigrants posed to free institutions were linked by far more
than mere metaphor.

As Harper’s Weekly put it, again in reference to the unnamed Furopean
races presumed to be behind the labor agitation along the B & O Rail-
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am not a barbarian, by a good deal,” objects Newman; “I am very much
the reverse. I have seen barbarians; I know what they are.” “I don’t mean
that you are a Comanche chief, or that you wear a blanket and feathers,”

road, “What is the difference between civilization and barbarism, between .
America and Central Africa, but law, and the redress of grievances . . . by i
prescribed legal methods?” “The country has learned the necessity ofa

thorough and efficient local armed organization. The strikers have learned
the hopeless folly of struggling against the unconquerable instinct of a
race.””® The Daily Graphic similarly argued for an enhanced militia, since
the railroad capitalists had not been successful “in implanting in the
breasts of the inferior race sentiments of respect and gratitude.”” “We
shall make a dreadfu! mistake,” the New York Tribune chimed in,

returns Mrs. Tristram. “There are different shades.”! As it unfolds, The
American turns out to be precisely about these “different shades”—both
the figurative shades of barbarism and civilization {or overcivilization)
that define national character, and the literal shades of physiognomy per-
ceived as race—just as American political culture itself was increasingly
fixing upon the different shades of barbarism and civilization among “free

white persons,” and the different shades of a theretofore undifferentiated
whiteness.
James’s ethnological interest is announced in the opening paragraphs,
when we are told that the American’s “physiognomy would have suffi-
ciently indicated that he was a shrewd and capable fellow™; he is 2 “pow- (\Qm\“;\ '
erful specimen of an American,” having “a very well- formed head, withre\¢e¥se

good many of the lower classes in our large cities, in the coal and iron }
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‘ i a shapely, symmetrical balance of the frontal and occipital development.” **

|

|
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towns, and on the lines of railway. In becoming the refuge for the op-
pressed of all nations our country accepted a noble mission, but that
mission has its perils and difficulties. The oppressed are not always the
virtuous. We have taken into our body politic the refuse of the Paris
Commune, incendiaries from Berlin and Tipperary, some hundreds of
thousands of European agitators, who are always at war with every
form of government thus far known among civilized nations.®

1
|
|
|
1
|
]
. if we allow ourselves to be deceived as to the real character of a I ;
|
1

By contrast, Valintin de Bellegard, for instance, “was a foreigner to his .
fingertips,” although “there was something in his physiognomy which |
_ seemed to cast a sort of aerial bridge over the impassable gulf produced
Here Anglo-Saxondom trumped mere whiteness in laying claim to civ- N by difference of race.” (Valintin’s brother, too, was a familiar type despite
\"‘\\J"- \;-“r ilization and to racial supremacy And it violatio o= i his Gallic racial origins: he “looked much like an Englishman.”) From the

y X l) outset the novel moves along the twin tracks of race as a force in history
(“Old trees have crooked branches . . . old races have odd secrets”) and

Magulres in Pennsylvania, Joseph Sellgrnan at Saratoga Springs, Fiske’s
races of the Danube, or the French art students so reviled in Harper’s, the
strikers of 1877 were in whiteness but not of it, so to say. Their presence
in the republic was doubly troubling from a racial standpoint: if their
essential racial inferiority as non-Anglo-Saxons posed difficulties for the
workings of a free republic, then their whiteness gave that inferiority as
w1dc a field as possible to wreak real havoe. Godkin’s ruminations on the
“air of menace” attending “universal suffrage” IFFTRLS CONTEAVBEIMASS?
m:mgratmn:pumbe:pmblemas&snesm&dyxmhﬂc esssmapchavebeel
ndispesableTaN i irefisfronrhenfier T earlicr stagerotthe?
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physiognomy as the key to social interpretation (“Mademoiselle Noemie’s
jealous votary was a tall robust young man with a thick nose, a prominent
blue eye, a Germanic physiognomy”).%

This ethnological and physiognomical quality unites The Awmerican
with many other narrative productions of the moment—Warner’s In the
Levant; Harper’s sketches on Alaskan mining, Barbadian travel, and
French art; Tribune and Nation editorials on Hilton’s anti-Semitism and
the B & O strike; congressional reports on Louisiana polling practices
and Chinese immigration. Flowing from precisely this racial conscious-
ness, James’s competing cautions regarding the proper bride for the Amer-
ican—*No Irish Need Apply” and the “Let us confine ourselves to Eu-
rope”—likewise capture a contradiction which lay at the heart of

American political culture, not just in 1877, but for several decades to
come. Eutopeanmidentitiessheeamesincreasinglygacializedriniierasitees
of immigzatienetaborstiugglesand=cantinuons:scientificimyuirroiTz
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“l ; To return, briefly, to Henry James and The American: early on Mrs. Tris- .
TN tram refers to Christopher Newman as “the great Western Barbarian.” “1 3
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¥No Irish Need Apply.” Both palimpsestic inscripttons re-

mained discernible for some time.
The discrepancy in racial usages such as “white,” “Celt,” and “Cau-
casian,” then, do not denote a mere sloppiness or imprecision in the lan-
guage of race; such contradictions do not in every case represent insig-

mﬁcant chmces among mterchangeable synonyms. Rather, damcﬂegﬁkg.

pilatyﬁﬁmmia-blvem‘c‘g"éﬁ“eﬁrmmm rehasgenerateds Pa
ofsustainim®®n unpacking the ideology of race and its power in Amcncan
life, in other words, we are on surest ground if we conclude, not that,
because “Caucasian” and “Anglo-Saxon” can coincide, the distinctions

between them are trifling, but rather that their coex:stcnmm

uggeasingsiendeneypsofetioecutrmm :
etch=rrvemen=hade?. We are better off not passing over such unstable

categories as mere inconsistencies in usage, but investigating them for the
fossilized power relationships embedded within them. The inherent insta-
bility of race becomes plain when a figure walks out of one context and
into another—imagine the pariah Joseph Seligman on a Louisiana election
day, or think of the Molly Maguires striking out West and joining The
Order of Caucasians in San Francisco.

Culture, as a creature of history, destabilizes race by layering different
conceptual schemes atop one another in response to shifting social and
political circumstances, The palimpsest of race maps the terrain of as-
cription, perception, and subjectivity for a number of immigrant groups
whose “American experience” has scarcely been recounted as a racial ex-
perience at all.

The Jew can be unknown in his Jewishness. He is not wholly whar he is. One
hopes, one waits. His actions, his behavior are the final determinant. He is a
white man, and, apart from some rather debatable characteristics, he can
sometimes go unnoticed . . . One has only not to be a nigger. Granted, the
Jews are harassed—what am I thinking of? They are hunted down, extermi-
nated, cremated. But these are little family quarrels.

—Frantz Fanon, Black Skin, White Mashs (1952)

I like the idea of having a Jewish officer—what’s his name, Jacobs—in
Burma. See that you get a good clean-cut American type for Jacobs.

—TJack Warner’s casting instructions for Objective Burma (1945)

>—R

Looking Jewish, Seeing Jews

When Johann Blumenbach sat down to delineate The Natural Varieties
of Man in 1775, he lighted upon the “racial face” of the Jews as the most
powerful example of “the unadulterated countenance of nations.” The
principle of stable racial types was illustrated “above all [by] the nation
of the Jews, who, under every climate, remain the same as far as the
fundamental configuration of face goes, remarkable for a racial character
almost universal, which can be distinguished at the first glance even by
those little skilled in physiognomy.™

The racial character of Jewishness in the New World ebbed and flowed
over time. The saga of Jewishness-as-difference in North America prop-
erly begins as early as 1654, when Peter Stuyvesant wrote to the Amster-
dam Chamber of the Dutch West India Company that Christian settlers
in New Amsterdam had “deemed it useful to require [Jews] in a friendly
way to depart.” Stuyvesant went on to pray “that the deceitful race,—
such hateful enemies and blasphemers of the name of Christ,—be not
allowed further to infect and trouble this new colony.” In the early re-
public Jewishness was most often taken up as a matter not of racial dif-
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THE MANUFACTURE OF
CAUCASIANS

If it was not a foregone conclusion that the hierarchically ordered white
races ever would become a single, consanguine race of Caucasians in
popular estimation, then what circumstances account for the transfor-
mation? What are some of the social, political, and cultural forces that
moved the white races so decisively in the direction of “Caucasian” white-
ness?

The chaptcrs of part three examine three critical areas in this reforging
A 7 faisnrTrmiEited ltS-bGﬂGhtS'by  a
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] 5w South. In each case a powerful counterlogic of white-over-
black, of color/not-color, mitigated for non—Anglo-Saxons the effects of
narrowly conceived Anglo-Saxon supremacism, revising the subordinate

position that the regime of Anglo-Saxondom had reserved for these ‘in-
ferior™ whlte races,
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These chapters exhaust neither the social practices contributing to the
reconsolidation and ideological survival of “Caucasian” whiteness, nor
the sites at which such whiteness was constructed and maintained. Others
might include cultural forms like segregated baseball and integrated box-
ing, the legal and medical discourses of sexuality and “miscegenation,”
or the Jim Crow practices of labor unions and real estate brokers. Rather,
the chapters that follow point up a few of the ways in which American
political culture reconciled competing racial schemes for dividing the pol-
ity; and it suggests some of the reasons that the racial “sameness” of
today’s so-called white ethnics was one outcome of this competition.

We too, even though we are not Anglo-Saxons, believe in “manifest destiny™
and—we add for the benefit of the nativists—*“manifest destiny” also believes
in us.

—Julius Frobel, Aus America (1857)

Probably the majority of Americans would prefer to be excused from loading
this country with another “negro problem.” We may swallow a small black
morsel like Hawaii; burt if we must expand largely, cur acquisitions should be
civilized Caucasian communities, such as can adapt to our democratic system.
Barbarian dominions can never be amalgamated with the American republic,
and we want no such satrapies.

—Catholic Citizen, 1898

= 6

The Crucible of Empire

In Edgar Allan Poe’s Narrative of A. Gordon Pym (1838) the line manager
aboard ship, Dirk Peters, undergoes a transformation much like Teague
O’Regan’s metamorphosis from “bog-trotter” to “white” ambassador in
Brackenridge’s Modern Chivalry. Peters is first introduced as “the son of
an Indian squaw of the tribe of Upsorokas,” “one of the most purely
ferocious-looking men I ever beheld.” Pym further marks him racially and
phrenologically, noting an indentation on the crown of his head “like that
on the head of most Negroes.” He is described as a “hybrid” whose own
racially mixed identity and whose lusty stories of the South Pacific entice
the mutinous crew with visions of a sexual pleasure more luring than the
monetary profits of a whaling voyage. Ultimately, however, this adventure
whitens the line manager: once they find themselves amidst a “savage”
people whose “complexion was a jet black, with thick and long woolly
hair,” Pym regards himself and Peters as “the only living white men upon
the island.™

The volatility of race in American culture has derived in part from the
effects of expansionism into territories peopled, as in Pym’s narrative, by

e e Fmxe =

5 o Fme Ee e
—_——— =




§

204 = THE MANUFACTURE OF CAUCASIANS

“savages.” For the Catholic Citizen in 1898, to cite a case, it was partly
by juxtaposition to the “small black morsel” of Hawaii that the Celtic
community in the United States became so comfortably “Caucasian.” As
the sociologist Howard Winant has observed, “Just as the noise of the big
bang still resonates through the universe, so the overdetermined construc-
tion of world ‘civilization’ as a product of the rise of Europe and the
sub]ugatmn of the rest of us still deﬁnes the race concept ”zm
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In the preface to Warpath and Bivouac, his 1890 account of the “stir-
ring events” of the Plains Indian Wars a decade and a half earlier, John
Finerty noted, “Stories of Indian warfare . . . have ever been popular with
people of all nations, and more particularly with the American people, to
whom such warfare is rendered familiar both by tradition and experi-
ence.”? Finerty here indicated a powerful subterranean current in Amer-
ican political culture: the self-renewing quality of American expansion-
ism, both as a periodic reality and as a perpetually narrated (and thus
ever-present) past The « experlence > and the ¢ tradmon are fused in such

shese-eaordinateseare-determinedzby-arnational. al—nar;armmhoswhmf
them®®fn Finerty’s rendition, though one might as easily cite Francis
Parkman, George Bancroft, John Fiske, Theodore Roosevels, or Frederick
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< edsion of our peaceful borders.™

That the “savage” resides at the borders of our imagined national com-
munity has textured American political life from the Indian Wars to the
Gulf War: debates over actual policies regarding actual “savages” work a
kind of homogenizing magic on the homefront, just as experience itself—
as soldier, nurse, or captive—casts the racial character of citizenship in
stark relief. For most Americans it is not Finerty’s “experience” but his

0
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mmnm&mxmmmmmnmm
ofresrrenysrStRebariesrtor African-, Latino-, and Asian-Americans
this has been a matter of some consternation and conflict. For members
of the probationary white races of the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries—John Finerty included—it was 2 matter of some moment. As
one German immigrant announced in the late 1850s, “We too, even
though we are not Anglo-Saxons, believe in ‘manifest destiny.” ” And, he
added portentously for the benefit of the nativists, “ ‘manifest destiny’
also believes in us.”

Expansionism and Public Debate

The historyefAifereemireemusAnrericarexpansianistshadastacialu
contradiction-atitecorervatitedth-S=eonguestsacrosssiorthrdmmericaand=
th%mmmmw&
betyeenwatrcasetie=t840smmd=thecarly tventieth=eenturystheyewere
cagFiedrourynrdemarridEoIog i R remofdnglacfaxa.supremacy®Fhis

is not a question of mere semantics. Senator Albert Beveridge of Indiana,
for example, was among the most outspoken enthusiasts for “Anglo-
Saxon” expansion: in his famous “March of the Flag” (1898) he lauded
“the Anglo-Saxon impulse” whose “watchword [in Jefferson’s time] and
whose watchword throughout the world today is ‘Forward!’ » The notion

of an ever-advancing Anglo-Saxondom was attached to a specific phe-
notype as well. Reviewing the army of advance (“these thoroughbred sol-
diers from the plantations of the South, [and] from the plains and valleys
and farms of the west™), Beveridge fixed upon a distinctly racial male
aesthetic:

The fine line is everywhere. The nose is straight, the mouth is sensitive
and delicate. There are very few bulldog jaws. There is, instead, the
steel-trap jaw of the lion. The whole face and figure is the face and
figure of the thoroughbred fighter, who has always been the fine-
featured, delicate-nostriled, thin-eared, and generally clean-cut fea-
tured man.¢

In lingering upon the physiognomical details of the American soldier, Bev-
eridge was distinguishing the Anglo-Saxon not merely from the Malay
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and Negrito enemy of the moment, but also from the many non—Agglol
Saxon elements within U S. borders.”

thrm@nquesumxh&WeandQel gEAtl AR a

racialist unit of meaning, then, “Anglo-Saxon” performed two distinet,

:fl exclusionary functions within the teigning ideology of American nation-
HE alism: itseparatedzacially “ppre” Americans from-%m. Cay
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* AngLo-S-&xomnzens'fronwatheue-Celncnewcgmer-s-emother But, as

il street-level social practices and legal codes (laws governing citizenship,
% voting, jury service, and officeholding, for example) included even those
: problematic Celts within the ranks of the conquerors, “Anglo-Saxondom”

- itself was an unstable and hotly contested terrain, The “Anglo-Saxon”
mission of subduing the continent and reaching across the Pacific thus
both destabilized and shored up immigrants’ whiteness: it excluded them
(as the wrong kind of citizens) from the glories of national destiny, and
yet conferred upon them (as citizens nonetheless) the fruits of white-
supremacist conquest.

Simple whiteness was not always foremost on the minds of those who
discussed and debated expansionist policy. As Reginald Horsman has ar-
gued, the idea of Anglo-Saxon racial integrity existed in high discourse
on “liberty” and “law™ even as early as the Revolutionary generation; that
enlightenment vision gradually became “an ideology of continental, hemi-
spheric, and even racial destiny for a particular chosen people” in the
nineteenth century. Increasingly by mid-century “our nation” referred to
an “Anglo-Saxon” people; and in the context of Texan annexation and
the war with Mexico, “our national destiny” referred to a distinctly racial
agenda.® Thus in the 1840s James Buchanan could remark of Texas’s
independence from Mexico and eventual annexation to the United States,
“The Anglo-Saxon blood could never be subdued by anything that
claimed Mexican.origin.” The Southern Quarterly Review chimed in on
“the imperial Anglo-Saxon race, whose mission on earth is like that of
;  the Jews in Canaan, ‘to subdue the land and possess it.” ” John O’Sullivan

(the Democratic Review editor who coined the phrase “Manifest Des-
tiny”) observed of California, “The irresistible army of Anglo-Saxon em-
igration has begun to pour down upon it, armed with the plough and the
rifle, and marking its trail with schools and colleges, courts and represefi-
tative halls, mills and meeting houses.” James Gordon Bennett, too, added

-
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his voice to this Anglo-Saxonist chorus in the New York Hemh'i: “As-
signed to the dominion of republicanism on this continen-t, the pioneers
of Anglo-Saxon civilization and Anglo-Saxon free institutions, now seek
distant territories . . . The arms of the republic . .. must soon embrace
the whole hemisphere.”
Th;ymmmmm@mmmmﬂm
play_later.inathossenmoymnhermwaii=Cubasaie=Rhilippines-Riers
Ricopand=SamozsmreededMexits-ds-the territorics-in questaon® Most
outspoken in this regard was Josiah Strong, who predicted in the 1880s
that the world was about “to enter upon a new stage of its history—the
final competition of races for which the Anglo-Saxon is being schoo!ed.
If I do not read amiss, this powerful race will move down upon Mexico,
down upon Central and South America, out upon the islands of the seal’:
over upon Africa and beyond.” “Is there any room for reasonable doubt,
Strong asked elsewhere, “that this race . . . is destined to dispossess many
weaker races, assimilate others, and mold the remainder, until . . . it has
Anglo-Saxonized mankind?”1? o
Politicians like Albert Beveridge and Theodore Roosevelt, too, inclined
to such Anglo-Saxon rhapsody; and in 1898, New York’s Irish World
ook note of the “Anglo-Maniac Chorus” attending the Spanish-Cuban-
American War and the prospect of an Anglo-American entente. It in-
cluded one clergyman who identified England as “bone of our bone, flesh
of our flesh,” and another who identified Anglo-Saxons as “the one great
race to whom God has given the endowment to civilize the world.” It also
included Reverend Thomas Dixon, whose understanding of proper Amer-
ican sentiment regarding English-Russian tensions rested on the belief that
“the Slav and the Anglo-Saxon have nothing in common.”"!
ﬂawéwlhmtamw@a%mmgramm
ndmﬁéloeSaxon'Gthemmadﬂyn&ppafean—fhe-fesponm

geEe-the%‘rddrsknﬂ‘b‘en?f‘B’fzz couldeasily .
speakat=tie-Caueasian-Tkorkadishi-white-race~ similarly, in a piece
introducing its readers to the Philippine Islands in 1898, the Abend Blatt
would offer a racia! portrait of the archipelago, broken down into “Ma-
lays” (some of whom are “mixed together with a Chinese element”), “Ne-
gritos,” “Tagalogs” (“they are built well, but we wouldn’t regart.:l thf':m as
very beautiful, because they have high cheekbones, flat noses, thick lips™),
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and “Igolots” (who “look very dirty and savage”). Another ethnalogical
catalogue entitled “The Wild Tribes of the Philippines” noted that “the
wild Indians” remained “in the same state of savagery that the Spaniards
found them in,”* This was a judgment shared by journals like the Cath-
olic Citizen and the Irish American. According to the latter, most Filipinos
“are in a state of barbarism but little removed from their condition at the
time when Columbus revealed America to the eyes of Europe, and gave
to Spain the opemng of an empire.”"

Lfe*narrowrael
anﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁnﬁmﬁbling-ﬁﬁmawes. As T. St. John Gaffney remarked,

The “Anglo-Saxon race,” which, according to the best informed eth-
nical students, is but one-tenth of the population of this country, is
accredited with a much larger portion of the upbuilding of this Re-
public than it deserves . . . The moment a Teuton or a Celt achieves
fame in the world of letters, art, or professional life, the moment he
wins a victory on land or sea, he is hailed as a new product of “Anglo-
Saxon” civilization! But if he winds up in the police court in the
morning, he is regarded simply as a drunken German or Irishman.'s

Wherever these commentators came down on the question of Filipino
rights or the prospect of Philippine sovereignty, they did protest an as-
cendant American brand of Anglo-Saxon supremacism. “Shall we add
10,000,000 Malays . . . and set out to ‘civilize’ them by means of lynching
and Ku-Kluxism for the benefit of a new brood of Carpet-Baggers?” asked
James Jeffrey Roche in the Boston Pilot. “Or is it not about time to halt
the mad career of Anglo-Saxonizing the world?” Patrick Ford’s Irish
World complained of a public school curriculum that taught “each rising
generation of Irish, German, French, Scandinavian, Polish, Italian and
other children that they were the descendants of a class of commercial
marauders in England styling themselves the great ‘Anglo-Saxon race.” *1¢

Nor, again, were these merely rhetorical flights of racial fancy. The
notion of a racial distinction between Anglo-Saxons and Others gave
shape to much immigrant commentary on world affairs at this moment.
As a Boston Pilot piece on European rivalries in Samoa declared, “If this
is to be an ‘Anglo-Saxon’ war [German immigrants] will beg to be ex-
cused. They ate quite right. They are not Anglo-Saxons.”*” “You are not
of the self same race / Nor blood of the self same clan,” thie Irish World
proclaimed in a poem protesting Anglo-Saxon grandiosity, “But Celt and

|
|
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Teuton face to face / Talk back to you man to man.”!® Elsewhere, in
response to popular talk of an Anglo-American alliance and “patriotism
of race,” Patrick Ford urged “a coming together of Americans of all races
and antecedents in opposition to the Anglicized set who would emasculate
the virility of American nationality and reduce it to a British colony . . .
The one enemy of the honor of the Republic on American soil . . . is the
presumptuous and intolerant Anglo-Saxon.”?? A letter-writer to the Irish
World, signing “Celto-Teutonic,” advocated an alliance of Irish and Ger-
man immigrants to combat “the virus of Anglo-mania”; and another to
the Boston Transcript chided, “Possibly when the Celt grows stupid and
muddy-brained he may grow British”; in the meantime he is able “to love
Amenca and dcspme Bntam simultaneously.”?°
a——— :

haEEened not to be Aggﬁzﬁaxons;thmvhnaﬁﬁ'éﬁlonwhlté"dyna‘m‘i‘d‘ of ‘i’""
the imperialistprajett-did exerc iremendersdestseoriputtaEven while ‘4‘®
the Irish American decried the sorry example of “Saxon Civilization” m
in the Soudan (John Bull is “the same brutal savage, today, that he was -
when he burned the French heroine, Joan of Arc”}, on the very same page Q;;*M\,._,—-
the editor could castigate the “Filipino Banditti,” blithely arguing that
“powder and lead . . . are the only arguments that will bring such savages
to their senses.™!

The extent to which even non~Anglo-Saxon immigrants could partici-
pate in the festival of racial self-aggrandizement attending trans-Pacificex-
pansion became clear enough in the pro-imperialist arguments of various
immigrant journals. The orthodox Yiddishes Tageblatt tacitly positioned
the Jews of the Lower East Side as natural allies of the Anglo-Saxons in
its rendering of the conflict in Manila: “The Filipino revolutionaries are w4 givam
half wild men about whom every barbaric action can be believed.” In  »x oww |,
letters to the editor many of the Tageblatt’s readers responded with their
own renditions of the “wild, uncivilized,” or “half wild” Filipinos, or
assertions that the Philippines was a “wild country of mulattoes.” Echoing
the editor’s view that the Filipinos were like the Levites who so misguid-
edly revolted against the wiser guidance of Moses, one letter-writer de-
clared that the rebellious Filipinos were “like a sick child who will not
take the medicine the doctor prescribed.”?

Kuryer Polski, a Polish journal in Milwaukee, too, identified the Fili-
pinos as a “half savage people,” comparing their prospect of independence
to the “negro republic of Hayti” (where, by this account, whites were
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murdered in the most terrible manner, where every moment gave birth to
a new revolutionary government, where each new dictator murdered a
thousand opponents, and where corruption reigned). Under these circum-
stances, to be a protectorate of the United States would be “beneficial.”
Whereas some might have sympathized with the Philippine independence
movement on the basis of its parallels with the case of partitioned Poland
(as, indeed, Kuryer Polski had early on), the editor Michael Kruszka ul-
timately naturalized his pro-expansionist sympathies in most pithy fash-
ion: “In regard to civilization, the Polish nation stands higher beyond
comparison than the Filipinos.”? Imperirtisrpy=tienryfoseRt=r-Talr
divisiveslogioufmpte-SPromsuprentacy donINatingE SHIeTenas SFpul.
ligdiseotirse.

Often, paradoxically, it was not imperialism but anzi-imperialism that

‘YM\‘)'rested upon the more virulently racialist logic of civilization, sovereignty,

and self-government. There was good precedent for this. In the era of the
War with Mexico, the Democratic Review had asserted that the “very
virtues of the Anglo-Saxon race made their political union with the de-
graded Mexican-Spanish impossible.” On the floor of the Senate one
southerner had worried aloud that the nation would be “compelled to
receive not merely the white citizens of California and New Mexico, but
the peons, negroes, and Indians of all sorts, the wild tribe of Comanches,
the bug-and-lizard-eating ‘Diggers,’ and other half-monkey savages in
those countries as equal citizens of the United States.”* As Christopher
Lasch has shown, American anti-imperialism in the 1890s, too, most of-
ten reflected not sympathy with the Filipino independence movement; but
a racial fear for the republic should Emilio Aguinaldo and his “savage”
followers gain entrance to the halls of self-government via annexation.
For prominent anti-imperialists like “Pitchfork” Ben Tillman of South
Carolina, in other words, their patent inferiority was reason enough to
let the Filipinos alone.2

The Yiddish Abend Blaz, echoing the anticoolie arguments of the
1870s, worried about the possibility of Filipinos’ gaining American citi-
zenship, competing with American workers, or even attaining employ-
ment as scabs. The discussion was cast in an ethnological account of the
half-Filipino, half-Chinese “mixtures” [mishlungen], and of the Malays
themselves: “how ‘many long years,” Philip Krantz wanted to know,
would it take to make them over into “intelligent people”?2¢ A writer in
the Polish Dziennik Chicagoski likewise worried that the Philippine “Ma-

i
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lays” [malajczycy] would have the right to come to the United States in
search of work: “The inhabitants of these islands, Malays, numbering
over eight million, are a nation which, in respect to their manner of life,
differ very little from the Chinese.”?” This was perhaps the strongest anal-
ogy possible in America’s late-nineteenth-century racial lexicon: whatever
was being said of Indians, African-Americans, and European immigrants,
in the wake of the Chinese Exclusion Act the notion that this particular
group was uniquely unsuited to the rigors of American citizenship was
the nearest thing contemporary discourse offered to a settled national will.

Humphrey Desmond’s Catholic Citizen was most outspoken in its ra-
cialist anti-imperialism. By Desmond’s reckoning in late 1898, if the
United States annexed the Philippines, then the “unripe fruit of victory”
in the war with Spain would finally have to include “barbarism,” “Chinese
emigration,” “Malay citizenship,” “miscegenation,” and “a general trans-
formation of our democratic system.”?® The Catholic Citizen’s reasoning
is worth examining in some detail: this Catholic, largely immigrant and
second-generation journal reproduced in its anti-imperialism precisely the
racialist-republicanist arguments that characterized the immigration re-
striction movement. “The inhabitants of the Philippine Islands include. . .
Kanakas and Malays who are half civilized and in rebellion; canny Chi-
nese and shrewd Japanese and—in the interior—thousands of naked ne-
gritos, wild and untamed as the red aborigines,” the journal announced
in the fall of 1898. “How can a system of self-government be extended
to such a people?™? By displacing the standard concern for a non-Anglo-
Saxon Other with a concern for an Asiatic Other in its rhetoric of self-
government, the Catholic Citizen illustrated the alchemy that imperialism
could work upon the maligned European immigrant. “The successful
working of the American system,” wrote Desmond,

demands a civilized Caucasian people and an educated democracy.
In the southern states the black population hamper and clog the
working of the American system of government . . . The annexation
to this country of nine million native Malays residing in the Philip-
pine Islands—many of them savages, and most of them illiterate—is
a proposition that is full of danger . .. If we expect to amalgamate
these millions, so utterly foreign to us in race and civilization, why
should we exclude the Chinese?3¢

Later in the year, in a manifesto entitled “Why We Don’t Want the
Philippines,” Desmond explained, “It means that American citizenship is
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to be diluted by an infusion of Malay citizenship, and that American
democracy is to stand the test of working itself out among inferior peo-
ples.” (Interestingly, Desmond went on to quote an obiter dictum from
the Dred Scott decision regarding the federal right to establish or maintain
colonies. Although this is quite a separate issue, given the substance of
his argument against “Malay citizenship” and “inferior peoples,” it is not
surprising that Dred Scott came to Desmond’s mind.)*! Desmond’s out-
look on Pacific expansion affords a dramatic view of that ideological
magic by which imperialism could reinvent the Catholic gt;t}e\n’s read-
ership as an unquestioned part of “a civilized Caucasian people and an
educated democracy.” Unlike writers such as James Jeffrey Roche, who
tended to regard such racialist republicanism as a slander against the Fil-
ipinos (as it was against the Irish in America and against the Irish in
Ireland), Desmond embraced the exclusionary logic of racial “fitness for
self-government,” but neatly folded his polyglot, non-Anglo-Saxon read-
ership—as “Caucasians”—into the racial ranks of the “fit.”

Even for writets like Roche, however, whose sympathies were with the
Filipinos and whose enmity was directed against the “Anglo-Saxons,” the
imperialism debate had an inexorable power to redraw racial lines along
strict color lines. His poem “The White Wolf’s Cry,” for instance, is a self-
critical lament for the political misdeeds of a nation of marauders “whose
skin—like the leper’s—is white!™32 Although the anti-imperialism that de-
rived from his Irish nationalism allowed Roche to cross racial lines in his
empathy for the Filipinos, these sympathies whitened him and his com-
patriots nonetheless. In response to the Boston Evening Record’s remark
that “the ‘brown man,’ be he American Negro, Filipino, dervish or Chi-
nese, is going to the wall with a velocity that is appalling, and yet, what
has he done?” Roche asked sarcastically, “Flasn’t he done enough to de-
serve extermination, in being born black, yellow or brown?”? Or again,
“Where is this madness of foreign conquest to end,” Roche asked,

and how many drops of American and other blood must be shed in
order to attain the result of civilizing the Asiatics and conferring on
them such blessings as other red and black men enjoy under the be-
neficent rule of the superior race, here at home in the land of the free?
We have accounted, in part, to Heaven for our treatment of the black
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Symptomatic of the inexorable whiteness of Roche’s anti-imperialism
was his response when Senator George Frisbee Hoar remarked that the Fil-
ipinos were “aliensin race and religion.” “The United States has no national
religion,” wrote Roche. “The Fathers of our country were too wise for
that.”® The lapse was an unusual one for Roche; but his tacit acceptance
of the racial dimension of Hoar’s comment hints at his underlying acknowl-
edgment that there was in fact a “national race”—not Anglo-Saxon, but
white, Even if the historical record reads like so many debits which “we”
must pay and so many sins for which “we” must atone, atonement itself
reinforces a pan-white “we”™ which, given the division between Celts and
Anglo-Saxons in the 1890s, could not at all be taken for granted.

As the Irish American remarked regarding the prospect of U.S. annex-
ation of Samoa, such a project “is altogether antagonistic to the American
idea of union—aside from the fact that the people of these islands are of
a race altogether distinct from those composing the population of the
United States.”?¢ The key here resides in the phrases “altogether distinct”
and “those [races| composing the population.” There is “difference,” and
then there is “difference.” In 1898 even the maligned Celt could endorse
the bottom-line proposition that race reliably defined legitimate partici-
pation in national political life.- Howard Winant’s racializing “big bang,”
resonating throughout the turn-of-the-century polity in the form of the
imperialism question and its attention to “civilization” and “savagery,”
uniderwrote the unifying concept of “free white persons” even at a mo-
ment when the notion of unity-in-whiteness was under such vigorous
assault by the Immigration Restriction League and the incipient eugenics
movement. Although in such violent disagreement on the imperialism
question itself, immigrant expansionists like Khasriel Sarasohn and anti-
imperialists like James Jeffrey Roche, Humphrey Desmond, and Stefan
Barszczewski quietly implied their kinship with one another and even with
Anglo-Saxons in a reified whiteness constituted by its contrast to the “sav-%
age” on the border. MR

Narrating the Nation

During the debate in early 1899 over the proper disposition of Spain’s for-
mer colonies, the Yiddishes Tageblatt, Sarasohn’s influential orthodox
daily, was optimistic about the assimilation of the Philippines: “The United

man. We have yet to account for our treatment of the red man. With

such unsettled and halfsettled accounts to our debit, it would seem to

be foolish to open another with the brown man. :
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able to educate the Filipino.™ This Furocentric formulation of a “United
States” standing in opposition to both “the Indian” and “the Negro” in-
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3t States, which was able to educate the Indian and the Negro, will also be
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dicates the influence of empire in the racial formation of “white” Europe-
ans. It is not simply that the Philippine question posited yet another “sav-
age” on the border whose presence influenced the racial dynamics within
U.S. boundaries. Standard narratives of American history had already pro-
vided racial roles for the various actors in this drama: “the Filipino” stands
in for “the Indian” and “the Negro,” uncivilized groups who can be in the
United States but never of it; the nation itself, meanwhile, becomes a mon-
olith of civilization which is by implication “white.” Not least, the Semitic
readers of the Tageblatt silently gather into this fold of a monolithic Eu-
ropean commuaity. Not just the Philippine issue per se, but the whole
weight of European expansion is brought to bear on the definitions of peo-
plehood that surfaced at this imperialist moment.

If the slippage between expansionism’s “Anglo-Saxon” mission and its
“white” supremacism destabilized the relationship among the white races,
a powerful stabilizing counterforce was at hand in popular conceptions
of American history itself: quite aside from the national romances of a
James Fenimore Cooper, standard historical narratives emphasized a pan-
European conquest of an otherwise “savage” continent. From the Whig
historians on down, yuhryeymiarapdecademieversionsofthb=hi

As one Federal Textbook on Citizeshi

Training (1924) announced in “Our Nation / Lesson 1”: “Our nation is

" made up of many millions of people who have come from every land. We

have not always had people from so many countries making their home
here. Until almost 1500 a.D. very little was known about this part of the
world, because people were then afraid to travel very far out upon the
unknown sea.”?® A peculiar convolution is at work here: the nation con-
sists of a “we” who lay timeless claim to the land (*We have not always
had people from so many countries . . .”), and yet this “we” can only be
conceived to have arrived on American shores on some kind of journey
from Europe. This is an awesome combination, and it provides a particu-
larly powerful “lesson” with which to begin “training” aspiring American
citizens. Furope’s natural, God-given claim to North America is funda-
mental to the very idea of the nation, just as “Americanness” is naturalized
as Europeanness-in-migration.

Horace Kallen, the nation’s foremost theorist of pluralism, unself-
consciously remiarked upon the power of precisely this kind of history
lesson. Professing that the moral education of the Passover seder and the
story of Egyptian bondage had a profound effect on him, Kallen went on:
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The textbook story of the Declaration of Independence came upon
me, nurtured upon the deliverance from Egypt and the bondage in
exile, like the clangor of trumpets, like a sudden light. What a re-
sounding battle cry of freedom! And then, what an invincible march
of Democracy to triumph over every enemy—over the English king,
over the American Indian, over the uncivilized Mexican, over the
champions of slavery betraying American freedom, over everything,
to the very day of the history lesson!®

The inclusion of “the American Indian” and “the uncivilized Mexican” in
this catalogue of “Democracy’s” vanquished Others says more than Kal-
len might have liked about American citizenship and the limits of plural-
ism. This pride in the legacy of conquest is integral to American nation-
alism and national belonging; and it is a pride constantly regenerated not
only in the perpetually expansive spirit of actual state policy, but in the
less formal and more pervasive telling of the tale.

Racialism was among the theoretical mainsprings of much American
historiography in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. {Without
the clue of race, wrote Henry Adams, “history was a nursery tale.”)®
Theodore Roosevelt’s Winning of the West (1889-1896) opened with a
deep past of “Germanic Wanderings,” “Frankish and Visigothic inva-
sions,” and infusions of “Celtic” blood, all in order properly to situate
the sturdy stock who eventually conquered North America.*! Frederick
Jackson Turner’s “Significance of the Frontier in American History”
(1893) was a self-conscious reworking of the “germ theory” of history
that had emphasized “Germanic origins.” His thesis depicted a revised
“social evolution” in which “the wilderness masters the colonist.”*

A generation earlier, Francis Parkman’s Conspiracy of Pontiac (1851),
too, had proceeded from certain racial verities: “Nature has stamped the
Indian with a hard and stern physiognomy. Ambition, revenge, envy, jeal-
ousy, are his ruling passions . . . A wild love of liberty, an utter intolerance
of control, lie at the basis of his character, and fire his whole existence.”
Asserting that the Indian’s intellect is “as peculiar as his moral organiza-
tion,” Parkman went on to link Indians’ bleak fate to their racial essence:

Some races of men seem moulded in wax, soft and melting, at once
plastic and feeble. Some races, like some metals, combine the greatest
flexibility with the greatest strength. But the Indian is hewn out of
rock . . . Races of inferior energy have possessed a powerful expan-
sion and assimilation to which he is a stranger; and it is this fixed
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and rigid quality which has proved his ruin. He will not learnthe
arts of civilization, and he and his forest must perish together.*3

More than its grounding in up-to-the-minute racial thought, #fevggy
f?xﬁﬂ%enmﬂmtonegraphrmm
id€ologicab power. In the opening paragraph of A Larger History of the
United States (1886), Thomas Wentworth Higginson reflected upon his
experience sailing up “some great Southern river” during the Civil War:
“I was for the first time enabled to picture to myself the American Con-
tinent as its first European visitor saw it.”* Higginson here identifies the
essential gaze of American historiography. (“We may imagine how Co-
lumbus felt,” he wrote in Young Folks’ History of the United States
[1876], “when, at daybreak, he was rowed ashore, with waving banners,
and to the sound of music, and when he stepped upon the beach where
no European had ever before landed!”)* American history becomes a
grand romance of arrival, settlement, conquest, and expansion, all against
the backdrop of a mysterious, mute, and “savage” land.

The narrative customarily begins with an “encounter” distinctly viewed
from the European side. Francis Parkman opens The Conspiracy of Pon-
tiac with the rapt observation, “Primative America, with her savage scen-
ery and savage men, opens to the imagination a boundless world, un-
matched in wild sublimity.” Turner’s famous essay on the frontier
identifies American history as “the history of the colonization of the Great
West., The existence of an area of free land, its continuous recession, and
the advance of American settlement westward, explain American devel-
opment.” Roosevelt’s opening gambit in The Winning of the West is to
define “the spread of the English-speaking peoples over the world’s waste
spaces™ as the “most striking feature in the world’s history.”** And the
Yiddish writer Abraham Cahan announces in the opening of his two-
volume Historie fun die fereynigte shtaaten (1910-1912), “The history
of the present day American peoples begins not in America, but in Eu-
rope.”¥

Such beginnings, of course, are the product of a fierce teleology. The
narrative arc of Parkman’s Pontiac, to take just one, ends with “The Death
of Pontiac”: “Neither mound nor tablet marked the burial place of Pon-
tiac. For a mausoleum, a city has risen above the forest hero; and the race
whom he hated with such burning rancor trample with unceasing foot-
steps over his forgotten grave.”® This trinmphant narrative line is stan-
dard fare. In A Book of American Explorers (1877), Higginson remarked
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that explorers’ narratives had always seemed to him “as interesting as
‘Robinson Crusoe,” and indeed . . . very much like it.”$! Under Higgin-
son’s pen American history itself becomes pure romance—and starkly
racial romance at that. “Who were the very first men and women that
ever trod the soil of North America?” he asks in Young Folks’ History.
“Of what race were they, of what color, of what size?” Higginson’s earliest
European arrivals find the Atlantic coast “occupied by roving tribes of
men very unlike Europeans in aspect. They were of a copper-color, with
high cheekbones, small black eyes, and straight black hair.,” The Indians
may not~have been “commonly equal to the Europeans in bodily
strength,” but still “their endurance was wonderful.” Within the first
twenty-five pages, building upon this initial, racial encounter, Higginson’s
narrative has already indicated its trajectory along the same line as Park-
man’s Pontiac:

When first visited by Europeans, the Indians wers said to be already
diminishing in number, through war and pestilence . . . At first they
were disposed to be friendly with the white men; but quarrels scon
arose, each side being partly to blame. The savages often burned
villages, carried away captives, and laid whole regions to waste . . .
to this day some of the western settlements of the United States live
in constant fear of attack from Indian tribes. But this race is passing
away . . . Only those tribes will survive which have adopted, in part,
the habits of civilization.®

Higginson’s outlock is not pan-European at every turn. The maturing
nation has succeeded in its mission in spite of “the annual arrival of many
thousand immigrants, wholly untrained in republican institutions,” for
instance; nor was it a mere slip by which, in Larger History, Higginson
wrote of the “modern American [who] makes a pilgrimage ... to the
English v1llage church at whose altars bis ancestors once ministered.” But

“the crown-
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ffo SThePaches He revels in “the great transfer of popu-
lation” from east to west along the turnpike of the Mohawk Valley and
the National Road farther south, and applauds the U.S. Census, which
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has documented this romantic triumph. “Progress” itself is measured by
the “depth of the strip of civilization” from the Atlantic inland. 5

Thus, on one level, theRistonographynf-Amer; Pans ifte.
@Qﬂmembmedﬂ-logwﬁf—mce*nghteous‘n?s?’a_m

e United States won lands from the Indians, accordmg to
Roosevelt s Winning of the West, “as much by treaty as by war” and paid
“many times what we would have paid any civilized people whose claim
was as vague and shadowy as theirs.” But, by Roosevelt’s reckoning in
one of the most remarkable passages in American historiography, this
magnanimity is immaterial: precisely bow whites came to possess the
land—whether by treaty or by conquest—did not matter, “so long as the
land was won.”

All men of sane and wholesome thought must dismiss with impatient
contempt the plea that these continents should be reserved for the
use of scattered savage tribes, whose life was but a few degrees less
meaningless, squalid, and ferocious than that of the wild beasts with
whom they held joint ownership . . . The most ultimately righteous
of all wars is a war with savages, though it is apt to be also the most
terrible and inhuman. The rude, fierce settler who drives the savage
from the land lays all civilized mankind under a debt to him. Amer-
ican and Indian, Boer and Zulu, Cossack and Tartar, New Zealander
and Maori,—in each case the victor . . , has laid deep the foundations
for the future greatness of a mighty people.s

Roosevelt’s epic song of the “race-important work” of the pioneers
brings out the full meaning of the axiom “History is written by the vic-
tors.” The dynamic relationship between actual policy-making and this
kind of historical narrative is nowhere so clearly delineated as in Roose-
velt’s 1900 Foreword to The Winning of the West. “In the year 1898 the
United States finished the work begun over a century before by the back-
woodsman, and drove the Spaniard outright from the western world,”
writes the hero of San Juan Hill. He goes on to applaud the most recent
burst of expansionist enthusiasm, to describe in Darwinian terms “the
vigor ahd prowess shown by our fighting men” and the nation’s “lift to-
ward mighty things,” and to scorn the “shortsighted and timid” people
who had opposed wars for “the advance of American civilization at the
cost of savagery.”s

The depth of expansionism as an ideological foundation for American
national belonging is illustrated by John Finerty’s Warpath and Bivouac
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{1893), a memoir of his experiences during the plains wars of the 1870s.
Finerty, an Irish nationalist who throughout the last quarter of the nine-
teenth century had more than his share of troubles with “Anglo-Saxons”
on both sides of the Atlantic, could nonetheless join the Anglo-Saxon with
considerable enthusiasm when it came to confronting the Indians of the
northern plains. By his account “the white man’s government” had signed
a treaty favorable to Sitting Bull, sparing most of the Black Hills region
from “the daring, restless, and acquisitive Caucasian race.” But soon the
rumors of gold “fired the Caucasian heart with the spirit of adventure
and exploration,” and in the months and years immediately following
George Custer’s Black Hills expedition of 1874, nothing could stop “the
encroachments of that terrible white race before which all other races of
mankind, from Thibet to Hindostan, and from Algiers to Zululand, have
gone down.” That “terrible white race,” he went on to elaborate, included
among others “the Australian miner,” “the worried and worn city clerks
of London, Liverpool, New York, or Chicago,” “the stout English yeo-
man,” “the sturdy Scotchman,” “the light-hearted Irishman,” and “the
daring mine-delvers of Wales and of Cornwall”—varied elements that, in
other contexts, decidedly did not make up an indivisible race, either “ter-
rible” or otherwise.’¢

The rank and file of the United States Army, as Finerty recalled it, were
largely “either of Irish or German birth or parentage, but there was also
a fair-sized contingent of what may be called Anglo-Americans.” But An-
glo and Celt and Teuton were melted down in this “demon-peopled land,”
so that though a large proportion of the rank and file was made up of
“the never war-absent Irish ... and of Germans, whose slow bravery
solidifies the Celtic ardor with Yankee coolness,” it is their unifying white-

“11ess that remains at the fore of Finerty’s consciousness ancl his narratwe 57

AR ITOPPEs ' RIS mrf'é’rfemm?ﬁncrty, coyotes
are “next to the Indians the pest of the plains”; he asserts that “the average
Indian” is still “the same mysterious, untamable, barbaric, unreasonable,
childish, superstitious, treacherous, thievish, murderous creature . . . that
he has been since first Columbus set eyes upon him at San Salvador.”
Thus “nothing better illustrated the dauntless spirit of the Caucasian race
than to see . . . a log cabin inhabited by some daring whites, who were
prepared to risk all their worldly interests against the Wild Sioux at the
muzzles of their long and deadly rifles.” Indeed, so taken is Finerty by his
own sense of whiteness that, by his account, even the wildlife are apt to
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comment on his racial identity: “Dozens of American eagles rose’majes-
tically from the rocks and soared proudly above us, screaming with all
their might, for, doubtless, they had never seen white men before.”*?

Even Finerty’s (rare) pleas for justice posit an unbridgeable “difference”
between the Indian and the Caucasmn, rather than their common hu-
" manity:

We of the Caucasian race must confess, however reluctantly, that
even the red Indian has some rights on the soil which bore him that
the whites are bound to respect. The Indians have their vicious qual-
ities, many of them borrowed, it is sad to be obliged to admit, from
their invaders . .. Their misfortunes have been many, their crimes
innumerable, but the honor of the American nation demands that
this mysterious, indomitable, and interesting people should be pro-
tected against those of the white race who would not, if they could,
leave an Indian a single rod of his native land, except for the purpose
of sepulture.”®

As with Dirk Peters, John Finerty’s own status as a “Caucasian”
emerges amid the violent clash between Euro-Americans and “savages.”
And like Pontiac, A Young Folks’ History, and Winning of the West,
Fmerty s treatment of the plams wars of the 1870s 1nterpolates an 1mag-
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William McKinley termed his policy of imperialism in the Philippines
% “benevolent assimilation.” The phrase is wonderfully suggestive not only
of the power of paternalism to mask violent social and political realities,
but also of the affinities in American discourse between subject peoples
abroad and immigrants at home—problem populations whose “differ-
ence” stood in the way of successful republican citizenship. Racial dis-
course in both cases rendered “assimilation” as.urgent as it was doubtful.

ﬁiqeat(md;ambsmm was repubhcamsm constituted by boundatjes of pub-

lic virtue marked off by those same Others. If racial notions of asuperior
Anglo-Saxon peoplehood promoted “large policies” abroad, so did they
generate anxieties about the fate of a free republic that had taken on too
many “undesirable” elements.
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Y3 ma.A tension existed in
nmeteenth-century thlnkmg on the quesuon of how the continent was to
be peopled. The grandeur of the narrative of conquest, by which the con-
tinent was to be inhabited by triumphant Europeans, was increasingly
tinged by anxieties regarding the arriving throngs of precisely the wrong
Europeans. The census held the key to both stories; and thus otherwise
dry statistics and demographic data became the stuff of true romance (for
Thomas Wentworth Higginson), tragedy (for Frederick Jackson Turner),
or gothic horror {for eugenicists).

In a rhapsodic piece entitled “The Great Western March” (1886), Hig-
ginson identified the peopling of the continent (by Europeans) as the
“crowning pride” of every American citizen. “The newly published vol-
umes of the United States Census for 1880 give . . . the panorama of this
vast westward march,” he wrote.

* The successive centres for the United States are here exhibited on a
chart with a precision as great, and an impressiveness to the imagi-
nation as vast, as when astronomers represent for us the successive
positions of a planet. Like the shadow thrown by the hand of some
great clock, this inevitable point advances year by year across the
continent, sometimes four miles a year, sometimes cight miles, but
always advancing. And with this striking summary the census report
gives us a series of successive representations on colored charts, at
ten year intervals, of the gradual expansion and filling in of popu-
lation over the whole territory of the United States. No romance is
so fascinating as the thought suggested by these silent sheets, each
line and tint representing the unspoken sacrifices and fatigues of
thousands of nameless men and women.

Turner, for his part, would see this not as a matter of romance but, in
the wake of the 1890 census announcing the “close” of the frontier, as a
matter of no little discomfort. “The free lands are gone,” he wrote in 1896,
“the continent is crossed, and all this push and energy is turning into
channels of agitation ... the conditions of a settled society are being
reached with suddenness and with confusion.”? By the first decade of the |
twentieth century he had begun to worry that “classes are becoming
alarmingly distinct,” and this drama of population took a decidedly racial
turn. Breaking down the arrivals of 1907 “by physical type,” Turner
found that “one-quarter of them were of the Mediterranean race, one-
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quarter of the Slavic race, one-eighth Jewish, and only one-sixth of the
Alpine, and one-sixth of the Teutonic.”s?

The combination of urbanization and the changing racial make-up of
the United States took the luster off of Higginson’s romance of the “west-
ward march.” The eugenic thinking of the 1910s and 1920s echoed
Turner’s misgivings, but now in gothic-horrific tones. Recall the congres-
sional eugenics committee’s assertion, for instance, that “had mental tests
been in operation, and had the ‘inferior’ and ‘very inferior’ immigrants
been refused admission to the United States, over six million aliens now
living in this country, free to vote, and to become the fathers and mothers
of future Americans, would never have been admitted.”* Having suc-
cessfully conquered the continent, the nation now risked conquest by the
immigrant.

spmﬂmd:mtegxzh:or:quest:o immigrant..Like the

discourse of naturalization law, Wthh as we shall see, upheld the racial

logic of the “frec whlte persons” of 1790,:&1&&@1&5:0@1@51}9_9_%

. WWHumphrey Desmond had itin 1898 upnma.tmmi
i We_lmﬁlg&—ﬁfrom constant (and constantly narrated) contact
with “black morsels” like the nations of the plains, Mexico, Hawaii, Sa-
moa, Cuba, Puerto Rico, or the Philippines.®® Like the fictional Teague

O’Regan and Dirk Peters before them, ASH—ANgI0-S ARSI IITRRTST IS
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melteszdaswnathexdisrinatiep-hetween=supesior-tand-*tinfegior” whitgs.

The court greatly hopes that an amendment of the statutes wilt make quite
clear the meaning of the word *“white” in section 2169,

—In Re Mudarri, 176 Fed 4635 at 467, January 1910

Considering the profundity of these questions and the limited intelligence of
legislators and jurists, it is not unnatural the confusion should be very grear.

—George Schuyler, “Who is ‘Negro’? Who Is “White’?” 1940
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Naturalization and the Courts

In handing down his decision on the petition for citizenship filed in 1914
by a Syrian immigrant named George Dow, a South Carolina judge com-
plained that “to make the words ‘white person’ conform to any racial
classification” is to plunge oneself into a “Serbonian bog.” A century and
a quarter after the words “free white persons” had been written into the
nation’s naturalization law, their vagueness continued to generate contests
over inclusion and exclusion in the polity. If the elasticity of the words
continued to give hope to aspiring immigrants from Syria, India, Turkey,
the Pacific, Mexico, Afghanistan, Japan, China, and the Philippines, this
ambiguity was also a ready-made cudgel with which restrictionist judges
might beat back these claimants. As the judge in Dow concluded, for
instance, the framers of the original naturalization law “neither expected
nor desired” immigration from anywhere on the globe but Europe—“cer-
tainly not from Syria.”* A Syrian, therefore, must not be “white.” This
much was plain even to one mired in a “Serbonian bog.”

The frankness with which the courts asserted the relationship between
race on the one hand and “fitness for self-government” on the other is
striking. If boundaries were ever in dispute, largely untouched and un-
questioned was the core principle that only certain peoples were sound
candidates for good citizenship. At once articulating and sustaining the
prejudices of the lawmakers of 1790, one judge explained in 1921:
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-
It is obvious that the objection on the part of congress [to admitting

Asians to citizenship] is not due to color, as color, but only to color
as an evidence of a type of civilization which it characterizes. The
yellow or brown racial color is the hallmark of Oriental despotisms
... It was deemed that the subjects of these despotisms, with their
fixed and ingrained pride in the type of their civilization . . . were not
fitted and suited to make for the success of a republican form of
Government. Hence they were denied citizenship.

“The more homogenous the parts,” such reasoning ran, “the more perfect
the union.” Thus it was not merely citizenship that was at issue in these
cases but whiteness itself—its boundaries and its good republican sub-
stance.

Historically the courts had more than just an academic interest in
whiteness. As the legal scholar Cheryl Harris has argued, race had been
central to early Anglo-American legal conceptions of property. In the legal
customs governing slavery, most notably, race alone separated people who
could own property (whites) from those who could be property (blacks).
Further, as European settlers sought to gain control of lands occupied but
not legally “possessed” by American Indians, issues of deed, title, and
rightful claim were also racialized along an axis of white-nonwhite. Since
reigning notions of “liberty” itself were intimately related to “the pursuit
of property,” moreover, such racial conceptions of property rights brought
race to the very core of American political culture. Whiteness itself, Harris
argues, became such a social asset as to constitute a tangible thing—
property—and the courts have historically regarded it and protected it as
precisely that. W. E. B. Du Bois’s “wage” of whiteness, then, is more than
just an apt metaphor; it quite literally describes one dimension of the
nation’s social reality. Notions of possession, property as the signifier of
a citizen’s “stake in society,” and self-possession all converge in race.*

The historian Michael O’Malley has advanced a similar argument, al-
though cast in somewhat different terms. Tracing the intimate links be-
tween “specie” and “species” in the moral-political syntax of American
debates in the late nineteenth century, O’Malley notes a kindred logic at
work in assigning “value” either to peoples (especially freed slaves) or to
currencies, and an identical anxiety in some quarters over the instability
of “intrinsic” value in the face of “artificial” coinage. In this scheme, for
instance, counterfeiting and racial passing both represent threats to stable
systems of value. And the Reconstruction-era state encroached on long-
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standing principles of intrinsic, unarguable economic and social value in
both areas by its simultaneous experiments in issuing paper monies in the
economic sphere and “coining” Negro citizens in the political. O’Malley {
focuses upon the question of blackness in this complex equation; but : I
between the lines of his comments clearly lies an appreciation of whiteness |y

!

toh

as value in nineteenth-century social and political relations.®
This intrinsic value was preciscly what was at stake in the naturaliza-
tion cases that came before the courts in the 1870s and after, as petitioners I
from around the globe laid claim not only to citizenship, but to whiteness |
of the sort specified by the 1790 naturalization law, which still governed :
matters of inclusion and exclusion. A few aspects of this contest within i
i

the courts are worth underscoring at the outset. First, in defending both { |
the border of national belonging and the border of certifiable racial white- i
ness, the courts gave legal, codified form to a complex of popular, street- l l
level prejudices on the one hand and learned, scientific judgments on the l'
other. These rulings drew upon a number of different sources inwwildly

inconsistent fashion, but the power of the courts’ decisions—like the 1
power of race generally—resided in their withholding or extending favor wiod) .
seemingly by a fixed logic of natural, biological fact. There were, however, W¥9ngm— IE
no “facts,” as a District Court judge in Oregon discovered in sorting out ’ E
the case of Bhagat Singh Thind (1920). This judge finally granted Thind [ ;
citizenship, noting that although there were precedents running in both ib
directions, those against the petitioner were “not in line with the greater \i\¥e I
weight of authority.”s The courts thus created authority, even in their j
feverish search for it.

Second, it is one of the paradoxes of legal logic that between the 1870s
and the 1920s the courts consolidated and defended the idea “Caucasian”
in their naturalization decisions just as popular and congressional debate
over immigration itself was producing a contrary notion of Anglo-Saxon
supremacy and Celtic, Hebrew, Slavic, and Mediterranean degeneracy. As
portentous as these decisions were for petitioners who were either denied
or admitted to citizenship, these cases shored up the whiteness of Europe’s
probationary white races by inflating the difference between the insiders
and the outsiders of 1790, and at a time when the weight of so much
other cultural authority was tending in the opposite direction, The bids
for citizenship on the part of Chinese, Indian, Armenian, Syrian, or Fili-&
pino petitioners, in other words, were part of what kept the probationary
white races from Europe white. Faced with the task of defining Syrian
racial status, for instance, the judge in Dow could comfortably pro-
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nounce, “The broad fact remains that the European peoples taken as a
whole are the fair-skinned or light complexioned races of the world, and
form the peoples generally referred to as ‘white,’” and so classed since
classification based on complexion was adopted.”” Like the nation’s fron-
tier warfare and its perpetual narrations, then, these legal skirmishes
along the borders of naturalized citizenship staked out a brand of mon-
olithic whiteness which corroborated the reasoning of 1790 precisely in
a period when that reasoning was undergoing massive revision.

The Legal Epistemology of Race

Whiteness, as defined by the courts, was a very slippery substance. Indeed,
its very indeterminacy rendered it impossible for some to attain. As one
California judge rather arrogantly put it in 1928, “What ethnologists,
anthropologists, and other so-called scientists may speculate and conjec-
ture in respect to races and origins may interest the curious and convince
the credulous, but it is of no moment in arriving at the intent of Congress
in the [naturalization] statute aforesaid.” All anyone really needed to
know about Feroz Din, the Afghan immigrant whose admissibility to
citizenship was at issue in this case, was that “he is readily distinguishable
from “white’ persons.”® No further explanation was required.

The indeterminacy of whiteness did raise problems for the courts, how-
ever, as most judges were eager to explain how a certain petitioner might
be “readily distinguishable from ‘white’ persons.” Between the 1870s and
the 1920s the courts thus generated their own epistemology of race, a
way of knowing that drew from scientific doctrine, from popular under-
standing, from historical reasoning as to this or that group’s place in
world events, from “commonsense” notions of color, from geographic
conceptions of the world’s peoples, and from legal precedent itself. Of
course the very process here threatened to shatter the commonsense un-
derstanding of race as a system of natural demarcations: that a judge
could decide on the spot whether or not a Syrian was “white,” for in-
stance, was evidence of the most concrete kind that race was a social
convention, not a biological fact. But such an admission was intolerable.
Just as this string of cases betrays the extent to which race functioned as
an ideological tool in the allocation of social and political privilege, so
does the language of these rulings demonstrate the requirement that ide-
ology disguise itself as something else. Vested with all the authority in the
world, the courts continually appealed to some “neutral” basis for arriv-
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ing at judgments of racial demarcation. Rulings on the me_aning of “_free
white persons” thus erected a fragile—though finally unassailable—edifice
of authority regarding race itself.? . i

In the nation’s legal epistemology of race, the “Caucasian race traces
its origins to In re Ab Yup (1878), “the first application maltde by a native
Chinaman for naturalization” in the United States. Circm't Court Judge
Sawyer’s ruling in the case set an important precedent; as it was recalled
and repeated over the years in response to a cavalcade of petitioners for
naturalized citizenship, Sawyer’s reasoning in the matter single-handedly
established “Caucasians” as a legally recognized racial group. The terms
of the initial naturalization law had been muddied in 1870,' when post-
Civil War legislation had made provisions for “aliens t?f Afnca'n‘n.atmty,
and ... persons of African descent” without reiterating the ll‘lllflal lan-
guage regarding “free white persons.” A subsequen..t amendmt;nt in 1875
read, “The provisions of this title apply to aliens being free white persons,
and to aliens of African nativity, and to persons of African descent.” The
question put before the court in Ak Yup, then, was whether a person of
the “Mongolian race” qualified as a “white person.” By what measure
was white white? B ) -

Judge Sawyer was sensitive to the complexities here. “The words ‘white
person,’ ” he opined,

... constitute a very indefinite description of a class of persons,
where none can be said to be literally white, and those called white
may be found of every shade from the lightest blonde to the most
swarthy brunette. But these words in this country, at least, have un-
doubtedly acquired a well settled meaning in common po.pular
speech, and they are constantly used in the sense so acquired in th‘e
literature of the country, as well as in common parlance. As ordl‘—
narily used everywhere in the United States, one would Sf:arcely fall
to understand that the party employing the words “white person

would intend a person of the Caucasian race.'

Sawyer went on to cite Blumenbach (indirectly,.via Websterts Dictio;
nary) and his five-tiered scheme of races: “Caucasian” (“or whntce race,
in Sawyer’s words, comprising “the greater part of European n.at1or:,s and
those of western Asia”), “Mongplian,” “Ethiopian,” “American, alnd
“Malay.” He discussed the competing scientific schemes offered. b).r Lin-
naeus, Buffon, and Cuvier to demonstrate the disagreement w1thfn the
scientific community, but pointed out that “no one includes the white, or
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Caucasian, with the Mongolian or yellow race; and no one of those clas-
sifications recognizing color as one of the distinguishing characteristics
includes the Mongolian in the white or whitish race.”"!
Sawyer’s construction would leave some room for questions: what is
meant by “whitish,” for instance? What is meant by the assertion that
“the greater part of European nations” was included under the term “Cau-
casian”? These would be taken up in response to various suits over the
next several decades. But two issues were settled authoritatively in Saw-
yer's decision, and Ak Yup exerted considerable force on later decisions
when it came to these key issues: first, this decision reified “the Caucasian
race” not simply as a schematic convention, but as a meaningful legal and
scientific concept that clarified the vague phrase “free white persons.” “]
find nothing in the history of the country,” Sawyer declared, “in common
or scientific usage, or in legislative proceedings, to indicate that congress
intended to include in the term ‘white person’ any other than an individual
of the Caucasian race.” (Here was a concept with some reach: decades
later, in 1910, an Oregon court ruled that a certain Chinese husband was
obligated to buy his Norwegian wife “Caucasian foods” rather than “rice,
chop suey and noodles.”)2 Second, having established “Caucasian” peo-
plehood as a self-evident and natural fact, Sawyer left no question as to
the relationship between alleged Caucasians and alleged Mongolians: not-
ing that in 1870 Congress had revised the naturalization code by adding
“African nativity” and “African descent” rather than striking the quali-
fication “white,” Sawyer concluded that “whatever latitudinarian con-
struction might otherwise have been given to the term ‘white person,’ it
is entirely clear that congress intended by this legislation to exclude Mon-
golians from the right of naturalization.”3
Thus Sawyer cited several authorities in handing down this ruling on

whiteness, including science, congressional intent, and, not least, “com-
mon” understanding. In the naturalization cases that followed in the wake
of Ab Yup, Sawyer himself would be numbered among these various au-

thorities. In the case of Frank Camille (1880), a Canadian immigrant of
“half white and half Indian blood,” an Oregon Circuit Court cited Saw-
yer’s definition of “white person” in denying the application.!* In the Utah
case of a petitioner simply referred to as Kanaka Nian (1889}, a Hawaiian

“of Malayan or Mongolian complexion,” the court drew upon both Saw-
yer and Blumenbach in arguing that there was no basis for classing Ha-
waiians among “Caucasians.”'* And in the New York case of the Burmese
immigrant San C, Po (1894), the court first evoked literal color (“in color
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he is a dark yellow”), but then rested upon the prt:cel(lientsf of I:iziic;
: i ing that “white” really reierre
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“the Burmese are Malays. . .
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i i but several cases between the
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“white,” since “the applicant has dark eyes, straight, black hair, chocolate
brown skin, and high check bones.” A second brief appealed to the racial
history of U.S. debate over the Mexicans’ fitness for self-government. At-
torney T. J. McMinn invoked the Texas Declaration of Independence,
which had characterized the Mexicans as “unfit to be free.” He cited Sam
Houston’s remark “I have no confidence in them,” and John C. Calhoun’s
caustic “They cannot govern themselves. Shall they govern us?™®
The court finally brushed aside both the commentary on phenotypes
and the anti-Mexican declarations of earlier Texas patriots. According to
the 1836 Texas constitution, “all persons (Africans, descendants of Afri-
cans, and Indians excepted) who were residing in Texas on the day of the
declaration of independence” became de jure citizens upon the constitu-
tion’s adoption.?® The status of the Mexican in relation to the prototypical
“free white person” of the 1790 law remained unclear, and the court made
no effort to sort this out; but Mexicans had been singled out in much
relevant legislation for inclusion. If exclusivity was a critical principle in
the workings of the free republic, the category “Caucasian” was not
% in cvery case the appropriate tool for determining the boundaries. Thus,

#@e4 in extending the domain of “free white persons,” Rodriguez identified a
1 logic by which nonracial considerations (in this case, the history of Mex-

e

ico and Texas) could supersede both ethnological authority and popular
conventions of describing skin color.?!

More vexed still was the Massachusetts case of I re Halladjian {1909).
As in Rodriguez, the court here arrived at a construction of “white” that
was inclusive enough to grant the application of the petitioners—in this
case four Armenian immigrants. Unlike Rodriguez, however, Halladjian
met the question of race head on. Remarkably ambitious in its scope, this
ruling not only attempted to pinpoint the intent of the 1790 naturalization
law and its wording, but in doing so addressed specific ethnological ques-
tions of racial taxonomy. Drawing upon an impressive array of colonial
usages of the word “white,” the court held, first, that the word “white”
was not synonymous with “European,” but was used to classify the in-
habitants and to include ail persons not otherwise classified. This argu-
ment was sweeping in and of itself: because Armenians had never been
singled out and named for exclusion, we must presume their admissibility
to citizenship; and the terms of their inclusion could only be the phrase
“free white persons.” “White” must be read as an inclusive category, not
an exclusive one.2?

But the ruling went even further, maintaining that there was in fact no
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“white” race as a distinctive class, nor 2 “yellovs{” race that comPrised all
the peoples of Asia. Hence “free white persons” included Armenle'zl_ns b;)lrn
in Asiatic Turkey and on the west side of the Bosphorus. Halladjian thus
rendered a legal definition of race itself:

The term “race” primarily means an ethnical stock;‘a great (ilivision
of mankind having in common certain distinguishing phys1cz?.! pe-
culiarities, and thus constituting a comprehensive class appearing toX
be derived from a distinct primitive source. A second definition is a
tribal or national stock; a division or subdivision of one _of .tl.le great
racial stocks of mankind, distinguished by minor peculiarities. The
word “race” connotes descent.??

The ruling thus imported into naturalization lau.r the .racial schem'e t:at
would shape the Dillingham Commission on Imm1gra:10‘n, and yet in o;
ing so it countered restrictionist arguments as to tribal or natl_ona
stocks” and their fitness for citizenship. Whereas arguments for im@1gra—
tion restriction tended to stress considerable differences among tribal or
national stocks,” Halladjian identified this as merely :a'secondary defini-
tion of race and, further still, rendered the “peculiarities™ c.)f 51.1ch races
“minor.”* This approach to legal whiteness was conservative in that hlt
upheld the 1790 construction of “white persons™ that had allowed for the
massive immigration of many European races. ‘ o

Tt is worth examining the reasoning in the Halladjian decm}on in more
detail for its contribution to the legal epistemology (')f race in tl'.le. early
twentieth century. Although a lower court had idennﬁe_d t.hc petitioners
as “Armenian by race,” the first resort to physical descnpt.mn seemed to
favor their admissibility: “I find that all were white persons in appearance,
not darker in complexion than some persons of North European descent
traceable for generations. Their complexion was lighter than that of many
south Italians and Portuguese.” As such “borderline” cases had not befor-e
made their way into the courts, this court faced a novel task: the peti-
tioners are “neither Chinamen nor Africans of any sort, and the court has
here to decide whether they are white or not.” The interferen(‘::e ofa cou}:t
clerk, who {rather imprecisely) urged the district :.;.ttorile).r to opf;se t e
granting of naturalization to Hindoos or East Indians,” signaled the prej-
i nding this case.” .

ud'll.":}‘:z i‘é];::cugave %nany reasons for ruling on the Armenians’_ borderline
whiteness. The heart of the United States’ argument for ex,clusm.n was the
contention that « ‘white’ is the equivalent of ‘European,’ and is used to
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‘describe the variations of domicile or origin which are %o closely asso-
ciated with the mental development of a people.” * The court dispatched
with this contention in quick order. Addressing the question of the alleged
integrity of the “European” race and the ancillary argument that Arme-
nians were racially “Asiatic,” the court noted, first, that geography was
rarely an essential or reliable factor in racial classification: “we speak of
the Anglo-Saxon race, the Teutonic, the Celtic, the Slavonic, the Cauca-
sian, the Mongolian, the Hebrew, the [N]egro, more commonly than of
the Swiss race, the Austrian, the Spanish, or the Egyptian.” European
peoples are not “unmixed,” moreover, and therefore there is no “Euro-
pean race” in a unified sense. Second, the court similarly challenged the
contention that the petitioners belonged to the “Asiatic race”; “They are
no darker than many west Europeans, and they fesemble the Chinese in
feature no more than they resemble the American ab igines.” The av-
erage man would understand Armenians to be white. The
out this segment of the decision by citing the authority of\intellectual
tradition in matters racial, and, in so doing, returhing to thérealm of
“scientific authority with which this discussion had begun: “A i
have always been classified in the white or Caucasian race, and n
vellow or Mongolian®; scientists such as Cuvier had “expressly intluded
Armenians as well as Hindoos, in the Caucasian race.”2¢
Had the court stopped right here, this would have been as complete a
discussion of the matter as was typical in cases of this sort. From this
scientific discussion, however, the decision went on at great length to lo-
cate the established meaning of whiteness within American legal history
and within the functioning of the state as well. The syntax is telling: this
highly “liberal” ruling on the admissibility of Armenian immigrants is
thoroughly grounded in the very history of white supremacism that the
fact of racial indeterminacy might have been deployed to subvert. The
court offered a long litany of colonial usages of “white” in census data to
demonstrate that in the context of the times, “white” simply meant ev-
eryone who was neither “Negro” nor “Indian”—the only other racial des-
ignations specified in state documents of the era.?”
The court went further still to defend its construction of “white per-
sons” by invoking the authority of various segregation statutes from the
Jim Crow South and West (including Arkansas, Florida, Virginia, Ken-

w_ tucky, and Oklahema). In this body of statutory law, the court noted,

anyone not legally “black™ was legally “white”; “A statute in Arkansas

I
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requires separate accommodation for ‘the white and African races,” and
provides that all persons not visibly African ‘shall be deemed to belong
to the white race.”” The Oklahoma constitution, too, specified that,
“whenever in this Constitution and Iaws of this state the words ‘colored’
or ‘colored person,’ ‘negro,’ or ‘negro race’ are used, the same shall be
construed to mean to apply to all persons of African descent. The term
‘white race’ shall include all other persons.” Thus was Jim Crow invoked
in the name of a liberalized naturalization code. Like the creators of this
fretwork of segregation codes, the framers of the naturalization law of
1790 neither cared nor knew about Turks and Armenians; but the original

«+ census shows that, to them, everyone but Negroes and Indians constituted

“white persons.”2!

Although Halladjian was far from the last word on the subject, this case
did represent the bottom line in some important respects. As [ will argue
atgreater length below, the Halladjian decision more than any other reveals
the dual working of the legal construction of “white persons™ as both a
bulwark against undesirable Others without and a great crucible minimiz-
ing the perceived “difference™ among the varied peoples and races within.

But the extent to which outright confusion persisted in matters of legal
whiteness was manifest within a year. Notwithstanding the contention—
cited in Halladjian—that “the average man in the street . . . would find
no difficulty in assigning to the yellow race a Turk or Syrian with as much
ease as he would bestow that designation on a Chinaman or a Korean,”
the court in Iz re Mudarri (1910), confronted with a petitioner who was
“a Syrian by race,” maintained: “The older writers on ethnology are sub-
stantially agreed that Syrians are to be classed as of the Caucasian or
white race.” “This court,” moreover, “has long admitted Syrians to citi-
zenship.”? Although firmly settled in its own construction of Syrian racial
identity, the court in Mudarri did call for a revision of existing codes to
clarify the racial categories: “What may be called for want of a better
name the Caucasian-Mongolian classification [meaning Armenians and
Syrians] is not now held to be valid by any considerable body of ethnol-
ogists.” More directly still, “The court greatly hopes that an amendment
of the statutes will make quite clear the meaning of the word ‘white’ in
section 2169.”% Perhaps most striking about this “great hope” is that it
is the first expression of its kind on the record, despite the tortuous logic

by which whiteness had been contested and defended since Ab Yup in
1878. Here, at last, is an acknowledgement of epistemological crisis.
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Legalized Racialisms, Racialized Legalisms

Clearly, then, knowledge of whiteness did not derive from any objective
assessment of disinvested fact. The degree to which this is so is illustrated
nowhere better than in a pair of federal cases from the early 1920s, the
petitions of Takao Ozawa (1922) and Bhagat Singh Thind (1923). Taken
together, the cases demonstrate how race has served as a powerful instru-
ment for jealously guarding privilege rather than as a neutral, coolly
biological basis for understanding the relationship among the world’s
peoples. Takao Ozawa, an immigrant from Japan, petitioned for U.S,
citizenship in October 1922, His case was built on an assault on the
principle that the qualification of “whiteness” necessarily excluded
the Japanese from naturalized citizenship. This petition argued, first, that
the spirit of the 1875 naturalization act that had extended citizenship to
“Africans” was inclusive, not exclusive; indeed, the Chinese Exclusion Act
had been passed and periodically renewed without mention of Japanese
immigrants,
Second, certain precedents {most notably Halladjian) had held that
# “white,” in the literal 1790 construction of the term, referred to anyone
not black—*“a person without negro blood.” Third, the long history of
U.S. expansionism and annexation had already brought into the national
fold “vast numbers of members of races not Caucasian, including many
Mongolians,” most recently in Hawaii and Puerto Rico, for example. And
fourth, “The Japanese are ‘free.’ They, or at least the dominant strains,
are ‘white persons,’ speaking an Aryan tongue and having Caucasian root
stocks; a superior class, fit for citizenship. They are assimilable.” The
petitioner Takao Ozawa himself was held up as sterling evidence of this
last contention. Even a narrow insistence upon whiteness, in other words,
would admit the likes of Ozawa, who was as white as any white person
by any meaningful construction of that term.>!
The U.S. counterargument, by contrast, rested upon a geographical,
Eurocentric assumption of what “white” had to have meant in 1790:

[

AT byl o .
i

The men who settled this country were white men from Europe and
the men who fought the Revolutionary War, framed the Constitution
d established the Government, were white men from Europe and
@hneiz) descendants. They were eager for more of their kind to come,

and it was to men of their own kind that they held out the oppor-
tunity for citizenship in the new nation.
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As it had exclusively been “European immig?ation v?'hich was desired ar:i
expected” among the Revolutionary generatlon,-whlteness was not }rln: !
to be inclusive, Citizenship “could 01113{ be obtained by those tohw Enew
was given, and the men of 1790 gave it only to those \;Vh;)ll"l t eyn )
and regarded as worthy to share it with them, men of their own type,
; 32
w}};tcd::?gi.ng the merits of these arguments, the court in Ozawa at onci
demonstrated the inadequacy of racial whiteness as a stable sy.stlelr_n )
demarcation and insisted upon continued demarcation along racial lines.

“[Color] differs greatly among persons of the same race,” the opinion

read,

even among Anglo-Saxons, ranging by imperceptible gradatlins
from the fair blond to the swarthy brunette, the latter being darker
than many of the lighter hued persons of the broxzvn or yellowdraces.
Hence to adopt the color test alone would IESl'.llt ina cor}llfuse . iver;
lapping of races and a gradual merging of one into the other, withou
any practical line of separation.®

And yet courts since Ab Yup “in an almost 'unl.)roken line, have hef)c;
that the words ‘white person’ were meant to 1nd1”cate only a persortlion
what is popularly known as the Caucasian race. Such a ccl:orll'struc o
would tend undoubredly to raise disputes among some border 1n;:lca: H;
such as Syrians or Armenians, the court concetfled; but the ?ppeb alr;n .
this case “is clearly of a race which is not Caucasm‘n anf:l th::rrle"hore eo un;gi_
entirely outside the zone [of dispute] on the negat:ve su:lle. ) u.sa%runder_
ing its ruling in the authority of precedent and “popu arf raci under
standing, the court in Ozawa artiCL.llated three pr1£1c1§}es o 1m[;>1<,>’ra ihe
legal construction of whiteness. First, thf? term “wl 11tle pe}:.s:: " ;)go—u
only to those who would have been r:ecogruzed asracia }l; Iv hl 1o
that is, to “Caucasians.” Second, this constr}1<?t10n establishes a A :
one side of which are those undoubtedly t_ahglble, and on 't};? oth er ::)‘le
doubtedly ineligible, for' citizenship; questiona.ble cases within the :ms
itself must be determined as they arise. But third, ]gp‘anege 1fm}r1m?{; . (i
who are “cleatly” not “Caucasian,” cannog become citizens of the Lnite :
States.® You may indeed be “white,” in other words, but you are nf)
- Cpuensen decision had been
In early 1923, only a few months after the Ozmb.'a eci ad been
handed down, a ruling in the United States’ appea.l in the case of Bhag




236 = THE MANUFACTURE OF CAUCASIANS

Singh Thind made almost comic nonsense of the authority by which
Ozawa had been excluded. Thind, recall, had been granted citizenship in
1920 by a District Court in Oregon on the grounds that, though there
were precedents running in both directions, those against the petitioner
were “not in line with the greater weight of authority.”* The United States,
sued to reverse this decision on the whiteness of the “Hindu,” and indeed
won precisely such a reversal in U.S. v. Thind. If the court in Ozawa relied
primarily upon the scientific concept of the “Caucasian,” the court in U.S.
v. Thind ruled that “Caucasian” was a bankrupt concept and that science
itself was a bankrupt authority in matters racial. Not the scientist but the
“average” man could best be counted on to determine whiteness. “It may
be true that the blond Scandinavian and the brown Hindu have a common
ancestor in the dim reaches of antiquity,” this opinion read, “but the av-
erage man knows perfectly well that there are unmistakable and profound
differences between themn to-day.”

The word “Caucasian” is in scarcely better repute [than “Aryan”}. ..
[and] has come to include far more than the unscientific mind sus-
pects . . . it includes not only the Hindu, but some of the Polynesians
. . . the Hamites of Africa, upon the Caucasic cast of their features,
though in color they range from brown to black. We venture to think
that the average well-informed white American would learn with
some degree of astonishment that the race to which he belongs is
made up of such heterogeneous elements.

You may indeed be “Caucasian,” in other words, but you are not “white.”
The Ozawa and Thind decisions demonstrate the ultimate function of

o€ race as an ideological tool and whiteness as property whose value was to

be protected. As the court suggested in Ozawa, race is a “practical line
of separation,” not a natural one; and in social, economic, and political
practice, separation is hierarchy. What would most “astonish” the average
white person about the diminution of the “unmistakable and profound
differences” between whites and Hindus, to take the language of the
Thind decision, would be his or her own loss of standing as a result.
This principle of property-in-whiteness was upheld in less known cases
as well. When another Syrian, Faras Shahid, petitioned for citizenship in
South Carolina {1913), the court observed that “in color, he is about that
of walnut, or somewhat darker than is the usual mulatto of one half mixed
blood between the white and the negro races.” Such an assessment did
not bode well in South Carolina. The case quickly boiled down to the
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simple but explosive question of race and hierarchy—whether “a very
dark brown, almost black, inhabitant of India is entitled to rank as a
white person, because of a possible or hypothetical infusion of white
blood 30 or 40 centuries old.” The court was confounded by the scientific
aspects of racial designation, and the seeming contradictions. “What is
the race or color of the modern inhabitant of Syria is impossible to say,”
the court confessed. Far easier, evidently, was the task of saying what the
modern inhabitant of Syria was #ot: he or she was not “white.”7 As far
as the court was concerned, the bar to whiteness of South Carolinians who
had one, but only one, demonstrably white parent was decisive. Would it
not be terribly inconsistent, the judge wondered, to deny property-in-
whiteness to people of mixed parentage but to grant it to peoples—Ilike
Syrians—whose white parentage was merely theoretical? Thus was the
superstructure of white supremacism—in the form of Jim Crow statutes
and miscegenation laws—enlisted to protect South Carolinian whiteness
from potential taint-by-naturalization.

More direct in its articulation of property-in-whiteness (and more egre-
gious) was another South Carolina judge’s reasoning in 1914. This judge,
too, invoked Southern regional custom in portioning out whiteness in the

case of George Dow. He did not stop with contemporary custom, how-
ever, but rather looked all the way back to the mentality of the slave-
holding states of the 1790s,

The average citizen of the states was at that time firmly convinced of
the superiority of his own white European race over the rest of the
world, whether red, yellow, brown, or black. He had enslaved many
of the American Indians on that ground. He would have enslaved a
Moor, a Bedouin, a Syrian, a Turk, or an East Indian of sufficiently
dark complexion with equal readiness on the same plea if he could
have caught him.?*

The first Congress could not have intended that the likes of George Dow
be protected in his “pursuit of property,” that is, because to them he would
have been property. Though slavery had been abolished, its logic re-
mained suitable for framing naturalization decisions, just as Jim Crow
had been summoned by another court in admitting the Armenian Hal-
ladjian.

The presumptions attached to property-in-whiteness did not necessarily
work against a petitioner, however. Tom Ellis, a “Turkish subject” also
identified as “Syrian,” petitioned a court in Oregon in 1910. As the Dis-
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trict Court judge viewed him, “ethnologically he is of the Semitic stock,
a markedly white type of the race.” This judge did not elaborate what he
meant by the word “white,” but he did spend some time puzzling over
what the first Congress must have meant by it. If by “white persons” the
drafters of the 1790 law had intended “Furopeans,” the judge opined, “it

ner, his style, his demeanor, perhaps his class. In any case his reference to
Ellis as markedly “white” and his inference that Ellis was a “white person”
were very closely aligned. Ellis did not appear to the court to be the kind
of person who should be excluded, therefore he could not be the kind of
person who must be excluded. To fail to grant him citizenship would have
been to do injury to Ellis’s property-in-whiteness. Standing naturalization

might have been far better expressed than to use the simple term “white.> » il |
' ‘ law might be too inclusive, it is true. But it was not for the courts to
5 devalue the property-in-whiteness of any “Caucasian possessed of the
‘ highest qualities which go to make an excellent citizen.”
Property-in-whiteness was a principle clearly recognized not only by
those in power, moreover, but also by the petitioners themselves. Claim-
ants in this long string of suits for citizenship never assailed the core .
premise that whiteness was a reasonable prerequisite for republican citi- !l
zenship; nor did they suggest that such exclusivity was ill-founded. Rather, il
they uniformly argued that their rightful share in whiteness was being
denied them. As contentious as this legal history was, in other words,

Not having been so expressed or particularized, the most reasonable
inference would be that the word “white,” ethnologically spcaking,
was intended to be applied in its popular sense to denote at least the i
members of the white or Caucasian race of people. If there be am- i
biguity and doubt, it is better to resolve that doubt in favor of the ]
Caucasian possessed of the highest qualities which go t0 make an

excellent citizen, as the applicant appears to be ... If the word

“white” in its popular sense is of too broad a signification, as applied

to persons deemed suitable to become citizens of the United States,

[

the remedy is easily at hand by an amendment of the law.? ' |

This decision is remarkable in several respects. Liberal though the de-
ciston appears to be, it nonetheless derives from a kind of pretzel logic
whose very twists are defined by white supremacism. The matter before
the court was whether or not Tom Ellis was a member of the “white”
race, and what, precisely, “white” might be taken to mean. Since there
was no compelling basis for interpreting the term so narrowly as to mean
“European,” the court reasoned, it must refer to “the members of the
white or Caucasian race of people”—it must mean the very thing whose
meaning was in question, in other words. White meant white. Should
doubts arise as to “whiteness,” these could safely be resolved in the pe-
titioner’s favor, so long as the petitioner was “Caucasian,” Hence it is no
small matter that Ellis was described early on as “a markedly white type”
of the Semitic race—this casual observation (interpretation), indeed,
turned out to be the basis for rendering a decision in his favor. Just as it
boded ill for Faras Shahid that he appeared “somewhat darker than is the
usual mulatto,” so Ellis’s whiteness was indispensable in proving that he
was in fact a “white person.”

In identifying Ellis as a “markedly white type,” the judge appears to
have intended Ellis’s literal color, but he could have been referring to any
of a number of things, and he was likely referring to much more than he
knew—Ellis’s social bearing, his proficiency in English, his dress, his man-

combatants generally respected the value of whiteness, and in laying claim
to its title they did nothing to challenge property-in-whiteness itself.

This underlying consensus is nowhere more apparent than in the case
of George Dow, the Syrian whose case had led one South Carolina judge
into a “Serbonian bog.” In 1913 a lower court had relied upon a purely
geographic definition of whiteness (“white” = “European”) to deny
Dow’s admissibility to citizenship. A lower court had also debunked the
idea of the “Caucasian” race, not in the process of pointing up the prob-
lem in the United States naturalization law, but in the process of exposing
a central flaw in this petitioner’s reasoning. The judge cited Huxley’s re-
marks on Blumenbach to demonstrate the whimsicality of the category
“Caucasian”—science’s “oddest myth”—then went on to reason: “If there
be no such race as the ‘Caucasian race,” and the term Caucasian be in-
correct as properly describing the white races, then the [petitioner’s] whole
argument based upon the Syrian being one of a Caucasian race falls to
the ground.”® Here, no less than in Ozawa and Thind, is race deployed
as a blunt instrument of arrogant power.

An enraged Syrian community next appealed the decision (1914), pro-
testing not so much the denial of the right to citizenship as the denial of a
position in the “white race,” and its attendant implication of inferiority to
American blacks. Did not the case of “Semitic” Jews settle the matter in
their favor? This 1915 appeal did yield a more liberal interpretation of
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“white persons,” and Dow was finally admitted. The higher court now
cited the Dillingham Commission’s Dictionary of Races and Peoples,
which had asserted that Syrians “belong to the Semitic branch of the Cau-
casian race, thus widely differing from their rulers, the Turks, who are in
origin Mongolian,” The court also cited the “more liberal construction” of
whiteness that had characterized rulings like Halladjiar and Ellis.*.

Similarly, in U.S. v Cartozian (1925) an Oregon court, adopting the
three-tiered scheme of European races favored by writers like Madison
Grant and Lothrop Stoddard, ruled that Tatos Q. Cartozian and his Ar-
menian compatriots were “Alpines” and therefore European—certainly
not the most desirable of the European races, but not the least, either,
Cartozian’s counsel had called Franz Boas, who testified as to “the Eu-
ropean origin of the Armenians and their migration into Asia Minor.” “It
would be utterly impossible,” Boas declared, “to classify them as not be-
longing to the white race.” The court dismissed the U.S. complaint against
Cartozian, holding that Armenians “are white persons within the com-
mon usage of the term, and amalgamate readily with other white peo-
ple.”# (The verb “amalgamate” is worth pausing over: it conjures the
literal “consanguinity” among races mandated by a web of miscegenation
codes whose very raison d’étre was the protection of both white property
and whiteness-as-property.)

That same year in Michigan the United States sued John Mohammad
Ali, a “high-caste Hindu or Arabian,” to revoke his citizenship. Ali’s ar-
gument, too, is interesting for its acceptance of a bedrock racist principle:
his ancestors were Arabs who had invaded India and “kept their Arabian
blood-line clear and pure by intermarriage within the family,” he claimed.
Like Homer Plessy, like George Dow and the South Carolina Syrian com-
munity, like the Armenians who had requested the aid of Franz Boas,
John Mohammad Ali seemed comfortable enough with the principle of
exclusion on racial grounds—it was simply hbis exclusion on racial
grounds that bothered him. (Whereas the court had been swayed by Car-
tozian’s argument, Ali’s exclusion stood: “his skin is certainly not white,”
this court ruled; “the most that could be claimed by him . . . would be
membership in the Caucasian race.” In the wake of the Thind decision,
however, this “manifestty would avail him nothing.”)* Thus did the ra-
cialized legalisms and the legalistic racialisms of both claimants and the
courts conspire to ptotect property-in-whiteness and the core principle of
“whites’ ” supreme claim to fitness for self-government.
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Presumed Caucasian

Between the 1870s and the 1920s the courts succeeded in normalizing
and reinforcing the notion of a unified community of “white persons”
that the 1790 law had articulated and decades of naturalization practice
had established. Just as anxietics over the fate of the Anglo-Saxon republic
in the face of an onslaught of inferior white races dominated popular
discussion, the courts were busy minimizing the “difference” among these
peoples by the very language they used to interpret the phrase “white
persons.” Thus whereas for some the phrase “white persons” became the
instrument of exclusion, for others it became a powerful crucible whose
exclusions based upon distinctions of color blurred other potentially %
visive physical distinctions. This, indeed, is the melting pot. :

A Washington state court remarked in Yamashita (1902), “Whether the
classification according to color is technically scientific or natural is not
a proper subject of inquiry here. From its existence co-extensively with
the formation of the American republic, it must be taken to express a
settled national will.”* Vigorous eugenic arguments against the qualifi-
cations of certain “white persons” and the inconsistency of the courts
themselves in deciding the presumably simpler matter of who was and
who was not white belie the contention that the national will actually
was “settled” on this matter. But if the courts could not determine the
“national will,” they could in fact create it. Among the more portentous
effects of this decades-long struggle over “Caucasian” identity in the
courts was the normalization of unified whiteness, The fact that Hebrews,
Celts, Slavs, Mediterraneans, Alpines, Iberics, or Latins had traditionally
entered the polity under the legal banner “white persons” must, at any
rate, demonstrate a matter of “settled national will.” By the logic of the
courts, everyone who had been admitted to citizenship as “white persons”
became indispensable evidence of the meaning of the phrase “white per-
sons,” and they were thus cordoned off, logically, from those who had
been excluded. The courts’ endorsement of the traditional interpretations
of the 1790 law cemented whiteness for the probationary white races;
and again, problematic Europeans owed their inclusion to the exclusion
of others. Wi st sneuhwv ™ B

This principle was articulated explicitly at various points. The dec13{on
in Halladjian, for instance, singled out “Hebrews” as an especially vexing
instance when it came to making sense of the laws and practices around
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naturalization. Hebrews, remarked the court, as a group racially “pure,”
represented an “extraordinary exception” in U.S. policy: they have sought

with unusual strictness to maintain that purity [of the blood] for
2,000 years at the least ... both Hebrew history and an approxi-
mation to general type show that the Hebrews are a true race, if a
true race can be found widely distributed for many centuries. Their
origin is Asiatic . . . If “the aboriginal peoples of Asia™ are excluded
from naturalization, as urged by the United States, it is hard to find
a loophole for admitting the Hebrew.*

The court advanced these observations in service of the inclusionary
argument that there was no unified “European race” (and hence no eth-
nological bar to the admittance of Armenians). Nonetheless, the tension
admitted here between prevailing ethnological wisdom and traditional
naturalization practices indicates the stakes involved in “Hebrews’ ” con-
tinued ability to lay claim to the status of “white persons.” For the court
in Halladjian, “Hebrews” represented the exception proving the inclu-
sionary possibilities inhering in the term “white persons”; by implication,
however, “Hebrews” in this discussion also became the exception proving
the general rule of monolithic “whiteness,” For instance, what becomes
of problematic “Slavs” in this formulation? They slip silently into white-
ness. The significance of such reasoning is unmistakable in the context of
an insurgent and increasingly influential eugenic movement.

The question of ethnological “white races” and their relationship to the
legal concept “white persons” was taken up even more forcefully the next
year, in reference to the United States’ case against the Parsee {Syrian)
immigrant Bhicaji Franyi Balsara (1910). In response to'the United States’
contention that the phrase “free white persons” must be construed to
mean what it did in 1790, the court remarked,

No immigration being then known except from England, Ireland,
Scotland, Wales, Germany, Sweden, France, and Holland, Congress
must be taken to have intended aliens coming from those countries
only. The consequence of this argument, viz., that Russians, Poles,
Italians, Greeks, and others, who had not theretofore immigrated,
are to be excluded, is so absurd that the government extends the
intention of Congress to all Europeans.

“If. a Hebrew ... had applied for naturalization in 1790,” the court
opined, “we cannot believe he would have been excluded on the ground
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that he was not a white person.” Congress must have had “principally in
mind the exclusion of Africans, whether slave or free, and Indians,” and
not Parsees like the petitioner Balsara.*” Similarly, in denying the petition
of Albert Henry Young, an immigrant of half German and half Japanese
descent (1912), a Federal Court in Washington state offered that “Cau-
casian” referred to “all European races around the Mediterranean Sea,
whether they are considered as ‘fair whites’ or ‘dark whites,’ as classified
by Huxley, and notwithstanding that certain of the southern and eastern
European races are technically classified as of Mongolian or Tartar ori-
gin.™8 This comment did establish the whiteness of certain problematic
European immigrants, even if it did not explain it.

Similarly, a Pennsylvania court detailed the various inclusions and ex-
clusions inhering in whiteness in its ruling against the “Hindu” Sadar
Bhagwab Singh (1917). The legal concept “white persons” had expanded
over the decades to include many whom the framers could not possibly
have imagined in 1790, explained the court. It had come to include
“Spaniards and Portuguese, and later the Italian peoples, and broadly the
Latin race”; “Hungarians, Poles, Russians, and many divisions of the
Slavic race”; and “Hebrews, who have always been recognized as a dis-
tinct race.” This was painted as a process of some begrudgement, but ever
more liberal all the same. The court did find, however, that.Congress and
the courts had never made provision for “the race of people commonly
known as Hindus.” “White,” then, as intended by Congress, must pri-
marily be understood to connote a geographical class, “those who were
like unto themselves in blood, previous social and political environment,
laws, usages, customs, and traditions, what has been called the geograph-
ical test.™® “Hindus” did not pass this test. Significantly, according to the
ruling in Singh, many other groups did.

In a similar rendering of “Hindu” racial identity in United States v. Ali
(1925), a Michigan court ruled that a “high-caste Hindu or Arabian [is]
not [a] ‘white person’ within Naturalization law.” Again, in arguing the
unassimilability of the Hindu, the court pronounced rather sweepingly
and unproblematically on certain other groups whose assimilability was
very much in question: “The children of European parentage quickly
merge into the mass of our population and lose the distinctive marks of
their European origin, while the children born in this country of Hindu
parents retain indefinitely the evidence of their ancestry.” This is an es-
pecially striking assertion for 1925, a year after the Johnson Act had
passed Congress on precisely the logic that “children of European par-
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entage” would not “lose the distinctive marks” of their origin or “quickly
merge into the mass of our population.”s°

In Morrison v. California, a case involving “conspiracy”™ to violate the
state’s alien land law in 1934, the court upheld the logic of Ozawa in
defining the precise meaning of the terms “white” and “Caucasian”:
“ “White persons’ within the meaning of the statute are members of the
Caucasian race, as Caucasian is defined in the understanding of the mass
of men.”*! This casual blending of the scientific authority of “Caucasian”
with the populist appeal to “the understanding of the mass of men” signals
the end of an era in the legal battles over whiteness. The unconflicted tone
suggests that the meaning behind the volatile phrase “white persons” had
indeed become “a matter of settled national will.” Indeed, only a handful
of cases made their way through the courts between 1935 and the elim-
ination of the phrase “white persons” in naturalization law in the early
1550s.52

The rather peculiar divorce case of Delavigne v. Delavigne (1975) pro-
vides an apt coda to this long, contentious history of whiteness-in-dispute.
Having lost custody of his children, the husband in a divorce suit now
claimed that males, as a class, constituted the social and legal equivalent
of a “race,” and that therefore the courts’ favoritism toward women in
custody cases was tantamount to “racial discrimination.” The court re-
sponded by blowing the dust off of Blumenbach’s schematic in Natural
Varieties of Mankind and offering a latter-day lecture on the five divisions
of mankind, “based on ancestry, with relatively unchanging characteris-
tics, now usually referred to as the black, brown, red, white, and yellow
races.”? Although the case called only for a broad definition of race itself,
and not for any close distinctions among the races, still the court’s easy
reversion to the taxonomy of the 1790s indicates the extent to which
Caucasian whiteness had become an unproblematic concept both in
street-level vernacular and in the courts after a period of fractious and
heated contest. :

It is worth noting here that it was in response to a civil rights claim, of
all things, that the court reflexively resorted to Blumenbach’s scheme in
Delavigne. Civil rights logic has been crucial to the twentieth-century
chapter of this racial saga. Like the reverberating big bang of American
expansionism and the subtle alchemy of American naturalization law, as
we shall see, civil rights agitation around questions of Jim Crow in the
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1930s and after has quietly but decisively ratified the racial logic of white-
over-color, helping so many immigrant Hebrews, Letts, Celts, and Med-
iterraneans to become the Caucasians of our modern-day visual and con-
ceptual lexicon.
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