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Introduction: Barbarism, Virtue,
and Modern Amer ican Nat iona l ism

Ovtr-sentimentality, over-softness, in fact
washiness and mushiness are the great
dangers of this age and of this people. Un¬
less we keep the barbarian virtttes. gaining
the civilized ones will be of little avail.

—Theodore Roosevelt to psychologist
G. Stanley Hall, 1899

HEN THEODORE ROOSEVELT penned these words, he identified a
deep irony at the heart of American thinking at the turn of the
century: his notions of barbarism and virtue indicate not only a

pattern of extraordinary self-certainty and acontempt for national outsiders
but also aplaguing—if quieter—sense of self-doubt. On the one hand, the
“civilization” embodied by the United States and Western Europe was
plainly the state to which the world’s peoples ought rightly to aspire. Indeed,
the unquestioned superiority of “civilization” itself justified virtually any
policy that the “civilized” cared to carry out at the expense of the “savage.”
In The Winning of the West (1889-96), Roosevelt had un-self-consciously
identified the world's unindustrialized regions as “waste spaces,” and he had
scoffed at the notion that “these continents should be reserved for the use of

scattered savage tribes, whose life was but afew degrees less meaningless,
squalid, and ferocious than that of the wild beasts with whom they held joint
ownership.” And yet, on the other hand, the “primitive” traits of vigor, man¬
liness, and audacity, in his view, had given way to effete overcivilization
among the once-hearty Anglo-Saxon race; America’s rightful heirs were now
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threatened by hordes of inferiors—-immigrants at home and savages abroad.
Civilized peoples’ pronounced social and evolutionary distance from savagery
may have recommended their stewardship over the entire world, but agood
dose of the “barbarian virtues” would still be required to carry out this grand
project of “extending the blessings of civilization.”

This book borrows Roosevelt’s suggestive lexicon of “barbarism” and
“virtue” to examine American conceptions of peoplehood, citizenship, and
national identity against the backdrop of escalating economic and military
involvement abroad and massive population influxes at home. In the period
between the Centennial Exposition in Philadelphia in 1876 (in which the
United States announced its power on the international scene) and World
War I(in which it demonstrated that power), the dynamics of industrializa¬
tion rapidly accelerated the rate at which Americans were coming into con¬
tact with foreign peoples, both inside and outside U.S. borders. American
political culture in these years was characterized by aparadoxical combina¬
tion of supreme confidence in U.S. superiority and righteousness, with an
anxiety driven by fierce parochialism.

As modern American nationalism took shape within an international
crucible of immigration and empire-building, some of its harshest strains de¬
rived less from aconfidence in American virtues than from adisturbing
recognition of the barbarian virtues. American integration into the world
economic system in this period of breathtaking industrialization exposed
arather profound dependence upon foreign peoples as imported workers
for American factories and as overseas consumers of American products—
including “rat-eyed young men” from the shtetls of Eastern Europe, as the
New York Times once described them, and grass-skirted natives as far-flung as
the South Pacific. In this respect, immigration and expansion constituted
two sides of the same coin. Not only were massive population influxes
and overseas interventions of various sorts generated by the same economic
engines of industrialization, but public discussion of problematic aliens
at home was of apiece with national debate over the “fitness for self-
government” of problematic peoples abroad. Americans like Roosevelt
often bristled at the general failure of the world’s peoples to adopt obe¬
diently the roles scripted for them by the nation’s economic require-
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ments, and so beneath the unrippled surface of spread-eagled confidence was
anagging disquiet regarding these new transnational requirements them¬
selves .

Roosevelt’s “barbarism” and “virtue” provide the controlling metaphor
for this investigation of U.S. culture, but the investigation itself focuses
upon the point in the American political economy where industrialization
and republicanism meet. It was the combined imperatives of production (the
need for reliable workers and markets) and governance (the need for citizens
deemed reliable) that gave the notions of barbarism and virtue their power¬
ful, if multivalent, currency. If Roosevelt and others identified arenewed,
“strenuous” barbarism as asalve to the encroachments of modernity, the
“barbarism” of national or racial “inferiors” also provided aready-made ratio¬
nale for conquest and domination. If the delicate U.S. experiment in democ¬
racy required aparticularly virtuous polity, then the nation’s very destiny as
“steward to the backward races of the world” and as “asylum for the world’s
oppressed” was fraught with peril. American greatness itself, in bringing so
many “barbarians” within the nation’s compass, was corrosive of national
v i r t u e .

This began as abook about transnational encounter; it gradually became
abook about many other things besides. It is about the force of rapid indus¬
trialization, which brought the United States into increasing contact with
foreigners by reorganizing the frontiers of labor migration and of export and
distribution. It is about the theories of peoplehood and the visions of collec¬
tive destiny that attended these vast demographic and economic transforma¬
tions. It is about adventurer-politicians like Teddy Roosevelt, theorists like
Lewis Henry Morgan and John R. Commons, and writers like Edith Whar¬
ton and Edgar Rice Burroughs, and the ways in which their careers both fed
and fed upon imperial encounters with “barbarism” and “savagery.” Ulti¬
mately, though, it is abook about the temper of American nationalism be¬
tween Reconstruction and World War I, and about the peculiar dependence
of the nation’s trumpeted greatness upon the dollars, the labor, and, not
least, the very image of the many peoples with whom Americans increasingly
came in contact and whom they blithely identified as inferiors.

These years witnessed the birth of modern American nationalism, but by
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that Ido not mean that there was acomplete break with the political moods
and practices that came before. On the contrary, looking backward across the
historic landscape from the late nineteenth century, we find familiar enough
antecedents to the American scene of the 1890s—Manifest Destiny, the anti¬
immigrant crusade of the 1840s and ’50s, Andrew Jackson’s policy of Indian
Removal, even the Puritan dream of establishing aGodly “citty vpon ahill”
for all the world to emulate. There was nothing altogether new in this period
about the contact among U.S. citizens and agencies on the one hand and for¬
eign powers and peoples on the other. Indeed, it is important to see U.S. for¬
eign policy in this period as an extension of principles and trends long
apparent in the conquest of the continent, or in the mid-nineteenth-century
agitation for annexing Cuba and Mexico. Abroad construction of the term
“imperialism,” then—encompassing amere projection of vested interest in
foreign climes at one end of the spectrum, and overt practices of political
domination at the other—is particularly useful in identifying the underlying
similarities among otherwise diverse international encounters. Likewise, the
arrival of the “new” immigrants from the 1880s to the 1910s, like their un¬
settled reception, simply continued the massive demographic movements
and attendant unrest that had been apparent since the dislocations of the
early nineteenth century.

What was new in this period was scale—the sheer volume of materials
needed to feed the engines of industrial production and the volume of pro¬
duction itself; the sheer volume of population movements in response to this
stage of maturing capitalism; the scale of government bureaucracies and
their enhanced ability to survey territories, establish beachheads, wage war,
and administer far-flung populations; and the scale of aburgeoning culture
industry, which not only narrated these events for mass consumption but
served up images of the world and its peoples that at once naturalized “large
policies” and gave voice to the anxieties engendered by these grand designs.
Though the story of encounter is acontinuous one in U.S. history, various
structural innovations and changes lent aparticular cast to this period.

Iisolate the period from 1876 to 1917 not to argue its uniqueness to
American history, in other words. It is telling that the 1890s, the very
decade that began with the “Battle” of Wounded Knee, the last massacre in
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the “winning of the West,” ended with U.S. hegemony in Hawaii, Cuba,
Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Philippines. The culture of empire that had pre¬
viously characterized the United States reached anew level of maturation
during these years. The development of amodern military and an adminis¬
trative state are two of the markers that set this era off from earlier periods of
expansion; the degree of the nation’s economic integration into fully global
labor and export markets is another.

But perhaps most striking was what we might call the collateral damage
of the imperial project during these years. To the indigenous populations af¬
fected by such expansionist policies, the Louisiana Purchase, say, may have
differed little from the occupation of the Philippines. The result in both in¬
stances was domination ot death. But in terms of dominant U.S. ideologies
and current notions of national mission and destiny, there was abig differ¬
ence: in 1803, Americans wanted inhabited lands for the wealth and the re¬
sources they held; in 1898 and after, Americans wanted various lands not for
the sake of the lands themselves but for the path they laid toward agrandly
conceived and devoutly wished China market. Filipino lives and rights, then,
were akind of collateral damage in the U.S. quest for something that had lit¬
tle to do with the Philippines per se. To most expansionists the archipelago
was but astepping stone to something more significant. The safety and con¬
cerns of Hawaiians, Cubans, Puerto Ricans, Chamorros, and Panamanians,
too, went by the wayside not because their lands held the imagined riches of
aLouisiana, but because they were indispensable in the quest for an imperial
infrastructure of shipping lanes, naval bases, treaty ports, and coaling sta¬
tions. This approach to entire peoples as pawns in avast geopolitical game
represented aheightened degree of imperialist vision, which was to become
standard fare over the course of the twentieth century. Subsequent interven¬
tions in Haiti, Nicaragua, Cuba, and Vietnam all followed from alogic that
had been operational in the Philippines in 1899 but not in Louisiana in
1803. The policy universe of today’s State Department would be legible to
Woodrow Wilson in away in which it simply would not have been to
Rutherford B. Hayes.

It is worth noting, in this connection, that these turn-of-the-century in¬
terventions took place against the backdrop of aportentous reunion between
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the sectional combatants of the American Civil War. As Frederick Douglass
put it in 1895, as far as the politics of race were concerned, “the cause lost in
the [Civil} War is the cause regained in the peace, and the cause gained in
the war is the cause lost in the peace.” The Reconstruction era’s profound
philosophical revisions of the concept of citizenship—both Reconstruction’s
radical promise and its crushing defeat to the forces of white supremacism—
formed the crucial background for later public discussions of the many other
peoples of color who were drawn into the political and social orbit of the
United States.

In order to rethink the texture of American political life, Ihave chosen
to bridge various topics and scholarly orientations that are most often left
separate. Idepict immigration and foreign policy as two closely related di¬
mensions in the same realm of economic development and civic discourse,
first of all. Ialso trace connections between the civic discourses on immigra¬
tion law and empire-building on the one hand and the cultural universe of
academic evolutionism and popular exotica on the other, and between white
(often “Anglo-Saxon”) dominance at home and U.S. national hegemony
abroad.

There is adanger, as historian Nicholas Thomas has observed, that, in
investigating the Victorian era as acolonizing age par excellence, we may con¬
veniently overstate its distance from the “open liberal modernity” that pre¬
sumably characterizes our own historical moment. We may scoff at the glib
chauvinisms of the era’s anthropological and political discourses, for exam¬
ple; we may take solace in our having defeated many of the ideas that drove
the rapacious projects of an earlier day. My intent here is quite the opposite:
the reformation of American nationalism in this cauldron of immigration
and imperialism is worth looking at so closely precisely because neither the
processes nor their results are safely fossilized in abygone epoch. Our public
language has changed agreat deal, it is true; the civilities of public discus¬
sion in the post-civil-rights era generally do not allow afrank disparagement
of “savages” or “Chinamen,” nor do they allow presidents and secretaries of
state openly to muse on the fate of the world’s “waste spaces.” But, setting
aside the niceties of public language, it behooves us to ponder the continu¬
ities between Roosevelt's day and our own, and to consider the ways in
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which—in the age of Border Watch and the Gulf War no less than in the age
of the Immigration Restriction League and the Philippine-American War—
dominant notions of national destiny and of proper Americanism draw upon
charged encounters with disparaged peoples whose presence is as reviled in
the political sphere as it is inevitable in the economic.
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The U.S. engagement with foreign peoples as potential consumers also entailed their
“uplift” to astate of American “civilization.” Popular depictions of foreigners’ inferiority
had much to suggest about American identity as it was now understood. Postcard, 1907
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Aturn-of-the-century advertising card for Singer Sewing Machines de¬
picted agrass-skirted Pacific “native” busily working amodern sewing machine
inside agrass hut. Here was the national reverie in its crystalline form: the for¬
eigner as both areliable consumer and an industrious worker. Throughout the
period from the 1870s to World War I, American politicians and manufactur¬
ers feared that the engines of industry could not be slowed without undermin¬
ing the nation’s stability, but also that, at its accustomed pace of production,
the nation risked outstripping its own capacities to absorb its goods. Enhanced
productivity meant saturated markets. This dual anxiety cast foreigners in a
corresponding dual role: foreign peoples would keep the American economy
afloat as both auxiliary consumers in avast, worldwide export market, and as
auxiliary workers in an ever-expanding domestic labor market. National well¬
being depended upon the grass-skirted native’s willingness both to purchase
the sewing machine and to take up the needle trades.

In Part I, Iexamine American economic thought during the boom and
bust years from the 1870s to the 1910s, and particularly the implications of
that constant watchword “overproduction.” Economic and political historians
have routinely referred to the “fabled markets” of the Orient in nineteenth-

century American economic thought. Chapter 1, “Export Markets,” examines
some of these fables—their basis in American economic circumstances, their
engagement with pat stereotypes of “civilization,” “savagery,” and “progress,”
and their portent for the peoples of Asia and other regions whose economic
lives and cultural values were to be hitched to the cart of American industry.

If overproduction posed adanger to economic stability (and thus to



domestic tranquillity), among the chief symbols of such peril was the image of
the intractable or incendiary foreign worker. Chapter 2, “Labor Markets,” lo¬
cates “the immigrant,” as acharged cultural icon with both positive and nega¬
tive valences, within the economic debates surrounding industrialization.

While manufacturers and certain local and state governments sent swarms of
agents abroad in an effort to woo asteady supply of cheap labor to the United
States, other natives worried over the disruptions these new arrivals would
cause both for the security of American workers and for the smooth functioning
of the polity.

The two sides of this economic saga—the necessary export of goods and
the necessary import of labor—^generated astrange, Janus-faced ideology of de¬
pendence and scorn that profoundly influenced the temper of American nation¬
alism and indeed the very notion of “Americanness” in this period. Various

“natives” and "savages” abroad were blithely tarred as inferiors and identified as
prime candidates for abrand of “uplift” that entailed, among other things, a
strict lesson in modern modes of desire and habits of consumption. They were

also reviled for their failure to need U.S. products—shoes, clothing, textiles,

machinery—quite as much as the U.S. economy seemed to need their business.

Similarly, the soaring numbers of diverse immigrants at home were welcomed
for their labor power and yet resented—even violently assaulted^—for the eco¬
nomic competition they presented, or for the element of “difference” they in¬
troduced to the society. In both cases, the deep American dependence upon
these foreign peoples seems to have fueled the animus against them. Americans
may have been wont to hold the Pacific native, the African or Latin American

savage, the East European greenhorn, or the Chinese sojourner at arm’s length,
but emergent economic circumstances had set the nation in arather tenacious
embrace with precisely these unassimilated peoples. Their engagement in U.S.
economic growth as theoretical consumers and actual workers had much to

do with the kind of industrial society the United States was becoming; their

perceived backwardness and inferiority had everything to do with the way

American identity had come to be understood.





Export Markets: The World’s
Peoples as Consumers

Asavage, having nothing, is pertecrly con¬
tented so long as he wants nt)thing. The
first step toward civilizing him is to create
awant. Men rise in the scale of civilization

only as their wants rise.

—Josiah Strong, Our Country (I8H6)

1am an exporter, 1want the world.

—Charles Loveriug, textile rnttnufaeturer
< 1 8 9 0 1

ETHANK THEE for national prosperity and progress,” intoned
Bishop Matthew Simpson in his convocation for Phila¬
delphia’s Centennial Exposition in 1876, “for valuable dis¬

coveries and multiplied inventions, for labor-saving machinery relieving
the toiling masses.” If progress had become an article of religious faith by
1876—discovery, invention, and machinery its miraculous manifestations—
then the exposition in Philadelphia was its most magnificent temple. Here
visitors could see the splendid Corliss engine, “that giant wonder ...,[pro¬
pelling] an endless system of belts and wheels,” as the centennial commis¬
sioner put it; “silent and irresistible,” it seemed fully to realize “the fabled
powers of genii and afrit in Arabian tales.” Here they could thrill to the roar
and the hum of all sorts of technical innovations in the processes of produc¬
tion—shingle-cutting machines, quartz mills, sugar mills, harvesting ma¬
chinery, and printing presses. They could examine great slabs of crude metal,
gaze upon the polish of ashiny new railway car, or wonder at the power and
the workings of ahydraulic ram. They could look over acornucopia of new
consumer items—cutlery, felt hats, silverware, dentifrice, glassware, mince-
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meat, tobacco, sewing machines, and “show-cases filled with dresses that
were enough to drive an ordinary woman crazy.” They could view the new
tools of commerce, innovative technologies of communication and shipping,
including telegraphic equipment, lighthouse service and weather equip¬
ment, and Alexander Graham Bell’s telephone. And here at the fair, not inci¬
dentally, they could also become acquainted with what would turn out to be
among the most important tools of all in the quest for worldwide markets—
Gatling guns, projectiles, torpedoes, and twenty-inch Rodman guns.

The idea of the world market was largely the point of this exposition.
This national celebtation took place, after all, in the midst of arather severe
depression cycle that had begun in 1873. And so, if over the course of 159
days the Centennial Exposition introduced nearly ten million visitors to
America’s wares, as it was meant to do, discussion all around the exposition
also introduced new staples of American economic thought: the fear of do¬
mestic “overproduction” and the appetite for foreign markets to absorb the
resulting surplus of American goods. “Unquestionably international trade
and commerce will be promoted,” declared one orator at the exposition’s end.
“The ingenuity and excellence of our mechanics and inventors will be made
better known.” Throughout the exposition, Philadelphia newspapers had re¬
peatedly referred to the saturation of domestic markets and the importance
of cultivating foreign—particularly Asian—markets for American manufac¬
tured goods in order “to prevent continued depression.” Asia, as one newspa¬
per had it, represented “an almost unlimited field for disposal of many
articles of American manufacture, where up to this very moment, such goods
are almost unknown.”

In the late eighteenth century, Adam Smith had cautioned against creat¬
ing agreat national empire “for the sole purpose of raising up anation of
customers who should be obliged to buy from the shops of our different pro¬
ducers.” By the late nineteenth, Americans seemed to have created precisely
such an empire; but even this “nation of customers” did not have the spend¬
ing power to support its shopkeepers. If the attendant revolution of values
had its liberating aspects at home, as Americans harvested the blossoming
consumer culture for undreamed-of amusements and conveniences, so did it

ironically enslave the United States to social forces abroad, as American pro-
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ducers felt themselves more and more dependent upon the spending habits
of l i t t le-known consumers in distant lands.

Thus the common perception of the nation’s economic needs became en¬
tangled with aweb of myths and stereotypes regarding the diverse peoples of
the new global marketplace. Isolation is the mother of barbarism, wrote
Josiah Strong in his popular tract of nationalism and Christianity, Our Coun¬
try. For Strong, as for many of his compatriots, the notion of American
grandeur entailed not only establishing aglobal presence by reaching out to
other regions and peoples of the world, but fully transforming the ways in
which those peoples lived. The transformation, rather loosely envisioned un¬
der the imprecise rubric of “civilization,” would be both spiritual and mate¬
rial; conveniently, the export of Christian ideals would go hand in hand with
the export of finished textiles and manufactured goods. “The mysteries of
Africa are being opened,” wrote Strong; “the pulse of her commerce is be¬
ginning to beat. South America is being quickened, and the dry bones of
Asia are moving; the warm breath of the Nineteenth Century is breathing a
living soul under her ribs of death. The world is to be Christianized and civ¬
ilized.” Lest the reader miss the crucial connection between the nation’s roles

as both spiritual savior and industrial supplier to these benighted nations.
Strong went on to ask rhetorically, “What is the process of civilizing but the
creating of more and higher wants!'' Commerce, he concluded, would follow the
missionary: “The millions of Africa and Asia are someday to have the wants
of aChr is t ian c iv i l i za t ion. ” And “wi th these vast cont inents added to our

market,” surely the United States would become “the mighty workshop of
the world, and our people ‘the hands of mankind.’ ”

During this period, as transportation routes and communication lines
became more extensive, not only did the nation’s regional economies become
more thoroughly integrated with one another, but the national economy it¬
self became more thoroughly integrated into aworld economic system. The
United States went out into the world of international trade and empire¬
building in acomplex ideological position: in terms of racial and cultural al¬
legiances, the United States entered world arenas as aEuropean offshoot with
some fancied affinity to the Old World. In terms of nationalist propensities
and economic necessities, on the other hand, the United States embarked on
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this ambitious program as the European powers’ most menacing rival. The
emergence of the United States on the world stage, then, was marked by
both abitter competition among the European and Euro-identified nations,
and an articulated kinship among these same powers in their self-proclaimed
civilizing mission among the savages, semisavages, and barbarians of Africa,
Asia, and Latin America.

Industrial Production and “Terrible Surplus
The United States’ spectacular economic growth at the turn of the century
was attended by an equally spectacular pattern of downturns and failures:
nearly half of the years between the 1870s and World War Iwere depression
years—1873-79, 1882-85, 1893-97, 1907-8, and 1913-15. The story of
the nation’s fantastic accumulation of wealth in this period is also astory of
crushing poverty. In this context, social and economic remedies were at a
premium; indeed, this was atime of frenetic activity in inventing, propos¬
ing, and debating solutions of all sorts—distributive innovations like the
single tax; remonetizing plans like greenbacks and free silver; protectionist
mechanisms like tariffs on international trade; or political programs like
populism, socialism, and anarchism.

One of the mainstays of economic discussion throughout these years was
the fevered talk of “overproduction” and the need to secure foreign markets.
Economic depression, in this formulation, was asign not of capitalism’s fail¬
ure, but of its stunning and unabsorbed success: the wheels of industry were
simply churning out more goods than Americans could hope to consume
themselves, and so other markets would have to be sought and secured. In
the 1870s, Commander Robert Shufeldt, long interested in opening the
“Hermit Kingdom” of Korea to American interests, had put the matter most
starkly: “At least one-third of our mechanical and agricultural products are
now in excess of our wants, and we must export these products or deport the
people who are creating them.” “Our manufactures have outgrown or are
outgrowing the home market,” concurred the National Association of Man¬
ufacturers in an atmosphere of crisis in the mid-1890s; “expansion of our for¬
eign trade is the only promise of relief.”

Not everyone subscribed to the “overproduction” thesis. Advocates of
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free silver and many labor leaders, notably, felt that the problem was best un¬
derstood not as acase of overproduction but of “underconsumption”; the do¬
mestic market could indeed absorb the nation’s vast output, if only wage
scales and reigning patterns of indebtedness were altered to allow it to do so.
Among the sharpest—and funniest—critiques of the overproduction thesis
was James Jeffrey Roche’s parodic poem, “The Terrible Surplus,” written
amid vigorous national debate over free trade and tariff policy in the 1890s.
Roche was the editor of the Boston Pilot, an Irish immigrant journal; and it
was perhaps his Irish-nationalist sensibility, in which akeen sense of justice
was derived from the mythic precedents of tenancy and famine on the Emer¬
ald Isle, that led him to question the premise of so much want amid plenty.
His poem is an extreme extension of the logic by which, earlier. Senator John
Kasson had warned that, if the United States failed to secure sufficient for¬

eign markets, “our surplus will soon roll back from the Atlantic coast upon
the interior, and the wheels of prosperity will be clogged by the very richness
of the burden which they carry, but cannot deliver.” Such an analysis, for
Roche, was the stuff of apocalyptic comedy;

Abundance clutched, with ruthless hand,
The nation’s throat like an iron band;

Silver rivers with golden sand
Inundated the hapless land
In the year of the Terrible Surplus.

Granaries groaned with weight of grain;
Flocks and herds covered every plain;
Oil wells flowed, and every vein
Of mines and minerals swelled the gain
In the year of the Terrible Surplus.

Other peoples, more blest than we,
Joyed in their happy bankruptcy;
Foreign paupers, whose trade was “free,
Pitied our plethoric misery,
In the year of the Terrible Surplus. ...
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But whether or not “overproduction” was the proper frame for under¬
standing the boom and bust of the Gilded Age and Progressive Era economy
(many economists today question it), whether or not foreign markets indeed
held the key to national prosperity, it was true thar this period marked adra¬
matic shift in the balance of U.S. trade. The years 1876 through 1880 repre¬
sented the first time in U.S. history when the country had apositive balance
of trade for five consecutive years. This was not an aberration, but awater¬
shed: before 1876, there were only fourteen years in which the nation’s ex¬
ports exceeded its imports; between 1876 and the 1970s, there were only
three years (1888, 1889, and 1893) in which they did not. As aquick measure
of the rise in U.S. productivity in these years, the nation’s Gross National
Product for the five-year period 1869-73 was $9 billion; for the five-year pe¬
riod 1897-1901, over $37 billion. Gross farm product, too, nearly tripled
between the Civil War and the turn of the century.

Agricultural products and textiles led the way in the United States’ sig¬
nificant shift toward becoming an exporting rather than an importing na¬
tion. New technologies of cultivation and harvest and the opening of new
lands after the 1860s dramatically increased the nation’s overall agricultural
production. Cotton production nearly doubled between 1870 and 1890, for
instance; wheat production increased by over 30 percent in the decade of the
1870s alone. Both crops accounted for ahuge proportion of the nation’s ex¬
ports. But by the 1890s, even manufactured goods ran in this direction. In
1880, agricultural items accounted for 84 percent of all U.S. exports; just af¬
ter the turn of the century, that figure had fallen to about 67 percent, as min¬
erals, ore, and manufactured goods gained ground. Inrerest in the export
market was especially sharp among oil producers; by the mid-1880s, Stan¬
dard Oil shipped over 90 percent of its kerosene abroad (70 percent to Eu¬
rope, and another 21 percent to Asia). U.S. exports overall climbed by fits
and starts throughout this period, from $526 million in 1876 to over $1 bil¬
lion per year by the late 1890s; exports continued to climb steadily, reaching
$2 billion for the first time in 1911, and jumping to $5, $6, and $7 billion
per year during the war years of 1916-19- Although the export market con¬
tinued to receive only afraction of the foodstuffs and goods that the domes¬
tic market absorbed, the trends were still impressive. As of 1893, only Great
Britain’s exports exceeded those of the United States.
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Earlier in the century, apostles of expansion and progress like William
Seward had nourished precisely such avision of export markets and Amer¬
ica’s capacity to exploit them. As early as the 1850s, Seward had proclaimed,
"Multiply your ships, and send them forth to the east. The nation that draws
most materials and provisions from the earth, and fabricates the most, and
sells the most of productions and fabrics to foreign nations must be, and will
be, the great power of the earth.” Seward believed that political supremacy
would follow commercial ascendancy; and commercial ascendancy depended,
in the end, upon access to and control of foreign markets.

Thus, as secretary of state (1861-69), Seward stressed the importance of
international commerce and global reach, and he developed ambitious poli¬
cies toward those ends: he obtained the Midway Islands and Alaska (“the
drawbridge between America and Asia,” as one enthusiastic observer put it);
he had designs on Hawaii; he advocated construction of an isthmian canal;
and he toyed with all manner of blueprints for Caribbean and Latin Ameri¬
can expansion. Antiexpansionists were able to block many of Seward’s plans
in the 1860s; but their counterarguments steadily lost force in the 1870s and
1880s, as development of the interior effectively “closed” the frontier (at
least in popular imagination), and as agricultural and industrial production
threatened to outstrip the capacities of the nation’s domestic market. Sew¬
ard’s expansive vision thus formed an important foundation for the later
view, during the cycles of depression in the 1870s and after, that—global su¬
premacy aside—-the nation’s economic survival itself would require an aggres¬
sive conquest of foreign markets.

Notwithstanding the dissent of labot leaders or of parodists like Jeffrey
Roche, over the latter decades of the nineteenth century aformidable con¬
sensus did develop on the overproduction thesis and the need for foreign
markets. Aseries of articles by economist David Wells in 1887 and 1888
(later published under the title Recent Economic Changes and Their Effects on the
Production and Distribution of Wealth and the Well-Being of Society) presented a
cyclical economic theory and analysis whose chief solutions included market
penetration abroad. Charles Arthur Conant, too, Washington correspondent
for the New York Journal of Commerce and afinancial editor of Banker Maga¬
zine, concluded that sustained domestic productivity and global expansion
were the only means to maintain both labor’s wages and capital’s profits. In-
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dustrialists like Andrew Carnegie quickly agreed that export to foreign mar¬
kets was the only feasible way of alleviating the surplus.

The interpretation’s popularity and the attendant calls for action on the
part of policy-makers became particularly widespread during the harsh de¬
pression of 1893 (a year, not incidentally, of trade deficit), and afew years
later, when the recovery of 1897—98 rather portentously coincided with a
boom in the nation’s exports. The domestic setting of the 1890s, and partic¬
ularly the mounting labor radicalism of the decade, lent still more urgency
to the question of markets, as labor disaffection came to be seen as achief
danger in the era of overproduction. “We must have new markets,” Senator
Henry Cabot Lodge argued, “unless we would be visited by declines in
wages and by great industrial disturbances, of which signs have not been
lacking.”

Business and financial organs and organizations like Banker Magazine,
Bradstreet’s, the American Banking Association, and the National Association
of Manufacturers all became outspoken advocates of export trade as the new
panacea for the nation’s woes of overproduction. The constituency that
coalesced around the overproduction thesis ultimately included not only
business and finance, but the conservative press and importantly placed
politicians and State Department figures. President Grover Cleveland em¬
phasized the need to “find markets in every part of the habitable globe”;
William Day, assistant secretary of state under McKinley, commented enthu¬
siastically upon the “vast undeveloped fields of Africa and the Far East.”

As policy-making way back in the days of William Seward had sug¬
gested, akeen interest in foreign markets and adetermination to conquer
them for the good of the country carried wide-ranging implications for state¬
building and for the conduct of foreign policy. In his Report upon the Commer¬
cial Relations of the United States (1880), Secrerary of State William Evarts
articulated what would soon become adriving principle of American foreign
policy: “The fostering, the developing, and the directing of our commerce by
the government should be laid down as anecessity of the first importance.”
It was scarcely aleap from here to William Howard Tafr’s “dollar diplomacy”
three decades later. “The diplomacy of the present administration,” Taft
explained, “has sought to respond to modern ideas of commercial inter-
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course. ... It is an effort frankly directed to the increase of American trade
upon the axiomatic principle that the government of the United States shall
extend all proper support to every legitimate and beneficial American enter¬
prise abroad.”

The policy implications of the overproduction thesis were clearly spelled
out by military and economic theorists like Alfred Thayer Mahan and Brooks
A d a m s .

In The Influence of Sea Power upon History (1890), Mahan linked the na¬
tion’s growing agricultural and industrial productivity to the need for a
modern navy that could protect the commercial fleet and control the water¬
ways. The only choices the United States faced, in his view, were to absotb
American products at home through some “socialistic” mechanism, or to find
new markets for American goods across the seas. Mahan anticipated Freder¬
ick Jackson Turner’s notion of anew national order in the post-“ftontiet” era.
The seas now constituted the frontier, avast safety valve to drain off the na¬
tion’s surplus production. In Mahan’s view, production, shipping, and colo¬
nization (in that order) constituted the mainspring of historic activity among
powerful, seagoing nations. Control of the seas was the key to controlling the
nation’s economic fate in aperiod of overproduction.

Brooks Adams, too, started with the premise of overproduction, and,
like Mahan, ended with adramatic series of policy initiatives. As he put it in
America’s Economic Supremacy (1900), the United States “stands face to face
with the gravest conjuncture that can confront apeople. She must protect
the outlets of her trade, or run the risk of suffocation.” Without significant
changes in economic and administrative arrangements, the United States
could conceivably suffer gluts “more dangerous to her society than many
panics such as 1873 and 1893.” In afrankly Darwinian discussion under the
subhead “The New Struggle for Life among Nations,” Adams warned, “On
the existence of this surplus hinges the future.” He thus advocated apolicy of
territorial expansion and administrative concentration (“for governments are
simply huge corporations in competition”), including the consolidation of
the West Indies under U.S. control, vigorously maintaining “Asiatic mar¬
kets,” and building an isthmian canal as akey to traffic and communication
within this emergent trade empire. “If America is destined to win this battle
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for life,” he argued, “she must win because she is the fittest to survive under
the conditions of the twentieth century.”

More pragmatic subscribers to the overproduction thesis were no less
sweeping in their proposals for amore vigorous state policy. The National
Association of Manufacturers (NAM), founded in 1895 in response to
precisely the crisis of markets, advocated astrong, active role for the
government in securing and protecting foreign commerce, including a
comprehensive network of reciprocity treaties, government subsidies to
build amerchant fleet, the construction of aNicaraguan canal, and the im¬
provement of internal waterways. By the time the NAM emerged in the
1890s, however, the state was already well oriented toward this general aim
of securing the requisites of aseagoing commercial power. In the 1870s, the
United States had concluded areciprocity treaty with Hawaii with an eye to¬
ward securing “a resting spot in the midocean, between the Pacific coast and
the vast domains of Asia,” and atreaty with Samoa securing use of the harbor
at Pago Pago in exchange for certain political protections. In the 1880s,
Congress had set about building amodern navy, authorizing thirty-four steel
vessels between 1883 and 1889; during this period, the nation had expanded
and improved its consular service as well. The wars of 1898 and 1899 in
Cuba and the Philippines, then, would both consolidate this expansive
world-view and accelerate the trends in American state-building, as the
modern administrative state began to take shape under McKinley and Roo¬
s e v e l t .

The newly energetic quest for markets would not only cast American
government in an increasingly active role, but would also have tremendous
implications for those regions that represented the target of such economic
aspiration. According to Africa enthusiast Henry Sanford, for instance. Pres¬
ident Chester A. Arthur was “influenced by the idea of covering those unclad
millions [in Africa] with our domestic cottons.” In 1883, Sanford cultivated
interest in Washington in the notion of an African International Association
under the sponsorship of Belgium’s King Leopold II, and the United States
did participate in the Berlin Conference on the development of the Congo in
1884-85. Finally, the African market proved far less important for American
exporters than either Latin America or Asia—or, indeed, than the cherished
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image of those naked millions might have promised—largely because the
flurry of imperialist activity on the part of the European powers in the region
left U.S. goods at adecided disadvantage. But, however insignificant the ef¬
forts of men like Sanford, Senator John Kasson, and Secretary of State Fred¬
erick Frelinghuysen to translate avague American interest in Africa into
active markets and actual trade practices, it is no small matter that, as early
as the 1880s, the United States had joined the colonial powers of Europe at
the conference table on the topic of “developing” the Congo. Increasingly,
whether by informal means of economic penetration or by more overt meth¬
ods of territorial aggrandizement by conquest or treaty, the American quest
for new markets would lead down the road of empire.

If the desired global reach never did extend across the south Atlantic to
the “dark continent” of Africa, U.S. designs in other regions did take on a
decidedly imperialistic cast, either in aspiration or in the actual conduct of
policy. The United States looked with feasting eyes upon two regions in par¬
ticular. China occupied acentral place in American economic fantasies
throughout the period, although it never did become an actual outlet for
U.S. goods on the scale suggested by its enormous population. And Latin
America and the Caribbean, if cutting asomewhat less spectacular figure in
the American imagination, in fact became asignificant market for U.S. ex¬
ports and asignificant proving-ground for those expeditionary forces associ¬
ated with empire. One key architect of U.S. policy in the region was James
Blaine, secretary of state during the assassination-shortened Garfield admin¬
istration (1881) and then again under Benjamin Harrison (1889—92). Two
principles guided his actions in Latin America, he explained: “to bring about
peace” and “to cultivate such friendly commercial relations with all Ameri¬
can countries as would lead to alarge increase in the export trade of the
United States.” Bringing about peace, as it happened, surprisingly often
meant war; and so Latin America became the site of numerous political and
military interventions during this formative period in the cultivation of the
export trade.

Taken together, China and Latin America nicely demonstrate two dis¬
tinct dimensions of the imperial imagination that necessarily attended the
“overproduction” thesis of American economic health and stability. The story
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of the United States in China illumines the realm of imperialist fantasy, as
the fondest hopes of exporters reduced the whole of Chinese history and cul¬
ture to aseries of “wants” whose particulars were as easily discerned by the
Western eye as they were fulfilled by Western industry. The story of the
United States in Latin America, on the other hand, illumines the realm of
pure imperial power and its deployment, as policy-makers annexed entire na¬
tions, not only as consumers of North American goods but as elements in a
strategic infrastructure for an export economy whose requirements included
canals, harbors, coaling stations, and naval bases all beyond the proper bor¬
ders of the nation itself.

T h e N e w F a r W e s t : C h i n a

The China clipper was our Parthenon, wrote historian Samuel Eliot Morison.
The idea that China and the China market held some special significance
for the United States had along and varied history. As early as 1791, Alexan¬
der Hamilton had declared that India and China together represented an
tensive field for the enterprise of our merchants and mariners [and} an
additional outlet for the commodities of the country.” In 1882, as he vetoed
congressional immigration measures, Chester Arthur noted that, though
continued Chinese immigration posed ahazard to the republic, it was linked
to American opportunity in the East, “the key to national wealth and influ¬
ence,” and therefore forbearance was required on Americans’ part. By the
time the United States had annexed Hawaii and was asserting hegemony
over the Philippines (the “stepping-stones to China”) at the turn of the twen¬
tieth century, it had become axiomatic among manufacturers, economic the¬
orists, diplomats, and politicians that China was crucial to America’s future.
When they spoke of attaining foreign markets as asalve to the crisis of over¬
production, that is, it was often China that they had in mind.

Indeed, once continental expansion was complete, the idea of China if
not the vast country itself became annexed to American dreams of continued
territorial “progress.” As one cotton manufacturer put it in an 1899 address,
the government should protect and extend “our interests in what was once
the old Far East or what is now our new Far West.” In Harper’s Weekly that

e x -
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same year, another writer proposed expanding the Monroe Doctrine (which
since 1823 had opposed any interventions in South America on the part of
the European powers) to cover China.

These intertwining themes of American expansiveness and the China
market constituted apowerful formulation. As Brooks Adams observed in
1900, “From the earliest times, China and India seem to have served as the
bases of human commerce; the seat of empire having always been the point
where their products have been exchanged against the products of the West.”
If the United States was to embrace its destiny not only as aworld power but
as the next great empire, then surely China had asignificant role to play. For
many, China held the key to the disposition of America’s terrible surplus;
and, insofar as marketing the surplus abroad was crucial to the country’s eco¬
nomic well-being, there was simply no overstating the importance of captur¬
ing the China trade. “Our geographical position, our wealth, and our energy
pre-eminently fit us to enter upon the development of eastern Asia,” wrote
Adams, “and to reduce it to part of our economic system.” The Chinese ques¬
tion was no less than “the great problem of the future,” and East Asia, "the
prize for which all energetic nations are grasping.”

Textiles represented the chief U.S. export to China in this period, partic¬
ularly as the Southern cotton-goods industry expanded in the 1890s. During
the last decade of the nineteenth century, the number of spindles in the
South nearly tripled from 1.3 million to nearly four million; and as produc¬
tion increased, so, too, did attention to foreign markets. Between 1887 and
1897, as depression weakened the domestic market, textile exports to China
more than doubled. “You can see at once what the importance of the China
trade is to us,” agroup of textile manufacturers wrote to their congressman
in 1899. “It is everything.”

Second to the textile industry among U.S. exporters to China were oil
companies like Standard Oil, whose kerosene exports to Asia represented a
growing business. In 1898, of just under $10 million in total U.S. exports to
China, textiles and oil accounted for about $8 million ($5.1 million and $2.8

million respectively). Other American businessmen with heavy stakes in the
China market included producers of wheat flour, iron and steel, and tobacco;
also on the list, though in negligible proportions, were finished manufac-
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cured goods such as railway machinery and carriages, elecrrical equipmenr,
and lighr machinery such as sewing machines and cash regisrers. Also in
1898, rhe American-China Developmenr Company was formed in order ro
obrain arailroad concession in China (alchough, amid policical curmoil, J. P.
Morgan larer allowed rhis concession ro be canceled wichour rhe railroad’s
having been compleced). Thus rhe acrualicies of rhe China rrade were signif-
icanr enough by rhe 1890s—rhe high-warer mark of rhe China fable, in
many respecrs—^even if rhey paled in comparison ro the undying dreams at¬
tached to China’s four hundred mill ion consumers.

The United States had essentially ridden into the region on the coattails
of the European powers—notably on those of Great Britain during the
Opium War (1839-^2). When the British ironclad Nemesis made quick work
of an entire fleet of Chinese war junks, thus “opening” China to “free trade,”
the United States stood ready to exploit the Western advantage. Under the
most-favoted-nation status accorded by treaty in 1844, exports from the
United States to China increased from roughly $2 million in the 1840s to al¬
most $9 million in the 1860s. Not coincidentally, it was under the watch of
the expansive William Seward that China and the Chinese became annexed
to the project of developing the American West; Seward’s ambitious vision
included not only “modernizing” China and thus finding afield for U.S.
goods, but also contracting Chinese labor to help build up the American
West. Among the terms of the Burlingame Treaty (1868) between the
United States and China was aprovision for the unrestricted immigration of
Chinese laborers—an article that Seward saw as crucial to the rapid develop¬
ment of the Western infrastructure, particularly the railroad. But although
Seward approached foreign affairs with akind of evangelical zeal for the
spread of American influence, in this period the United States still acted in
cooperation with the European powers. Seward’s primary departure from
them was asteadfast insistence upon Chinese territorial integrity, which, for
the United States, represented the surest—or only—means of having access
to the whole of the China market.

American interest in the boundless China market peaked in the 1890s.
This rise owed in part to domestic events and the nation’s psychic economy
during that decade. The Census Bureau’s announcement that the nation’s
Western frontier had “closed,” ademographic interpretation endorsed and
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popularized by historian Frederick Jackson Turner in “The Significance of
the Frontier in American History” (1893), lent new urgency to the decades-
old web of concerns regarding overproduction, stagnation, discontent, radi¬
calism, and the cure-all of foreign markets. The severe depression of 1893,
moreover, along with the precipitant increase in labor agitation and class vi¬
olence in places like Homestead, Pennsylvania, heightened anxiety and
raised the stakes of discovering an economic salve, which, for many, could
only mean finding new markets for American goods of all sorts.

Coxey’s Army, aragtag band of unemployed workers who marched into
Washington, D.C., in 1894 to demonstrate to the Cleveland administration
the need for public works, seemed to underscore both issues. Their presence
in Washington, (before being scattered by federal troops) eloquently argued
that, by its incapacity to employ all hands, flagging American industry
threatened to generate arevolutionary force. By extension, the demonstra¬
tion also suggested that amassive trek west on the part of disaffected labor¬
ers, to the high hopes and quick fortunes of the “frontier,” could no longer be
counted on to siphon off discontent. That the members of Coxey’s Army
hailed largely from the Midwest and the West and made their way east to
Washington was afact fraught with symbolic import for anation reared on
myths of frontier adventure and self-made men.

It was in the 1890s, too, that Americans cast an eye nervously to China
to keep watch over the increasingly aggressive activity of their economic ri¬
vals in the region. If domestic unrest and the symbolic blow of the closing of
the frontier seemed to increase the stakes of capturing the China market, the
international scene added urgency. In the Sino-Japanese War of 1894, Japan
triumphed in its bid to wrest control of Korea from aterribly overmatched
and outgunned Chinese army. The German seizure of Kiaochow, and a
scramble among Japan, Germany, France, Great Britain, and Russia for
railroad and mining concessions in China throughout the latter 1890s—
culminating in the Russo-Japanese War in 1904—quickly gave shape to a
“spheres of influence” arrangement that threatened vivisection of historic
Chinese territories. Though many Americans did not at all regret the mod¬
ernizing influence this would have over China, they did tend to worry over
the prospect of securing their own “sphere.”

In this context, organs like the Journal of Commerce urged the State De-



B A R B A R I A N V I R T U E S3 0

partment to devote more energy and resources to the protection of U.S. in¬
terests in China. In the wake of German activity in Shantung, aCommittee
on American Interests in China formed behind the leadership of Journal of
Commerce editor John Foord. Foord, aScottish immigrant who had been are¬
porter and editor for the New York Times, the Brooklyn Eagle, and Harper’s
’Weekly before landing apost at the Journal of Commerce in the 1890s, was
among the most outspoken advocates of avigorous U.S. policy in China.
Along with Clarence Cary, legal counsel for the American China Develop¬
ment Company, and others, Foord founded the American Asiatic Association
(AAA) in 1898. The AAA marked the convergence of diverse U.S. interests
in Asia, and the emergence of aclear, unified political voice on questions of
policy and an activist state role in the overseas economic endeavors of private
citizens. Government initiative in securing and protecting American mar¬
kets in Asia had in fact stepped up significantly as early as the Cleveland ad¬
ministration, particularly thanks to the energies of the American minister to
China, Charles Denby. But from the formation of the AAA on, successive ad¬
ministrations faced mounting pressure from anascent China lobby not only
to secure markets, but actively to provide and secure the accouterments of
commercial empire in the Pacific, including far-flung coaling stations, naval
protection of shipping lanes, and areassuring military presence in the the¬
ater of imperial rivalries.

Around the same time that the specialized interests of the Journal of
Commerce and the AAA were making their wishes known, the China question
entered popular American consciousness through the back door, as it wete,
during the Spanish-Cuban-American War and the subsequent U.S. war in
the Philippines. In the spring of 1898, few Americans would have guessed
that awar with Spain in the Caribbean over the political fate of Cuba would
end with aheightened U.S. military presence in the Pacific and East Asia.
But when Admiral George Dewey routed the Spanish fleet in the Philippines
in what began as amore modest effort to impede its progress to the
Caribbean theater, new questions suddenly arose regarding U.S. interests and
rights in Asia itself What would become of Spain’s former colonies-
only Cuba and Puerto Rico, but the Philippines, too—in the wake of U.S.
victory? What would be the relationship between U.S. “liberators” and

● n o t
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members of the Filipino independence movement, who, like their counter¬
parts in Cuba, had been fighting Spain side by side with American forces?

The heady glow of victory in this “splendid little war,” as Secretary of
State John Hay termed it, and the long-standing interest in capturing Asian
markets, sealed the question in American debate. Despite avocal anti¬
imperialist movement in the United States, and despite the Filipinos’ resolve
to drive their American “liberators” from the archipelago by force of arms if
necessary, the drift of American opinion and the direction of administration
policy favored acontinued and powerful U.S. presence in Asia and the Pa¬
cific. The United States now annexed Hawaii, too, after decades of raising
and dropping the plan. But China and the China market provided motive for
all of this; interest in the Philippines themselves was rarely held up in Amer¬
ican discussion as the chief motive for Philippine conquest. Rather, the arch¬
ipelago would serve as a“stepping-stone” to the China market, just as
Hawaii would be acritical way station for U.S. naval traffic.

Having upped the ante in Asia, the United States now faced atwofold
problem. On the one hand, interest in China among many rival powers was
keen, and so the China trade brought the United States into open competi¬
tion with the likes of Japan, Germany, Russia, France, and Great Britain.
German activity in Shantung Province and Russia’s maneuvers in Manchuria
in particular indicated the possibility of apartition of China that threatened
to exclude the United States. For observers like Brooks Adams, the United

States needed to check ahostile coalition of rival powers, lest they occupy
and organize the interior of China, discriminate against U.S. imports, and
“[throw] back aconsiderable surplus on our hands.” Others, like John Hay,
were more sanguine: “In the field of trade and commerce we shall be the
keen competitors of the richest and greatest powers,” he wrote in 1899, “and
they need no warning to be assured that in that struggle, we shall bring the
s w e a t t o t h e i r b r o w s . ”

The question, though, was howf Even with an outpost in the Philip¬
pines, the United States lacked the geographical advantages of Japan and
Russia. And compared with the colonial powers of France, Germany, and
Great Britain, the United States was coming to Asia rather late in the game.
The solution to such practical problems was announced in September 1899,



B A R B A R I A N V I R T U E S3 2

in John Hay’s “Open Door Notes,” an appeal to the powers to end discrimi¬
nation against foreign commerce in their Chinese leaseholds and spheres of
influence. The Open Door Policy was initially devised by aHay adviser,
William Rockhill, whose adherence to the economic and military philoso¬
phies of Brooks Adams and Alfred Thayer Mahan had led him to conclude
that asovereign China was crucial to the balance of power in Asia and to
U.S. interests there. Rockhill was further influenced by Alfred Hippisley, an
Englishman serving in the Chinese Imperial Maritime Customs Service,
whose primary concern was the fate of the Chinese state, given foreign pow¬
ers’ arrogant disregard for China’s tariff revenues and duties. Hippisley knew
how to get the American’s attention: the Russification of Manchuria had
thus far been “simply wonderful,” he cautioned (meaning “impressive,” not
“good”); Peking and North China would surely follow in quick order. “These
are precisely the districts which are the great consumers of American textile fabrics,
and Idon’t for amoment believe that American manufacturers will sit by
with folded hands and see these districts closed.”

Together, Hippisley and Rockhill hammered out what would appear un¬
der John Hay’s hand as the “Open Door Notes”: “Earnestly desirous to re¬
move any cause of irritation,” the United States here proposed to "the various
powers claiming ‘spheres of interest’ that they shall enjoy perfect equality of
treatment for their commerce and navigation within such ’spheres.’ ”In this
spirit. Hay requested formal assurances from the interested powers that they
would not interfere in treaty ports or leased territories, that the Chinese gov¬
ernment would continue to levy and collect duties in all ports, and that har¬
bor dues and railroad charges would be consistent for all nations operating in
the region. The “Open Door Notes” thus represented no mere codification of
long-standing U.S. policy in China: in enlisting support for that policy
among the other leading powers. Hay sought to turn U.S. foreign policy into
international policy. The Open Door was particularly well suited to U.S.
needs and to the existing balance of power in the area: it precluded adirect
confrontation with the other powers, and yet did away with the economic
disadvantages the United States might have suffered by lacking a“sphere'
call its own. The notes thus represent an imperialist economics in the guise
of anticolonialism. In true colonial fashion, it is worth noting. Hay neglected

t o
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to consult with China before issuing the notes. In conversation with an ad¬
viser some years later, he insisted upon the anticolonial dimension of the
Open Door Policy, even as his language and his syntax betrayed its imperial¬
ist assumptions: “We have done the Chinks agreat service,” he declared,
“which they don’t seem inclined to recognize.”

If apotential confrontation with Japan and the European powers was one
problem the United States faced in its quest for apiece of the China mar¬
ket—and one that, for the time. Hay was able to finesse—monumental Chi¬
nese “ingratitude” was yet asecond. Like the other colonizers in Chinese
territories, whose missionary activities and scramble for spheres and con¬
cessions were exerting great force on Chinese society, the United States
confronted powerful currents of antiforeign sentiment among the Chinese
themselves, and astubbotn Chinese insistence upon adheting to familiar
ways. The greatest single outburst of Chinese antiforeignism in the period
was the Boxer Uprising, the dramatic armed rising of apatriotic society de¬
voted to driving unwanted foreigners out of China. Among the symbols of
the foreign presence singled out for attack were missionaries and mission
properties, foreign legations, and tokens of the Western technological pres¬
ence like railroads and telegraph lines. The Boxers tore up segments of the
Tientsin-Peking Railway, downed communications lines, isolated Peking
from outside communications and contact, killed the German minister and a

member of the Japanese legation, and held the foreign legations under siege
for three weeks in the summer of 1900. An allied force, including several
thousand U.S. soldiers, was dispatched to relieve the legations and to put
down the rising. The siege ended on August 14, after twenty-five days.

The allied military presence continued in the wake of the uprising, but
policy-makers in Washington continued to hope for aviable, independent
China so that there would be no renewed fight over spoils among the occu¬
pying powers. John Hay issued his second round of “Open Door Notes” in
July, during the crisis. The United States’ goals, as he enumerated them,
were to rescue all American officials and missionaries endangered by the
antiforeign riots, to afford protection to American life and property, to guard
American interests, and to prevent the spread of disorders. In all of this, the
overriding aim was to “preserve Chinese territorial and administrative entity.



3 4 B A R B A R I A N V I R T U E S

protect all rights guaranteed to friendly powers by treaty and international
law, and safeguard for the world the principle of equal and imparrial trade
with all parts of the Chinese Empire”—in short, to keep the Open Door ajar,
notwithstanding the fierce antiforeignism of some of the Chinese themselves.

The powerful antiforeignism that had erupted in the Boxer Uprising
found furrher outlet in the revolutionary activities of leaders like Sun Yat-sen
in the early years of the new century. The growing Chinese-nationalist sensi¬
bility was one among many factors that caused American interest in the
China market to cool considerably after the turn of the century. Beyond the
general xenophobia thar the colonial presence had generared within China,
moreover, the Chinese bore the United States ahighly particular grudge:
U.S. immigration legislation, so specific and unforgiving in singling the
Chinese out for exclusion from the country in 1882, remained asricking
point in all diplomatic dealing between the two countries, notwirhstanding
Americans’ noble defense of China’s “rerritorial inregriry.” Like the Boxer
Uprising, an anti-American boycott in China in 1905 reminded Americans
rhat rhe will of the Chinese themselves would have an undeniable influence

on any American prospecrs for capruring the fabled market.
Many businessmen, meanwhile, began to recognize the limitations of

the market in other respects—regardless of the hundreds of millions of po¬
tential customers involved—because of the actual purchasing power of the
Chinese, their inclinations as consumers, and the difficulties presented by
the country’s weak commercial infrastrucrure. As Rounseville Wildman, the
U.S. consul general in Hong Kong, had writren in 1899, “99 percent of
China is still closed to the world. When the magazine writer refers in glow¬
ing terms to the 400,000,000 inhabitants of China, he forgets that
350,000,000 are adead letter so far as commerce is concerned.” Some Amer¬

ican poliricians, too, now questioned earlier myrhs of the China trade. In a
1907 article titled “The Awakening of China,” Teddy Roosevelt lauded the
strides in modernization and education, and the increased commercial and
industrial activiry, in China, but in general he was unwilling to challenge
Japanese hegemony in the region after the Russo-Japanese War of 1904. Un¬
like many of his predecessors, Roosevelt concluded that China did not rank
as terribly significant among the many foreign interests of the United States.
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Despite the Taft administration’s far more aggressive approach to Chi¬
nese markets, and despite Taft’s personal view of China as arich field for in¬
vestment, the coalition of Ametican interests in China was never again so
active and vocal as it had been in the 1890s. Under Taft, the United States

joined aconsortium of six imperialist powers in China in order to secure a
share of the market, an arrangement that Woodrow Wilson abandoned in
1913 (significantly, without consulting the Chinese themselves). Wilson’s
decision conceded hegemony in the region to Japan, and attention in the
United States increasingly turned toward Latin America and to the war in
Europe.

Propaganda as to the vast potential of the China market would not abate
altogether in some quarters, to be sure. Although the 1890s may have
marked the high-water mark of U.S. interest in and hope for the export trade
in China—the myth at its most potent—such interest did not vanish alto¬
gether. The NAM retained avivid interest, as did the AAA, which even in
the wake of the Boxer Uprising saw the U.S. thrust in East Asia as being “in
obedience to the call of manifest destiny.” Harper’s ’Weekly could offer the san¬
guine view in 1907 that, “when aChinaman of today discovers an automo¬
bile darting over his native heath, he does not call it aforeign devil-machine
and begin to throw things. Instead he opens his eyes and his mouth in great
rings of admiration, and begs to know all about the cat which, in spite of no
pushee, no pullee, still manages to go—like the wind.”

Nor had the myth died by the 1920s. In an advertisement in Asia: The
American Magazine of the Orient in 1921, long after the Boxer Uprising and
the Chinese boycott had dampened American optimism regarding the com¬
mercial conversion of China, the Pacific Commercial Company continued to
preach the gospel of the wondrous potential of the China market, though
now, perhaps, with adose of chastened realism. The ad seems both an
expression of boosterist optimism regarding American ends in Asia, and a
vague warning as to American means. “Sales success in the Orient depends
upon the same principles which govern selling success in the United States,”
the ad at once assured and cautioned. “You must know the field, the needs

and customs of the people, and you must know how to reach the customer in
order that ademand and outlet may be created for the goods which you de-
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sire to sell.” Demands might be created, but not without great sensitivity on
the part of the foreign trader—and sensitivity had been in conspicuously
short supply in American ventures in China to date.

Throughout this entire period, from Seward’s early vision of ushering
China into the “modern” world, to the AAA’s tenacious view that the Far

East should properly represent the United States’ Far 'West, the magic that
the China market worked on the American imagination owed largely to the
sheer numbers involved. “In China there are four hundred millions of peo¬
ple,” exclaimed one business journal, “more than five times as many as exist
in the United States. The wants of these four hundred million people are in¬
creasing every year. What amarket!” The notion of feeding, clothing, and
otherwise outfitting those millions was enough to drive decades-long dis¬
cussions of China’s economic significance, even in the face of the contrary re¬
alities of actual trade figures and Chinese people’s actual indifference to
American habits of consumption and modes of dress. If only the Chinese
could be converted to wheat instead of rice. If only they could be persuaded
to adopt middle-class American standards of attire and acivilized sense of
the requisites of aproper, well-appointed wardrobe.

But if their numbers were too impressive for American manufacturers
and merchants to get out of their minds, the Chinese themselves—with their
customs and habits, their way of life, and their apparent pride in “isolation”
from the civilized West—posed areal problem as potential customers. Ulti¬
mately, the question of the China market would rest not upon the number of
zeros in the country’s population figures, but upon the people’s desires—
their “wants,” not as the likes of Josiah Strong defined them, but as they
themselves defined them. And i f missionaries and other Western observers

frequently commented on how much the Chinese seemed to need, so did
they rather humbly acknowledge how little the Chinese seemed to want.

As far back as the early nineteenth century, American traders had com¬
plained of Chinese traditionalism and the culture’s consequent disregard for
Western styles and goods. The Chinese were “hostile to all improvement,”
merchant Ebenezer Townsend had concluded. “ I f the wor ld were l ike the

Chinese, we should yet have worn fig-leaves.” Among the traits commonly
attributed to the Chinese in early merchants’ and missionaries’ accounts were
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torpidity, aremarkable fondness for stasis whose underside was an equally re¬
markable resistance to innovation and change, and astubborn scientific and
technological backwardness. These secular traits corresponded roughly to
what missionaries meant by the phrase “children of darkness.”

The stereotype had changed but little by the century’s end, even when
hopes for the economic potential of China were pegged the highest. Among
the traits catalogued in the missionary Arthur Smith’s chapter-by-chapter
summary of Chinese Characteristics (1900) were “Economy,” “Conservatism,”
and “Indifference to Comfort and Convenience”—none of which boded par¬
ticularly well for merchants or manufacturers hoping to entice the Chinese
with acornucopia of modern conveniences. Indeed, it was symptomatic, as
far as Smith was concerned, that Chinese clothing had no pockets—no nat¬
ural place to carry “a pocket-comb, afolding foot-rule, acork-screw, aboot-
buttoner, apair of tweezers, aminute compass, afolding pair of scissors, a
pin-ball, apocket-mirror, ... afountain pen,” or orher such appointments
that any middle-class Victorian would likely require. Elsewhere he noted
darkly that the merchandise in Chinese shops seemed never to move. Charac¬
teristically, here and elsewhere points of mere difference berween American
and Chinese culture were defined as unmistakable shortcomings of the latter.
That the rising culture of consumption could not engulf and colonize China
as easily as it could the American hinterland became proof of Chinese inferi¬
ority and backwardness. That the Chinese could not be assimilated to
“higher wants,” in Josiah Strong’s formulation, demonstrated alamentably
stunted “civilization” on their part. All the more lamentable because Chinese
torpidity stood in the way of American progress and profit.

In The Changing Chinese (1912), sociologist Edward A. Ross interpreted
Chinese conservatism not as a“dread of the unknown, [a] horror of the new,”
but merely as the logical outcome of precedent. Tradition was tenacious, yes,
but it could be overcome. Still, the changes in Chinese society would have to
be sweeping indeed before the Chinese were ready to adapt to the material
progress that characterized Western life. Ross’s catalogue of necessary social
and cultural changes—a set of new “precedents” to pattern Chinese behav¬
ior—included “dropping ancestor worship, dissolving the clan, educating
girls, elevating women, postponing marriage, introducing compulsive edu-
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cation, restricting child labor and otherwise individualizing the members of
the family.” Capturing the China market clearly would not simply mean in¬
troducing goods whose superiority was self-evident; it would entail aroot-
and-branch reordering of the society.

Thus, if U.S. hopes for China were never realized, if U.S. influence in the
region was never what diverse actors like William Seward, John Foord, John
Hay, or the businessmen of the NAM had dreamed of, the history of the
United States in China in this period—and the history of China in the pop¬
ular American imagination—is still ahistory of imperialist ideology par ex¬
cellence. It involved the impulse to reform apopulation to suit U.S. needs (or,
short of that, to dismiss that population as inferior); it involved making de¬
cisions that affected huge numbers of people on the ground in Asia on the
basis of American and European economic and political requirements and in
accordance with American and European ideas; and it involved exerting in¬
fluence over secondary regions like Hawaii and the Philippines, again with
less attention to the immediate consequences for rhose peoples than for the
requirements of the distant United States. In popular estimation, China may
have represented an ancient but now decadent “civilization,” not a“bar¬
barous” or “savage” land. But U.S. designs and conduct in “the new Far
West” were not altogether inconsistent with the lessons that Teddy Roo¬
sevelt had drawn from the old: the globe was covered with mere “waste
spaces” eventually to be overrun by the English-speaking peoples of Europe
and Nor th Amer ica.

Markets and Might: Latin America
Whereas U.S. attitudes toward China generally combined an awe at the size
of the potential market with an arrogant aspiration to move this “decadent”
civilization into the modern era, attitudes toward Latin America derived

from the twin convictions that, first, Latin Americans were mostly savages,
and second, destiny had provided lands south of the border as amere exten¬
sion of the North American “frontier.” Latin America was, as the Monroe

Doctrine had declared in 1823, the United States’ backyard—a. region that
was off-limits to the expansive ambitions of the European powers but was to
be held in reserve for the pleasures of the United States.
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“The savage is over the border,” announced one popular song during
the Mexican War of the 1840s, “Ready for fight and mischief, /So frontier
men—to arms!" The key elements here are portentous: “savage,” “mischief,”
“frontier,” “arms.” Thar rhe peoples of Central and South America and the
Caribbean were so many “savages,” that their meager capabilities ran primar¬
ily to mischief, and that the stewardship of the more civilized United States
would benefit these savages whether or not they recognized it were points of
such impressive consensus that, from the mid-nineteenth century onward,
the border ceased to have much meaning when it came to determining the
national interest and the right to pursue it. “Frontier men,” that is, continu¬
ally and rather routinely answered the call to arms, crossing into one or an¬
other of these nations in the North American backyard in order to enforce
the North American will. If an occasional gunboat patrolled the Yangtze to
protect American traders and missionaries or to back up American wishes
with force, military coercion became the very way of life in U.S. dealings
south of the U.S. border. If the principle of “territorial integrity” governed
American thinking on the China question, its very opposite determined U.S.
conduct in our own hemisphere.

Latin America and the Caribbean had long occupied the imagination of
expansive American nationalists. Way back in 1823, John Quincy Adams
had described Cuba as subject to akind of political “gravitation” that would
bring it—like an apple falling from atree—ineluctably toward the North
American Union. Throughout the 1850s, private filibustering expeditions
set sail from U.S. ports to conquer Central American nations for personal
gain. The most renowned interventionist, William Walker, actually installed
himself and served as the ruler of Nicaragua—and received U.S. diplomatic
recognition—from 1855 to 1857. (Significantly, the power that unseated
him belonged not to any Nicaraguan counterfaction, or even to any Euro¬
pean rivals in the region, but to Cornelius Vanderbilt, whose Nicaraguan
steamship line was threatened by Walker’s ambitions.) The island of Cuba
routinely came up in North American discussions of expanding the slave ter¬
ritories in the antebellum period; and during the Civil War, Confederate na¬
tionalists envisioned their breakaway republic as ultimately encompassing
the Caribbean and much of Latin America. For many Southern business¬
men—and, not incidentally, their Northern associates—the dream died
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hard, even after Appomattox. Latin American trade “is ours by natural laws"
argued one Southern journal in the late 1880s.

There was thus arich fund of precedent in U.S. thinking and conduct fot
the imperialist designs in the region in the late nineteenth century and
after—as when the United States resolved aconflict over the placement of
the Venezuelan boundary without bothering to consult with officials of
Venezuela itself; or when, by the terms of the Platt Amendment, the Senate
retained the United States’ “right of intervention” in Cuban affairs in order
to protect “life, liberty, and property”; or when, by fiat, the Supreme Court
declared Puerto Rico to be “appurtenant and belonging to the United States”
without granting Puerto Ricans the status of U.S. citizens; or when, in his
corollary to the Monroe Doctrine, Teddy Roosevelt assigned the United
States sole responsibility for policing the hemisphere; or when, twenty times
berween 1898 and 1920, U.S. marines landed in Caribbean countries to re¬

store order or to establish “stability” on U.S. terms. (When asked what ex¬
actly would constitute “stability” in Cuba, General Leonard Wood replied,
“When money can be borrowed at areasonable rate of interest and when cap¬
ital is willing to invest in the Island, acondition of stability will have been
reached. ” )

Alrhough rhis story perhaps ends on the theme of imperialist
extraction—extraction of natural resources, of cheap labor, of advantage—it
begins with the quest for markets. The problem for many Latin American
countries in the twentieth century, thar is, has been afatal dependence upon
the United States as amarket for an overspecialized agricultural crop. Hon¬
duras, the original “banana republic,” is the prime example of anation dom¬
inated not only by foreign capital and foreign ownership of arable lands—in
this case United Fruit—but by the cultivation of those lands for the sake of
aspecialized product for asingle marker. Banana and coffee exports have
been the basis of many Latin American nations’ neodependency upon the gi¬
ant to the north, but there was atime when Americans were far more con¬

cerned with their ability to capture Latin American markets for their goods.
Indeed, though the myth of the China market dominated the North Ameri¬
can imagination through the last quarter of the nineteenth century, Latin
American markets were actually far more imporrant. In 1896, for instance.
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while only $7 million in exports flowed to China (and only another $19 mil¬
lion to the rest of Asia), $93 million in exports flowed to South and Central
America, $19 million to Mexico alone. The Spanish-Cuban-American War
was awatershed in rhe Latin American trade, as the United States not only
eliminated one of its European rivals from the field, but took virtual control
of Spain’s Cuban and Puerto Rican colonies. By 1901, actual exports to
mythic China still hovered around the $10-million mark, but the relatively
tiny island of Cuba alone absorbed $26 million in U.S. goods. The Cuban
figure continued to shoot up, reaching $165 million in 1916, when exports
to China still amounted to only $32 million. Puerto Rico, meanwhile, went
from being the twenty-seventh-largest market for American products as
Congress debated the island’s political fate in 1900, to the eleventh by 1910,
after ten years of U.S. “tutelage” in the wake of Spain’s defeat. Elsewhere in
Latin America, acountry like Colombia would by 1919 import over 70 per¬
cent of its commodities from the United States.

Secretary of State “Jingo” Jim Blaine (1881, 1889-92) was among the
most important architects of U.S.—Latin American relations in this period.
“While the great powers of Europe are steadily enlarging their colonial dom¬
ination in Asia and Africa,” he asserted, “it is the especial province of this
country to improve and expand its trade with the nations of America.” Much
of Latin America depended upon Europe, not the United States, for manu¬
factured goods—a circumstance that Blaine sought vigorously to overturn.
“What we want ... are the markets of these neighbors of ours that lie to the
south of us. We want the $400,000,000 annually which to-day go to En¬
gland, Ftance, Germany, and other countries. With these markets secured
new life would be given to our manufactories, the product of the Western
farmer would be in demand, the reasons for and inducements to strikers,
with all their attendant evils, would cease.”

Tariff policy and reciprocity provisions became the chief instruments in
the quest for these markets. Under Blaine’s and Harrison’s provisions in the
McKinley Tariff, the president could punish any country that discriminated
against the United States in favor of European goods by tacking prohibitive
duties on that country’s key exports to the United States, including sugar,
molasses, coffee, tea, and hides. Under this regime of trade practices and
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policies, some Latin American countries, like the islands of the West Indies,
slipped more closely into the economic orbit of the United States; others,
like Cuba, became ripe for the revolution that would ultimately drive their
European colonizers out of the Caribbean. Further, under Blaine’s watch the
United States turned from its historic negative implementation of the Monroe
Doctrine, which simply demanded the noninterference of European powers,
adopting amore active, interventionist approach whose elements included
regular Pan-American conferences and ahemispheric system of arbitration.

In this region as in Asia, the Spanish-Cuban-American War of 1898
constituted awatershed in U.S. policy and its conduct. The motive behind
the U.S. intervention in Cuba has been apoint of much contention since the
moment it occurred. Immediate factors contributing to “war fever” in the
United States included anotoriously active yellow press, whose daily revela¬
tions about Spanish General “Butcher” Weyler inflamed public opinion even
as they boosted circulation; the publication of an indiscreet letter from Span¬
ish Minister Depuy De Lome insulting President McKinley as a“low politi¬
cian” who “caters to the rabble”; the hope in some quarters that awartime
economy would usher in the coinage of silver, which had been defeated along
with William Jennings Bryan in 1896; arousing speech on the floor of the
Senate by Redfield Proctor, an eyewitness who asserted that the situation in
Cuba was every bit as dreadful as the yellow press had painted it; and the ex¬
plosion aboard the Maine in Havana Harbor, which killed 264 Americans.

But all of this occurred within the broader context of adecades-long es¬
calation of U.S. economic interest in Latin America and the Caribbean basin

and aprotracted national discussion of what was demanded by America’s ris¬
ing status as aworld economic power—markets, bases, coaling stations, per¬
chance acanal. As McKinley had mused, “We have good money, we have
ample revenues, we have unquestioned national credit, but what we need is
new markets, and as trade follows the flag, it looks very much as if we are go¬
ing to have new markets.”

Whatever the precise calculus by which the McKinley administration
entered the war between Spain and its colony in revolt, the United States
emerged from the war not only with anewly invigorated economic power in
the region, but with amilitary presence and the unmistakable beginnings of
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an administrative empire. Earlier on, as Cuban rebels struggled against Spain
and some had pondered the benefits of an alliance with the United States,
rebel leader Jose Marti had wondered, “Once the United States is in Cuba,
who will get her out?” Aprescient question. If the “splendid little war”
brought the United States astepping-stone to China in the form of the
Philippine archipelago, results in the Caribbean were more dramatic still.
Chief legacies of the United States’ “humanitarian” intervention on behalf of
the Cuban rebels included the Platt Amendment, aunique legislative solu¬
tion to the dilemma of how to control newly liberated Cuba without going
so far as to annex it. After two years of U.S. military occupation of the island
without any solid consensus on the proper political disposition of the former
Spanish colony (Cuba was partially protected from unbridled U.S. acquisi¬
tiveness by the Teller Amendment, by which Congress had denied designs
for U.S. sovereignty over the island). Secretary of War Elihu Root sketched
out aseries of provisions under which, he felt, Cuba could be governed in
akind of limited independence. These provisions, the basis of the Platt
Amendment, included the United States’ “right of intervention” in Cuban
affairs for the sake of protecting property and restoring order; aproscription
of Cuba’s treaty-making rights as asovereign nation; and the right of the
United States to acquire and maintain naval bases and coaling stations on the
island. As tight as the U.S. grip would remain on Cuba under the terms of
the Platt Amendment, Root frankly asserted that these provisions repre¬
sented “the extreme limit of [U.S.] indulgence in the matter of the indepen¬
dence of Cuba.” (That self-determination was but an “indulgence” in this
case speaks volumes about U.S. views of the region and its peoples.)

Asecond, similar formula came to define the fate of Spain’s other major
Caribbean colony, Puerto Rico. By an article of the Treaty of Paris between
Spain and the United States, Spain ceded “the island of Puerto Rico and the
other islands now under Spanish sovereignty in the West Indies.” Signifi¬
cantly, however, the treaty contained no specific language regarding the
terms of Puerto Rico’s eventual incorporation. Rather, it simply stated, “The
civil rights and political status of the territories hereby ceded ...shall be de¬
termined by the Congress.” Such determination came initially in the fotm of
the Foraker Act in 1900, abill whose original provisions included extending
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the U.S. Constitution to the island and granting American citizenship to its
inhabitants. It was amuch-watered-down bill that actually passed, however,
because the Puerto Ricans’ “fitness for self-government” was deeply ques¬
tioned in some quarters. The gutted version of the bill provided that the is¬
land’s inhabitants would be “citizens of Puerto Rico,” not of the United

States (this would be reversed only in 1917, by the Jones Act), and yet im¬
portant aspects of their political life and fate would be decided in Washing¬
ton, where aPuerto Rican resident commissioner with neither voice nor
voting rights acted as the island’s liaison in Congress.

The significant ambiguities of this political limbo were subsequently
worked out in the U.S. courts, where aseries of contests known as the “insu¬

lar cases” raised and settled important questions regarding the precise legal
relationship between the rising imperial power and its colonies. In Downes v.
Bidwell, the most important of these cases, adjudication in the matter of du¬
ties and fees on cargo shipped between the United States and Puerto Rico
under Foraker led the Supreme Court into the complexities of constitution¬
ality and the precise status of the island in U.S. law. The key to Downes—the
key to Puerto Rico’s troubled political relationship to the United States ever
since—resides in clauses asserting that Puerto Rico is “not aforeign country”
in an international sense, being “owned” by the United States; but that it is
in fact “foreign to the United States in adomestic sense, because the island
has not been incorporated into the United States, but was merely appur¬
tenant thereto as apossession.” As one Puerto Rican newspaper remarked at
the time, the Foraker Act essentially provided that Puerto Rico was to be
“treated as amere chattel of the United States”; another leader shuddered at

what he called this “spectacle of terrible assimilation.”
Throughout turn-of-the-century American discussion of the Caribbean

and of the fate of these former Spanish colonies, it was clear that Cuba and
Puerto Rico represented, above all else in the North American imagination,
the Eastern “approach” to adevoutly wished isthmian canal. Once the
United States controlled the “approaches,” perhaps it was just amatter of
time before it would control some portion of the isthmus itself. During 1900
and 1901, John Hay negotiated the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty with Great
Britain, abrogating an 1850 agreement and now granting the United States



E X P O R T M A R K E T S 4 5

sole right to build, control, and forrify acanal. The terms of the Hay-Herran
Treaty with Colombia in 1903 next gave the United States asix-mile-wide
zone across the Colombian province of Panama in exchange for $10 million
plus $250,000 per year, but the Congress in Bogota rejected the treaty amid
an atmosphere of anti-Yankee skepticism and distrust. U.S. responses were
entirely in keeping with traditional arrogance in the region, including recent
American imperialist forays in administration in Cuba and Puerto Rico. In a
position paper prepared for the United States in 1903, one international
lawyer put the matter quite bluntly: “The United States now holds out to
the world acertain prospect of acanal. May Colombia be permitted to stand
in the way?” Teddy Roosevelt was blunter still: “I do not think that the Bo¬
gota lot of Jackrabbits should be allowed permanently to bar one of the fu¬
ture highways of civilization." Elsewhere he denounced the Colombians as
“contemptible little creatures.”

As the USS Nashville sailed off the coast of Panama (the Boston, the Dixie,
and the Atlanta were also in the area), asecessionist movement succeeded in

the province, and the United States lost no time at all in granting official
recognition to the infant republic. Among the first official acts of the new
Panamanian government was atreaty that, in exchange for aU.S. “guaran-
ree” of independence, granted the United States use of azone of land and
underwater land “in perperuiry” for the construction, maintenance, and pro¬
tection of atransisthmian canal. In language and logic reminiscent of the
Platt Amendment, the treaty further stipulated that the United States “shall
have the right, at all times and in its discretion, to use its police and its land
and naval forces or to establish fortifications” in order to ensure the safety of
the canal or of marine traffic.

In the wake of the Colombian secession mov̂ ent and the ensuing canal
treaty with the new Republic of Panama, RooseveR^m his annual message to
Congress, at once codified this action and justified future ones in what be¬
came known as his “corollary” to the Monroe Doctrine. The United States
felt no “land hunger,” he asserted. “All that this country desires is to see the
neighboring countries stable, orderly, and prosperous. Any country whose
people conduct themselves well can count upon our hearty friendship.” But
“chronic wrongdoing” or a“loosening of the ties of civilized society”—as de-
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fined by the region’s arbiter of decency, the United States—may “require the
intervention of some civilized nation, and in the Western Hemisphere the
adherence of the United States to the Monroe Doctrine may force the United
States, however reluctantly, ... to the exercise of an international police
power." Coming in the wake of the Platt Amendment, which Roosevelt cited
by name, and the friendly revolution in Panama, Roosevelt’s message marked
the extent to which Blaine and Harrison’s earlier quest for Latin American
markets had now become amilitary and administrative imperative. In this
region, as in the Pacific, by the time Taft succeeded McKinley and Roosevelt,
an initial effort at informal economic empire had been transformed into a
policy whose legal, military, and political trappings resembled more closely
the colonial systems of the Old World powers.

Nor did the bedrock consensus on U.S. aims and means in the region
break down when, in 1912, Woodrow Wilson became the first Democrat to

hold office since Grover Cleveland. The quest for Latin American markets
was not apartisan matter, in other words. “Since ...the manufacturer insists
on having the world as amarket,” Wilson had declared while Roosevelt still
occupied the White House in 1907, “the flag of his nation must follow him,
and the doors of nations which are closed against him must be battered
down. Concessions obtained by financiers must be safeguarded by ministers
of state even if the sovereignty of unwilling nations be outraged in the
process.” Adecade later, Wilson demonstrated that his administration would

be no stranger to such “outrage,” even though his rhetoric and his articulated
ideals represented adeparture from his Republican predecessors.

Under Wilson, the United States intervened in both Haiti (1915) and

the Dominican Republic (1916) in an effort to establish precisely the kind of
“stable, orderly, and prosperous” climate that Roosevelt had invoked in his
“corollary.” But by far the most dramatic intervention in these years was the
Wilson administration’s engagement in the Mexican Revolution, when a
coup against Francisco Madero sparked an armed struggle among disparate
Mexican factions behind Victoriano Huerta (Madero’s immediate successor),

Venustiano Carranza, Emiliano Zapata, and Francisco “Pancho” Villa. Be¬
tween 1913 and 1916, the United States intervened decisively in the strug¬
gle, first shipping arms to Huerta in an effort to prop him up; then, having
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become convinced of his inability to pacify the countryside, establishing an
arms embargo against him, invading and occupying the port city of Vera¬
cruz, and using this beachhead to transfer weapons to the acceptable “Con¬
stitutionalist" faction behind Carranza and Alvaro Obregan Salido. In 1916,
after Carranza had come to power, Wilson also sent General John “Black¬
jack” Pershing and twelve thousand troops into the interior of Mexico in
vain pursuit of Pancho Villa, whose harassing raids across the countryside
were meant to expose the weakness and the illegitimacy of the Carranza gov¬
e r n m e n t .

Throughout these events, Wilson was less direct than he had been in
1907 about the necessity of “having the world as amarket.” On the contrary,
in his support of Carranza he was more apt to speak of the importance of
“teaching” the Mexicans to elect “good men.” But although Wilson did not
necessarily see particular American business interesrs as identical with the
national interest, “good men” in his formulation turned out to be leaders
who would be better for the many American oil, railroad, financial, mining,
timber, rubber, and agricultural interests in Mexico than would “bad men”
like Zapata and Villa, whose programs entailed the redistribution of Mexican
wealth. Nor did Wilson’s reliance upon military intervention represent ade¬
parture from the “big stick” of his Republican predecessors. Wilson adviser
Robert Lansing later summed up the Mexican intervention as both an eco¬
nomic and amilitary necessity: “With the present industrial acrivity, the
scramble for markets, and the incessant search for new opportunities to pro¬
duce wealth, commercial expansion and success are closely interwoven with
political domination over the territory.”

Latin America occupied adifferent niche in U.S. economic thinking
than did China, although assessments of white Americans’ superioriry to
Latin American peoples were not altogether different. Like the Chinese, by
long-standing tradition the peoples south of the border were seen as requir¬
ing “uplift” and aproper introduction to “progress,” and yet—also like the
Chinese—their prospects for assimilating to modern civilization seemed to
some to be slender indeed. At the heart of white American assessments of

Latin America was the issue of race. “If the United States as compared with
the Spanish American republics has achieved immeasurable advance in all
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elements of greatness,” the U.S. charge d’affaires in Central America had
remarked in the 1850s, “that result is eminently due to the rigid and inex¬
orable refusal of the dominant Teutonic stock to debase its blood, impair its
intellect, lower its moral standards, or peril its institutions by intermixture
with the inferior and subordinate races of man. In obedience of Heaven, it

has rescued half acontinent from savage beasts and still more savage men.”
Such logic was still current decades later. In 1889, New England patri¬

cian Charles Francis Adams, Jr., lauded apolicy of extermination as the only
alternative to becoming “a nation of half-breeds.” Upon the U.S. invasion of
Veracruz, General Hugh Scott judged that “firmness is essential in dealing
with inferior races.” And as sociologist Edward A. Ross surveyed the region
in South of Panama (1915), he had to conclude that South America was “the
victim of abad start. It was never settled by whites in the way that they set¬
tled the United States.” Rather, “the masterful whites” exploited the natives
without either assimilating them or winning their allegiance. The result, in
his view, was apolitically stultifying combination of pride, contempt for la¬
bor, social parasitism, caste hierarchy, and pronounced authoritarian strains
in both church and state, which, though attributable to historical circum¬
stance rather than to race per se, by now seemed to run in the very blood of
these peoples.

The temper of U.S. Latin American policy was best summed up in Roo¬
sevelt’s annual message to Congress in 1904, his “corollary” to the Monroe
Doctrine. “Chronic wrongdoing,” he warned, “or an impotence which results
in ageneral loosening of the ties of civilized society, may in America, as else¬
where, ultimately require intervention by some civilized nation. ... If every
country washed by the Caribbean Sea would show the progress in stable and
just civilization which with the aid of the Platt Amendment Cuba has shown
since our troops left the island,... all question of interference by this Nation
with their affairs would be at an end.”

European powers like Spain may have had their shortcomings, and the
European presence in Latin America and the East may have been asource of
some discomfort. But “chronic wrongdoers” of the sort who required the ad¬
ministration of Roosevelt’s “big stick” were exclusively and always peoples
identified in the American imagination as nonwhite. Like Leonard Wood,
the governor general of Cuba, Roosevelt implicitly mingled economic no-
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tions such as "stability” (the atmosphere that apeople was able to create for
the safe conduct of trade) and “civilization” (a people’s full participation in
modern material progress) with ideas of “racial development” (a people’s in¬
nate capacity for modernization or for “progress” in general). As these over¬
lapping languages applied in the U.S. quest for markets abroad, they gave
name to the regions whose “backwardness” seemed to cry out for U.S. goods,
and they provided justification for whatever action or intervention the
United States deemed necessary to exert its will outside its own borders. It
was through this portentous marriage of ahierarchic world-view and sheer
military might that the nation’s destiny would become manifest.

Material Prosperity and the Civilizing Mission
As Americans dreamed of China’s markets and exerted force in order to se¬

cure those of Latin America, images of “savagery,” “barbarism,” “semicivi¬
lization,” “civilization,” and “decadence” came to occupy acentral place in
the discussion. Such conceptions of relative social organization, though
clearly founded upon ahierarchy of race, were also firmly rooted in an under¬
standing of temporality and human development. In his travelogue of Africa,
Mummies and Moslems (1876), Charles Dudley Warner gave voice to acom¬
mon conceit that Africans inhabited not just adistant continent but adis¬
tant epoch. Ajourney down the Nile took one “not only away from Europe,
away from Cairo, into Egypt and the confines of mysterious Africa; fbut] ...
sailing into the past. ...We have committed ourselves to astream that will

lead us thousands of years backwards into the ages, into the depths of
history.” Decades later, in 1916, Theodore Roosevelt, too, mused upon his
sojourn among the timeless savages of Africa. “The fierce wild life of parts of
Africa to-day has nothing in common with what we now see in Europe and
the Americas. Yet in its general aspect, and in many of its most striking de¬
tails, it reproduces the life that once was ... in what paleontologists call the
Pleistocene age.” Many of the “naked or half skin-clad savages” whom he
met, Roosevelt concluded, were leading “precisely the life” once led by our
own “ages-dead forebears.” As Joseph Conrad put it in Heart of Darkness,
Europeans in Africa were “wanderers on aprehistoric planet.”

The logic of this conceit led in two directions: the differences between
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civilized and savage peoples are so profound as to be thoroughly unbridge¬
able; or, conversely, if Africans and other “savages” now live in astate once
occupied by civilized peoples, then civilization represents the state that “sav¬
ages" must someday attain themselves. If their present is our past, must not
our present be their ineluctable future? These two quite different conclusions
ultimately amounted, not to acontradiction, but to apowerful, double-
edged imperative: if we know the savages’ proper path of development, then
surely they should remain under our tutelage and stewardship; and if they
are so dramatically “behind” us on that path (the Pleistocene age!), then we
are not beholden to treat them as equals-
process of helping them along. As Secretary of War Lewis Cass had written
back in the era of Indian removal, “The Indians are entitled to the enjoyment

of all the rights which do not interfere with the obvious designs of Provi¬
d e n c e . ”

human—in this longo r e v e n a s

The notion of “civilization” in American thinking has historically repre¬
sented adense weave of ideas and assumptions regarding not only proper
comportment, manners, social bearing, and Judeo-Christian belief, but also
regarding the fundamental social issues of property relations, the distribu¬
tion of wealth, modes of production, and patterns of consumption. The dom¬
inance of the idea of property “as apassion over all the other passions marks
the commencement of civilization,” wrote Lewis Henry Morgan in Ancient
Society (1877), his classic synthesis of evolutionist thought. “A critical
knowledge of the evolution of the idea of property would embody, in some
respects, the most remarkable portion of the mental history of mankind.”

Although most often draped in the complementary logics of Christian
moralism and white supremacy throughout the turn-of-the-century period,
at its core “civilization” was an economic concept. First, that is, the very idea
of “civilization” implacably ranked diverse peoples’ ways of life according to
ahierarchy of evolutionary economic stages (industrial production over
hunting and gathering; capitalist individualism over communal or clan own¬
ership); and second, these assessments themselves had tremendous economic
consequences, as the value judgments embedded within the notion of “civi¬
lization” at once suggested and justified any number of interventions into
“savage” society on the part of “civilized” nations, ranging from total exter-
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mination on one end of the spectrum to paternalistic assimilation on the
o t h e r .

It was in precisely this vein, for instance, that Roosevelt could refer to
lands held by non-Europeans as “waste spaces.” The superiority of civilized
society itself justified nearly any action imaginable in relations with less civ¬
ilized peoples, lest mere savages stand in the way of progress (as the Colom¬
bians did in Panama in 1903). And where these peoples were to be suffered
at all, their savagery denoted an impoverishment whose only antidote was
that brand of enrichment provided by “civilization.” Change or begone. In
the bargain, the “civilized” nation tended to become further enriched by this
process of rooting out savagery, either by gaining access to resources or by
appropriating “savages’ ”lands outright. Not incidentally, as many traders
and missionaries noted, the civilizing process could also transform asavage
population into anew market for the many material trappings of civilized
l i fe .

Whether applied to peoples across the plains or across the seas, “teaching
the arts and habits of civilization” was among the key phrases in the Ameri¬
can lexicon of progress throughout the nineteenth century, as politicians,
traders, missionaries, and diplomats and other government agents discussed
the possibility and means of reforming diverse populations. The phrase was
laden with economic meaning:
something to do with production; “habits,” with patterns of consumption.
Fencing and cultivating land were among the “arts” of civilization, for in¬
stance; wearing machine-spun clothing was among its “habits.” As William
Howard Taft rather frankly put the matter in an address at the opening exer¬
cises of the National University of Havana in 1906, at the crux of “all mod¬
ern, successful civilization” lay “the right of property and the motive of
a c c u m u l a t i o n . ”

U.S. dealings with North American Indians represented the first en¬
counters in this national mission of reforming the savage, and provided a
template of sorts for such endeavors in Asia, Latin America, and the Pacific
later in the century. As early as 1802, the young government’s articulated
motives for sending Indian agents to reside among the Indians included “the
introduction of the Arts of husbandry, and domestic manufactures, as means

in this formulation, generally hada r t s .
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of producing, and diffusing the blessings attached to awell regulated civil
society.” One missionary society in 1823 looked forward to the day “when
the hunter shall be transformed into the niechanic; when the farm, the work¬

shop, the School-House, and the Church shall adorn every Indian village.”
Perhaps the most spectacular rendering of this economic dimension of the
civilizing mission was Merrill Gates’s address before the Lake Mohonk Con¬
ference of Friends of the Indian in 1896. “We have ... the absolute need,” he
announced.

of awakening in the savage Indian broader desires and ampler wants. To
bring him out of savagery into citizenship we must make the Indian more in¬
telligently selfish before we can make him unselfishly intelligent. We need to
awaken in him wants. In his dull savagery he must be touched by the
wings of the divine angel of discontent. ...Discontent with the teepee and
the starving rations of the Indian camp in winter is needed to get the Indian
out of the blanket and into trousers,—and trousers with apocket in them,
and with apocket that aches to he filled with dollars!

“There is an immense moral training that comes from the use of property,”
Gates went on. “We have found it necessary, as one of our first steps in de¬
veloping astronger personality in the Indian, to make him responsible for prop¬
erty.

This had been exactly the impulse behind the General Allotment Act
(the Dawes Act) of 1887, by which tribal lands were broken up and individ¬
ual Indians were encouraged to turn away from their tribal allegiances and
obligations by first abandoning the notion of collectively held property. Un¬
der the Dawes Act, holding individual title to private property was the first
step toward “adopting the habits of civilization” and becoming areliable
citizen. (Not coincidentally, this experiment in “civilization” also ended in
the impoverishment of the “savage” society; privately held lands passed
quickly from Indians to whites, so that tribal lands were actually reduced by
ninety million acres during the fifty years that the allotment system was in
effect.)

The prospect of making good, reliable, civilized citizens of those savages
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in Africa, Latin America, or Asia never burned as keenly in the American
imagination as it did in the case of the Indians within the nation’s borders.
Still, the prospect of their economic “civilization” did retain considerable in¬
terest. Recall missionary Arthur Smith’s observation, so laden with signifi¬
cance, that Chinese clothing (like the customary blankets of American
Indians) had no pockets. Elsewhere, in Village Life in China (1899), Smith
meditated at length upon the question “What Can Christianity Do for
China?” Significantly, the logic of the piece ultimately came to rest on
the subject of property. Indeed, the acceptance of Christianity among the
Chinese would fully overturn current property relations—a monumental
development, since “there is no single Chinese custom which is the source
of alarger variety of mischief than that of keeping large family organiza¬
tions in acondition of dependence upon one another and upon common
property.”

The web of ideological associations between “civilization” and material
prosperity was complex indeed. The mastery of nature indicated by Western
technology and the material splendor that was the fruit of industrialization
convinced many Europeans and Euro-Americans of the righteousness of their
ultimate stewardship of the world. Would it not benefit humanity, truly, to
export the power of scientific insight and to spread the cornucopia of modern
conveniences, “the blessings of civilization,” before the benighted peoples of
darkened lands? Over the course of the late eighteenth and nineteenth cen¬
turies, the language of technological supremacy (as against primitive “back¬
wardness”) joined the languages of Christian and racial supremacy in the
Euro-American lexicon of human hierarchy. The same scientific and techno¬
logical wherewithal, of course, also gave Europeans and Euro-Americans a
decisive military advantage in the case of conflict with these peoples. Tech¬
nology had thus increasingly become the most dramatic measure of both the
relative worth of diverse societies and their relative power; technology at
once suggested the superiority of Western ways and granted the West an
unarguable advantage in those military struggles that inevitably occurred as
“civilized” invaders trampled the lifeways and wrested lands and resources
from various regions’ “savage” inhabitants. As Scottish missionary David
Livingstone remarked with astriking gentility, “Firearms command respect.
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and lead [African} men to be reasonable who might otherwise feel disposed
to be troublesome.”

The link between technological advantage and future export markets
was irresistible. “Civilization,” like water on an uneven surface, would natu¬

rally run down into low regions to find its own level. That this was the case
owed not only to the imperial ambitions of Western powers, but to the nat¬
ural awe and interest of their “primitive” counterparts. Throughout the nine¬
teenth century, one of the signatures of European and American travel
literature was the obligatory scene in which the Western traveler dazzled the
“natives” with some—often thoroughly mundane—display of technological
know-how. The l i terature is r i fe wi th car icatured nat ives of var ious cl imes

gaping in awe at clocks, compasses, magnets, or photographic equipment.
They recoiled from matches. They gathered in huge numbers to examine
areed organ. They wondered at the proximity of the moon when viewed
through atelescope; they puzzled over watches and measuring devices and
lamps and bilge pumps. And, of course, with wide eyes they took due note of
the capabilities of Western weaponry.

The implicit question for those who advocated a“large policy” for the
United States or who fretted over the terrible industrial surplus and looked
abroad for relief, was, can the native’s wonder be transformed into wantl

Many people thought so. Josiah Strong was scarcely alone when, in Our Coun¬
try, he argued, “Men rise in the scale of civilization only as their wants rise.”
Mere exposure to Western ways and to the fruits of Western industry were
bound to light the way. Hence one Episcopal bishop posited a“direct rela¬
tion between the missionary and commerce,” because the missionary alters
hab i t s o f m ind and soc ia l cus toms in a fash ion tha t “makes marke ts fo r

American goods.” Many missionaries may have bristled, but even Charles
Denby, the American minister to China under Grover Cleveland, concurred:
“Missionaries are the pioneers of trade and commerce,” he remarked. “Civi¬
lization, learning, instruction breed new wants which commerce supplies.”

Aseries called “The Cannibals at the Movies” that ran in A.sia, the jour¬
nal of the American Asiatic Association, in 1921 voiced both the optimism
of culture-bearing among savage peoples, and the pessimism evoked by the
extent to which the “blessings of civilization” were so lost on these poor
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souls. Describing atour among far-flung peoples to show off motion-picture
technology, the series did embody the travelogue tradition wherein the trav¬
eler bedazzles his uncivilized audience with the miracles of the modern. As

one village chieftain examined the wondrous projector, “He ...Lacked the
Power Necessary for Solving the Mysteries of Machinery.” And yet the au¬
thor had to concede that wonder had its limits. “It does not pay to advertise
in the New Hebrides,” he declared. “We had to bribe the Cannibals with to¬
bacco to come to out show.”

By the turn of the century, both the discourse of overproduction and the
discourse of civilization had become familiar enough to serve as the stuff of
satire. In O. Henry’s Cabbages and Kings (1904), an American diplomat de¬
cides to “jolly” an entrepreneur from his home town who wants to sell shoes
to all the barefooted inhabitants of the fictional Latin American land of An-

churia. “There is no place on the habitable globe,” he writes with mock en¬
thusiasm, “that presents to the eye stronger evidence of the need of a
first-class shoe store than does the town of Coralio. There are 3,000 inhabi¬

tants in the place, and not asingle shoe store! The situation speaks for itself”
Much to his chagrin, the businessman takes the bait and comes to Anchuria,
bringing an alarmingly extensive inventory of American-made shoes along
with him. The mismatch between the wares and the market in this instance

leads to asecond plan, this time to import vast quantities of acertain cock-
lebur that will render shoes anecessity in this tropical city.

Behind O. Henry’s parody lurked some significant truths about Ameri¬
can economic development and the growth and deployment of state power in
this period. By economic “necessity,” the United States had indeed become
more deeply invested in the internal affairs of foreign lands—in the ques¬
tion, that is, of whether or not they wore shoes. But the widespread ac¬
ceptance of the overproduction thesis meant that American domestic
tranquillity was dependent not only upon the “wants” of various peoples, but
also upon the environment for international trade itself-
was to be defined on U.S. terms and secured, increasingly, by U.S. military
might. Thus did the state amass its power ever more squarely behind the
needs of American economic interests—as when the United States reserved

stability” that
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the right of military intervention in Cuba, “took” Panama for the sake of an
interoceanic trade route, or unilaterally landed troops to “stabilize” Santo
Domingo.

Further, dominant American views of these overseas peoples derived
from economically invested preconceptions of “progress” and “backwardness”
that had the capacity to generate new power relations in their wake. Given
the reigning American notion of “civilization,” interventions that were ad¬
vantageous to the United States could conveniently be described as advanta¬
geous to the “savages” as well, so in need of uplift were they. Conveniently,
too, such engagements were beyond the scope of serious discussion with the
natives themselves, for their own abjection proved that they had no rights or
wishes that the United States, in its enlightenment, was bound to respect. If
the natives’ shoelessness suggested that they might profitably be introduced
to the concept of shoes, that is, it also suggested that they needed guidance
in identifying their own needs. This, in its turn, suggested that the one
thing they surely did not need was avoice in determining their own fate.

But the foreigner abroad constituted only half of the sociopolitical equa¬
tion under this regime of industrial progress and aggressive export; the
resettled foreigner here at home was the other. If the exposition in Philadel¬
phia in 1876 represented agrand unveiling of the nation’s new wares and its
new thinking on the importance of securing aworld market, it also hinted at
one of the peculiar social dynamics that this global trade would create: in
their economic affairs Americans were set on becoming more and more en¬
gaged with the world’s peoples, but in their social outlook they were not
necessarily becoming any less parochial than they had ever been. Foreigners
at the fair found themselves very much out of favor among the American
throngs. Turks, Egyptians, Spaniards, Japanese, and Chinese, according to
one observer, “were followed by large crowds of idle boys and men, who
hooted and shouted at them as if they had been animals of astrange species
instead of visitors who were entitled to only the most courteous attention.”
Such strains of xenophobia would become increasingly important in Ameri¬
can civic life in the years between 1876 and World War I, as the successful
export of American goods to all the world’s peoples would also entail amas¬
sive import of the world’s peoples—as workers—to take up places tending the
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nation’s factories and machines. World labor migration was anatural twin to
the phenomenon of the world market; and since their own superiority to
most of the world’s peoples was apowerful current in American thought
about illimitable foreign markets, Americans were decidedly uneasy about
the growing presence of these inferior foreigners, either within the gates of
the American factory or within the bounds of the domestic polity.





Labor Markets : The Wor ld ’s

Peoples as American Workers

Wc have taken into our Ixxiy jxtiicic the
refuse of the Paris Commune, incendiaries

from Berlin and from Tipjserary, some
hundreds of tfioiisands of European agita¬
tors, who arc always at war with every
form of government thus far known
among civilized nations.

●New York Tribune'. 1S77

The gates will not be dosed; the wheels of
industry will not retard; America is in the
race for the markets of the world; its call
for workers will not cease.

—Piter Roiferts, The New

Immigration (1912)

MONO THE ITEMS on display at Philadelphia’s Centennial Exposi¬
tion in 1876 was agigantic disembodied arm, upraised, clenching
an equally impressive lighted torch. It was the first installment of

Frederic-Auguste Bartholdi’s Statue of Liberty, which would finally be
erected in New York Harbor ten years later. Its debut in Philadelphia was
fitting. The exposition self-consciously trumpeted the United States’ arrival
as an industrial power whose textiles, sewing machines, railroad cars, and
milling equipment were poised to conquer the markets of the world;
Bartholdi’s Liberty, once inscribed with the exhortation to SEND THESE TO
ME, would announce that this rising industrial dynamo was also ready to put
the world to work. Whether or not they liked the prospect, one inevitable
result of Josiah Strong’s and Brooks Adams’s economic project of “civilizing”
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the world’s peoples to the higher wants of American consumers would be the
transformation of millions of the world’s peoples into American workers.
When William Seward had negotiated the Burlingame Treaty with China
(1868), whose provisions included the unhindered immigration of Chinese
workers, it was in recognition of an indisputable economic fact; the rapidly
industrializing United States needed cheap labor and needed alot of it,
notwithstanding the possible objections of American nativists.

In an Albanian settlement near Palermo in the early years of the twenti¬
eth century, an American journalist inquired what the region’s leading in¬
dustries were. Second only to agriculture, came the answer, was “emigration
to America.” The dynamic was ineluctable. The same forces that enabled the
United States to strike out across the oceans in search of markets drew mil¬

lions of workers back across the waters in the opposite direction in search of
work. As historian David Montgomery has put it, by the 1870s global pat¬
terns of industrialization had developed an international industrial core—a
vast geographic swath bounded by Chicago and St. Louis in the west; by
Toronto, Glasgow, and Berlin in the north; by Warsaw, Zodz and Budapest
in the east; and by Milan, Barcelona, and Louisville in the south. This indus¬
trialized region and its urban outposts were surrounded by an international
agricultural periphery whose economic life, communal fabric, patterns of in¬
debtedness, customs of payment, cultivating and harvesting technologies,
scales of production, conceptions of the market, and horizons of opportunity
had all been pulled and transformed by the social and economic vortex of the
industrializing center.

This vast international hinterland supplied agricultural goods and raw
materials to the industrial center, just as it received its manufactures and fin¬
ished goods from that region. But what the hinterland sent above all else was
people. Pulled by new opportunities in distant cities, pushed by changing
patterns of land tenure, by the encroachment of aglobal market for agricul¬
tural goods and hence by the imperatives of commercialized production and
acash economy, more and more inhabitants of the international hinterland
began to make short-range migrations for work—from Italy to Germany,
from the Ukraine to Poland. Increasingly they crossed entire continents and
oceans, now trekking from Grinkiskis to Chicago, from Shantung to San
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Francisco. Indeed, in the latter half of the nineteenth century, the chief im¬
port of the United States came to consist in rather dramatic fashion of Eu¬
rope’s, Asia’s, and the Americas’ dislocated inhabitants themselves, anew
and growing body of international industrial proletarians. Between 1870 and
1920, some twenty-six million immigrants enteted the United States.

Did they represent ascourge or agodsend? Befitting the ambivalence
that has historically characterized the nation’s relationship with its newest
arrivals, the AFL’s American Federalionist remarked in 1894, “The sources of
our national wealth and greatness are threefold. First—God. Second—Our
form of government. Third—Our immigrants.’’ The country had grown in
both national and individual wealth “in exact proportion as our immigration
increased.” This paean to “Our immigrants,” however, appeared in an edito¬
rial entitled “Close the Ports”—an impassioned plea, ironically enough, to
cut off this particular “source of wealth and national greatness” at once. By
the 1890s, this writer warned, it had become dangerously sentimental for
workers to support an open immigration policy amid the chill winds of eco¬
nomic depression and against the cold imperatives of self-preservation.

By the depression years of the 1890s, many other Americans had found
quire different grounds for closing the door on Emma Lazarus’s “huddled
masses”—Henry Cabot Lodge, for instance, and the newly established Immi¬
gration Restriction League, worried less over the fate of the American worker
in the face of foreign competition than over the fate of the country’s cher¬
ished insti tut ions in the face of massive influxes of inferior “stock.” Afatal

bomb blast at aworkers’ rally in Haymarket Square in Chicago in 1886 had
raised the specter of imported radicalism; and the anti-Chinese agitation and
violence of the 1870s and 1880s had given voice to profound misgivings
about the prospect of absorbing so many “unassimilable” strangers. Indeed,
the entire period from 1876 to the 1920s was marked by avarying—but
mostly escalating—doubt about the desirability of continued immigration.
The period was characterized by powerful strains of nativist thinking, even
if industry’s voracious appetite for cheap supplies of unskilled labor never
abated, and even though rhapsodic national self-congratulation over the
democratic openness that the immigrant so nicely symbolized never died
completely away.
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Since the immigrant became anational icon charged with awesome pos¬
itive and negative value, this is ahistory tinged by considerable irony. Immi¬
grants provided the basis for self-flattering portraits of the openness of the
nation’s democratic order; and yet they bore the brunt of some of the nation’s
fiercest antidemocratic impulses. Hailing largely from preindustrial regions,
immigrants nonetheless came to symbolize for many Americans the en¬
croachments of the modern, because they formed avisible urban proletariat.
Feared as agitators by management and despised as competitors by labor, im¬
migrants came to symbolize anumber of contradictory threats to the eco¬
nomic order: though they were often disparaged by labor for their presumed
docility, immigrants’ “un-American,” incendiary attitudes became the stuff
of American political legend. If their very diversity militated against an easy,
class-based alliance among workers, their presence in such huge numbers
still signaled the hardening of the American class structure. And the pres¬
ence of so many who had fled the Old "World because its horizons of oppor¬
tunity seemed so narrow was for some alamentable sign that America might
yet become the Old World. “Where Braddock and his men ...were struck
by the painted savages in the primeval woods,” sighed Frederick Jackson
Turner, “huge furnaces [now] belch forth perpetual fires and Huns and Bul-
gars, Poles and Sicilians struggle for achance to earn their daily bread, and
live abrutal and degraded life.”

For the country’s older residents—like Turner—-the image of the immi¬
grant in this period inevitably evoked the question, what is America to be¬
come? Henry James wrote with palpable anxiety of “the terrible little Ellis
Island” and its inconceivable throngs, who made the proper American feel as
though he had seen “a ghost in his supposedly safe old house.” Elsewhere he
described atroubling encounter with anumber of Italians in his native
Boston, “gross aliens to aman ... in serene and triumphant possession” of
the city. Artist Frederic Remington’s response, if unusual in its severity, cut
closer to the heart of the issue for aonce-frontier nation on the threshold of

industrial supremacy; “Jews, Injuns, Chinamen, Italians, Huns—the rubbish
of the earth Ihate—I’ve got some Winchesters and when the massacring be¬
gins, Ican get my share of ’em, and what’s more, Iwill.” Remington
mourned the passing of the frontier era even as he clung to its codes of honor



63L A B O R M A R K E T S

and brandished its side arms; he expressed aprofound sense of American self¬
hood whose natural boundary, like that of the geographic “frontier” itself,
was marked by the discomfiting presence of the degraded outsider. But these
versions of Americanism and un-Americanism were as much aproduct of the
ascending industrial era as of the waning days of the frontier. The nation’s
quest for what Brooks Adams called “economic supremacy” generated an
endless, self-renewing throng of migrant worker-barbarians clamoring at the
nation’s gates.

Wanted: Immigrant Workers
“The ebb and flow of the labor market is like the ebb and flow of the com¬

modity market,” wrote labor sociologist John R. Commons in 1919- A
whole range of forces—famines, earthquakes, ethnic violence, indebtedness
and the vagaries of small farming, unbearable tax burdens—could unsettle
people from their homelands, but the labor market and the laws of supply
and demand dictated where they were likely to go. Americans then as now
liked the pretty story of Emma Lazarus’s teeming millions “yearning to
breathe free”; and American political mythology has long relied upon the
icon of the freshly disembarked immigrant to give ahuman face to the grand
but hazy ideal of “liberty.” But the truth is more prosaic: as even the Con¬
gressional Commission on Immigration (the Dillingham Commission) con¬
cluded in its massive investigation early in the century, “With comparatively
few exceptions the emigrant of to-day is essentially aseller of labor seeking a
more favorable market.” Weekly earnings for laborers in the United States

estimated at $8.82 in 1890, $8.94 in 1900, and $10.68 in 1910. La¬

borers in Ireland, by contrast, could expect about $2 per week during this
period; Italians in the Mezzogiorno most often worked for well under $2 per
week; and field hands in the rural areas of turn-of-the-cenrury Hungary
could expect roughly $22 per year.

Even despite its deptessions and downturns, then, and notwithstanding
American trade unionists’ fears that the labor market had become saturated,

the United States represented “a more favorable market” to people from all
over the world for avery long time. Immigration from Italy first began to

w e r e
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reach appreciable numbers in the 1880s, and nearly four million Italians ar¬
rived between 1880 and World War I(though as many as 60 percent may
have returned to Italy at one point or another). Migration from Russia—and
particularly Jewish migration—mounted in the wake of the czar’s anti-
Semitic May Laws and arash of violent pogroms in 1881; by 1915, the U.S.
Census had tabulated over three mil l ion arrivals from Russian lands. Even

despite the passage of the Chinese Exclusion Act in 1882, Asia sent nearly a
half-million immigrants between 1880 and 1915, including almost two
hundred thousand from Japan. At the Southern border, Mexican immigra¬
tion began to mount in the first decade of the new century, and the years
1906 to 1915 witnessed 127,000 Mexican arrivals. The same ten-year period
saw atotal of over 650,000 arrivals from the rest of the Americas, including
over ahalf-million from Canada and another 125,000 from the West Indies.

From Northern and Western Europe—the countries that accounted for what
was inaccurately called the “old immigration”—Scandinavia sent well over a
million and ahalf between 1876 and 1915; Germany sent over two and a
half million; and even Ireland, whose statistical bell-curve had peaked way
back in the 1840s and ’50s, sent well over amillion and ahalf immigrants
during this period, over fifty thousand per year during the 1880s alone. This
was an astonishing movement of populations, no matter how one looked
a t i t .

Just as his “frontier thesis” became both impetus and rallying cry for the
nation’s late-century quest for overseas markets, so Frederick Jackson
Turner’s writing provided aready frame for thinking about the portent of
this massive immigration. “The free lands are gone,” he warned; “the condi¬
tions of asettled society are being reached with suddenness and with confu¬
sion.” What, then, would these teeming millions of new settlers do> The
question of assimilating these immigrants lay at the very heart of Turner’s
interest in the frontier and its passing in the first place. The nation’s demog¬
raphy and economy were changing dramatically, and they were changing to¬
gether. From the vantage point of native observers like Turner and his
University of Wisconsin colleagues, sociologists Edward A. Ross and John R.
Commons, the nation was becoming heavily peopled with anew, problem¬
atic element; and this demographic decline was inseparable from the marked
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changes in the economy that immigrants were entering. “The changing char¬
acter of immigration is made possible by the changing character of industry,”
argued Commons; “races wholly incompetent as pioneers and independent
proprietors are able to find aplace once manufactures, mines, and railroads
have sprung into being, with their captains of industry to guide and super¬
vise their semi-intelligent work.” To pose the problem in Turner’s terms,
what hope for arepublic whose democratic traditions were said to depend
upon free lands and upon the sturdy virtues of apopulation of independent
(“Anglo-Saxon”) yeoman farmers?

Indeed, as merchant capitalism yielded to industrial capitalism, the ra¬
tionalization of the factory system and the advent of mechanization height¬
ened the nation’s already voracious appetite for unskilled labor; occupation
after occupation fell into the recently created category of mere machine¬
tending. In 1870, over half of American workers were farmers or farm labor¬
ers; by the 1910s, over two-thirds were factory workers. By 1914, fully 95
percent of the workers in Henry Ford’s foundry were unskilled, trained to do
just one specialized task in the overall operation—each task of the simple
sort that, in Ford’s words, “the most stupid man can learn in two days.”
Whereas only 55 percent of the “old” (pre-1870s, pritnarily North and West
European) immigration had consisted of unskilled laborers, such workers ac¬
counted for 81 percent of the “new” (post-1880, primarily South and East
European) immigration—and, unlike earlier arrivals, the new immigrants
found amechanized economy ready to accommodate their skill level. This
was amatter of some portent for those Americans who cared for neither the
new arrivals nor the changing nature of American industry. The immigrant
symbolized awhole complex of unwanted developments in American life.
Political and religious ideals were too scarce among the new immigrants,
E. A. Ross felt; “Those who bring anything but their hands are avery small
and diminishing contingent.” For Ross, the Old Immigration had consisted
of “home seekers,” the New, merely “job seekers.”

The reservations of natives like Turner, Ross, and Commons notwith¬

standing, clearly some Americans somewhere profited by this massive influx
of unskilled workers. Among those who fought recurrent restrictionist pro¬
posals most fiercely over the years were business groups like the National As-
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sociation of Manufacturers and the National Union of Manufacturers, and a

Sourhern coalirion of businessmen and congressmen who wanred rhe influx
of cheap labor into the region to continue. Indeed, vast numbers of publi-
cisrs—in the employ of various indusrries, companies, shipping lines, or
even individual states and towns—peddled seductive images of America
abroad in an effort to draw porenrial sertlers and workers across the seas to
the New World. Describing Colorado as the “Switzerland of America,” for
example, one boosterist pamphler exhorted, “The poor should come to Col¬
orado, because here they can by industry and frugality better rheir condirion.
The rich should come here, because they can more advanrageously invest
their means than in any other region. ... It is the Mecca for all classes and
conditions.” Similarly, asrate-sponsored pamphler on Minnesora called out
“To Labouring Men, who earn alivelihood by honesr roil; to Landless Men,
who aspire to the dignity and independence which comes from possession of
God’s free earrh; ro All Men of moderate means, and men of wealth, who will
accept homes in abeautiful and prosperous country ... it is well for the hand
of labour to bring forth the rich treasures hid in the bosom of the NEW
E A R T H . ”

The organizational infrastructure of this massive propaganda effort in¬
cluded government agencies, such as the boards of immigration in states like
Wisconsin and Colorado, the Immigration Association of California, or, at
the local level, the San Francisco Board of Trade or the Rome, Georgia,
Chamber of Commerce (who boasted “the great commercial centre of the
finest bodies of agricultural and mineral lands on the continent of America”);
it included private boosters, such as the freelance author of Semi-Tropical Cal¬
ifornia, and boosters-for-hire, such as the author of California, the Cornucopia
of the 'World, distributed by the Southern Pacific Railroad; it included net¬
works of agents working for the Southern Pacific, Northern Pacific, Union
Pacific, and Burlington Railroads, who organized lectures, exhibitions, and
tours for newspaper editors; and it included ticket agents for the large
steamship companies, engaged in “a great hunt for emigrants.” At their peak
these agents were said to number over thirty-six hundred in the British Isles
alone, and by another estimate, between five and six thousand in Galicia.
This vast network of professional New World yea-sayers sent out torrents of
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literature in English, German, Welsh, Dutch, Norwegian, Swedish, Czech,
Polish, and Russian; and the agents themselves, as one observer put it, cov¬
ered certain regions abroad “as the locusts covered Egypt.”

The flow of immigrants continued at impressive rates up to World War
I, partially managed and directed by various middlemen and labor agents in
the sending countries. Labor contractors and agents, known in various local
vernaculars as “labor czars,” ‘‘padroni,’’ or “reganchistas,” steered their compa¬
triots toward specific work in specific regions of the United States—Chinese
or Japanese laborers toward the Western railroads, Hungarians toward the
Pennsylvania mines, Mexicans toward the Texas smelter industry, Greeks to¬
ward the Western copper mines, or Italians toward the city-building projects
of the Eastern Seaboard and the Midwest. The Alien Contract Labor Law (the

Foran Act) of 1885 forbade the importation of “contract laborers”—that is,
anyone who had contracted to do aparticular job before immigrating—yet
employers routinely circumvented the spirit of the law by drawing not upon
contracts per se but upon the existing, informal ethnic networks and family
ties of their workers. As the Japanese consul in Tacoma reported in 1898, the
continual arrival of impoverished Japanese laborers in the Pacific Northwest
could be attributed directly to the railroad contractors who were abetting
t h e m .

For asmall sum, they get some of their workers to send letters to friends at
home telling them of the benefits of railroad construction work, thereby per¬
suading many unknowing Japanese to come to this region. Some of these un¬
knowing ones cannot even afford lodging when they reach an open port, and
the contractors or their agents advance them money for clothing and travel
expenses. In some cases, the contractors or their agents also temporarily loan
the thirty dollars people must have at the time they enter the country.

“The real agents who regulate the immigration movement,” another observer
thus concluded in 1912, “are the millions of earlier immigrants already in
the United States.”

Thus certain immigrant groups concentrated not only in certain geo¬
graphical locales, but also in certain occupational niches. In 1911, the
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Dillingham Immigration Commission devoted sixteen volumes of its monu¬
mental forty-volume study to Immigrants in Industries. The commission’s
compendium of statistics speaks not only to the immense presence of foreign
workers in American industry in general, but also to the clustering of partic¬
ular groups within particular industries. In American clothing manufacture,
to take one of the more striking instances, 72 percent of the workforce was
foreign-born, and another 22 percent were children of immigrant fathers (the
commission did not record the nativity of workers’ mothers). In New York
City’s garment industry, the figures were even higher: 87 percent and 10 per¬
cent respectively—or 97 percent immigrants and children of immigrants.
Although Austrians, Germans, Poles, and other groups worked in the indus¬
try in significant numbers nationwide, fully three-quarters of the garment
workers in New York were either East European Jews or Italians. In Chicago
meatpacking, the numbers were nearly as dramatic: 78 percent foreign, and
14 percent children of foreign fathers, or all together 92 percent immigrants
and their children. Poles and Lithuanians constituted fully 39 percent of this
polyglot workforce. Nor were these industries anomalous. The statistics were
remarkably consistent: from coal mining to the cotton factories, immigrants
and their children constituted the vast majority of the workforce. Indeed,
throughout this period some industries were impossible to conceive without
their chief labor imports—Mexicans in Southwestern metalliferous mining,
the Chinese in railroad construction, Slavs in meatpacking, or Jews in the
needle trades. As one Bureau of Labor report in Maine remarked, in that re¬
gion “it would be difficult at the present time to build arailroad of any con¬
siderable length without Italian labor.”

American employers, contracting agents, and government officials thus
sized up various populations and watched their movements with great inter¬
est. “A laboring population heretofore unknown in Wiirttemberg is becom¬
ing now quite numerous,” wrote aU.S. State Department official from
Germany in 1878. Italians who had migrated north to work German mines
and railroads were making agood impression, not only because of their in¬
dustry, but because they were “so easily satisfied.” They lived very cheaply on
polenta and cheese, and they raised "no clamor for more ‘luncheon’ and ‘more
d r i n k . ” ’
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Not only did immigration help to fill the positions and staff the factories
as the nation’s economy expanded, but monitoring and tapping the immi¬
grant streams became an important element of workforce management, as
employers sought just the right kind of workers and the right combinations
of workers to maximize productivity and to minimize labor’s stridence and
solidarity. Sometimes this meant introducing foreign populations as strike¬
breakers, perhaps under the protection of local police or Texas Rangers. In
1903 and 1904, for instance, Colorado coal-mining executives recruited
Mexican, Italian, Slavic, Greek, and Japanese labor to break astrike of
English-speaking miners. Under more ordinary circumstances, it meant us¬
ing ethnic or racial difference itself in engineering aworkforce that was use¬
fully divided against itself: “Last week we employed Slovacks,” aChicago
meatpacker told John Commons in 1904. “We change about among various
nationalities and languages. It prevents them from getting together. We
have the thing systematized. We have aluncheon each week of the employ¬
ment managers of the large firms of the Chicago district. There we discuss
problems and exchange information.” Likewise, garment manufacturers de¬
liberately seated Yiddish-speaking women next to Italian speakers in some
New York shirtwaist factories as away of preventing workers’ alliances.
Some employers actively cultivated ethnic discord by spreading false rumors
about one group and attributing them to the other. Indeed, so widespread
and effective were such practices that Commons later concluded, “The only
device and symptom of originality displayed by American employers in dis¬
ciplining their labor force has been that of playing one race against the
o t h e r . ”

Notions of race and racial difference (which in this period distinguished
not only whites, blacks, Asians, and Latinos from one another, but also He¬
brews, Celts, Slavs, Finns, Italians, Teutons, Magyars, and Anglo-Saxons)

came most forcefully into play around questions of immigrant civic partici-
did this or that immigrant group possess the virtues necessary top a t i o n -

participate safely in democratic civic life? But the notion of biologically de¬
termined, characterologically stable racial types did exert some influence
over purely economic discussions of immigration and the immigrants’ place
in the New World industrial order. Racial language came increasingly to
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identify the American workforce and its fluctuations, first of all. An econo¬
mist could comment offhandedly in 1910 that, in the anthracite coalfields
of Pennsylvania, “the tall, dark-complexioned and dolichocephalic [long¬
headed] Anglo-Saxon is largely supplanted by the thick-set, light-haired,
brachycephalic [broad-headed] Slav.” But as far as employers were concerned,
there were two other, more important dimensions to such racial typing: the
particular “racial” character of different groups when it came to general ques¬
tions of workforce management—their inherent traceability, for instance—
and the specific kinds of labor, the precise tasks, for which various groups
were suited because of their particular “racial” makeup.

Captain Jones, asuperintendent for the Cambria steelworks in Pennsyl¬
vania, wrote with remarkable candor about the racial dimension of shop-floor
management in 1875. “We must steer clear of the West [of Europe] where
men are accustomed to infernal high wages," he cautioned. “We must steer
clear as far as we can of Englishmen who are great sticklers for high wages,
small production and strikes.” Jones’s personal judgment was that “Germans
and Irish, Swedes and what Idenominate ‘Buckwheats’—young American
country boys ...make the most effective and tractable force you can find.
Scotsmen do very well. ...Welsh can be used in limited numbers.”

Such thinking about race and rractability became increasingly intricate
over the course of the later ninereenth century, taking on regional shapes and
shades in response to regional demographics and regional imperatives of pro¬
ductivity. Among cotton planters in Texas, for instance, Mexican workers
were thought to be “easily domineered,” and hence more desirable than
white workers or sharecroppers, who felt an equal right with the white boss.
The Mexican worker, according to one planter, “understands that he is to do
what you tell him.” Superintendents in the Minnesota mines, on the other
hand, reported to interviewers for the Dillingham Commission that, of all
the “races” employed in the mines, the Finns stood out for their intractabil¬
ity: “These people are good laborers but trouble breeders.” The Dillingham
Commission itself took the trouble to calculate rates of union membership
both by “race” and by lengrh of residence for the various foreign peoples.
Many employers were no doubt interested to learn that less than 6percent of
the Slovak bi tuminous-coal miners who had been in the United States for
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less than five years had joined unions; roughly 8percent of Magyars; 13 per¬
cent of Poles; and 19 percent of southern Italians.

After the question of tractability came the question of racial “gifts.”
Peter Roberts, an early scholar of immigration, was scarcely alone in com¬
bining an economic understanding of immigrants’ contribution to the
United States with aracial theory as to various groups’ particular talents.
"American industry had aplace for the stolid, strong, submissive, and pa¬
tient Slav and Finn,” he wrote in 1912; “it needed the mercurial Italian and

Roumanian; there was much coarse, rough, and heavy work to do in mining
and construction camps; in tunnel and railroad building; around smelters
and furnaces. ...The new immigrant has admirably supplied the need.”

Race not only suggested specialized economic assignments in their
broadest contours (“rough” work for “mercurial” peoples, for example), but
far more specific assignments as well. One rural-California journal com¬
mented in 1886 that, “in the matter of picking and packing fruit,” it was
difficult to find “any desirable white help who will do this as satisfactorily to
the consumer as the trained Chinaman, who, by tact peculiar to themselves
mainly, seem to have reduced it to ascience.” In garment manufacture, the
Jewish workers’ inborn “dexterity” explained their predominance in the in¬
dustry; one observer in the early 1920s praised “the peculiar genius of these
people for merchandising” and their “artistic perception.” According to a
turn-of-the-century Industrial Commission report, piecework and high speed
had come to characterize garment work because “the Jewish people are pecu¬
liarly eager to earn abig day’s wages, no matter at what sacrifice.” Similarly,
as Italians moved into the industry alongside Jews, race provided the expla¬
nation: “The Italian, like the Jew, has avery elastic character,” noted the In¬
dustrial Commission. “He can easily change habits and modes of work and
adapt himself to different conditions.” The Italian was particularly well
suited to “the manufacture of clothing, silk weaving, hat making, and other
trades where taste and afine sense of touch are essential.”

Even the Dillingham Commission’s Dictionary of Races and Peoples
(I9II), which for the most part fretted over the menacing shift in U.S. im¬
migration toward the problematic races of Southern and Eastern Europe,
paused to ponder the economic merits of various new arrivals. The Bohemi-
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ans, for instance, “excel as miners and craftsmen”; the Serbo-Croatian “is
vigorous and well-adapted to hard labor. He makes agood workman in
America.” Russians are “practical and persevering,” though the Slav gener¬
ally is given to “carelessness as to the business virtues of punctuality and of¬
ten honesty, [and to] periods of besotted drunkenness.” Gypsy men, quite
simply, are “pilferers.” As late as the 1920s, acompany in Pittsburgh worked
up an elaborate chart that rated anumber of racial groups according to their
suitability to specific tasks and to work under specific conditions within the
factory. How did Mexicans, Hebrews, or Bohemians rate, for instance, when
it came to doing heavy work or light? Oily work or clean? Working the day
shift or the night?

This kind of racial logic and the local patterns of employment discrimi¬
nation that went with it resulted in ahighly stratified and segmented labor
market in most parts of the country—a “split” market in which women and
entire ethnic or racialized populations were funneled into sectors of the econ¬
omy whose wages were “naturally” lower and whose avenues of advancement
led neither to other, more promising sectors, nor even terribly far upward
within whatever industries constituted the region’s economic “mudsill.”
When aYale graduate inquired about ahelper’s job in the cast house of a
steel mill in the early twentieth century, for instance, he was told, “You don't
want to work there. Only Hunkies [Slavs] work on those jobs, they’re too
damn dirty and too hot for a‘white’ man.” Race and gender, those market
forces that have most often remained unnamed in the discourse of the free

market, thus spared “white men” and condemned “Hunkies,” “Negroes,”
“Chinamen,” adult “girls,” or anyone else on the local scene whose natural
“needs” were not as advanced. This labor segmentation was no doubt part of
what one Slavic priest had in mind when he declared, early in the century,
“My people are not in America; they are under it.”

If the mechanisms of market segmentation tended to protect many na¬
tive white workers from the harshest forms of labor exploitation, these work¬
ers nevertheless perceived apotential threat to the dignity and the standard
of living of all American workers in the superexploitation of nonwhites and
immigrants. The overall response to immigrant labor in the United States,
then, was fiercely double-edged: if immigration made possible the emer-
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gence of the United States as amajor—ultimately the major—industrial
power, so did “the immigrant,” as acharged cultural icon, come to symbol¬
ize the ugliest features of corporate capitalism amid rapid industrializa¬
tion—its exploitive wages, its inhuman hours, its physical dangers, its
degradations—and, ironically, so did the immigrant become ascapegoat for
those very excesses of capital. As E, A. Ross put it in The Old World in the
New, thanks to the immigrants, “we have bigger outputs, tonnages, trade-
balances, fortunes, tips, and alimonies; [but} also bigger slums, red-light dis¬
tricts, breweries, hospitals, and death-rates.” Despite the fantastic wealth
immigrants created, Americans found no shortage of reasons to despise these
new arrivals.

Unwanted Immigrant Workers: Labor Competition
The growing presence of foreigners on American soil raised many ques¬
tions—among them, the very questions of “civilization,” “barbarism," and

that attended the American quest for markets abroad during the
same period. As one congressman complained during adebate over immigra¬
tion in 1884, the new immigrants from Southern and Eastern Europe “do
not know to purchase any of the luxuries which tend to elevate and enlighten
people.” As with the tribes of the plains or the Chinese in China, then, im¬
migrants’ status was not altogether independent of their habits of consump¬
t i o n .

v i r t u e

Far more than their habits of consumption, however, their perceived ca¬
pacity for production determined how various foreign peoples were viewed
once upon American shores. And here they have historically posed aconsid¬
erable array of threats. As recently as 1995, astate labor investigator in New
York concluded that “an immigrant community living in fear” was “fertile
soil” for the sweatshop system. This is one instance in along history of blam¬
ing immigrants for their own plight, for the plight of their counterparts
among American labor, and even for some of the less flattering features of the
U.S. industrial landscape—tenements, slums, and sweatshops, for instance.

Again, the triumvirate of John Commons, E. A. Ross, and Frederick
Jackson Turner offers auseful portrait of the turn-of-the-century brand
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of prolabor nativism. In Races and Immigrants (1907), Commons most
eloquently linked the immigrants’ potential menace to American labor with
the economic thesis of “overproduction”: “Commodities are produced to be
sold,” he wrote.

and if the market falls off, then production comes to astandstill with what
is known as "overproduction. ”Now, wage-earners are the mass of consumers.
If their wages do not rise in proportion to prices and profits, they cannot pur¬
chase as large aproportion of the country’s products as they did before the pe¬
riod of prosperity began. “Overproduction” is mainly “underconsumption” of
wage-earners. Immigration intensifies this fatal cycle of "booms” and “de¬
pressions. ”

But it was not just that immigrants would degrade American labor by
the sheer volume of their numbers (though these and other commentators
did worry about the vast pool of excess labor). Immigrants would also in¬
evitably degrade American labor, in that they were simply so degraded
themselves. “The competition of races is the competition of standards of liv¬
ing,” wrote Commons. “The race with the lowest necessities displaces the
others.” The presence within the U.S. labor market of so many millions
whose “necessities” were so low could only bid down the standard of living
for all American workers, including those whose inherent “necessities” were
“higher.” The new immigrants from Europe were the “neediest, meekest la¬
borers ro be found within the white tace,” concurred E. A. Ross. The combi¬
nation of desperation and docility that characterized workers from “the
backward parts of Europe” would “tend to weaken, if not to shatter, labor or¬
ganizations in the fields they enter.”

Many also feared that foreign labor—by its vety foreignness—eroded
the esteem that American labor had once enjoyed among the capitalist and
managerial classes. Not only would laborers become degraded by their com¬
petition with workers whose needs and whose lifeways were so barbarous,
but in fact labor itself—the process of production in the abstract—would
also become degraded to the point of stigma. “With the insweep of the un¬
intelligible bunk-house foreigner,” wrote Ross, “there grows up adriving
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and cursing of labor which no self-respecting American will endure. Nor can
he bear to be despised as the foreigner is. It is not the work or the pay that
he minds, but the stigma.” Noting that the immigration of the single year
1907 was composed of one-quarter of "the Mediterranean race, one-quarter
of the Slavic race, one-eighth Jewish, and only one-sixth of the Alpine, and
one-sixth of the Teutonic [that is, atotal of one-third North or West Euro¬

pean],” Frederick Jackson Turner, too, lamented that "the sympathy of em¬
ployers with labor has been unfavorably affected by the pressure of great
numbers of immigrants of alien nationality and of lower standards of life.”

Works like Commons’s Races and Immigrants (1907), Turner’s “Social
Forces in American History” (1910), and Ross’s The Old World in the New
(1913) did not articulate wholly new or unheard-of concerns but, rather,
gave scholarly voice to aset of common prejudices that had circulated at
street level and in policy-making circles for some time. The most powerful
outburst of working-class nativism had been the anti-Chinese movement.
This racially based, vigorously prolabor agitation had escalated in California
and other regions of the West in the 1870s, and had captured the federal po¬
litical machinery in the 1880s, when Congress passed the first bill for Chi¬
nese Exclusion. Even as early as the 1850s, when some fifty thousand Chinese
immigrants arrived on the West Coast, aCommittee of Vigilance had ap¬
peared in California to protest the attempts of capital to flood the state with
coolies and “degraded Asiatics.” Sporadic anti-Chinese violence broke out,
and the state legislature passed aForeign Miners Tax—enforced primarily
against the Chinese—as ameans of stemming the tide. In 1855, the State
Assembly declared, “We want the Chinese trade, but we do not want her sur¬
plus population,” asentiment that aptly summed up the dominant American
stance for the balance of the century and beyond. Over the next several
decades, the political landscape of California, Oregon, Washington, Idaho,
Wyoming, and Colorado became dotted with anticoolie clubs. Leagues of
Deliverance, and other anti-Chinese organizations.

Anti-Chinese sentiments among white workers both intensified and be¬
came nationalized after 1869, when the completion of the transcontinental
railroad stoked the flames of anti-Chinese race hatred in two distinct ways.
First, as many mines dried up and as the railroad reached completion, Chi-
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nese laborers who had largely worked in these two industries began to drift
into other sectors of the economy, particularly manufacturing enterprises
that by custom had been “white.” The overpopulation of San Francisco and
the newly pronounced Chinese presence in occupational niches in cigar man¬
ufacture and shoemaking, for instance, heightened white workers’ alarm over
their own potential displacement by Chinese contract labor. By 1873, Chi¬
nese labor was producing over half of California’s boots and shoes; Samuel
Gompers later recalled the feeling among cigar workers that, “unless protec¬
tive measures were taken, it was evident the whole industry would soon be
‘Chinaized.’ ”Indeed, the Chinese presence prodded cigar-makers toward a
national organization of labor unions, because “the help of all wage earners
was needed in support of Chinese exclusion.”

Since the completion of the transcontinental railroad nationalized the
market for these Western goods, moreover, it also nationalized the perceived
threat posed by Chinese labor. Not only did the Chinese presence threaten to
depress wages in California’s cigarmaking industry, but the opportunities for
distribution afforded by the railroad now brought Western and Eastern
workers into direct competition with one another. If the Chinese drove
wages down in the West, the argument went, they would also drive them
down in the East, as California cigar manufacturers made abid for the
tional market. The peril was registered more directly still in shoemaking
when, in 1870, five hundred striking white workers in the newly formed
Knights of St. Crispin were replaced by Chinese strikebreakers in North
Adams, Massachusetts. The year 1870 was thus marked not only by an anti-
Chinese convention in California, but by anti-Chinese labor rallies in Eastern
cities like New York and Boston as well.

The link in white workers’ minds between the unsavory practices of mo¬
nopoly capital on the one hand and the unfair competition of degraded Chi¬
nese labor on the other was forged during the early 1870s. At aBoston
meeting of the Knights of St. Crispin, shoemakers denounced “Chinamen” as
“ignorant tools in the hands of oppressive capitalists.” Labor leaders and the¬
orists like Henry George now denounced Chinese immigrants as “long-tailed
barbarians,” complaining that, “in every case in which Chinese come into fair
competition with white labor, the whites must either retire from the field or

n a -
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come down to the Chinese standard of living.” Resolutions passed at an anti-
Chinese demonstration in New York’s Tompkins Square in July 1870 like¬
wise combined antimonopoly rhetoric with aracial logic familiar from the
discourses of overproduction and export: capital, by these lights, had im¬
ported “the lowest and most degraded of the Chinese barbaric race” to com¬
pete with “those whose more advanced intelligence and improved tastes have
generated in them aproportionately greater number of wants and desires.”

Like employers themselves, these white workers saw something natural
in the degraded state of Chinese labor—yet it was adegradation that could
ultimately affect even the superior “white” worker unless, as this assembly
urged. Congress put an end to “the importation of coolies.” “The Chinamen
labor for such pitiful wages that they undermine Caucasians,” commented
The Atlantic Monthly in 1871; “no white labor can live with any decency or
self-respect” at such wage levels. As E. A. Ross summarized the argument in
retrospect years later, whites could compete favorably with the Chinese un¬
der normal conditions, but not under bad conditions. His pithy formula:
“Reilly can outdo Ah San, but Ah San can underlive Reilly.” (Chinese Viceroy
Li Hung-chang turned this reasoning around, cutting an zx\i\-European argu¬
ment from the same cloth: “The Chinese can live cheaper than the Irish,” he
conceded, but the real reason the laboring classes hated the Chinese was that
“they [the Chinese} are possessors of higher virtues than themselves.”)

Because so many of the imperiled “white” workers were actually immi¬
grants themselves (hence Ross’s use of the Irish “Reilly”), race became in¬
creasingly important in this formulation. As A. Oakey Hall argued at the
Tompkins Square rally, the American people could not object to immigra¬
tion per se, only to the capitalist venture to overrun labor with “another kind
of tawny slave labor.” Another orator, speaking in German, asserted that the
country owed its greatness to “the laborers that had come from Europe.” The
Joint Congressional Committee to Investigate Chinese Immigration in 1877
also drew careful distinctions along the color line separating Asian from Eu¬
ropean immigrants. Unlike Europeans, “there is not sufficient brain capacity
in the Chinese to furnish the motive power for self-government,” the com¬
mittee declared. “Upon the point of morals, there is no Aryan or European
race which is not far superior to the Chinese as aclass.” Just as whiteness
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gathered European immigrants into the American fold in the legal frame¬
work of naturalization law (whose key phrase in defining eligibility since
1790 was “free white persons"), so whiteness in the cauldron of labor compe¬
tition naturalized European newcomers as honorary Americans, as against
the truly foreign “Mongolian” immigrants—at least for atime.

But whereas racialism provided the venom of the anti-Chinese campaign
(and, indeed, the “free white persons” clause in naturalization law had left
the Chinese ineligible for citizenship and hence uniquely vulnerable), the
driving logic of the movement was economic. Even the Joint Congressional
Committee, whose concern was largely for the safety of American institu¬
tions, adopted labor’s anti-Chinese argument wholesale. “The Chinese have
reduced wages to what would be starvation prices for white men and
women,” ran the report; “this distinctive competition in some branches of la¬
bor operates as acontinual menace, and inspires fears that ...these ruinously
low rates will ...degrade all white working people to the abject condition
of aservile class.”

Although a“California thesis” of the anti-Chinese movement rather too
neatly exonerates the rest of the country, it is true that the movement was
nowhere more militant than on the infamous “Sand Lot” in San Francisco,
where labor leader Dennis Kearney spewed anti-Chinese invective, where or¬
ganized anti-Chinese agitation mounted throughout the latter 1870s, and
where, increasingly, anti-Chinese violence originated. In April 1877, an or¬
ganization appeared in California calling itself The Order of Caucasians for
the Extermination of the Chinaman; its announced aim was to “drive the

Chinaman out of California” by aregime of harassment that, as spelled out in
the bylaws, included the policy to “pursue and injure” not only Chinese im¬
migrants themselves but also any white persons who “countenance their ex¬
istence in any way.” Members pledged to oppose the Chinese “to annihilation
by every manner and means within the thin gauze of the law.”

Misgivings about the Chinese presence on the grounds of their religion
or “civilization” were frequently aired, but the laborite strain of the move¬
ment was predominant in the tenor of the anti-Chinese argument. “We de¬
clare that the Chinaman must leave our shores,” ran one Workingmen’s Party
manifesto. “We declare that white men, and women, and boys, and girls,
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cannot live as people of the great republic should and compete with the sin¬
gle Chinese coolies in the labor market. ... To an American, death is prefer¬
able to life on par with the Chinamen.” And “life on par with the Chinamen”
was all that the future of California held for the white working class, unless
the swarm of Asian newcomers could be turned away.

Both major political parties in California carried anti-Chinese planks
from 1871 onward; and the Workingmen’s Party, the first Marxist political
party in the United States, garnered roughly athird of the vote in state elec¬
tions during the decade behind the no-nonsense slogan “The Chinese Must
Go!” Thanks largely to the influence of California labor, the state’s second
Constitution (ratified in 1879) included an article prohibiting any corpora¬
tion’s employing, “directly or indirectly, in any capacity, any Chinese or
Mongolian”; prohibiting the employ of Chinese “on any state, county, mu¬
nicipal, or other public work, except in punishment for crime”; and mandat¬
ing that the legislature “delegate all necessary power to the incorporated
cities and towns of this state for the removal of Chinese without the limits of

such cities and towns, or for their locations within prescribed portions of
those limits, and it shall also provide the necessary legislation to prohibit the
introduction into this state of Chinese after the adoption of this Constitu¬
t i o n . ”

In the late 1870s, Western delegations of the U.S. Congress also brought
the Chinese question to the national agenda. Acongressional report submit¬
ted in 1877 (by acommittee that happened to be dominated by Californians)
urged legislation “to restrain the great influx of Asiatics to this country.”
Several bills calling for the termination of Chinese immigration were intro¬
duced in 1878 and ’79, culminating in the Fifteen Passenger Bill (1879),
which provided that no ship could take aboard more than fifteen Chinese
passengers for transport to the United States. At atime when Chinese immi¬
gration was running toward ten thousand per year, such limitations would
have atremendous impact. President Hayes vetoed the bill, however, largely
out of sensitivity to diplomatic and commercial relations with China, and to
the treaty protections affecting American nationals and interests in Asia.

But by now the talk of Exclusion was not to be quieted. “Every country
owes its first duty to its own race and citizens,” opined the San Francisco Ex-
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aminer in 1880. “This duty properly observed on this Coast will cause much
riddance of the Chinese pest." In 1882, Senator John F. Miller of California
introduced the first bill to suspend Chinese immigration—in this version,
for aperiod of twenty years. The bill won vigorous support among Western
and Southern congressmen, passing the Senate by avote of 29 to 15, and the
House by avote of 167 to 66 (55 abstaining). Like his predecessor, Chester
Arthur vetoed this bill, for his part on the grounds that the twenty-year sus¬
pension was too long, and that such adraconian law would damage the U.S.
image among trading partners in Asia. But in the spring of 1882, he did
sign arevised bill that reduced the suspension to ten years (subject to re¬
newal), and the Chinese Exclusion Act became law. So portentous was this
triumph for American labor perceived to be that its possible repeal became
the stuff of science fiction: offering ahorrific vision of American life ahun¬
dred years hence in Caesar’s Column (1890), populist Ignatius Donnelly pro¬
jected that the industrial “underworld” would include, among myriad other
races and nations, “even Chinese and Japanese; for the slant eyes of many, and
their imperfect, Tartar-like features, reminded me that the laws made by the
Republic, in-the elder and better days, against the invasion of the Mongolian
hordes, had long since become adead letter.”

Still despised (as Donnelly’s comments indicate) and now newly vulner¬
able, the Chinese immigrants who had already entered the United States suf¬
fered aseries of violent attacks in the long wake of Exclusion. Indeed,
historian Shih-Shan Henry Tsai has identified fifty-five anti-Chinese riots in
the West during the latter decades of the nineteenth century, including
thirty-four in California, nine in Washington, and four in Nevada. Though
the residents of Wyoming perpetrated only one anti-Chinese riot, the out¬
rage at Rock Springs (1885) was among the most spectacular in its fury:
twenty-eight Chinese miners were killed, fifteen others injured, several hun¬
dred driven out of town, and Chinese property estimated at $147,000 was
destroyed. Rock Springs stands out only for the scale of violence; the distinc¬
tion from other anti-Chinese outrages across the West was in degree, not in
kind. Like the upheaval in Tacoma in 1885, many of these riots were re¬
garded as serious enough even by an avowedly anti-Chinese federal govern¬
ment to provoke the intervention of federal troops.
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Anti-Chinese agitation is unique in the history of American nativism for
the consistency of its violence, for its success in capturing the major workers’
organizations as well as both national political parties, and, ultimately, for its
success in winning legislation that singled out one national group for total
exclusion. Indeed, since some of the movement’s key participants were im¬
migrants themselves, it is only with major qualification that we can consider
this “nativism” at all. But the argument against the foreign worker that be¬
gan with the Chinese was broadly applied in ensuing years, in both its racial¬
ist and its economic dimensions—even to those European newcomers whose
perceived “whiteness” initially shielded them during the Sand Lot tumult of
the 1870s. By the turn of the century, it was not at all unusual to hear that
any number of groups—whether Bohemians, Italians, Japanese, or Jews—
were fundamentally “like the Chinese.”

The Exclusion Act of 1882 may have been broadly anti-Asian in its
spirit, but it was narrowly anti-Chinese in its letter. Hence, even in the wake
of Exclusion, immigration from other areas of Asia—-particularly Japan—be¬
gan to mount in the 1890s and after. This migration, too, would gradually
be curtailed over the years—by an executive order in 1907, which prohibited
immigration through the United States’ insular possessions (in this case
Hawaii), and by racially based, staunchly anti-Asian legislation in 1917 and
1924, creating a“barred zone” that effectively extended the principle of Ex¬
clusion to the whole of the Asian continent. But in the meantime, significant
numbers of Japanese immigrants did arrive, and labor-contracting firms like
the Oriental Trading Company (Seattle), Ban Shinzaburo (Portland), the
Japanese American Industrial Corporation (San Francisco), and the Oriental
Contracting Company (Denver) funneled them into the Westetn railroad,
mining, and agricultural industries. By 1909, over thirty-eight thousand
Japanese workers were employed as agricultural field hands, primarily in
California; another ten thousand worked as section hands on the Western
railroads; thirty-six hundred worked the salmon canneries in Alaska, Ore¬
gon, and Washington; twenty-two hundred tended the sawmills of the
Pacific Northwest; and two thousand worked the mines of Colorado and

Wyoming.
It was not long before the influx of laborers from this new Asian source
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had put figures like Dennis Kearney back in business; “The foreign shylocks
are rushing another breed of Asiatic slaves to fill up the gap made vacant by
the Chinese who are shut out by our laws,” he told aSacremento audience in
1892. “Japs,” he declared, “are being brought here now in countless numbers
to demoralize and discourage our domestic labor market.” Echoing his earlier
campaign of the 1870s, he ended with the slogan “The Japs Must Go!”

The sporadic anti-Japanese agitation and violence of the 1890s had be¬
come afull-fledged movement by 1900, when the first truly large-scale
demonstration of anti-Japanese sentiment took place in California. Speakers
included E. A. Ross (then at Stanford), who compared aprudently restric-
tionist immigration policy to aprudent tariff policy: “We keep out pauper-
made goods but let in the pauper,” he objected. “A restrictive policy devised
in the true interest of labor would think first of keeping out the foreigner,
and then of keeping out his product.”

In the 1890s and after, an occasional “white” union did attempt to em¬
brace—even if reluctantly—the newcomers from Asia. In response to a
strike of Mexican and Japanese sugar-beet workers in Oxnard, California, in
1903, the Los Angeles County Council of Labor resolved;

We declare our belief that the most effective method of protecting the Ameri¬
can workingman and his standard of living is by the universal organization
of the wage-workers regardless of race or national distinction.

Resolved, That while we are utterly opposed to the unrestricted immi¬
gration of the various Oriental races, we heartily favor the thorough organi¬
zation of those now here, and believe that the fact that men are able to do our
work when we strike is sufficient reason why they should be organized, re¬
gardless of race or color.

But Samuel Gompers voiced the prevailing opinion of American labor
when he agreed to issue an AFL charter to the Council of Labor only on the
condition that “your union will under no circumstances accept membership
of any Chinese or Japanese.” For Gompers and others, the Japanese issue
melded entirely with the anti-Chinese agitation of decades earlier, particu¬
larly as the Exclusion Act came due fot renewal in the early years of the new
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century. "Every incoming coolie means the displacement of an American,
and the lowering of the American standard of living,” he argued in 1901.
That same year, Gompers penned apamphler bearing rhe provocative title
Some Reasons for Chinese Exclusion: Meat vs. Rice, American Manhood Against
Asiatic Coolieism, Which Shall Survive? The Federationist, the AFL organ, flatly
declared that the Japanese immigrant "can not be unionized. He cannot be
Amer i can i zed . ”

Yellow Peril hysteria mounted in the early years of the century, particu¬
larly as the Japanese victory in the Russo-Japanese War elevated Japan to
new heights of perceived menace in the American political imagination:
“Once the war with Russia is over,” predicted the San Francisco Chronicle, "the
brown stream of Japanese immigration [will become] araging torrent.”
Chronicle headlines in this period included: "How Japanese Immigrarion
Companies Override Laws,” "Brown Men Are Made Cirizens Illegally,”
"Japanese aMenace to American Women,” "The Yellow Peril—How Japa¬
nese Crowd Out the White Race,” "Brown Peril Assumes National Propor¬
tions,” and "Brown Artisans Steal Brains of Whites.” The journal’s editor
feared no less than the “complete orientalization of the Pacific coast.”

Like the impetus for Chinese Exclusion, anti-Japanese sentiment origi¬
nated in certain industries but soon spilled across the entire West. “We view
with alarm the pouring of cheap Japanese labor into our western States,” ex¬
plained aWyoming delegate to the United Mine Workers of America in
1904.

We believe that Americans today, as in 1776, stand for independence and
the noblest manhood', the Japanese laborer, as we find him in our mines and
other industries, stands for neither. The Jap, like the Chinaman, works for
-whatever the company is pleased to pay him, and returns aportion of his
earnings regularly to aJapanese agent, who is called a“boss," doubtless to
evade technically the law prohibiting contract labor.

The Japanese immigrant “should be excluded from our shores,” he con¬
cluded. “Therefore we pray Congress to enact alaw excluding the Japanese as
well as the Chinese.”
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Soon enough, such rough calls for workingmen’s “justice” crystallized in
formal organizations with concrete legislative agendas. Early anti-Japanese
organizations like the Boot and Shoemaker’s White Labor League were
joined soon in the new century by the more ambitious Asiatic Exclusion
League and the suggestively named Anti-Jap Laundry League, which frankly
opposed “the patronizing or employing of Asiatics in any manner.” The Cal¬
ifornia legislature, for its part, began passing anti-Japanese resolutions and
legislation, noting in 1905, for instance, that Japanese immigrants “con¬
tribute nothing to the growth of the State. They add nothing to its wealth,
and they are ablight on the prosperity of it.” Further, “the close of the war
between Japan and Russia will surely bring to our shores hordes, to be
counted only in thousands, of the discharged soldiers of the Japanese Army,
who will crowd the State with immoral, intemperate, quarrelsome men,
bound to labor for apittance, and to subsist on asupply with which awhite
man can hardly susrain life.” In 1913, the state legislature passed the Alien
Land Law, which forbade land ownership (or even the leasing of land beyond
three years) on the part of any “alien ineligible for citizenship”—clearly a
proscription intended for Japanese immigrants, who indeed had become ac¬
tive in small farming. As the Elk Grove Citizen put it that year in ahateful
little jingle, “111 fares the land, /to hastening ills aprey, /Where Japs accu¬
mulate, /day by day.”

Or where any Asians accumulate, for that matter. Amob drove ahun¬
dred East Indian farm workers out of Live Oak, California, in 1908; and be¬
tween 1909 and 1915, white residents perpetrated anumber of assaults
against Koreans in the West, though Korean settlement was quite modest.
In 1913, amob of several hundred unemployed whites ran fifteen Korean
fruit pickers out of Hemet, California, under threat of violence. By the
1910s, there was agood deal of enthusiasm for afurther-reaching Exclusion
Act than that which merely proscribed the Chinese. As Paul Scharrenberg,
an AFL officer in California, put it in 1915, “We are anxious to have enacted
an exclusion law which will effectively and permanently bar these little
brown men from our shores”—by which he meant much more than just
“The Chinese Must Go!” Even Woodrow Wilson, who resisted proposals like
the literacy test that would have restricted European immigration, was sym-
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pathetic to the anti-Asian strains of American labor. “In the matter of Chi¬
nese and Japanese coolie immigration,” he said, “I stand for the national pol¬
icy of exclusion.” Although the president did voice his concern for the
assimilability of apeople “who do not blend with the Caucasian race,” his
adoption of the term “coolie” here was critical: “Their lower standard of liv¬
ing as laborers will crowd out the white agriculturalist and is, in other fields,
aserious industrial menace.” In 1917, Wilson signed anew immigration law
creating a“Barred Zone” east of the Caucasus Mountains, the Ural River, and
the Ural Mountains. The new law effectively united Japanese, Korean, and
East Indian immigrants with the excluded Chinese as racial pariahs whose
continued immigration was not to be countenanced.

Asians, of course, were not the only immigrants to run afoul of Ameri¬
can labor and its allies in government. Armenians in California, for instance,
though exempted from the prohibitions imposed by the Alien Land Law, did
suffer discrimination in housing and in the social organization of cities like
Fresno, whose color bars, by local custom, placed them on the nonwhite side
of the divide; and Armenian farm workers were sometimes terrorized by vio¬
lent night-riders in the state’s orchard lands. Likewise, in the 1910s mem¬
bers of the AFL decried Mexican immigration as a“torrent of peon poison,”
and lamented that able-bodied American men were forced to sit idle without

work while “slim-legged [Mexican} peons with tortillas in their stomachs”
performed construction work in their full view. “Cheap labor,” spat the AFL
Advocate in a1915 piece on Mexican labor in the Southwest, “—at the cost of
every ideal cherished in the heart of every member of the white race, utterly
destroyed and buried beneath the greedy ambitions of afew grasping money
gluttons, who would not hesitate to sink the balance of society to the lowest
levels of animalism, if by so doing they can increase their own bank ac¬
count.” Like the Asians before them, Mexican workers were not seen as po¬
tential fellows in common cause, but as dangerous tools in the hands of
monopoly capital whose innate racial degradation threatened to degrade even
the noblest of American laborers.

Nor, ultimately, were European laborers themselves immune to such ob¬
jections on the part of American natives, even if in some cases they had com¬
fortably participated in the agitation against Asian or Mexican immigration.
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For some natives, in fact, if the anti-Chinese movement had proved anything
at all, it proved that the nation’s gates ought to be closed against European
immigrants. The San Francisco Argonaut depicted the anti-Chinese rallies of
the 1870s as consisting of “the refuse and sweepings of Europe, the ignorant,
brutal, idle off-scourings of civilization.” In apamphlet titled Niust the Chi¬
nese Go? (1890), another writer charged: “The immigrant from across the At¬
lantic desires and intends to command the labor market here; not only to
rule in our homes, but in every other department of industry in which he en¬
ters; to fix prices of labor, to strike for more, to do or not to do, without fear
of competition.” Like the Chinese in the eyes of aDennis Kearney, the anti-
Chinese agitators from Europe merely sought unfair control of the labor mar¬
ke t .

The perceived crimes of the “new” European immigrants included not
only their tendency to drive down wages by their very presence, but their
tendency to impede the prospects of workers’ organization by their inborn
docility. Given the tendency among American conservatives and the man¬
agerial elite to pin American radicalism on immigrants from Germany, Rus¬
sia, or Hungary, it is no small irony that in other quarters immigrant docility
reached legendary proportions. As W. Jett Lauck wrote in The Atlantic
Monthly in 1912, the South or East European immigrant has “been inclined,
as arule, to acquiesce in the demand on the part of employers for extra work
or longer hours. ..."Where older employees have found unsafe or unsanitary
working conditions prevailing, and have protested, the recent immigrant
wage-earners ...have manifested awillingness to accept the alleged unsatis¬
factory working conditions.”

American radicals themselves, moreover, were often far from kind or

hospitable to these newly arrived proletarians. “The Dago works for small
pay and lives far more like asavage or wild beast, than the Chinese,” wrote
socialist leader Eugene Debs in 1891. Like the Chinaman and his infernal
rice diet, the Italian immigrant “fattens on garbage” and “is able to underbid
an American workingman. Italy has millions of them to spare and they are
coming.” Decades later, in 1911, Milwaukee socialist Victor Berger, too, de¬
nounced “Slovenians, Italians, Greeks, Russians, and Armenians” as “modern

white coolies.” Though Debs himself blunted his anti-immigrant sentiments
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over time, the Socialist Party as awhole never did entirely abandon anativist
rhetoric and logic. The party’s national convention in 1910 adopted aresolu¬
tion that, though placating Jews in aclause affirming the maintenance of the
United States as “a free asylum” for persons persecuted in their homelands on
political, religious, or racial grounds, nonetheless endorsed “all legislative
measures tending to prevent the immigration of strikebreakers and contract
laborers, and the mass importation of workers from foreign countries,
brought about by the employing classes for the purpose of weakening the or¬
ganization of American labor, and of lowering the standard of life of Ameri¬
can workers.”

However sympathetic American laborers might have been to the plight
of workers from the Old World, as one AFL spokesman declared, the United
States was now “in the position of any other asylum whose dormitories are
full up. ...We cannot go abroad and hope to lift up the labor of the world.
...The selfishness that provides for the home and protection of the family
from want or danger is the only spirit in which this question may be consid¬
ered successfully.” Thus, though foteign workers in some very real sense ac¬
tually constituted “American labor,” they were despised, repulsed, and plotted
against politically by congeries of organized groups who recognized the
name as applying only to themselves, not to this invasion of degraded for¬
e i g n e r s .

In this, native labor leaders in the AFL or even the Socialist Party ironi¬
cally held something in common with conservative patricians like Elihu
Root. “The subject of the exclusion of laborers is acquiring anew interest in
my mind,” wrote Root to his friend Oliver Wendell Holmes in 1907, the na¬
tion’s peak year of immigration. “The whole subject of apeaceful invasion by
which the people of acountry may have their country taken away from them,
and the analogy and contrast between the swarming of peaceful immigration
and business enterprise and the popular invasions of former times, such, for
instance, as those overrunning the Roman Empire, are most interesting.”
Like Victor Berger, Dennis Kearney, or the riotous members of the Asiatic
Exclusion League, Elihu Root feared for the ultimate possession of the countty.
But, like so many among the elite classes who throughout this period grap¬
pled with the perils of “overproduction,” Root parted ways with the likes of
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these laborites in the terms by which he defined the problem. If aKearney or
aBerger was most concerned with standards of living and the dignity of la¬
bor, Root came to fear laborers themselves. Indeed, for Root and others like

him throughout this period of boom and bust, labor’s very disquiet was
among the most alarming features of the immigrants’ “peaceful invasion” of
t h e n a t i o n .

Unwanted Immigrant Workers: Labor Radicalism
“‘Barbarians, savages, illiterate Anarchists from Central Europe, men who
cannot comprehend the spirit of our free American institutions,’—of these I
am one.” So begins the brief autobiography of August Spies, written from his
jail cell after abomb had exploded in the midst of agroup of Chicago po¬
licemen in Haymarket Square during aworkers’ rally in support of the eight-
hour workday. Charged with “general conspiracy to murder” for his advocacy
of worker self-defense in the violent days of the eight-hour movement. Spies
was hanged on November 11, 1887. The trial itself had been carried out in a
frenzied atmosphere of antiradicalism heavily accented by frank nativism. As
August Spies knew, he was on trial less for his deeds (which remained un¬
proved) than for his “foreign” ideas and even his foreign birth. “I admit,” he
wrote, “I ought not to have made the mistake, ought not to have been born
aforeigner, but little children, particularly unborn children, will make mis¬
takes!”

In its aftermath, “Haymarket” was long an emblem for the dangerous,
unpredictable tendencies of America’s growing foreign-born population—
the Volcano Under the City, as one anonymous chronicler phrased it at the
time. But this “riot” was only one beat in amuch longer litany that extended
throughout the period—the nationwide railroad strike along the B&O lines
from Baltimore to St. Louis and beyond (1877); the clash of striking steel¬
workers with Pinkerton Guards in Homestead, Pennsylvania (1892); the dis¬
patch of federal troops to meet striking workers from the Pullman Palace Car
Company in Chicago (1894); the three-month strike of U.S. garment work¬
ers, known as the Uprising of the Twenty Thousand (1909); the textile work¬
ers’ strike in Lawrence, Massachusetts, said to be inspired by radical
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“agitators" from the Industrial Workers of the World (1912); and the five-
month silk-workers’ strike, also IWW, in Paterson, New Jersey (1913). Each
episode conjured images of blood in the streets, an explosive and distinctly
foreign brand of political chaos-
the unruly mobs consisted largely of women, as in the 1909 uprising of “our
wonderful fervent girls,” as the Yiddish press hailed the twenty thousand
garment workers, or in the fight “for bread and roses" in Lawrence in 1912.
And the ever-lengthening litany as awhole seemed to prove the folly of ac¬
cepting the rest of the world’s “dangerous classes” as achief import.

In the summer of 1883, when garment workers in several New York
shops had struck for better working conditions, area newspapers dubbed it
“the emigrants’ strike,” thus pointing up one of the peculiar ironies of the
age: if immigrant workers could be hired for their supposed docility and re¬
viled by native labor for their supposed unwillingness to organize and their
consequent degradation of labor, so, nonetheless, could strikers be presumed
"emigrants” and striking itself presumed inherently “un-American.” “There
has appeared in great force,” wrote Nation editor E. L. Godkin in 1887,

more “foreign,” perhaps, than when■ n e v e r

and for the first time on American soil, the dependent, State-managed la¬
borer of Europe, who declines to take care of himself in the old American
fashion. When he is out of work, or does not like his work, he looks about
and asks his fellow-citizens sullenly, if not menacingly, what they are going
to do about it. He has brought with him, too, what is called “the labor prob¬
lem, ”probably the most un-American of all the problems which American
society has to work over today.

Having walked directly into the fray between American capital and
American labor, immigrants now came to symbolize the rising industrial or¬
der itself—and its discontents. In 1886, the year of the Haymarket violence,
there were 1,572 work stoppages in the United States involving some
610,000 workers. Fifteen years later, in 1901, there were 3,012 stoppages; in
1917, 4,450. These workers’ protests reflected at once the growing class-
consciousness and the hardening class-lines of the industrializing republic, as
well as acollective outrage at the exploitive employment practices at atime
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when the availability of cheap labor and the doctrines of social Darwinism
combined to cheapen the very lives of American workers in the eyes of many
employers. Throughout this period, defining radicalism as inherently “un-
American” and pinning it exclusively on foreigners became the common
sleight of hand by which Americans disowned the social conditions that cap¬
italism had spawned and which radicalism was meant to address.

The tendency to conflate the immigration question and the labor ques¬
tion had become especially pronounced in the wake of the Gteat Railroad
Strike of 1877. Perhaps more forcefully than the Centennial Exposition, this
first nationwide strike against the country’s premiere nationwide corporation
announced the arrival of the United States as afully industrial civilization.
In response to a10-percent wage reduction in July 1877—the second such
cut in afour-year stretch during which cuts totaled up to 37 percent for
many workers—railroad workers in Martinsburg, West Virginia, went out
on strike against the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad. Sympathetic workers all
along the B&O line came to their support, and within afew days crowds
were attacking the railroads and waging pitched battles against militiamen
in West Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Ohio. Within afew days more, over a
hundred thousand workers had gone out in anational strike, from Pitts¬
burgh to Chicago to St. Louis to San Francisco. The battle for Pittsburgh was
particularly fierce, ultimately killing nearly fifty workers and militiamen and
destroying $5 million worth of property. Acall put out by the Working¬
men’s Party in St. Louis produced agathering of some twenty thousand
workers in that city alone, bearing placards, among others, reading, “Why
Does Overproduction Cause Starvation?” Local police, state militias, and
three thousand federal troops under the direction of the War Department fi¬
nally crushed the rebellion after two full weeks of fighting from coast to
c o a s t .

This was aportentous moment. After the uprising was crushed, the
Chicago Tribune heaved atroubled sigh: "We now have the communists on
our soil.” But where had these radicals come from? Although the consensus
at the time was that this was chiefly an uprising of native, not immigrant,
workers, evidently the German and Bohemian sections of the Workingmen’s
Party were conspicuous far beyond their actual numbers, or else the very no-
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tion of such an uprising was itself so “foreign” that its perpetration by Amer¬
ican natives was impossible to contemplate. In any case, that the Great Rail¬
road Strike was "an emigrants’ strike” became afairly broadly accepted
interpretation. The conspirators were “probably an amalgamation of the
Molly Maguires and the Commune,” supposed one observer. Godkin la¬
mented the “vast additions” to the American population, to whom American
ideals “appeal but faintly” and who “carry in their very blood traditions
which give universal suffrage an air of menace to many of the things which
civil ized men hold most dear.”

The strikes made an especially vivid impression on John Hay. As he
wrote to his father-in-law at the time, “Any hour the mob chooses it can de¬
stroy any city in the country—that is the simple truth.” Among the more in¬
teresting documents of American antiradicalism of the period is his novel.
The Bread-Winners (1883), afiercely antilabor melodrama of the 1877 strike.
Revolving around Arthur Farnham, an upstanding citizen of one of the city’s
wealthier wards, and his love interests during the several days bracketing the
general strike, the novel is primarily an exercise in dismantling the philo¬
sophical and political claims of ahazily defined American (un-American,
rather) radicalism. There is no genuine “class struggle” in this cosmos, only
self-interested scheming cloaked in high-sounding political phrases. Nor are

only respectable types and their disagreeable brethren,there “classes,” even-

separated to some extent by degrees of prosperity, perhaps, but far more by
the content of their characters. The novel does not seriously entertain and re¬
but socialist assaults on the capitalist order, that is; rather, it porttays such
dissent as inherently dishonest—in every case aruse hiding the agitator’s op¬
portunism or his outright thievery, ahighly personal plot to win riches,
women, or both.

The economic ethos of Hay’s world-view, his sense of economic and tech¬
nological triumph, is nicely expressed in his description of Buffland, afic¬
tional port city on the shores of Lake Erie: “Its air was filled with the smoke
and odors of vast and successful trade, and its sky was reddened by night
with the glare of its furnaces, rising like the hot breath of some prostrate Ti¬
tan, conquered and bowed down by the pitiless cunning of men.” The single
blot on this industrial idyll is adangerous labor organization going by the
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name of the Brotherhood of Bread-Winners, a“roll-call of shirks” whose

leadership consists of aloose band of “wandering apostles of plunder.” De¬
spite its prosperity, the fine city of Buffland proves remarkably vulnerable to
their brand of agitation. By the second day of the strike, “a few tonguey va¬
grants and convicts from the city and from neighboring towns, who had
come to the surface from nobody knew where, were beginning to exercise a
wholly unexpected authority. They were going from place to place, harangu¬
ing the workmen, preaching what they called socialism, but what was
merely riot and plunder.”

The Bread-Winners is not avirulently nativist tract. Indeed, athickly
cented German immigrant named Bolty proves to be one of Farnham’s most
reliable allies. But the foreignness of the mob is marked clearly enough, even
if the mob itself is not depicted in the fully venomous language or images of
vintage 1880s American nativism. The villainous ringleader of the Brother¬
hood, Andy Offitt, writes for the Irish Harp, for example, and in conversation
he decries the American class structure in adistinctive brogue, comparing
American laborers to “Roosian scurfs.” More than once, Farnham’s neighbor
tells of the time her late husband calmed amob of strikers on the Wabash by
making “a little speech, complimenting Ireland and the American flag.” The
Irish mayor, too, expresses his “profound sympathy” for the workers in “this
struggle with capital,” and he downplays the need for heightened vigilance
as the strike approaches. “The workers of Buffland are not thieves and rob¬
bers,” he avers. And then, with atelling brogue, “I expect their conduct to
be that of perr-fect gentlemen.”

Hay’s polemic point in the novel, ultimately, is to prod “the better
classes” to become more involved in the nation’s marvelously open political
process. After the general strike, the moral of the story goes, the “rich and
intelligent” people merely “kept on making money, building fine houses,
and bringing up children to hate politics as they did, and in fine to fatten
themselves as sheep which should be mutton whenever the butcher was
ready.” Meanwhile, ominously, “there was not an Irish laborer in the city but
knew his way to his ward club as well as to mass.” (Apropos of his concern
with overseas markets, the future author of the “Open Door Notes” ended
this drama of class antagonism with aboosterist plug for the opportunities of

a c -
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the Orient: Arthur Farnham leaves for Japan, asking his love, Alice Belding,
“Shall Inot bring you the loot of atemple or two? They say the priests have
become very corruptible since our missionaries got there—the false religion
tumbling before the new.’’)

The political equation of radicalism with foreign birth was not confined
in American discourse to the sharp denunciations of E. L. Godkin and the
vague suspicions of John Hay. Astring of court decisions and legislative acts
between the 1880s and 1900s reveal the depth of the common estimation of
political “un-Americanism.” The earliest of these, Chae Chan-ping v. United
States (1889) and Fong Yue-ting v. United States (1893), developed out of the
anti-Chinese agitation and legislation of the Exclusion era. Chae Chan-ping,
alaborer who had returned to China in 1887 after twelve years in San Fran¬
cisco, was denied re-entry under the terms of the Scott Act (passed in his ab¬
sence), which reaffirmed the Exclusion Act and further banned the return of
any Chinese laborer who had gone back to China. Chae pursued his re-entry
all the way to the Supreme Court, where he was denied. Similarly, Fong Yue-
ting petitioned to overturn an Immigration Bureau order expelling him for
failure to have a“certificate of residence.” He, too, lost his case.

These cases established an important principle in U.S. immigration law,
one that would become particularly important for suspected “radicals” or
“anarchists” later on: threars posed by immigration were threars to national
sovereignty, and therefore the state held the same rights and duties to curb
this foreign menace as it did to protect its citizens in time of war. As the
majority opinion in Chae Chan-ping asserted, it is the “highest duty of every
nation to preserve its independence, and give security against foreign aggres¬
sion and encroachments ... no matter in whar form such aggression and en¬
croachment come, whether from the foreign nation acting in its national
character or from the vast hordes of its people crowding in upon us.” The
court in Fong Yue-ting reaffirmed “the right to exclude or expel all aliens or
any class of aliens, absolutely or upon certain conditions, in war or in peace,
being an inherent right of every sovereign and independent nation, essential
to its safety, its independence and its welfare.”

In 1891, following asimilar line of thinking but applying it to the poi¬
son doctrines of socialism rather than to the Yellow Peril, adistrict-court
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judge in Texas refused the naturalization petition of one Richard Saur, aGer¬
man immigrant, on the basis of the petitioner’s political beliefs. Discovering
that the petitioner was an avowed socialist, Judge Paschal rushed to defend
the United States—as had the judge in Chae Chan-ping—against foreign ag¬
gression. The principles of socialism are “at war with and antagonistic to the
principles of the constitution,” he pronounced, “un-American, impractica¬
ble, and dangerous in the extreme.” He went on to opine that “the safety and
perpetuity of our free institutions and of constitutional government ... de¬
mand that those who apply for the privilege, honor, and distinction of be¬
coming American citizens should be free from [subversive] doctrines.”

This decision remained the exception rather than the rule in U.S. natu¬
ralization cases, but its logic—combined with the concerns for “sovereignty”
voiced from the bench in both Chae Chan-ping and Fong Yue-ting—laid the
way for deeply significanr antiradical, antialien legislation at the federal level
early in the twentieth century. Building on this line of thought, the federal
immigration act of 1903 for the first time excluded certain immigrants be¬
cause of their beliefs and associations: section 2made “anarchists” ineligible
for entry. The proximate inspiration for this legislation was the assassination
of William McKinley in 1901 at the hand of one Leon Czolgosz. Czolgosz, it
turns out, was not an especially dedicated anarchist; nor, in fact, was he an
alien, notwithstanding the patently un-American clusters of consonants in
his name. But the combination of his foul deed, his strange name, and his
vague association with the anarchist movement reignited the antiradical na-
tivism that had smoldered in American political thought since the Haymar-
ket bombing. As ascendant President Theodore Roosevelt had asserted in his
annual message only months after the assassination, the opening salvo of the
U.S. “war” on anarchism should be the exclusion of "all persons who are
known to be believers in anarchistic principles.” The United States should
put some mechanism in place to discover reliably in every prospective immi¬
grant “some intelligent capacity to appreciate American institutions and act
sanely as American citizens.”

Further, anew naturalization act in 1906 brought this thinking from
the realm of immigration and its exclusions to the realm of naturalized citi¬
zenship and its admissions. Under the terms of the new law, not only did a
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prospective citizen have to swear that “he” [sic] was not “opposed to orga¬
nized government,” but he had to demonstrate that for the five preceding
years “he has behaved as aman of good moral character attached to the prin¬
ciples of the Constitution ...and well disposed to the good order and hap¬
piness of the same.” And what constituted immoral behavior? As far as the
courts of the Pacific Northwest were concerned, to take an example, mem¬
bership in the Industrial Workers of the World did. As historian William
Preston, Jr., comments, any immigrant in the IWW could thus be held re¬
sponsible for—and denied citizenship on account of—the strident rhetoric
and the revolutionary tactics of the organization as awhole or any of its
members.

Significantly, from the antianarchist immigration bill’s passage in 1903
until 1921, the United States excluded only thirty-eight would-be immi¬
grants for their purported anarchism, and deported only fourteen resident
aliens as undesirable anarchists from 1911 until the red scare of 1919- As a

measure for the public safety, in other words, the 1903 act was of negligible
consequence. But as abarometer of official opinion on questions of proper
“Americanism,” questions of immigration and its attendant import of ideas,
and questions of who America’s “dangerous classes” really were and where
they had come from, the 1903 bar to “anarchists” sums up avital complex of
ideas that had been taking shape since the labot violence along the B&O line
in 1877. Together with the state’s expanded powers of deportation, these an¬
tiradical immigration and naturalization laws amount to adecision at the
federal level, not only to disavow homegrown radicalism with alanguage of
Americanism and un-Americanism, but to export discontent through ama¬
chinery of repressive speech codes, unforgiving alien laws, and ever-vigilant
government bureaucracies under the auspices of the Immigration Buteau,
the Bureau of Investigation, and the Attorney General’s office. Such measures
to define and enforce legitimate American thinking represent the dark side
of the kind of “Ameticanization” programs that became so numerous and ur¬
gent in the wat years and after.

The new immigrants, of course, were far too diverse agroup necessarily
to represent any one thing in particular—whether conservatism, radicalism.
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Striking, strikebreaking, or bomb-throwing. But throughout this period, as
the American economic landscape and the nation’s demographics both un¬
derwent aprofound transformation, massive immigration itself provided the
general context within which the disposition of American labor was under¬
stood on all sides. Those who found labor dangerously militant regarded this
as aresult of the endless influx of foreigners; those who saw labor as all too
tractable attributed this tractability to precisely the same thing. Thus some
could worry over the steady stream of “incendiaries” and “agitators” freely
entering the body politic from across the seas, while others, like E. A. Ross,
lamented the very docility of aforeign workforce whose presence eroded the
rights of native labor. “Ivan produces much more than he did at home,” Ross
commented, “consumes more, and, above all, makes more profit for his em¬
ployer than the American he displaces. ... To the employer of unskilled la¬
bor this flow of aliens, many of them used to dirt floors, avegetable diet, and
child labor, and ignorant of underclothing, newspapers, and trade unions, is
l ike arain of manna.”

One thing both observers could agree upon, however, was that the grow¬
ing presence of foreigners somehow threatened an American way of life that
was above them. In their profound foreignness in popular American views,
immigranr workers shared aniche with the overseas “natives” and “savages”
whose lives were to be transformed by the modern wares issuing from Amer¬
ican factories. This period of tremendous productivity had brought Ameri¬
cans into unprecedented levels of engagement with diverse peoples both at
home and abroad on terms that, from the American perspective, were bound
to cast the foreigner as an inferior—as abarbarian whose customs screamed
out for revision to an approximation of the American norm; as arelic of some
earlier epoch, inexplicably evading the natural laws of “progress”; as ahuman
draft animal whose brawn could be enlisted to carry out the designs of the
Anglo-Saxon intellect; as avisitor from the premodern, whose accustomed
deprivations threatened to bid down American standards of living; or as
an Old World incendiary, reared amid the inequities of asemifeudal regime
and now importing dangerous doctrines that had no proper place in aself-
governing republic.

The confrontation with such peoples both at home and abroad left pow-
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erful traces on the texture of American nationalism, providing new narratives
of national grandeur and new idioms of national superiority—and new
depths of xenophobic antagonism. In both nativist and imperialist dis¬
courses, mere ethnocentrism shaded toward rage, in part because of the pe¬
culiar dependence of the “superiors” on their “inferiors" in this instance;
precisely by their staggering economic successes, Americans had become
bound to the foreign market and the foreign worker, and yet the peoples of
the world did not proceed faithfully along the script provided them by
American wishes in either case. When an orator like Josiah Strong railed
against the incoming hordes or promised an Anglo-Saxon conquest of the
world, his very confidence in Anglo-Saxon superiority gave voice to afear for
the well-being of the republic. As historian John Higham has written, “Not
all jingoes were nativists or all nativists jingoes, but both the aggressive psy¬
chology of the one and the defensive reaction of the other provided instinc-

rallying points for asociety dubious of its capacity to compose itst i v e

confl ic ts . ”

The historic American encounter with foreign peoples thus took place in
intricate relation to the ambivalent American idea of foreign peoples: images
and stereotypes of the foreigner—by turns menacing, cowed, aggressive,
vanquished, needy, or defiant—framed the social and political relations be¬
tween the United States and its economic participants from around the
globe; and these relations, in their turn, had the power to generate anew
round of images or to put anew spin on old ones. The confrontation between
American merchants with the peoples of Asia, Africa, and Latin America,
then, like the confrontation between American factory owners and their im¬
migrant hires, cannot be understood fully apart from the acres of verbiage
and imagery produced by the nation’s flourishing print culture and its emer¬
gent information industries. Gilded Age and Progressive Era magazines,

novels, travel books, reformist tracts, and academic treatises es-n e w s p a p e r s ,

tablished the ideological conditions for these encounters by standardizing
various preconceptions of the foreigner, and by representing the encounters
themselves as unshakable demonstrations of this or that ethnological truth
about the character of this nation and the nature of the world’s diverse popu¬
l a t i o n s .
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In his 1897 travelogue Following the Equator, Mark Twain paused for amo¬
ment to pass rather harsh judgment on the state of the Australian aborigines.
“They were lazy—always lazy,” he wrote. “Surely they could have invented and
built acompetent house, but they didn’t. And they could have invented and
developed the agricultural arts, but they didn’t. They went naked and house¬
less, and lived on fish and grubs and worms and wild fruits, and were just plain

savages, for all their smartness.” Thus did the genre of the travelogue quietly
merge with ongoing economic debate over the prospects for tutoring the savage
in the arts and habits of civilization. Twain replicated acentral concern of cur¬
rent economic discourse, and he ratified and popularized its terms for future
consideration of the Australians’ outlook.

Like the importance of “civilization” and “savagery” to the American un¬

derstanding of export markets, Twain’s borrowing on the language of develop¬
ment suggests an ideological universe where the logic, the chief idioms, the
imagery, and the power of argument in one site of discussion could cross rather
easily inro usage in asecond, quite separate arena—from the missionary’s re¬
port, to the economist’s treatise, to the presidential address, to the travelogue,
and back again. American encounters with immigrants at home and with vari¬
ous “natives” abroad were not only structured by the prior experience of actual,
face-to-face economic or social exchanges, but mediated by the broad and po¬
tent notions of peoplehood, civilization, progress, national destiny, capability,
blood, “difference,” and hierarchy that saturated the culture in the form of
travel writing, soap advertisements, poems, popular journalism, jungle ro¬
mances, ghetto sketches, novels, reform treatises, anthropological studies,
eugenic tracts, and intelligence-testing data.



Part II explores several branches of the culture and knowledge industries in
the United States, outlining abroad consensus across the disciplines in these
years that, if most of the world’s peoples were in dire need of American guid¬
ance, so were they utterly undeserving of American munificence. Chapter 3,
“Parables of Progress,” reconstructs the imaginative cultural geography of
places and peoples that circulated in popular consciousness in the travel litera¬
ture, explorers’ accounts, and romantic novels whose narrative gaze scanned the
globe, and in the ghetto fictions, social sketches, and reformist tracts that de¬

picted the rising “foreign” districts within the United States. Where the for¬

eigner was permitted to speak at all in such writing, it was rarely to express his
or her own subjectivity but, rather, to reflect some truth about modernization,

social evolution, the current state of the union, or the nation’s patent and mani¬
fest destiny. These genres were crucial for the information they conveyed about
“America” as asocial and political idea.

Though travel writing and like narratives provided the sense of peoplehood
that infused American culture, they rested in their turn upon more self-
conscious and formal regimes of “knowledge” developed within the academic
disciplines. Chapter 4, “Theories of Development,” examines the theoretical
fretwork of the American conception of the world’s peoples as supplied by
highly influential and newly professionalized disciplines like anthropology, eu¬
genics, and psychiatry. There may indeed be such athing as an ideologically
disinvested, coolly empirical “fact”; but there is no such thing as an entirely
disinvested scientific question. The late nineteenth and early twentieth cen¬
turies produced volumes of scientific data and argumentation on questions of
evolution, cultural development, genetic makeup, and intelligence, but the
questions themselves arose only in the context of economically driven and po¬
litically charged encounters of missionaries, exporters, and diplomats with “sav¬
ages,” or of factory foremen, trade unionists, and urban reformers with
“greenhorns” and “John Chinamen.”

These scholarly data and popular firsthand accounts, taken as neutral eth¬
nological “truths,” fed directly back into the loop of political discussions whose
highest stakes included the formation of state policies for managing foreign



populations—appropriating their lands, extracting their resources or their la¬

bor, governing them—either within or without U.S. borders. If Americans
came into contact with the diverse peoples of the world primarily through the

contingencies of the export and labor markets, the encounters themselves were
decisively shaped by the powerful images reeling off the presses of aprolific and
ever-accelerating print culture.



Parables of Progress: Travelogues,
Ghetto Sketches, and Fictions

of the Foreigner

[n all the scorched and exotic places of the
t“artli, Caucasians meet when the day's
work is done to preserve the fulness of
their heritage by the aspersion of alien
things.

0. Henry. Cabbages and Kings (1904)

NEDGAR RICE Burroughs’s Tarzan of the Apes (1914), the apeman makes
first contact with another human being, alone African hunter, having
glimpsed human society only secondhand in some European books he

had discovered in his deceased parents’ jungle cabin. Rendered through the
lens of Tarzan’s own naivete, the narrative captures him now following
the hunter, "a sleek and hideous thing of ebony” named Kulonga, through
the forest toward Kulonga’s village. Tarzan “expected to come to acity of
strange houses on wheels, puffing clouds of black smoke from ahuge tree
stuck in the roof of one of them—or to asea covered with mighty floating
buildings which he had learned were called, variously, ships and boats and
steamers and craft.” But African society held no such technological wonders.
He was “sorely disappointed with the poor little village of the blacks, hidden
away in his own jungle, and with not asingle house as large as his own cabin
upon the distant beach.” Worse, he discovered that these people were “more
wicked than his own apes, and as savage and as cruel as Sabor [the lioness]
herself. Tarzan began to hold his own kind in but low esteem.”

Like so many of his compatriots. Burroughs resolved this question of
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“esteem” by resorting to alogic of race. Tarzan’s goal, articulated several
pages later, is to find “other white men like himself”; whiteness quickly sup¬
plants humanness in Burroughs’s conception of what constitutes the ape-
man’s “own kind.” Successive volumes will depict Tarzan/Lord Greystoke
admirably traversing the landscape of both the “civilized” and the “sav¬
age”—from West Africa to Baltimore to Europe and back again—with an
ease directly attributable to his roots in both worlds; he outstrips his civi¬
lized counterparts by his jungle-bred virility, and he reigns as king in the
jungle by virtue of his keen intelligence, his civilized temperament, and, not
least, his blue English blood.

Bur Tarzan’s initial “disappointment” with African society in some sense
lies at the very heart of the Tarzan myth. His yearning to be fully human, his
inchoate longing for industry in the form of “strange houses on wheels, puff¬
ing clouds of black smoke,” and his unflinching judgment that “the poor lit¬
tle village of the blacks” fell decidedly short of the ideal—these elements
determine the temper of the narrative, even in its apparent yen for aroman¬
tic return to the primal or savage life. If it is true that the Tarzan series re¬
flects apervasive antimodern impulse in early-twentieth-century American
culture—a collective wish for the intense coursing of the blood imagined to
characterize life without modern conveniences—it is nonetheless also true

that the series casts its lot unambiguously on the side of the industrialized
West when it comes to ranking the world’s peoples or sifting the notions of
relativism and progress.

Millions of Americans learned what little they knew of Africa from
Tarzan of the Apes and its twenty-two sequels, which is why Burroughs’s writ¬
ing deserves some attention in the first place. But it is also worth noting how
little Tarzan departed from far more serious writing in this period in many
of its essentials. Whether it was Edgar Rice Burroughs imagining the tri¬
umphal return of Anglo-Saxondom to the realm of the primeval, Henry
Morton Stanley, May French-Sheldon, or Teddy Roosevelt reporting on the
Stone Age social conditions in present-day Africa, or Jacob Riis exposing the
squalor of the foreign colonies on American soil, narratives of the foreigner
provided critical commentary on the theme of social evolution and, by im¬
plication, American greatness. When National Geographic ran aphotograph
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of adonkey above the caption “An Automobile of the Otient,” this, too, ex¬
pressed avalue judgment that was more affirming of American progress than
dispassionately descriptive of the lifeways in aNorth African village.

Drawing away from the “squalor and cheap magnificence” of the Orient
at the close of In the Levant (1877), Charles Dudley Warner remarked, “I turn
again to [the East] with alonging which Icannot explain; it is still the land
of the imagination.” Land of the imagination indeed. It is the topography of
this Western imagination itself, not the exotic land and peoples who are the
travel writer’s conscious subject, that so often claims the modern reader’s at¬
tention. The images this roving imagination generated offer arunning com¬
mentary on precisely the historical processes that, as we have seen, were
drawing Americans across the globe in search of markets and millions of for¬
eign laborers to the United States in search of work. If the wheels of indus¬
trial “progress” produced ever-sharper contrasts among the lifeways of the
world’s peoples, travel writers now investigated these contrasts themselves,
delivering up the mythic, preindustrial figure of the foreigner as aliving
symbol of the world left behind. Travelogues now provided myriad fables on
the backwardness of distant lands, on the field of opportunity they presented,
and on their peculiar inhabitants, whose evolutionary shortfalls and whose
lives ostensibly outside of history seemed to recommend either extinction,
removal, or reformation under the stewardship of the West.

These genres largely constitute aliterature of denigration and debase¬
ment, but, as Tarzan and Warner’s paean to the “land of imagination” them¬
selves suggest, they could also occasionally express avague yearning. Most
common were either accounts of the striking absence of amodern, energized,
enlightened spirit in the “dark” corners of the world, or enthusiastic reports
of the modest stirrings of progress, as when Warner noted that “Egypt is
waking out of its sleep.” But accounts of foreign climes, even in their most
“backward” aspect, were not always free of acertain wisrfulness. Comparing
the “sluggish ongoing of life” of Astrakhan with the “furious progress” of the
West in 1887, one writer in The Atlantic Monthly was forced to concede the
charm of that “simple naturalism of places not yet won for enterprise nor ex¬
ploited by greed with the maniac activity of our machine age. ...[W}hen I
look back at those strange people,” he sighed, “not yet cultured enough to be
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untruthful, not selfish enough to be dishonest, and think again of their
homely faces ...,of their quiet manners, as graceful as untutored; their sim¬
ple dignity, without affectation; and their uncalculating hospitality, as eager
to entertain abeggat as aking, Ipray fervently that civilization may be long
in reaching Astrakhan.” Shadowing the aggressive literature of social evolu¬
tion and world supremacy was aquiet antimodern envy, amuted suspicion
that the benighted regions of the globe might actually embody afew lessons
worth learning.

Interest in accounts of exotic places did not originate in this period, cer¬
tainly. Richard Burton, David Livingstone, and John Hanning Speke had
captivated audiences with their tales of Africa in the preceding decades,
and they in turn merely followed the precedents of traveler-raconteurs like
Mungo Park in the eighteenth century and, indeed, Marco Polo in the thir¬
teenth. But the decades following Henry M. Stanley’s journey in search of
Livingstone in 1871 witnessed arelative explosion of productivity in the
genre. It is of no trifling significance that James Gordon Bennett, king of the
penny presses and publisher of the New York Herald, underwrote Stanley’s
travels, or that Bennett’s paper covered Stanley’s subsequent adventures be¬
neath banner headlines like “Desperate Encounters with Swarms of Canni¬
bals.” The rise of penny journalism, the public’s enhanced appetite for
novelty and “news,” and innovations in print, halftone, and photographic
technology—themselves part of the climate of “progress” upon which the
travelogue offered oblique commentary—invited reams of popular writing
on “the dark continent” and other exotic regions. Writers like Charles Dud¬
ley Warner, Mark Twain, May French-Sheldon, Edith Wharton, Richard
Harding Davis, and Teddy Roosevelt, carrying on earlier narrative traditions,
now were joined by hundreds of less-known writers for The Atlantic Monthly,
Harper’s Weekly, the North American Review, and (after 1888) National Geo¬
graphic, writing on “The Land of the Incas,” “Barbadoes,” “Madagascar,” or
“A Summer Cruise Among the Atlantic Islands.”

As we have seen, America’s quest for markets abroad, like its reception
of foreign immigrants at home, took place at atime when apassion for
“progress” defined both the national character as it was popularly conceived
and the nature of the world’s peoples as they appeated through the ethnocen-
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trie lens of an “Anglo-Saxon” cultural mission. In this milieu, popular ac¬
counts of the world’s peoples—whether fantastic tales like Burroughs’s
Tarzan series, or firsthand, nonfiction accounts of the villages along the Nile,
the bazaars of the Orient, or the chattering marketplaces of New York’s
Lower East Side—at once fed and fed upon existing assumptions regarding
the evolutionary scale of human progress and achievement. In these parables
of progress, the figure of the foreigner served chiefly as ameasure of the dis¬
tance between Amer ican “c iv i l izat ion” and some not ion of wretched “bar-

bygone era for the “advanced races” of Europe andbarism” or “savagery'
North America, asratic, prehistoric present for the peoples of Africa and
Latin America or the decaying civilizations of Asia.

In this respect, the common coin of racial or national stereotypes circu¬
lating in works like Charles Dudley Warner’s Mummies and Moslems (1876),
Jacob Riis’s How the Other Half Lives (1890), O. Henry’s Cabbages and Kings
(1904), or Edgar Rice Burroughs’s Jungle Tales of Tarzan (1917) contribured
significantly to the intellectual and ideological climate within which Ameri¬
cans sought and secured foreign markets and in which they greeted foreign
laborers and put them to work. The foreigners of these diverse narrarives
served sometimes to condemn the harsh modernity of American “progress”;
more often they served to demonstrate and so to trumpet the nation’s mate¬
rial and spiritual achievement. In either case, American discourse annexed
this cast of thousands in imperial fashion to aself-absorbed comment on the
United States itself—its accomplishments, its aspirations, its duties, and its
destiny.

The World’s Waste Spaces
y y

“During the past three centuries,” wrote Theodore Roosevelr, “the spread of
the English-speaking peoples over the world’s waste spaces has been not only
the most striking feature in the world’s history, but also the event of all oth¬
ers most far-reaching in irs effects and its importance.” The underlying idea
here, of course, is almost too simple to require further comment. “The world
was made for man,” wrote Mark Twain caustically,
between the massive negation entailed by the definition of entire continents

■the white man.” But
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as “waste spaces” on the one hand, and the self-aggrandizement presumed by
this “most far-reaching” event in world history on the other, some complex
ideas were a t work in Rooseve l t ’s ou t look . Not ions—l ike Rooseve l t ’s—of

Euro-American enlightenment juxtaposed against the world’s engulfing re¬
gions of barbarism and chaos became increasingly important to the general
vocabulary of American nationalism during the four decades from the 1870s
to World War I. It is in this respect that travel writing—including Roo¬
sevelt’s and, for that matter, Mark Twain’s—is so significant.

David Spurr, an analyst of Western imperialism, has usefully catalogued
arange of logical and stylistic elements that have characterized Euro-
American writing on “exotic” places. Certain recurring linguistic patterns
and choices, in Spurr’s judgment, represent elements in afairly consistent
“rhetoric of empire,” whether surfacing in travelogues, novels, journalistic
pieces, or the administrative writing of colonial bureaucrats themselves. The
various social and political practices associated with apolicy of imperialism
could never be carried out unless aided and abetted by the culture at large—
its dominant assumptions and values, its patterns of respect and contempt,
its accepted definitions of things like “merit,” “progress,” “industry” (in the
sense of “effort”), “accomplishment,” and “worth.” At once reflecting, circu¬
lating, and reinforcing such habits of seeing, writing of all sorts may be said
to participate in acrucial manner in the political project of empire-building.

Literary and journalistic writing in this period buttressed the logic of
empire in anumber of ways, according to Spurr. Whether in the factual ac¬
count of atraveler or the fancied tale of anovelist, the narrator’s gaze often
lingered over exotic territories as if to possess them, and over “primitive”
bodies as if to reduce them to the status of objects. Exotic lands became
lovely commodities to be desired and possessed; by rendering indigenous
peoples as mere fixtures of that landscape, the very language and logic of a
travelogue effaced the “natives” as sentient agents in their own right, and de¬
nied the import of their own languages, laws, customs, mores, intellects, his¬
tories, and world-views.

If the writer’s manner of description communicated the grandiose claims
to dominion and the desires aroused within Western travelers by exotic lands
(this is itself an imperialistic turn of phrase: there can be no such thing as
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“exotic”—that is, “imported”—land, except where an imperialistic imagina¬
tion is placing itself immovably at the very center of things), other literary
conventions laid more active claim to the territory under description. By
massive efforts of literary negation, entire continents were defined by their
presumed emptiness, cultures by their lacks and absences, and peoples by
their exemption from the flow of history. Differently clothed peoples became
“naked savages”; inhabited forests became blank “wilderness”; Africa became
“the dark continent.” In the span of afew pages on the appearance of “China
to the Roving Eye” in The Changing Chinese (1914), E. A. Ross noted that
there was no common supply of water, no public lighting, no proper chim¬
neys, no window glass, no open lawns or gardens, apronounced absence of
good roads and draft animals, and ascarcity of fuel. Indeed, the landscape
and the culture were both defined by what, to Ross, was so notably missing.

Euro-American writers also demonstrated arelated tendency to define
“natives” as akind of “wilderness in human form”—so “natural” as to be less
than human. It was this view of “natives” that prompted the founders of the
American Museum of Natural History, established in 1877, to include cases
devoted to Asian, African, and North American peoples among the mu¬
seum’s reptiles, fishes, and stuffed lions. Such assessments of the “natural”
made the ultimate appropriation or conquest of these continents as much a
certainty as had been the appropriation of North America, aland, in Owen
Wister’s words, “where Indians and wild animals live unchained.”

It was but aquick step from this understanding of “natives” as somehow
animal than their “civilized” counterparts, to out and out debasement.

“Natives” were openly reviled for their presumed filth, their ignorance, or
their treachery. “The Barbadian negro,” announced Harper’s in an 1877 trav¬
elogue, “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
adegree hardly to be understood by an American.” On the Muslim ritual of
bathing, Charles Dudley Warner remarked, “It does seem ahopeless task for

of the color of these to scrub themselves.” If the view of foreign peoples
as ultranatural implied that they had no concerns or rights that warranted
consideration in the West, such outright debasement suggested that, further,
they deserved whatever they got.

m o r e

m e n
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These rhetorical maneuvers of negative depiction of the “natives” and
their “empty” lands were often complemented in travel literature by an in¬
clination among Western writers to match up savagery’s lacks and absences
with civilization’s capabilities; primitive needs with modern duties; the “na¬
tives’ ”negative attributes with America’s/Europe’s/the West’s positive po¬
tentialities. The very logic and language of apiece of writing often proposed
acourse of action toward the pitiful, denigrated savages—a duty to “uplift”
them, a“civilizing mission” to carry out among them. Euro-American writ¬
ing often rendered exotic lands according to theit potential as redeemed ter¬
ritories either colonized by or annexed to “civilization.” Detached, seemingly
neutral descriptions of the landscape could be suddenly disrupted by aday¬
dream about Western settlement, the development of hitherto “unimproved”
lands, the tutelage of “backward” races, the restoration of order amid the so¬
cial chaos of the primitive tribe. “There is no more interesting question of
the present day,” wrote Richard Harding Davis in Three Gringos in Venezuela
and Central America (1896), “than that of what is to be done with the world’s

land which is lying unimproved, whether it shall go to the great power that
is willing to turn it to account, or remain with its original owner, who fails
to understand its value. The Central Americans are like agang of semi-
barbarians in abeautifully furnished house, of which they can understand
neither its possibilities of comfort nor its use.”

Afinal element in this overall rhetoric of empire was its erotic charge,
its depiction of libidinous primitives in opposition to restrained and prop¬
erly modest—Christian—moderns, though it was the moderns who traveled
halfway around the globe to capture the primitives with asteady porno¬
graphic stare. Exploration and travel thus became in many narratives asexual
encounter between amasculine West and feminized natives or primitives. In
1909, Cassell and Company published abook of Women of All Nations,
promising in one ad that “the fashions range from the laces and frills of the
Parisienne down to the skanty skirt of the Fijian belle.” This was particularly
important for portrayals of those parts of the globe earmarked as colonies or
potential colonies—like Fiji. By casting the encounter with various peoples
as astory of sexual desire and conquest—by making an individual woman,
the “savage beauty,” stand for an entire people and their land—such accounts
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borrowed on the authority of pre-existing sexual relations in order to render
the political themes of hierarchy and possession as thoroughly natural. If the
“geographical” importance of the material excused the otherwise forbidden
interest in women’s bodies, so did the tacit romance of the native-as-nude ex¬

plain away the less agreeable aspects of imperial power and its use. It was but
“natural” for Samoa, for instance, to want to be possessed.

This array of literary elements underlay Roosevelt’s deceptively simple
idea of “waste spaces”—regions void of meaningful human activity, and also
wasted in that there were others at the ready to put them to good use. These
rhetorical elements of empire represent not merely habits of description, but
habits of mind', only ablutry and imperfect line separates their power to or¬
ganize speech from their power fully to determine perception. As Charles
Dudley Warner wrote in 1876, on traveling twenty-four days from Cairo and
with the Nubian hills looming into view, “We appear to be getting into real
Africa.” “Africa,” he rhapsodized.

which still keeps its barbarous secret, and dribbles dawn this commercial
highway the Nile, as it has for thousands of years, its gums and spices and
drugs, its tusks and skins of wild animals, its rude weapons and its cunning
work in silver, its slave-boys and slave-girls. These native boats that we
meet, piled with strange and fragrant merchandise, rowed by antic crews of
Nubians whose ebony bodies shine in the sun as they walk backward and
forward at the long sweeps, chanting aweird, barbarous refrain—what
tropical freights are these for the imagination!

It is hete, in the subtle shifting between “real Africa” and “the imagination,”
that the travel narrative accomplishes its crucial political work.

Among the hallmarks of the Western travelogue, and the quality that
above all else marks the genre as aform of consumption, is the tendering of
the foreign bazaar, the village street scene, or the “savage” encampment as a
prelinguistic human spectacle. The subjects of such scenes do not speak (al¬
though sometimes they yell or jabber); they have no independent human
will. Rather, they merely appear, so many fixtures of the natural landscape,
for the benefit of the traveler-narrator, who alone has the capacity to describe.
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explain, define, and judge their queer doings for the reader. “Moroccan
crowds are afeast to the eye,” wrote Edith Wharton in 1919- “The instinct
of skilful drapery, the sense of color ...make the humblest assemblage
of donkey-men and water-carriers an ever-renewed delight.” Years earlier
(1888), she had similarly been taken by “the picturesque populace filling the
untidy streets” of Algiers, “the Bedouins ...and negroes and Jews and half-
clothed children, and all the other fantastic figures which go to make up the
pageantry of an Eastern street scene.” In Brazil, Teddy Roosevelt was en¬
thralled by the “strange and interesting sight” of “utterly wild, friendly sav¬
ages, circling in [a] slow dance, and chanting their immemorial melodies, in
the brilliant tropical moonlight.” Throughout the Near East and Africa,
Charles Dudley Warner was ever taken with the “swarthy bodies shining in
the white sunlight,” the “shifting kaleidoscope of races, colors, and graceful
attitudes.” “The first sight of the colored, pictured, lounging, waiting Orient
is enough to drive an impressionable person wild,” he wrote; “so much that
is novel and picturesque is crowded into afew minutes; so many colors and
flying robes; such adisplay of bare legs and swarthy figures.” So unabashed
was this propensity of Westerners to stare at such foreign scenes that one
Egyptian scholar remarked in 1886, “One of the beliefs of the Europeans is
that the gaze has no effect.”

But the gaze does have an effect. As with other kinds of consumption.
this innocent feasting of the eyes is not divorced from the power relations
that frame the encounter of (in this case) East and West. The pageant ,

however breathtaking, ever returns to some reminder that “progress” has
been made on the Euro-American side of the great human divide, that, al¬
though the Orient and Africa might be nice places to visit, there are many
reasons one would not want to live there. The term “sumptuousness” may be
ill-chosen, explains Wharton of this visual feast of the “Orient”: “The no¬
madic nature of African life persists in spite of palaces and chamberlains and
all the elaborate ritual of the Makhzen, and the most pompous rites are likely
to end in adusty gallop of wild tribesmen, and the most princely processions
to tail off in astring of half-naked urchins riding bareback donkeys.” The
grandeur is thin; and the traveler’s gaze will always detect the limits of the
sham. Indeed, often the traveler’s very presence as traveler becomes one mark
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of the immense superiority that the West enjoys over the lands in question.
“Many visitors came to inspect our wonderful belongings,” wrote Verney
Lovett Cameron of his trek across Africa:

—watches, guns, pistols, compasses, &c.—and one old man ...after star¬
ing for along time in mute admiration said, “Oh these white men! They
make all these wonderful things, and know how to use them. Surely men who
know so much ought never to die. ’’ ... Ibelieve the old gentleman had some
idea that we were afew thousand years old and had evolved guns, watches,
and all out of our inner consciousness.

Among the staples of travel reportage was the notion that certain peo¬
ples somehow passed their days outside the stteam of historic time. One ver¬
sion of this conceit was that the sameness of life was so pronounced and
persistent from one generation to the next that agiven society was actually
suspended in timelessness. The “mongrel subjects of the Khedive” in Egypt,
“inheritors of all civilizations and appropriators of none,’ according to
Charles Dudley Warner, “kennel amid these historic ash-heaps, caring for
neither the past or the future.” The initial ethnographic gesture, as literary
scholar Mary Louise Pratt has described it, was to homogenize the people in
question “into acollective they, which distills down even further into an
iconic he." The movements of this abstracted specimen are then cast in a
timeless present tense. Such descriptions “characterize anything ‘he’ does not
as aparticular event in time, but as an instance of apregiven custom or
trait.” Euro-Americans perform deeds in historic time (they travel to Africa,
discover waterfalls, and name lakes after themselves, for example); “natives,”
on the other hand, simply are.

More common still, particularly in reference to Africa, was the conceit
that spatial distance represented temporal distance as well, that other cul¬
tures represented fossilized vestiges of “civilized” humanity’s dim past. “Do
you think our voyage is merely athousand miles on the Nile?” asked Warner
as he led his readers deeper into “mysterious Africa.” “We have committed
ourselves to astream that will lead us thousands of years backwards in the
ages, into the depths of history.”
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How vast were the changes that swept the world—East and West—
between Henry Morton Stanley’s Herald dispatches in the 1870s and the
African musings of Teddy Roosevelt and Edgar Rice Burroughs in the
1910s. And yet how unchanging the logics and languages by which these
writers and others rendered “the dark continent” for aWestern readership. In
order to perceive the “worth” of the Wangwana, the blacks of Zanzibar, ac¬
cording to Stanley, the European traveler “should not forget the origin of his
own race, the condition of the Briton before St. Augustine visited his coun¬
try, but should rather recall to mind the first state of the ‘wild Caledonian,’
and the original circumstances and surroundings of Primitive Man.” Indeed,
one must adopt aview that is evolutionary in the sweep of its understanding,
taking into account the vast progress of one’s own race in recent millennia
and the static timelessness of the African native. “I find that they are apeo¬
ple just emerged into the Iron Epoch, and now thrust forcibly under the no¬
tice of nations who have left them behind by the improvements of over 4000
years. They possess beyond doubt all the vices of apeople still fixed deeply in
ba rba r i sm . ”

This conceit was worked remarkably hard in writings of all sorts. As big
game hunter Teddy Roosevelt described the railroad through British East
Africa, the rails represented “the eager, masterful, materialistic civilization of
today, introduced in aregion that does not “differ materially from what it
was in Europe in the late Pleistocene”; the life of the tribes there reproduces
“conditions of life in Europe as it was led by our ancestors ages before the
dawn of anything that could be called civilization.” The Andorobo, accord¬
ing to National Geographic, “reproduce in amost striking manner the life
which we may suppose to have been led by our faraway ancestors or prede¬
cessors in the earliest Stone Age,” “the life of primitive man not long after he
had attained the status of humanity.” And Edgar Rice Burroughs would
write of aWaziri rite in The Return ofTarzan, “The whole sight was as terri¬
bly primeval and savage as though it were being staged in the dim dawn of
humanity, countless ages in the past.”

Of all the world’s distant places, Africa may ultimately have been of least
concern to most Americans when it came to real and concrete questions of
economy and invested interest. But the continent held aplace of dispropor-
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tionate interest in the geographical imagination. “Africa to-day is the realm
of romance," declared the North American Review in 1877. “It is the central
fascination of the scholar, the explorer, the philanthropist, the man of busi¬
ness. It is the one spot of the earth that draws all eyes and hearts to its ma¬
jestic mysteries.” Explorers’ reports had found “a public growing more and
more hungry with every bonne houche these travellers can toss it.” Indeed, once
an eager public had lapped up David Livingstone’s Missionary Travels (1857),
Henry Morton Stanley’s How IFound Livingstone (1872) and In Darkest Africa
(1890), Verney Lovett Cameron’s Across Africa (1877), Joseph Thomson’s To
the Central African Lakes and Back (1881), and Mary Kingsley’s Travels in West
Africa (1897), the continent became avast, living metaphor; the “dark con¬
tinent” symbolized all the non-European and non-American portions of the
globe whose savages and cannibals at once resisted and defined the West’s
vaunted “civilization.” The continent drew its significance, that is, from the
tacit commentary it offered on Western progress.

Sub-Saharan Africans were scarcely alone, however, in having been “left
behind” by the rapid advances of Western civilization, though along with
the aborigines of Australia they were frequently cited as the most extreme
examples. The decaying civilizations of Asia and the Middle East and the
semibarbarous societies of Latin America, too, represented peoples frozen in
time, bugs in amber displaying the virtues and the vices of an earlier mo¬
ment in human evolution. As adidactic guide to an Orientalist exhibition in
Paris put it in 1878, Egypt “has no industry at all, properly speaking.” After
British colonization had begun in 1882, according to one school textbook,
Egyptian customs persisted “because they have not been sufficiently combat¬
ted” and “relegated to the archives of human error.”

The difference between savage Africa and the backward civilizations of
the Orient, then, was not afundamental one. Thus, amid his observations on
village life in China, missionary Arthur Smith could devote an entire chapter
to “The Monotony and Vacuity of Village Life.” “A Chinese village is physi¬
cally and intellectually afixture,” he wrote—if not fully primitive, still im¬
mobile and weirdly resistant to normal progress. E. A. Ross felt that China
represented “the European Middle Ages made visible.” In 1899, the North
American Review announced, “Now, after the sleep of centuries, we look upon
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the awakening of China.” Among the signs of such an awakening were “the
desire for Western learning” and “the spread and success of missionary
work.” The process of “educating the Chinese mind in the facts and prin¬
ciples of modern life is now going on upon awide scale.” Lafcadio Hearn,
writing on Japan in The Atlantic Monthly, noted, “The influences of the nine¬
teenth century have little affected the real spirit of Shinto, if they can be said
to have done so at all.”

On the clash of barbarism and civilization in Central America, mean¬

while, O. Henry wrote with some condescension, “The little opera-houffe na¬
tions play at government and intrigue until some day abig, silent gunboat
glides into the offing and warns them not to break their toys.” Along with
the conquering gunboat comes asmall adventurer “with empty pockets to
fill, light of heart, busy-brained—the modern fairy prince, bearing an alarm
clock with which, more surely than by the sentimental kiss, to awaken the
beautiful tropics from their centuries’ sleep.” “Centuries’ sleep” described
precisely the terms in which most writers on the subject understood the tor¬
por of these hopelessly backward regions and peoples.

The presumption of the barbarians’ timelessness was most significant in
the organic basis it presented for ahierarchic scale of human development. It
is one thing to say that two cultures are vastly different, quite another to
say that one is grossly behind the other. It is in their “backwardness,” their
technological and intellectual “behindness,” that various peoples earned
the Western travel writers’ most virulent judgments. For Charles Dudley
Warner, the Jews of Jerusalem were but “debased, misbegotten ...remnants
of sin, squalor, and bad living,”-and Africa, “as we had been taught, lies in
heathen darkness.” For Teddy Roosevelt, many Africans were “ape-like naked
savages, who dwell in the woods and prey on creatures not much wilder or
lower than themselves,” and much of the continent lay “engulfed in the
black oblivion of alower barbarism.” Although May French-Sheldon found
some evidence of Africans’ capacity in the “appropriation of useful ideas,”
still, “their brains have rhe same receptiveness one looks for in children.”
Even Mary Kingsley, who had afar more sympathetic and keen eye for
African cultures than most of her European counterparts (she was alive to the
vast differences among tribal cultures, for instance, and she had but harsh
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words for the typical European approaches to the task of “civilization”),
could remark unproblematically that “Sierra Leone, charming as it is, has a
sort of Christy Minstrel air about it.” And the North American Review, for its
part, could declare with no lack of confidence that the majority of the inhab¬
itants of the British West Indies “are incapable of independent progress.
They can advance only under the pressure of the vigorous influences of
northern civilization; without this contract they degenerate and regress.”

As this last remark makes clear, debasement carried with it clear pol¬
icy implications: debasement was the keystone in an ideological arch that
stretched from abemused condescension toward the quaint ways of queer
peoples on the one hand to afrank argument for the rightful appropriation of
their lands or stewardship over their polity and resources on the other. It is
no surprise that many of the parables of progress that informed American
writing on other regions of the globe carried afrankly imperialistic political
significance. Africa was “not only the land of romance,” explained the North
American Review. “It is aland of wonderful abundance, animal, mineral, and

vegetable. ... To it the eyes of commerce, no less than of science, are turned.
‘You see you are to lose America as amarket,’ says an American to an En¬
glishman at the Philadelphia Exposition; ‘whither will you go?’ ‘To Africa,’
was the quick reply.”

Teddy Roosevelt is perhaps the best exemplar of these blended literary
and political traditions. In the midst of recounting his travels in the Brazil¬
ian wilds, for instance, he paused to predict that “the country when opened
will be ahealthy abode for white settlers.” Similarly, recounting his safari in
African Game Trails, he reflected that, since islands of “self-produced civiliza¬
tion” in any region of “widespread savagery” are necessarily small and fragile,
“progress is often immensely accelerated by outside invasion and control.”
Thus, in many “out-of-the-way regions” of Africa, “the English flag stands
for all that makes life worth living.” Indeed, for Roosevelt literal vision and
political vision were deeply enmeshed. “I firmly believe in the future of East
Africa for settlement as awhite man’s country,” he remarked, scanning the
African countryside; “it is an ideal playground” for Euro-American sports¬
men and hunters. (And what aplayground! On his safari in 1908, Roosevelt
and his son Kermit bagged some 512 animals, including seventeen lions.
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eleven elephants, twenty rhinos, eight hippos, nine giraffes, nineteen zebras,
forty-seven gazelles of various sorts, four crocodiles, three storks, and apeli¬
can.)

National Geographic, too, found Africa aplace “where the white man can
live and thrive as well as in Australia, New Zealand, or Canada,” and the
journal routinely passed judgment on the "natives’ ”capacities for “improve¬
ment” in areas like Samoa, Guam, and the Caribbean. Indeed, National Geo¬

graphic peppered its ostensibly detached reportage on the world’s peoples
with overt discussions of the colonial project. In 1899, apiece on “Colonial
Systems of the World” announced that the 125 colonies, protectorates, de¬
pendencies, and “spheres of influence” around the world embraced over five
hundred million “natives” and generated $1.5 billion in revenues on im¬
ports, roughly 40 percent going to the “mother country” in any given case.
Great Britain had “added to her market by bringing the 350 million people
of her colonies into colonial relationship,” this scientific journal noted with
some envy, before going on to consider what the acquisition of Puerto Rico,
Cuba, the Philippines, and Hawaii might mean to the United States.

Numbers of the journal over the ensuing months carried features on
“The Economic Conditions of the Philippines,” “Porto Rico,” “Nicaragua
and the Isthmian Routes,” “The Proposed American Interoceanic Canal in Its
Commercial Aspects,” and “The Commercial Importance of Samoa.” “The
day Ileft [Hong Kong] to return to America,” reported one Geographic ●wtltet
in 1900, “I counted over sixty merchant vessels loading and unloading in her
harbor. We stand now looking upon the great empire of China, which affords
America the most tempting field of trade expansion yet undeveloped in the
world.” This writer expounded on the theme at length under the frank sub¬
head “Material Value of the Philippines.” Apiece on “Colonial Government
in Borneo” in the fall of 1900 likewise held up one administrator’s “splendid
...success in ruling asavage race” as asuitable model for the United States,
which “is about to undertake to rule people of asimilar race and characteris¬
tics to those in Borneo.”

Throughout much of this period, the imperialist project was supported
by the greatest parable of all, the comparison of contemporary Africans to
their black American counterparts, whose ancestors had been forcibly re¬
moved (saved) from the dark continent by slave-traders in centuries past. “To
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an American, who must necessarily think much of the race problem at
home," wrote Teddy Roosevelt, “it is pleasant to be made to realize in vivid
fashion the progress the American negro has made, by comparing him with
the negro who dwells in Africa untouched, or but lightly touched, by white
influence.” “No one could fail to be impressed,” he wrote of anumber of
African American and Jamaican blacks he had encountered in Africa, “with
the immense advance these men represented as compared with the native ne¬
gro.” Such comparisons not only justified any imperialist designs on Africa
as being unquestionably for the Africans’ own benefit, but also redeemed
blots on the United States’ humanitarian record like the slave trade, Jim
Crow, and even lynching.

The marked superiority of African Americans to black Africans was also
among the lessons written into the structure of the world’s fairs from the
1890s to the 1910s. For many white American observers, the state of con¬
temporary African peoples ratified the correctness of an otherwise painful di¬
mension of the American past, and excused present manifestations of the
nation’s “race problem.” The comparison was invoked in praise of American
civilization and its state of relative advance, and in the bargain it offered up
the African continent as avast field of opportunity whose fruits simply
awaited easy harvest. As the most extreme example of the world’s many
“waste spaces,” Africa actually symbolized the totality of the “uncivilized”
world. Though Americans’ actual economic and political investments in
Africa were slight, American writing on Africa—whether Roosevelt’s mus-
ings on the continent’s promise as aEuro-American “playground,” the North
American Review's rhapsodizing on this “land of wonderful abundance,” or
Edith Wharton’s cutting remarks on how the region’s “most pompous rites”
might end in “a dusty gallop of wild tribesmen”—reveals the peculiar lights
and shades of American dominance and dependency in the era of rapidly in¬
ternationalizing markets.

America’s “Other Half ’

Popular images of the newly arrived immigrant in New York, Chicago, or
San Francisco tended to mirror these images of the “native” abroad. Ironi¬
cally, if American blacks furnished proof of American progress and the na-
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tion’s capacity to civilize the savage, immigrants, who largely enjoyed more
rights and ahigher civic status, were often invoked as symbols of unre¬
deemed savagery. Interest in the rising foreign population within American
borders was reflected in arange of venues and genres in the burgeoning print
culture—domestic travelogues in Harper’s Weekly, The Atlantic Monthly, the
North American Review, and National Geographic, “human-interest” pieces in
major metropolitan dailies; reformist tracts by urban progressives like Jacob
Riis and Lillian Wald in New York, Emily Greene Balch in Philadelphia,
Jane Addams in Chicago, and Robert Woods in Boston; and ghetto sketches
by novelists like Stephen Crane and Upton Sinclair.

Given the enormous influx of immigrants in the latter half of the nine¬
teenth century, it is no surprise that writers with ataste for the exotic soon
discovered that parts of the United States itself had become aforeign terri¬
tory. At the east end of Fifty-eighth Street in Manhattan, Harper’s Weekly
noted in 1907, the scene “is almost that of aforeign land. The men you meet
are swarthy, black-haired creatures, the buxom dark-eyed women waistless;
the children playing upon the pavement call out to each other ‘Olga,’ and a
dozen other names our Pilgrim fathers knew not.” Jacob Riis, perhaps the
best-known of these urban travel guides, had written in 1890 that in lower
Manhattan “one may find for the asking an Italian, aGerman, aFrench,
African, Spanish, Bohemian, Russian, Scandinavian, Jewish, and Chinese
colony. ...The one thing you shall vainly ask for in the chief city of Amer¬
ica is adistinctively American community.” Never mind that Riis himself
was an immigrant (he had arrived from Denmark at age twenty-one in
1870). More salient to Riis the reformer than his own foreign birth was the
overwhelming scale of the immigrant mass, the totality with which the for¬
eigner had laid claim to American soil. In place of New York’s older inhabi¬
tants had come a“queer conglomerate mass of heterogeneous elements, ever
striving and working like whiskey and water in one glass, and with the like
result: final union and aprevailing taint of whiskey.”

Nor is it surprising that, in rendering the nation’s new foreign quarters
and colonies, writers like Riis would fall back on the familiar idioms of the

travelogue. These narratives typically wend along aMott Street or aHester
Street as though it were the Nile. AHarper’s piece on “The Foreign Element
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in New York” identified the “Bend” on Mulberry Street as “the most pic¬
turesque, squalid, dilapidated, thoroughly interesting and lively New York
colony.” One might easily imagine the “prosperous householders” who had
once resided in the area, but now the area had been conquered by “the
swarming, unlucky, unwashed foreigners, each one adding something more
to the general air of dilapidation and to the crust of grime which gives a
dusky tone to all Mulberry things.” An adjective like “swarming,” of course,
says agreat deal about the author’s view of the humanity described here:
like the throngs at an Oriental bazaar or the natives along the Congo, the
denizens of Mulberry Bend are thoroughly unindividuated and present a
nearly incomprehensible aspect. Still, like those foreigners across the seas,
these people possess "an inborn feeling for the picturesque. ...There is a
richness of life and motion and human interest on the street that is certainly
enjoyable.” The “Bend,” that is, presents another human spectacle, although
here the proper conclusion is not the rightful colonization of the “natives’ ”
lands but, rather, the vast superiority of the American setting to these newest
A m e r i c a n a r r i v a l s .

Writers like Jacob Riis and Lillian Wald were largely sympathetic, to be
sure; the chief villain of Riis’s Houi the Other Half Lives, for instance, is the
tenement itself, the rank soil from which springs so much regrettable igno¬
rance, immorality, and viciousness. The book ends with aplea for housing re¬
form and for athoroughgoing revision in American concepts of the common
weal: “Think ye that building shall endure /Which shelters the noble and
crushes the poor?” But Riis’s expose also lingers on the “foreign” with a
rhetoric and agaze thar undermine his nobler intention of areformist in¬
dictment of the emergent industrial-capitalist order.

Indeed, portraits of the immigrant districts from the period’s middle-
class or patrician presses often come across as apeculiar hybrid of Stanley’s
Africa and Dante’s Hell. “Down below Chatham Square,” wrote Riis, “in the
old Fourth Ward, where the cradle of the tenement stood, we shall find New
York’s Other Half at home, receiving such as care to call and are not afraid.”
This spirit of adventure in the journey through the slum is matched by nar¬
rative figures of darkness and moral descent that heighten the foreboding of
the overall scene and recall the tone and imagery of the typical account of far
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more distant journeys. “We passed through courts and alleys where swarthy
Neopolitans were carting bales of rags,” reported Harper’s in the early 1880s;
up “dark stairs” to homes consisting of “low, dark rooms, neglected and
squalid,” where women and children sorted the rags. “Dogs and children
were tumbling together on the thresholds just as they do in the cool corri¬
dors of Italian towns.” (Some of the homes were well cared for, this writer
had to concede, but these were “picturesque”—that most gentle of the era’s
codes for “alien.”) The very setting spoke volumes about the inhabitants. Lil¬
lian Wald similarly escorted her readers “over broken railways, ...over dirty
mattresses and heaps of refuse,. ..between tall, reeking houses whose fire es¬
capes ...bulged with household goods of every description. The rain added
to the dismal appearance of the streets ...intensifying the odors which as¬
sailed me from every side ...past odorous fishstands, for the streets were
amarketplace, unregulated, unsupervised, unclean; past evil-smelling un¬
covered garbage cans ... up into arear tenement by slimy steps.” “That
morning’s experience,” she heaved, “was abaptism by fire.”

Most striking in this descriptive genre of hellish exotica is Riis’s depic¬
tion of an unlicensed drinking establishment in aLower East Side tenement
building. With avoyeur’s thrill and apalpable shudder, Riis shows his reader
i n t o a r o o m

perhaps adozen feet square, with walls and ceiling that might once have
been clean ... hut were now covered with abrown crust that, touched with
the end of aclub, came off in shuddering showers of crawling bugs, revealing
the blacker filth beneath. Grouped about abeer-keg that was propped on the
wreck of abroken chair, afoul and ragged host of men and women, on boxes,
benches, and stools. Tomato-cans filled at the keg were passed from hand to
hand. In the center of the group asallow, wrinkled hag, evidently the ruler
of the feast, dealt out the hideous stuff. Apile of copper coins rattled in her
apron.

Like travelogues, these writings offered, through their treatment of for¬
eign peoples, indirect commentary on the theme of American “progress.”
First, as in travel accounts of Africa and the Orient, foreign populations in
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the American city were rendered in alanguage of blended exoticism and sav¬
agery that tacitly posed its own hierarchic or evolutionary scale. Describing
the inhabitants of the future twentieth-century American ghetto in his apoc¬
alyptic novel Caesar’s Column, Ignatius Donnelly wrote, “There is no virtue
among them. ...They had almost gotten down to the condition of Aus¬
tralian savages, who, if not prevented by the police, would consummate their
animal-like nuptials in the public streets.” Such judgments of the immigrant
underclass were only slightly more extreme than some of the period’s more
“realistic” portraits. Jacob Riis, for instance, routinely wrote of the immi¬
grants in the taxonomic narrative tone of the naturalist or travel writer, re¬
ducing entire cultures to the generic, singular, and knowable “he.” Riis’s
“Chinaman” “is by nature as clean as the cat, which he resembles in his traits
of cruel cunning, and savage fury when aroused.” “The Italian,” on the other
hand, “is gay, lighthearted and, if his fur is not stroked the wrong way, in¬
offensive as achild.”

Such cool ethnological—one wants to say zoological—assessments were
reinforced by the dehumanizing effacement of the immigrants’ individuality
and of any glimmer at all of their distinct personalities. Like the market¬
places of Warner’s Egypt or the villages along Stanley’s Congo, immigrant
ghettos were populated not by individuals, who might speak for themselves
and whose recognizable humanity might make aclaim on our sympathies,
but by crowds, throngs, masses of unindividuated and unspeakably odd folk
whose very numbers overwhelmed the capacity for empathy. According to
Harper's, “The pure type of the Hebrew swarms” on the Lower East Side; “the
variety of street life is perfectly bewildering,” encompassing “a confusion of
pushcarts filled with all manner of merchandise, swarms of little children
surrounding the ice cream vendors, the babel of strange tongues, aconfusion
of ancient and fish-like smells, squalling babies, bawling hucksters, gossip¬
ing mothers, and strange business signs in Hebrew characters; venerable
Shylocks with long beards and greasy curls.” Tours of America’s “other half”
delivered up the ghetto's inhabitants as asight to behold—“crowds of half-
naked children,” “passageways ...swarming with unwholesome crowds”;
the women’s “vivid and picturesque costumes [lent] atinge of color to the
otherwise dull monotony of the slums.” Amid such scenes, no one seems to
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be leading alife of sufficient dignity to suggest equality with the imagined
community of readers.

It is not just that these peoples are exotic, though indeed the rhetorical
distance the narrative places between the observer and the observed actively
augments the sense of exoticism at every turn. Bayard Street is “picketed
from end to end with the outposts of Israel. Hebrew faces, Hebrew signs, and
incessant chatter in the queer lingo that passes for Hebrew on the East Side
attend the curious wanderer” all along the way. In Riis’s “Jewtown” “the jar¬
gon of the street, the signs of the sidewalk, the manner and dress of the
people, their unmistakable physiognomy, betray their race at every step.
Men with queer skull-caps, venerable beards, and the outlandish long-
skirted kaftan of the Russian Jew, elbow the ugliest and the handsomest
women in the land. The contrast is startling: The old women are hags; the
young, houris.”

But more than this, immigrant peoples are not merely exotic; they are
fully savage or heathen. Newsboys and other children of the street, signifi¬
cantly called “street arabs,” seem “a set of hardened little scoundrels, quite
beyond the reach of missionary effort.” The inhabitant of Chinatown likewise
seemed well beyond the moral reach of Christian civilization: “All attempts
to make an effective Christian of John Chinaman will remain abortive in this
generation; of the next Ihave, if anything, less hope. Ages of senseless idola¬
try, amere grub-worship, have left him without the essential qualities for
appreciating the gentle teachings of afaith whose motives and unselfish
spirit are alike beyond his grasp.” And as for the Jews of the Lower East Side,
they stand “where the new day that dawned on Calvary left them standing,
stubbornly refusing to see the light. Avisit to aJewish house of mourning is
like bridging the gap of two thousand years. The inexpressibly sad and sor¬
rowful wail for the dead, as it swells and rises in the hush of all sounds of life,
comes back from the ages like amournful echo of the voice of Rachel ‘weep¬
ing for her children.’ ”

As in the narrated encounters with North American Indians in the sev¬

enteenth and eighteenth centuries, the gender arrangements of these foreign
cultures were taken as asign of their “backwardness,” though abroad com¬
mitment to women’s rights hardly characterized such accounts in other re-
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spects. “Down the street comes afile of women carrying enormous bundles of
fire-wood on their heads,” wrote Riis of Mulberry Bend; “loads of decaying
vegetables from the market wagons in their aprons, and each ababy at the
breast supported by asort of sling that prevents it from tumbling down.
The women do all the carrying, all the work one sees going on in ‘the Bend.’
The men sit or stand in the streets, on trucks, or in the open doors of the sa¬
loons smoking black clay pipes, talking and gesticulating as if forever on the
point of coming to blows.” In the Italian section of lower New York, like¬
wise, “women sit in rows, young and old alike with the odd head-covering,
pad or turban, that is their badge of servitude—hers to bear the burden as
long as she lives—haggling over baskets of frowsy weeds.”

This story of the ghetto, of course, has amoral. In economic terms, such
scenes of squalor might have been taken to depict the limits or the human
costs of “progress.” But the lingering attention to the denizens’ foreignness
rather than to their economic circumstances and their levels of exploitation
tacitly suggest acontrary conclusion: these pockets of poverty in the modern
industrial city are explained, not by the ravages of capitalism, but by the in¬
nate racial character of their inhabitants. If domestic travel literature began
with the bemused discovery of an imported population, it ended—by its ex-
oticizing rhetoric and gaze—in the effective export of human misery and
want. Wretchedness, evidently, was never homegrown, but only came ashore
with the immigrants themselves. For instance, Italians and Jews, noted Riis,
“carry their slums with them wherever they go, if allowed to do it”; the Ital¬
ian immigrant “reproduces conditions of destitution and disorder which, set
in the frame-work of Mediterranean exuberance, are the delight of the attist,
but in amatter-of-fact American community become its danger and re¬
proach.”

B a r b a r i a n V i r t u e s

If such writings on the foreigner did most often offer at least oblique com¬
mentary on the theme of American progress, the comparison did not in every
single instance redound to the savages’ discredit. “On Indian persons, real
and constructed, have been played out both the first impulses and the second
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thoughts of American culture,” writes historian Curtis Hinsley. In first im¬
pulse the Indian is but asavage whose very presence is an obstacle to great
developments and whose demise is foreordained; on second thought the sav¬
age becomes far nobler, the barbarous existence more enticing. This dynamic
ambivalence—the paradoxical intertwining of the impulse to dominate and
asentimental idealization—characterized American visions not only of Indi¬
ans, but also of those “savages” encountered elsewhere around the globe and
in the foreign districts of New York or Chicago. Alongside the unblinking
pronouncements of American (or Western, or simply “white”) superiority
lurked the sneaking suspicion that the world’s many barbarians somehow
had it better.

“There are many humorous things in the world,” wrote Mark Twain in
Following the Equator, “among them is the white man’s notion that he is less
savage than the other savages.” This even-handed regard for the world’s
“other savages” could coexist with an unflappable self-conception of su¬
premacy (recall Twain’s own assessment of the “lazy—always lazy” Aus¬
tralians). But this egalitarian or relativist strain had along intellectual
pedigree; it dated at the least to the sixteenth century, when French essayist
Michel de Montaigne, in his famous piece on cannibalism, frankly preferred
Brazilian barbarism to the European variety. “I consider it more barbarous to
ear aman alive than to eat him dead,” he averred in apassage on Europe’s
punitive customs of rack and torture. “We are justified ... in calling these
people barbarians by reference to the laws of reason, but not in comparison
with ourselves, who surpass them in every kind of barbarity.” Elements of
this Western intellectual tradition include paradoxical self-criticisms, such as
Montaigne’s essay, and romantic idealizations, notably the “noble savage” of
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. This exaltation of sav¬
agery encompassed acomplex of ideas that were not always logically aligned:
the typical savage, in such formulations, could be sweet and gentle or ad¬
mirably rough and fearsome; civilization could be lamentably effete or, as in
Montaigne’s formulation, more savage than we like to admit.

Perhaps the most complete American expression of the sentiment until
late in the century was Herman Melville’s bucolic portrait of barbarous exis¬
tence in Typee: APeep at Polynesian Life (1846). The so-called civilized soci-
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eties of Europe and North America had not cornered the market on the
human virtues, he wrote. On the contrary, such virtues

flourish in greater abundance and attain greater strength among many bar¬
barous people. The hospitality of the wild Arab, the courage of the North
American Indian, and the faithful friendships of some of the Polynesian na¬
tions, far surpass any thing of asimilar kind among the polished communi¬
ties of Europe. If truth and justice, and the better principles of our nature,
cannot exist unless enforced by the statute-book, how are we to account for the
social condition of the Typees? So pure and upright were they in all the rela¬
tions of life, that... Iwas soon led to exclaim in amazement, “Are these the
ferocious savages, the blood-thirsty cannibals of whom Ihave heard such
frightful tales? They deal more kindly with each other, and are more hu¬
mane, than many who study essays on virtue and benevolence, and who re¬
peat every night that beautiful prayer breathed first by the lips of the divine
and gentle Jesus. ”

Indeed, when all is said and done, civilization, “for every advantage she im¬
parts, holds ahundred evils in reserve”; and “the white civilized man” is in
fact “the most ferocious animal on the face of the earth.”

This notion, long lingering in Euro-American thought, received an in¬
vigorated round of expression toward the century’s end, when the “polish” of
Europe and America’s “polished communities” took on an almost unbearably
high gloss—when work was increasingly rationalized by bureaucracy, when
nature’s rhythms were lost and the day’s tempo was dictated exclusively by
the tick of the clock, when the aesthetic pleasures of natural greenery choked
behind aveil of industrial smoke or perished beneath harsh slabs of urban
pavement, and when fashions, comforts, and conveniences of athousand
kinds seemed to interfere with civilized humanity’s hold on “authentic” life.
Now, atop long-standing pleas in behalf of the superiority of barbarous life,
came zealous appeals for the strenuous life in politics, for naturalism in liter¬
ature, and for primitivism in the arts. Each represented aversion of apartic¬
ularly modern strain of antimodernism; and each derived some moral for the
West from astylized parable of the primitive.
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Even Tarzan owed his popularity to precisely this guarded preference for
the primitive and for aversion of “manliness” that was imagined in primi¬
tivistic terms. “Mon Dieu!” cries the thinly civilized apeman, having sampled
the modern pleasures of Parisian culture in The Return of Tarzan (1913),
“but they are all alike. Cheating, murdering, lying, fighting, and all for
things that the beasts of the jungle would not deign to possess—money to
purchase the efifeminate pleasures of weaklings. And yet withal bound down
by silly customs that make them slaves to their unhappy lot while firm in
the belief that they be the lords of creation enjoying the only real pleasures of
existence.” Although Tarzan is here including African culture, too, among
the human vanities, the logic of the series certainly exempted Africans from
the charge of “overcivilization.” Later, when Tarzan was named king of the
Waziri, “The last remnant of his civilization was forgotten—he was aprimi¬
tive man to the fullest now; reveling in the freedom of the fierce, wild life he
loved, gloating in his kingship among these wild blacks.” Likewise, when he
had encountered the tribe of Kadour ben Saden in Algeria, “Here were peo¬
ple after his own heart! Their wild, rough lives, filled with danger and hard¬
ship, appealed to this half-savage man as nothing had appealed to him in the
midst of the effeminate civilization of the great cities he had visited.”

In an extended piece “On Being Civilized Too Much” (1897), The
Atlantic Monthly reflected upon humanity’s constitution as “a compound of
feeling and intellect.”

In the savage, feeling predominates, and the intellect plays avery subordi¬
nate part. But now take your savage in hand, cut his hair, put trousers on
his legs, give him acommon school education, an air-tight stove, and adaily
newspaper, and presently his intellect will develop, and will exercise more
and more control over his feelings. Pursue the process alittle further, and
soon you will have acreature who is what we call over-sophisticated and
effete—a being in whom the springs of action are ...paralyzed or perverted
by the undue predominance of the intellect.

To remain “close to nature,’ on the other hand, is to “preserve certain
primeval impulses,” chiefly “the instinct of pugnacity, the instinct of pity,
and the instinct of pride. Nature herself has decided against the man who has
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lost these primeval impulses. He does not survive, he does not conquer and
overspread the earth: and this appears most plainly when the instinct of
pugnacity is considered.”

This wistful view of the savage was common enough, its logic elastic
enough, that it could color political discussion on both sides of the imperial¬
ism debate at the turn of the century. “Civilized man,” wrote Teddy Roo¬
sevelt with palpable misgiving, “now usually passes his life under conditions
which eliminate the intensity of terror felt by his ancestors when death by
violence was their normal end.” His rousing call to the nation to live “The
Strenuous Life” amounted to apolitical program based precisely on recover¬
ing this “intensity.” Roosevelt decried “the doctrine of ignoble ease,” the
“slothful ease” that was the prerogative of “the over-civilized man, who has
lost the great fighting, masterful virtues,” and he pursued this logic to en¬
dorse apolicy of mastery—violent if need be—in the Philippines, Cuba,
Puerto Rico, and Hawaii. It was in this vein, indeed, that, in aletter to
G. Stanley Hall, Roosevelt proposed restoring civilization by recovering
the “barbarian vir tues.”

Through the lens of Mark Twain’s nascent relativism, on the other hand,
European and American treatment of “natives” became the condemnatory
acid test of “civilization” and its shortcomings. “The Whites always mean
well when they take human fish out of the ocean and try to make them dry
and warm and happy and comfortable in achicken coop,” he wrote of British
policy in the South Pacific;

hut the kindest hearted white man can always be depended on to prove him¬
self inadequate when he deals with savages. He cannot turn the situation
around and imagine how he would like it to have awell-meaning savage
transfer him from his house and his church and his clothes and his books
and his choice food to ahideous wilderness of sand and rocks and snow, ...
This would be hell to him; and if he had any wisdom he would know that
his own civilization is ahell to the savage.

Much writing on immigrants in the United States also bore traces of this
tradition; there is astriking affinity between the noble savage of the travel¬
ogue and the immigrant greenhorn of turn-of-the-century fiction and ghetto
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sketches. Harper’s, for instance, having depicted the “swarming, unlucky,
unwashed foreigners” of Mulberry Bend, nonetheless concluded that they

“simple, honest, light-hearted people,” displaying anotable “gentle-
The language here and elsewhere echoes travelers’ accounts of the

Samoans’ “open and amiable” natural disposition, the “innocence” of the
tribes around Lake Victoria, the “extremely hospitable” and “charming” peo¬
ples of Uganda, or the “leading virtue” of hospitality among the Hawaiian
n a t i v e s .

w e r e a

n e s s .

Like the attraction to African or Pacific natives, the attraction to “sim¬

ple, honest, light-hearted” immigrants within the American literary imagi¬
nation was often animated by some form of antimodernism. “We live in an
age in which the impact of materialized forces is well-nigh irresistible,”
wrote Theodore Dreiser in Jennie Gerhardt (1911);

the spiritual nature is overwhelmed by shock. The tremendous and compli¬
cated development of our material civilization, the multiplicity, and variety,
of our social forms, the depth, subtlety, and sophistry of our imaginative im¬
pressions, gathered, remultiplied, and disseminated by such agencies as the
railroad, the express and the post office, the telephone, the telegraph, the
newspaper, and, in short, the whole machinery of social intercourse—these
elements of existence combine to produce what may be termed akaleidoscopic
glitter, adazzling and confusing phantasmagoria of life that wearies and
stultifies the mental and moral nature.

Amid these wearying and stultifying elements of modern life walks Jen¬
nie Gerhardt, aGerman American woman whose simplicity and goodness
evoke the primitive virtues of Melville’s “pure and upright” Typees, notwith¬
standing Jennie’s European parentage. She was aproduct of “the innate affec¬
tion of the untutored”; she had

primal facts of life”; she was “better than some who do the so-called superior
thinking”; she was “natural, sympathetic, emotional, with no schooling in
the ways of polite society, but with afeeling for the beauty of life and the
lovely things in human relationship”; she was, as far as suitor Lester Kane
was concerned, “the most perfect thing under the sun, even if she was alittle

simple unaffected recognition of the
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out of my world”; and, it turns out in the end, she was something of amys¬
tic, subject to clairvoyant visions.

Jennie’s simplicity and untutored purity win her the affections, first of
Senator Brander, and then of Lester Kane, both inhabitants of that stultify¬
ing world ruled by railroads, telegraphs, telephones, and newspapers. The
latter takes her in and tutors her “into an understanding of the usages and
customs of comfortable existence”—^he civilizes her, that is, even if he is not

willing to marry her. The class and gender dimensions of Jennie’s noble sav¬
agery should not be missed: the novel clearly draws upon atradition of no¬
blesse oblige that had long characterized discussion of patriarchy and class
relations. So, too, does the innocent’s confrontation with aharsher, jaded
social world represent avariation on the long-standing literary theme of
country and city. But it is also worth noting the significance of Jennie’s for¬
eignness—her status as an import—to Dreiser’s overall critique of American
modernity and its dehumanizing social conventions. As with Melville’s
Typee, Jennie Gerhardt’s innate goodness derives less from her social location
in this world than from her origins in another world, far removed.

Perhaps the most pronounced treatment of the immigrant in this vein is
Jurgis Rudkus, the ruddy Lithuanian greenhorn in Upton Sinclair’s The Jun¬
gle (I9O6). At the very core of this treatment, obviously, is Sinclair’s assertion
that the modern American city—Chicago, in this instance—is a“jungle”:
“Here in this huge city, with its stores of heaped-up wealth, human creatures
might be hunted down and destroyed by the wild-beast powers of nature,
just as truly as ever they were in the days of the caveman!” Ultimately, Jur¬
gis comes to see “the world of civilization” as “a world in which nothing
counted but brutal might, an order devised by those who possessed it for the
subjugation of those who did not.” As in most literature employing the icon
of the noble savage, the surprising savagery of civilization is anecessary pre¬
condition or afoil for the surprising gentility of the savage.

Within this setting of agenerally savage civilization, the putative “sav¬
ages” occupy amoral plane quite removed from their civilized counterparts,
“who surpass them in every kind of barbarity,” as Montaigne had put it. Sin¬
clair touches on the theme of the immigrants’ inborn simplicity and the sim¬
ple naturalism of their customs at once. The Jungle opens with aclassic
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ethnographic account of aLithuanian wedding on the preindustrial pattern,
though set in the midst of the industrial squalor of Chicago’s back of the
yards. That the immigrants spend so much on the fleeting pleasures of
veselija, atraditional wedding fete, “is very imprudent, it is tragic,” remarks
Sinclair,

but, ah, it is so beautiful. Bit by bit these poor people have given up every¬
thing else, but to this they cling with all the power of their souls—they can¬
not give up the veselija,' To do that would not mean merely being defeated,
but to acknowledge defeat. ... The veselija has come down to them from a
far-off time, atime when money was made for man and not man for
money—when the fruits of the earth belonged to the person who tilled it, and
when plenty and to spare was the reward of honest toil.

Like Dreiser’s Jennie Gerhardt, The Jungle relies upon the figure of
the premodern immigrant as amoral counterpoint in its critique of the
industrial-capitalist order. The foreignness of the Lithuanian immigrants is
critical to Sinclair’s condemnation; the embattled oasis of the premodern
Lithuanian ghetto is among the chief symbols of the perils posed by the en¬
croachment of the modern. Already “modern” values have invaded the en-
c l a v ( ■young immigrant “vipers” attend the wedding, having absorbed the
wanton selfishness of industrial Chicago itself They “no longer cared about
the laws of the veselija" but, rather, “came in crowds and filled themselves
with afine dinner and sneaked off”

The plot of The Jungle turns, its social critique depends, not only upon
what happens to Jurgis Rudkus in turn-of-the-century Chicago—the grind¬
ing labor, the poverty, and the string of injustices he endures—but what
happens within him. At the outset, simplicity and guilelessness are his chief
traits; this innocent who had formerly “dressed hogs himself in the forest of
Lithuania” is now dashed and buffeted by the bewildering currents of Pack-
ingtown, “the greatest aggregation of capital and labour ever gathered in one
place.” His exploitation registers as akind of immediate and visceral dis¬
comfort, never as anything so cerebral as discontent. But he eventually learns
“to take all the miracles and terrors for granted.” He grows accustomed to
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modernity, and as he does, like the partially Americanized “vipers” at the
opening wedding fete, Jurgis changes for the worse. His nobility begins to
fade; the noble savage becomes merely savage—“savage ...with those who
would wreck {his drink-induced happiness}, and with the world, and with
his l i fe.”

As Jurgis hits bottom—like the savages in the Tarzan series or in the
writings of Teddy Roosevelt and others—the line between savage and animal
begins to blur. When Jurgis hunts down and assaults his wife’s seducer, “in a
flash he had bent down and sunk his teeth into the man’s cheek; and when

they tore him away he was dripping with blood, and little ribbons of skin
were hanging in his mouth. ... He fought like atiger.” Once in jail “he was
like awild beast that had glutted itself; he was in adull stupor of satisfac¬
tion.” “They had put him behind bars, as if he had been awild beast”; and
indeed, he paced up and down his cell “like awild beast.”

Throughout the narrative, it is never Jurgis’s savagery that earns re¬
proach, only the social order that robbed him of his simple nobility. The es¬
sential antimodernism of the piece is reinforced at the end, in the terms by
which Sinclair presents the panacea of socialism: the first sight of the social¬
ist speaker who sends Jurgis down the road of political radicalization “was
like coming suddenly upon some wild sight of Nature—a mountain forest
lashed by atempest, aship tossed about on astormy sea.” He is not merely
some craggy-featured soapbox orator; rather, his program represents aretreat
from the modern, areturn to amore “natural,” bucolic order—not, one
guesses, altogether unlike the one from which Jurgis Rudkus had originally
come, “a far-off time ...when the fruits of the earth belonged to the person
who tilled it, and when plenty and to spare was the reward of honest toil.”

To note the similarities between representations of immigrant primitives
like Jurgis Rudkus or Jennie Gerhardt and the savage inhabitants of Roo¬
sevelt’s “waste spaces” is not to equate the social position of white (albeit
premodern) Europeans with nonwhite peoples within the dominant Ameri¬
can political imagination. Nor is noting the strain of positive commentary
on savages, their nobility, or their blessedly uncomplicated lifeways to lose
sight of how overwhelmingly negative most depictions of them actually
were. There was certainly awistful streak in turn-of-the-century American
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culture, as the enormity and the costs of modern “progress” became clear, but
the overall weight of the culture never fell close to anything like envy or
misgiving.

Still, this cultural use of the primitive—whether the grass-skirted native
of the Pacific isles or the “picturesque,” “brown-skinned” residents of lower
Manhattan’s Mulberry Bend—constituted an important element in the run¬
ning parable of American progress. Even in 1917, as American nativism
mounted. National Geographic could depict “Our Foreign-Born Citizens” as
an assemblage whose outstanding characteristic was its nearly terminal
quaintness. Aseries of ethnographic photos shot by reformer Frederic Howe
at Ellis Island supported the observation that the immigrants (Dutch, in this
instance) displayed a“contentment with simple pleasures that cannot be ex¬
celled.” As in the journal’s treatment of overseas peoples, the ethnographic
gaze lingered over subjects’ sartorial difference as amarker of difference
much more profound—“the typical headdress of the Italian women,” “Mon¬
tenegrins in their native costumes,” “Norwegian children in peasant cos¬
tume” all symbolized an earlier era, before “simple pleasures” had indeed
been lost. “In matters of costume,” offered the writer, perhaps referring
obliquely to much more than mere matters of costume, “Americanization of¬
ten proceeds all but too rapidly.”

In Jungle Tales of Tarzan (1916), the apeman kidnaps an African boy
named Tibo and sets about raising him himself, hoping to pass on all the ad¬
vantages of his own dual background as both blue-blooded Anglo-Saxon and
virile jungle savage. One day, after they have spent afair amount of time to¬
gether, Tarzan notes that Tibo is finally attempting to mimic him, to learn
from the apeman’s example: “For the first time there entered his dull, Ne¬
groid mind avague desire to emulate his savage foster parent.” But, ulti¬
mately, the black child lacked “the divine spark” that permitted white
people to benefit from experience and training. “In imagination he was
wanting,” remarks Edgar Rice Burroughs, “and imagination is but another
name for super-intelligence. Imagination it is which builds bridges, and
cities, and empires. The beasts know it not, the blacks only alittle, while to
one in ahundred thousand of the earth’s dominant race it is given as agift
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from heaven that man may not perish from the earth.” Tarzan’s experiment
in environmentalism and uplift runs aground on astubborn hereditarian
s h o a l .

Burroughs’s comments on the imaginative "super-intelligence” of whites
over blacks suggest aclose relationship between the common parlance of
novels, magazines, and other popular forms on the one hand and the rarefied
discourses of ethnology and biology on the other. Burroughs’s own explana¬
tion of human difference was at once psychological, Darwinian, and, one
might say, theological. Other writers drew upon vocabularies of the biologi¬
cal sciences or genetics. Scientific notions of evolution, heredity, and “sur¬
vival of the fittest,” if often misapplied, were nonetheless popularized far
beyond the limits of an academically engaged audience in myriad fictions,
poems, and adventurers’ accounts. For every anthropologist who wondered
whether contemporary savages might stand as “living representatives of the
early Stone Age,” there was anovelist describing Africa as a“prehistoric
planet.”

Popular imagery of the foreigner thus partook, directly and indirectly, of
the myriad theoretical pronouncements that were issuing from the sciences
and other academic disciplines throughout these years. Writers in these gen¬
res drew from various intellectual traditions with differing degrees of con¬
scious intentionality and with differing degrees of real expertise. Some
seemed to rely upon taxonomic traditions dating back to French naturalist
Comte de Buffon and the eighteenth-century sciences. Their writing resem¬
bles nothing so much as those naturalists’ accounts, like Buffon’s Natural
History, that translate specific, onetime observations into grand and im¬
mutable general laws: asingle behavior observed in asingle instance be¬
comes ageneric taxonomic principle. Though atraveler’s knowledge was
naturally restricted by the temporal bounds and the social circumstances of
his or her visit, the conventions of travel writing, like the conventions
of taxonomy in natural science, did away with all interpretive modesty: the
badger is indolent and the ape is intractable, pronounced the naturalist;
the Barbadian is thievish, the Wagogo acoward and apoltroon, declared the
t r a v e l w r i t e r .

Others drew upon avague, often unrefined Darwinism. But if “evolu-
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tion” promised to mitigate the unforgiving notion of hierarchy by setting all
of humanity on acommon trajectory of development, so, ultimately, did it
break that promise by suggesting adevelopmental distance that was so great
as to be unbridgeable. (Even if ascending the evolutionary scale toward
our own condition of civilization, in other words, the Wagogo was still a
poltroon.) In general, it did not matter whether the social distances among
peoples and cultures reflected differences in innate ability or merely in the
degree of evolutionary progress, so great did such differences seem.

Throughout these years, the fields of anthropology, biology, and the sci¬
ences of the mind most heavily influenced popular conceptions of the world’s
peoples, their relative merits and capacities, their dominant traits, and their
prospects for economic advancement, assimilation, or colonial rule. While
diverse works like Tarzan of the Apes, How the Other Half Lives, The Jungle,
African Game Trails, and National Geographic all suggested ahuman hierarchy
extending upward from lowliest savagery to the vaunted civilizations of Eu¬
rope and the United States, scholarly works like Ancient Society, Heredity in
Relation to Eugenics, and Feeble-Mindedness elaborated that hierarchy and ex¬
plained why its internal order was unlikely ever to change. While fantasists
and observers like Burroughs, Riis, Wharton, and Roosevelt furnished the
most popular images of the world’s peoples for acelebration of national
progress and entitlement, anthropologists like Lewis Henry Morgan, biolo¬
gists like Charles Davenport, and psychologists like Henry Herbert Goddard
and Lewis Terman furnished the necessary theories.



Theories of Development:
Scholarly Disciplines and
the Hierarchy of Peoples

The adult who retains the more numerous

fetal, infantile or simian traits, is unques¬
tionably inferior to him whose develop¬
ment lias progressed beyond them. ...
Measured by these criteria, the Eurojiean
or white race stands at the head of the list,

the African or negro at its foot. ... All
parts of the bckly have been minutely
scanned, measured and weighed, in order

science of the comparativet o e r e c t

anatomy of the races.

■D. G. Brintim, Races and Peoples (1890)

MONO THE STUDY questions in John Fiske’s 1907 primer, AHistory
of the United States for Schools, was the instruction “Mention some
country whose civilization is of alow grade, and tell why it is low.”

Another asked, “Are the Indians that [James Fenimore} Cooper tells us
about in his Leather Stocking tales ...true and real ones, or rather better?” By
the turn of the century, arrangements of hierarchy were integral to scholarly
conceptions of the world’s peoples (including, evidently, schoolchildren’s
conceptions); indeed, ranking peoples had become areflexive pursuit in a
number of academic disciplines, including anthropology, biology, genetics,
psychology, historiography, and even linguistics. (“Barbaric languages” lack
durability, wrote Fiske in an explication of superior and inferior linguistic
cultures; “numerals and personal pronouns which the Aryan has preserved for
fifty centuries get lost every few years in Polynesia.”)
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The mainspring of such investigation was evolutionism, amodel whose
central tenets in one form or another had by the late nineteenth century
swept across biology, anthropology, some schools of historiography, and the
rising sciences of the mind and human intelligence. In the realm of social
thought, bastardized notions of “the survival of the fittest” became indis¬
pensable for expressing acertain meanness of spirit. But when it came to the¬
orizing the relationships among the world’s peoples, of far greater portent
was the revolution in the conception of human temporality wrought by Dar¬
winian thinking and its emphasis on linear development. Classical ethnology
had focused upon the question of human unity within atheoretical frame¬
work of biological stasis and atemporal frame limited by the master narra¬
tive of Genesis. By the 1870s and after, social evolutionism had become
focused upon the problem of development, within atheoretical framework of
biological dynamism and atemporal frame vastly expanded by the discover¬
ies and theories of modern archaeology. By 1875, one anthropologist could
assert that “it would be pure moonshine, in the present state of knowledge,
to study Anthropology on any other basis than the basis of development.”
Two years later, in Ancient Society, Lewis Henry Morgan would flatly declare.
“It can now be asserted upon convincing evidence that savagery preceded
barbarism in all the tribes of mankind as barbarism is known to have p r e ¬

ceded civilization. The history of the human race is one in source, one in ex¬
perience, and in progress.”

This evolutionary bent in the scholarship set contemporary savagery
squarely at the center of inquiry, although savagery held little significance in
its own right. Rather, savage society was primarily understood to offer an
important window on civilized society’s distant past. In their ruthless devel¬
opment, white savages had left black savages far behind; black savages now
represented amissing link in the evolutionary chain extending backward in
time. As historian George Stocking, Jr., has characterized the scholarship of
the period, during the reign of evolutionism in the 1870s and after, the
dark-skinned peoples of the world promised to shed new light on how “the
ape had developed into the British gentleman.”

The ascendant Euro-American fetish of evolutionary development had
tremendous consequences for the U.S. encounter with foreign peoples: it pro-
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vided anarrative for otherwise disparate and disjointed images of the world’s
nations and tribes, and it tacitly endorsed avery particular set of political
and social relationships. By its very popularity, including its misapplications,
evolutionism became asecular counterpart to an earlier religious discourse of
the Christian civilizing mission among the “heathen.” White Europeans and
Americans in both cases supposedly enjoyed exclusive knowledge of the one
proper way. In this instance, the proper way was marked not by God’s favor
but by nature’s; the range of human existence represented anaturally unfold¬
ing, linear progression of developmental stages along which white peoples
had quite obviously traveled the farthest. This doctrine would have agreat
deal to suggest both in the realm of trade, where the cultivation of markets
so nicely comported with the elevation of the species, and in the realm of
politics, where the industrialized West could assume stewardship over the
“lower orders” of Africa, Asia, the Americas, and the Pacific without trou¬

bling with sticky questions of rights and representation.
The relationship among academic disciplines like anthropology or psy¬

chiatry and the narrative genres examined earlier, such as the travelogue, was
complex and often paradoxical. On the one hand, nineteenth-century schol¬
ars relied heavily upon travelers, missionaries, colonial officials, explorers,
and naturalists for their data. Formal ethnographic fieldwork had not yet be¬
come acommonplace; in the era of “armchair anthropology,” the grand theo¬
ries of human development encompassed aterrain of human geography far
broader than had yet been examined firsthand by the ethnologist. The vol¬
ume of travel writing and firsthand description of far-flung peoples and
places was an irresistible source for those who would theorize the develop¬
mental relationship of savagery to civilization. Science thus remained largely
at the mercy of travelers’ haphazard impressions.

But, on the other hand, the most popular of these theories themselves—
like evolutionism—quietly came to inform both the gaze and the voice of
travel writing, so that theories thar had been derived in part from earlier
travelers’ accounts of Africa or the Pacific actually structured later travelers’
impressions of those same regions, as theoretical and descriptive writing
folded into each other. Compelling propositions—that present-day sav¬
ages represented living fossils of Stone Age mentalities and lifeways, for
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instance—were repeated in an endless and self-sustaining loop of observation
and theory. By the time Teddy Roosevelt wrote of the “railroad through the
Pleistocene” in Africa in 1910, the phrase occupied the status of both an
un-self-conscious impression of observable fact and adeeply embedded, re¬
flexive commitment to evolutionist thinking. Evolutionism had become nat¬
uralized; the proposition drew authority from irs own repetition.

In aseries of observations gathered as “Primitive Man—Emotional” and
“Primitive Man—Intellectual” (1876), Herbert Spencer encapsulated the
scientific assessment of the savage as acreature of retarded development: the
savage had “the mind of achild and the passions of aman.” The sketch in
outline included “impulsiveness” as the savage’s calling card—a pronounced
“improvidence” whose tendency was ever toward the immediate gratification
of desire. As for intellectual qualities, savages may demonstrate “acute senses
and quick perceptions,” but in proportion as “mental energies go out in rest¬
less perception, they cannot go out in deliberate thought.” Purely imitative,
they demonstrate but asmall departure “from the brute type of mind.”

Whether agiven theorist imagined the social distances between peoples
temporally (as did many evolutionists, who regarded contemporary savagery
as afossil of an earlier period) or developmentally (as did many psycholo¬
gists, who saw savagery as akind of retardation in the process of the individ¬
ual life cycle recapitulating the life cycle of the species), most did picture tlie
diversity of humankind as ranging along ahierarchic scale, from the brute or
childish savage, barely removed from the beasts of the field, to the refined
white European. Nor were such explanatory models reserved for the special¬
ized discourse of the scientific community. Looking over the Midway Plai-
sance at the World’s Columbian Exposition in 1893, awriter for the Chicago
Tribune exclaimed, “What an opportunity was here afforded to the scientific
mind to descend the spiral of evolution, tracing humanity in its highest
phases down almost to its animalistic origins.” Eleven years later, the Lou¬
isiana Purchase Exposition in St. Louis included an ambitious anthropology
exhibit in which, according to areporter for Harper’s, “primitive folk will oc¬
cupy habitations erected by themselves out of materials brought for the pur¬
pose, and will live and work in their accustomed ways.” The excitement of
the exhibit derived from the fact that the exposition grounds would thus
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present “every stage in industrial progress with the developments in the arts,
languages, social customs, and beliefs characteristic of each stage of human
advancement.” Thus the fairs and the reportage of the fairs, like various
works in literary naturalism and other more popular venues, disseminated
not only the substance of evolutionary thinking but its moral: movement
along the evolutionary path was not merely onward, it was most decidedly—
and portentously—upward.

C u l t u r e s

Debates had raged in the natural sciences and ethnology throughout the
mid-nineteenth century between monogenists, who believed in asingle ori¬
gin of humanity in accordance with Genesis, and polygenists, who believed
that the varieties of humanity and the profound differences among peoples
could only be explained by amodel of multiple otigins. The brand of social
evolutionism that dominated discussion in the wake of Darwin’s discoveries

seemed ar first to solve the problem in favor of the monogenists: humanity
had originated at asingle site of creation, and then fanned out across the
globe in myriad migrarions whose disparate destinations had then worked a
kind of environmental alchemy over the course of rhousands of years. Differ¬
ences in color, stature, physiognomy, and custom could all be explained by
the diverse evolutionary paths followed by various peoples in their wander¬
ings from the original sire of crearion.

But if earlier monogenism had tended to soften the edges of scientific
racism by positing an essential unity among all humans, the new evolution¬
ist argument, though proceeding from the assumption of asingle site of
origin, still left room for some of the most radically racist ideas of the poly¬
genists. Indeed, as George Stocking, Jr., has written, social evolutionism is
best seen as asynthesis of monogenism and polygenism. Whereas polygenists
had argued that differences between Africans and Europeans, for instance,
were so vast as to discount ashared ancestry, social evolutionists now argued
that despite their shared ancestry these two peoples had developed along
such wildly divergent trajectories that whatever commonalities they had
shared in dim antiquity were now moot. Their differences, if merely differ-
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ences of relatively recent development, were nonetheless unbridgeable. As
Darwin himself had written of agroup of Indians at Tierra del Fuego in
1839, they were “stunted in their growth, their hideous faces daubed with
white paint, their skins filthy and greasy, their voices discordant, their ges¬
tures violent and without dignity.’’ Outward signs invited musing on inner
character. Darwin doubted their capacity for domestic affection and won¬
dered whether they were capable of experiencing any pleasure in life. “How
little can the higher powers of the mind be brought into play? What is there
for imagination to picture, for reason to compare, for judgment to decide
upon?” “For my own part,” he concluded in The Descent of Man (1871),

Iwould as soon he descended from that heroic little monkey, who braved his
dreaded enemy in order to save the life of his keeper; or from that old baboon,
who, descending from the mountains, carried away in triumph his young
comrade from acrowd of astonished dogs—as from asavage who delights to
torture his enemies, offers up bloody sacrifices, practises infanticide without
remorse, treats his wives like slaves, knows no decency, and is haunted by the
grossest superstitions.

Among the polygenist survivals in evolutionist thinking were an em¬
phasis on biological classification; aposited linkage between physical type
and cultural standing; and the maintenance of the polygenists’ rigid
cial hierarchy, now cast within atemporal sequence of progressive stages.
Though humanity had indeed been asingle “homogenous race” at the dawn
of time, remarked early evolutionist Alfred Wallace, present differences ran
so deep that one could “fairly assert that there were many originally distinct
races of men.” Human unity, in other words, was atheoretical truth whose
practical value was inconsequential. Like the polygenists whose intellectual
edifice they were engaged in dismantling, most evolutionists measured an
enormous distance between diverse human groups; and, also like the poly¬
genists, they assigned unmistakable, hierarchic value to those differences.

If humanity was united by asingle creation, then what was the basis
of the evolutionists’ hierarchy? The hallmarks of classical evolutionism in¬
cluded three types of assumptions.

The first was acluster of ideas regarding the mechanisms of human de-

r a -
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veiopment: natural growth is from simplicity to complexity; humanity
shares asingle psychic nature; development of social and cultural forms de¬
pends upon the interaction between human nature and the conditions of the
environment; variations among human groups reflect the cumulative results
of such interactions in differing environments across time. The entire spec¬
trum of such social and cultural developments was presumed to be governed
by laws that were not only discoverable by science, but that operated uni¬
formly in past times as well as present. Thus the continuity between past and
present was discernible to the trained eye, as were certain relics of the past
that had survived into the present. It was in this vein, for instance, that
James Frazer, aBritish theorist of comparative religions and customs, looked
to the “popular superstitions and the customs of the peasantry” in modern
Europe for clues to the “primitive religion of the Aryans."

The second class of assumptions had to do with the measure of social and
cultural differences, and with the interpretation of such measurements. It is
here that the evolutionists’ value judgments begin to emerge: human control
over nature is the primary criterion for measuring development; scientific
and technological progress tend to be accompanied by many other social and
cultural developments; thus human groups can be objectively ordered based
upon measures of technology and their states of knowledge; “lower” soci¬
eties, by this measure, represent “earlier” stages of human development.

And the third parcel of assumptions dealt with the significance of these
discoveries for the understanding of contemporary humanity: “savage” and
“batbaric” societies can be used to reconstruct the histotical sweep of human
time; vestigial survivals from lower forms now embedded in civilized soci¬
eties testify to the mechanisms of development. Objective science thus
pointed the way to frank assessments of relative human worth. “On the
whole the civilized man is not only wider and more capable than the savage,”
wrote British anthropologist Edward Tylor in 1871, “but also better and
happier.”

Typical studies in early evolutionist thinking fixed upon cultural forms
such as religion, language, mythology, sexual practices, kinship systems, and
law as clues to the proper mapping of human progress, and so the field was
crowded with titles like Prhnal Law, Primitive Marriage, Primitive Paternity,
The Origin and Development of Moral Ideas, Kinship and Marriage in Early Ara-
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bia. The Material Culture of the Simpler Peoples, or ATreatise on Certain Early
Forms of Superstition and Society. Others hinted more directly at the stakes of
such inquiry: “From Spell to Prayer,” “On the Limits of Savage Religion,” or
“On the Tasmanians as Representatives of Palaeolithic Man.”

In 1877, Lewis Henry Morgan published Ancient Society, the most com¬
plete single-volume consolidation of evolutionist thinking to appear in the
United States. The book’s subtitle conveys much about the author’s outlook:
Researches in the Lines of Human Progress from Savagery Through Barbarism to
Civilization. Morgan’s opening discussion of “Ethnical Periods” could not be
more straightforward: “Mankind commenced their career at the bottom of
the scale,” he asserted, “and worked their way up from savagery to civiliza¬
tion through the slow accumulation of experimental knowledge. As it is un¬
deniable that portions of the human family have existed in astate of
savagery, other portions in astate of barbarism, and still other portions in a
state of civilization, it seems equally so that these three distinct conditions
are connecred with each other in anarural as well as necessary sequence of
progress.”

“The experience of mankind has run in nearly uniform channels,’
serted Morgan, though in his view it has clearly carried some peoples much
further than others. Ancient Society represents ahighly methodical attempt to
map those channels, and thus to chart the history of human progress. Mor¬
gan launched an ambitious inquiry into the “ideas, passions, and aspirations”
of developing humanity, as these were reflected in the interrelated realms of
invention, discovery, and technological innovation on the one hand, and pri¬
mary institutions on the other. His areas of focus included subsistence,
government, language, the family, religion, house life and architecture, and
property relations.

On this basis, Morgan ventured to classify the entire spectrum of human
experience into seven subdivisions, from Africa’s “erhnical chaos of savagery
and barbarism” to the rapidly industrializing United States:

a s -

1. Lower Savagery: from the “infancy of the human race” to the ac¬
quisition of afish subsistence and aknowledge of the use of fire.

2. Middle Savagery: from the use of fire to the invention of the bow
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and arrow. (Contemporary exemplars included Australians and
most Polynesians.)
Upper Savagery, from the bow and arrow to the art of pottery.
(Contemporary exemplars included Athapascan tribes of Hudson
Bay Territory, Columbia Valley tribes, and certain coastal tribes
of North and South America.)

Lower Barbarism: from pottery—which presupposes village life
and considerable advancement in the simple arts—to the domes¬
tication of animals in the Eastern Hemisphere, or the cultivation
of maize and plants by irrigation in the Western. (Contemporary
exemplars included Indian tribes of the United States east of the
Missou r i . )

M idd le Barbar ism: f rom the domest ica t ion o f an ima ls o r i r r i¬

gation to the smelting of iron ore. (Contemporary exemplars
included Village Indians of New Mexico, Mexico, Central Amer¬
ica, and Peru.)

Upper Barbarism: from iron to the creation of aphonetic alphabet.
(Morgan noted no contemporary exemplars, but pointed to the
Grecian tribes of the Homeric age and Germanic tribes in Cae¬
sar’s time.)

Civilization: commences with the phonetic alphabet and the pro¬
duction of literary records (subdivided into ancient and modern).

3.

4 .

5 .

6.

7 .

If the evolutionist’s view was founded upon notions of social fluidity and
biological dynamism, still the hierarchy established by the evolutionary
model was unforgiving and fixed. It is significant that many of Morgan’s “an¬
cient societies” were in fact contemporary, like Australians and the Iroquois.
In atelling discussion of the gens, aunit of social organization antedating the
tribe or clan in his model, Morgan began “with the gens as it now exists
among the American aborigines, where it is found in its archaic form.” This
peculiar certainty that something that “now exists” in another culture is also
“archaic” represents the intellectual mainspring of the evolutionist project.
Morgan similarly identified aparticular type of social organization found
among Australians as “the most primitive form of society hitherto discov-
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ered,” and T>f special import because of “the contingent probability that the
remote progenitors of our own Aryan family were once similarly organized.”
Such cultural fossils in contemporary savagery pointed directly to the hierar¬
chic scale implicit in the evolutionist paradigm: “The Australians rank be¬
low the Polynesians, and far below the American aborigines. They stand
below the African Negro and near the bottom of the scale. Their social insti¬
tutions, therefore, must approach the primitive type as nearly as those of any
existing people."

The so-called savages of Australia, Africa, and the Americas drew the
greatest attention in such scientific discussions, from Darwin, Morgan, and
Tylor on down, but they were by no means the only peoples whose state was
thought to be particularly revealing of the grand mosaic of human develop¬
ment. Among the most thorough treatments of European peoples within this
tradition was William Z. Ripley’s Races of Europe (1899), asprawling study
that originated as aseries of lectures at the Lowell Institute in Massachusetts
in 1896. “All students would agree with Spencer that ‘feeble unorganized
societies are at the mercy of their surroundings,’ ”wrote Ripley; but civi¬
lized society raised some vexing questions about heredity and environment,
about the relationship between humanity and nature. Did civilization mark
humankind’s passage from a“natural” state to an “artificial” one? Or did it
merely reflect aperfected adaptation to nature (rather than afreedom from
it)? Ripley’s comments on the force of environment and civilization’s strug¬
gle to adapt recalled not only Darwin’s fatal struggle for survival, but also
the contemporary crisis of “overproduction” that was so much on the minds
of those now educated in the wants of civilized life. “The varieties of [na¬
tures} resources,” he offered, quoting Lord Bryce, “differing in different re¬
gions, prescribed the kind of industry for which each spot is fitted; and the
competition of nations, growing always keener, forces each to maintain itself
in the struggle by using to the utmost every facility for the production or
transportation of products.”

Ripley’s investigation of such struggle led him through adense thicket
(six hundred pages dense) on the three races of Europe—the Teutonic, the
Alpine, and the Mediterranean—their geographical and political circum¬
stances, their cephalic indexes (head size and shape), their physical statures.



Uncle Sam scrambles coward the fabled

China market. New York Herald, 1898

The United States outfits

the Philippines (and
"family”—Cuba, Puerto
Rico, and Hawaii) for self-

government. Here the
metaphor of the fitting
room dovetails neatly with
actual U.S. aspirations for
international trade and the

capture of foreign markets,
which revolved with such

regularity around the con¬
cerns of textile manufac¬

ture and export. New York
Herald, 1898



The dress and the authoritative bearing of Tagalog census enumerators under U.S.
guidance (facing page) contrast sharply with the traditional garb and lifeways of the

Philippines. National Geographic, 1905
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The Chinaman at bat. Anxiety
over labor competition merges
with amote generalized
anxiety over the fate of true
"Americanism.” Harper's
Weekly, 1880s
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Native Americans driven out of

,jthe East; Chinese immigrants
driven out of the West;

iAmerican blacks (background)
await their orders. Harper's

: Weekly, 1880s
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“A Gorilla on the Loose”—Harper’s Weekly's depiction of the brute force of labor in the wake
of the 1877 B&O strike. The “gorilla” in this instance exhibits some visual echoes of the

standard depiction of Irishness in popular iconography
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The wages of universal
male suffrage according
t o T h o m a s N a s t :

G e r m a n s o c i a l i s m a n d

intemperance. Harper’s
Weekly, 1880s
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Taking up the needle trades: Jewish sweatshop workers on New York’s
Lower East Side, 1890. Jacob Riis, How the Other Half Lives

C O U R T E S Y O F T H E M U S E U M O F T H E C I T Y O F N E W Y O R K

"Bringing the World to Columbus": an advertisement for an exposition in
Columbus, Ohio, dramati2es the confrontation of U.S. civilization with various

stages of barbarism and savagery. Postcard, 1919
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Tarzan and his adopted son, an
African native named Tibo. A

visual recapitulation of the text’s
equation of African blackness
with African bestiality. Edgar
Rice Burroughs, Tales of
Tarzan, 1916-17

The arrival of the white man and the encounter with African savagery:
Henry Stanley in Africa. Harper’s Weekly, 1878
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Darwinism refuted by the
apelike Irishman. Harper's
Weekly, 1883
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V K A r : < M A I - L T H E H A R V E S T B E ?

Uncle Sam tending the garden of exotic transplants: “What shall the harvest be?" Though
the cartoon seems at first glance atestimony to the powers of environmentalism (“Great
Opportunities," “Public School,” “Free Press”), the racial assumptions of the depiction

rather argue the power of heredity
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The science of eugenics, thoroughly rooted in the learning of twenty-five disciplines.
Second International Congress of Eugenics, held at the American Museum of Natural

History in New York, 1921. Pamphlet of the Race Betterment Foundation, 1921
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Cradle as war zone: "croubles” in the form of eugenically unsound babies. Postcard, c. 1910s
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'The Minnesota Baby,” winner of a“Race Betterment” contest as the ideal
type at the First National Conference on Race Betterment, Battle Creek,

Michigan, 1914. Pamphlet of the Race Betterment Foundation, 1914



K SAM’S THANKSGIVING DlNNER.Fx^:)^/^^
‘Uncle Sam’s Thanksgiving Dinner,” Thomas Nast’s idealized vision of the United States’

congeries of peoples under the benign sway of self-government and universal suffrage
C O U R T E S Y O F T H E B E I N E C K E R A R E B O O K A N D M A N U S C R I P T L I B R A R Y, Y A L E U N I V E R S I T Y

"The Ignorant Vote—Honors Are
Easy.” The Southern Negro and
the Northern (Irish) immigrant
are suspended in equipoise on the
scales of civic virtue, showing
Thomas Nast’s misgivings about
self-government and universal
suffrage. Harper’s Weekly, 1876
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An ambivalent vision of the assimilability of peoples. The composite
portrait of arecognizable Uncle Sam may suggest assimilation; but the

distinctive and unchanging character of each of the patts (the “strong features”)
indicares some doubt as to national homogenization. Judge, 1898



Uncle Sam’s "polyglot
boardinghouse," as Theodore
Roosevelt was to call it. Here it

is the Irish lodger who causes
the most headaches

C O U R T E S Y O F T H E

C O R B I S - B E T T M A N N A R C H I V E S

P a r v e n u U n c l e S a m

"supporting” his new imperial
charges, much to the surprise
of the onlooking European
powers, Philadelphia Inquirer,
1898



"Madonnas of Many Lands": “Bedouin Mother and Child.” “The father of this little nomad
may be awarlike bandit with acloudy notion of property rights and other details of the
civilized code ..The visual lexicon of the exotic and the text’s unabashed acceptance of

human hierarchy at once reflect and reinforce popular American assumptions regarding the
barbarism and the virtue of the world's peoples. National Geographic, 1917
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“Madonnas of Many Lands’’: the industrial arts of the South Seas. “This device is at a
disadvantage when compared to an American cradle ..National Geographic, 1917
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“Madonnas of Many Lands”: “Motherhood in the Philippines.” “After his
mother, Uncle Sam is his best friend ..Aside from the frank imperialism of
its caption, this illustration also indicates the ways in which the imperialistic
and the pornographic gazes could converge, given the strictures of Victorian

culture regarding feminine modesty. National Geographic, 1917
C O U R T E S Y O F T H E N A T I O N A L G E O G R A P H I C S O C I E T Y
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and their modes of government. Significantly, though the bulk of the volume
is given over to the relative strengths and weaknesses of the European races
and their subdivisions (Slav, Celt, Gaul, and the like), the bottom line, for

Ripley, turns out to be the racial prospect—given the environmental and
hereditarian laws of human adaptability—for the European colonization of
non-European climes. “Teutonic peoples are exceedingly unelastic in power
of adaptation in tropical climates,” he noted; therefore, “great problems for
science remain to be solved before the statesmen can safely proceed to people
those tropical regions of the earth so lately apportioned among European
s t a t e s . ”

By the late nineteenth century, acounter-evolutionary intellectual tradi¬
tion was in formation. As early as 1887, in an essay on comparative phonet¬
ics, anthropologist Franz Boas wondered whether European observers were
misinterpreting various sounds in primitive languages based on faulty pre¬
conceptions derived from the phonetics of their own European languages.
The query pointed Boas to amuch larger problem: perhaps, as in phonetics,
savage cultural practices that evolutionists treated as imperfect approxi¬
mations of the presumed European pinnacle were in fact unrelated devel¬
opments, independent of and separate from those practices that set the
Eurocentric evolutionary standard. Boas formalized his critique in “Human
Faculty as Determined by Race” (1894) and “The Limitations of the Com¬
parative Method of Anthropology” (1896). Though “civilized man” had
“conquered the forces of nature and compelled them to serve him,” and
might justly be “proud of his wonderful achievements,” there still remained
no proof that civilization caused an increase of faculty among its members, or
that currently “civilized” peoples alone possessed the capacity for civiliza¬
tion. The evolutionists’ scale of races was ashaky construct.

Moreover, the evolutionist argument rested squarely on the unproven as¬
sumption that ethnological phenomena develop everywhere in the same

■that the path toward “civilization” is inexorable and unilinear, that
there is one way and one way only for apeople, atrait, acustom to develop.
“The fact that many fundamental features of culture are universal, or at least
occur in many isolated places, interpreted by the assumption that the same
features must always have developed from the same causes, leads to the con-

m a n n e r -
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elusion that there is one grand system according to which mankind has
developed everywhere.” But, on the contrary, argued Boas, “the same phe¬
nomena may develop in amultitude of ways.” The divergent internal logic of
two cultures itself may explain differing paths of development; but it is eas¬
ier still to identify intermarriage, war, slavery, and trade as afew of the
external forces that have intervened in various peoples’ development, dis¬
rupting the evolutionists’ tidy scheme of universal stages by introducing for¬
eign elements, as it were, out of sequence.

In The Mind of Primitive Man (1911), Boas laid out acomprehensive
critique of classical evolutionism, laying bare and investigating the ethno¬
centric assumptions undergirding evolutionary thinking. The evolutionists’
hierarchy was suspect on its face, he argued, noting that “a race is commonly
described as the lower, the more fundamentally it differs from our own.”
Here Boas brought two common assumptions in particular under scrutiny:
that the achievement of civilizations was due above all to aptitude, and that
the European races (“or, taking the notion in its extreme form, the North¬
west European type”) represented the “highest” development of humankind.
European civilization had arisen not by aptitude but by blind chance:
through processes of diffusion and physical assimilation, savage European
tribes were particularly quick to adopt the ways of civilized European tribes.
Besides, from Boas’s standpoint, given recent archaeological revisions in the
time frame for human development, the evolutionists’ notions of “higher”
and “lower” types lost all force. If modern humanity was about one hundred
thousand years old, what difference if various cultures were apaltry few
thousand years apart developmentally? In his contribution to the Dilling¬
ham Immigration Commission report in successive years. Boas added to this
overall critique aradically environmentalist argument regarding “Changes in
Bodily Form of Descendants of Immigrants” (1912), noting the power of en¬
vironment fundamentally to destabilize and alter racial types.

The Boasian view was in ascendance in the United States early in the
century, and this critique of evolutionism gained ground in this country far
more quickly than it did in Europe. But even as late as World War I, evolu¬
tionism, not cultural relativism, still carried the day in popular discussion.
Boas himself, it is worth noting, had absorbed agood dose of the evolution-
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ists' hereditarian reasoning. In the article that was the forerunner to The
Mind of Primitive Man, Boas’s most far-reaching critique of evolutionism, the
relativist conceded, “We find that on the average the size of the brain of
the negroid races is less than the size of the brain of the other races; and the
difference in favor of the mongoloid and white races is so great, that we are
justified in assuming acertain correlation between their mental ability and
the increased size of their brain.” Boas’s most bitter adversaries could have

comfortably applauded this assessment.
But the triumph of aharder, more thoroughly racist hereditarianism was

more complete in the court of public opinion and among policy-makers. The
Panama-Pacific International Exposition in San Francisco (1915), for in¬
stance, was one great paean to evolution and hierarchy. In 1912, Herbert
Hoover, then an international mining engineer, had proposed to the fair’s di¬
rectors that they stage agreat pageant to portray the racial drama of west¬
ward expansion. The pageant would begin with “the innumerable conflicts of
the Northern and Southern branches of the Aryan race” in the reaches of Eu¬
ropean antiquity, and end in “the last great conflict of [northern Aryans and
Latins} for the actual possession of the land” in California. “There the meekly
religious Southerner vanished like amist before the more virile Northerner.”

The fair itself was neither less dramatic nor less racially invested than
Hoover’s vision of Darwinian struggle. The Fountain of the Psychology of
Life, for instance, featured groupings of sculptures titled The Dawn of Life,
Natural Selection, and Survival of the Fittest, which encapsulated the saga of

'Onward these primitive people pass through life,” a
can see them if you look up on the

p r i m i t i v e m a n .

guidebook to the fair explained. “You
Tower. On they march, in that upward climb of civilization.” San Diego’s
Panama-California Exposition that same year, though significantly smaller.
went the Panama-Pacific one better by setting “the science of man” at the
thematic center of its exhibits. Four years after Boas’s critique of racial for¬
malism in The Mind of Primitive Man, the Smithsonian’s AleS Hrdlicka and
other physical anthropologists mounted an ambitious educational display on
“the Physical Evolution of Man” and “the Evolution of Culture” as though
such processes were nowhere in dispute.

Between the ascendance of evolutionism in the 1870s and the exposi-
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tions of the 1910s, then, the harshest edges of the evolutionist paradigm had
come to the fore. It was no longer so much the dynamism of the processes as
the stasis of the hierarchy that claimed attention in public discussion. This
dimension of evolutionist thought, of course, was not altogether new. As
John Fiske had written in “The Progress from Brute to Man” way back in
1873, “The capability of progress ... is by no means shared alike by all races
of men.” After granting “the Aryan and Semitic” races special status as ex¬
hibiting such capability in marked degree, then begrudgingly mentioning
“the Chinese and Japanese, the Copts of Egypt, and afew of the highest
American races” as distant runners-up, Fiske asserted, “The small-brained

-the Australians and Papuans, the Hottentots, and the majority of
tribes constituting the wide-spread Malay and American families—appear
almost wholly incapable of progress, even under the guidance of higher races.
The most that can be said for them is, that they are somewhat more imitative
and somewhat more teachable than any brute animals.” By the 1910s, this
dimension of evolutionism—this adherence to the innateness of capability—
had begun to overshadow all else.

r a c e s -

G e n e s

The position of biology and “race” throughout these debates was ambiguous.
On the one hand, when scholars like Edward B. Tylor, the leading evolution¬
ist in British anthropology, spoke of “race,” most often the term was meant
to include acultural dimension that was not strictly biological—and, in¬
deed, depending on the context, the cultural, nonbiological, nonheritable
dimension might overshadow the connotations of biology and “blood” inher¬
ing in the term in more recent times. In this such scholars differed from their
predecessors, for whom “race” itself lay at the very heart of the question of
single or multiple creation. But on the other hand, when Tylor himself
arranged aseries of “races” into ahierarchy based on “culture,” best to worst,
he rather conspicuously arranged them in accordance with the customary
racial ordering from light to dark; Italian, Chinese, Aztec, Tahitian, Aus¬
tralian. Given the Lamarckian assumption of the inheritance of acquired
characteristics, such “cultures” might have an unshakably “racial” character.
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James Frazer, too, amid adebate over “primitive” religious practices, could
posit as agiven that “civilisation varies on the whole ...directly with com¬
plexion, increasing or diminishing with the blanching or darkening of the
skin.” As George Stocking, Jr., explains, for many anthropologists in this pe¬
riod categories of “habitual behavior became instinctive, and cultural inheri¬
tance became part of biological heredity.”

By the early twentieth century, however, asecond intellectual current
had emerged in which the primacy of race was anything but ambiguous. As
one speaker told the Race Betterment Congress at the Panama-California Ex¬
position, people “will not prosper without proper selection any more than
vegetables would if indiscriminately planted.” He went on to define “two
distinct lines in the improvement of the race”: “One is by favorable environ¬
ment; and the other, ten thousand times more important, is by selection of
the best individuals through aseries of generations.” The intellectual princi¬
ples of eugenics may have overlapped agreat deal with evolutionism and
with the leading strands of anthropological thought on questions of culture
and environment, in other words; but among the biologically minded propo¬
nents of eugenics, culture was but asideshow: practically speaking, heredity
was all.

Indeed, the relationship between eugenics and the classical Darwinian
paradigm was peculiar: eugenics was at once tigidly predicated upon the
principle of selection, and yet it also represented acomplete loss of faith that
natural selection could operate within the conditions of advanced civiliza¬
tion. Though certainly no eugenicist, Darwin himself had written in The
Descent of Man:

With savages, the weak in body or mind are soon eliminated. ...We civi¬
lized men, on the other hand, do our utmost to check the process of elimina¬
tion; we build asylums for the imbecile, the maimed, and the sick; we
institute poor-laws; and our medical men exert their utmost skill to save the
life of everyone to the last moment. ...Thus, the weak members of civilized
societies propagate their kind. No one who has attended to the breeding of
domestic animals will doubt that this must be highly injurious to the race of
m a n .
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The eugenics movement on both sides of the Atlantic represented this con¬
cern writ large; and in the context of the times, questions of “breeding”
quickly boiled down to the matter of “superior” and “inferior’

The widely recognized founder of eugenics was Francis Galton, aBritish
natural ist and stat ist ician and acousin of Charles Darwin. Galton’s interest

in heredity, race, and character dated to the 1860s, when he began a“purely
ethnological inquiry into the mental peculiarities of different races.” In
1865, he published “Hereditary Talent and Character,” atreatise purporting
to demonstrate that “human mental qualities” could be manipulated or cul¬
tivated in precisely the way that breeders controlled the qualities of domesti¬
cated animals through selection. “What an extraordinary effect might be
produced on our race,” he exclaimed, were scientific principles employed to
“unite in marriage those who possessed the finest and most suitable natures,
mental, moral, and physical!”

Galton followed this up with Hereditary Genius in 1869 and then Nat¬
ural Inheritance in 1889, avast study of statistical correlations among various
traits and their descent through generations. (“Whenever you can,” he had
once advised, “count.”) Insofar as this work was devoted to questions of race,
it focused on differences between “civilized” whites and “savage” nonwhites.
Indeed, Galton had explored southern Africa firsthand in the 1850s, and had
published an account of his adventures under the title The Art of Travel. The
requirements of civilization, he now ventured, had bred into advanced Euro¬
peans “the instinct of continuous steady labour” and had bred out the “wild,
untameable restlessness” that was “innate with savages.” Like most British
scientists, however, Galton remained most interested in questions of class—
the heritable qualities of civilized society’s “better element,” in the parlance
of the day, and the ways in which, using newly gained knowledge in genet¬
ics, humanity might actually manipulate evolutionary processes in order to
breed out the unwanted qualities that characterized the rougher element.

It was in the United States that genetics and eugenics became most
closely aligned with race thinking. Like biologists working independently in
several countries toward the century’s end, Galton had discovered the long-
overlooked work of Gregor Mendel, an Austrian monk who had experi¬
mented broadly with the hybridization of sweet peas in the 1850s and ’60s.

r a c e s .
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After breeding some thirty thousand plants, Mendel was able to announce to
the scientific world that certain characteristics were definitely determined by
hereditarily transmitted “elements.” His findings, the basis of Mendelian ge¬
netics, had received relatively little notice among ageneration whose over¬
riding concern was with evolutionism, adaptation, and change. Mendelian
genetics, after all, described asort of biological stability. But in the political
and social climate of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
Mendel’s findings took on new significance. For ageneration concerned with
industrialization, the proliferation of slums, the massive migrations from
countryside to city, and the attending social ills of crime, prostitution, in¬
temperance, and disease, any scientific system of portraiture of the popula¬
tion and its prospects was bound to spark interest. By 1910, most American
biologists accepted some form of Mendelian principles; and in the American
setting, such genetic portraiture was bound to take on racial connotations.

Eugenics as an intellectual project thus holds adual place in the history
of the United States at this historical moment of expanding imperial hori¬
zons and massive labor migrations. On the one hand, like anthropology, eu¬
genics was agenre of representation, which served up the world’s peoples and
made them “known” according to an established body of scientific princi¬
ples—the Serb is savage, the Gypsy is lawless, the Italian is excitable, the
Bulgarian is stolid, the Slav is careless and given to fits of cruelty. (And all of
these peoples, it turns out, tend to be disturbingly prolific in comparison to
the Anglo-Saxon.)

On the other hand, the eugenics movement in the United States was it¬

self largely acreature of the bedeviling immigration question; indeed, it is
impossible to disentangle eugenic views of race and races from the political
occasion of their articulation. If eugenicists were committed to the principle
of white supremacy, the immigration debates that drove much of the re¬
search ensured that the differences within the white race would actually re¬
ceive more attention. As Ruth Benedict remarked from the vantage point of
the 1940s, the racist literature of the United States in this period dealt sur¬
prisingly little with “the Negro.” The case was so thoroughly closed on the
nonwhite races, in other words, that they scarcely warranted discussion when
it came to questions of “breeding” and the biological engineering of society.
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Rather, the racists’ “constant injunction is that Old America should limit
immigration on a‘racial’ basis and should keep its blood free from mixture
with that of the inferior non-Nordics we have carelessly admitted.” Scientific
racism in the United States became largely “a spectacle of immigrants of one
decade condemning to everlasting inferiority the immigrants of alater
decade.” What imperialism was to anthropology, in short, immigration
was to American eugenics. The so-called new immigrants from places like
Greece, Russia, Poland, and Italy captivated scholarly attention as scientists
now set out to survey, quantify, and assess what one eugenicist referred to as
“the great strains of human protoplasm ...coursing through the country.”

If the story of the initial eugenic idea begins with Galton, the history of
eugenics as abudding intellectual movement in the United States properly
begins in the political movement to restrict immigration. The Immigration
Restriction League, founded in 1894 by Anglo-Saxon patricians Prescott
Hall, Robert DeCourcy Ward, and Charles Warren, espoused afrank Anglo-
Saxon supremacism whose early rhetoric, if lacking the specialized language
of eugenics, did have distinctly biological implications. By early in the new
century, the league was indeed employing alanguage of racial hygiene. “We
should see to it that the breeding of the human race in this country receives
the attention which it so surely deserves,” the league submitted to acongres¬
sional committee charged with investigating the issue of immigration. “A
considerable proportion of the immigrants now coming are from races and
countries ...which have not progressed, but have been backward, down¬
trodden, and relatively useless for centuries.” Prescott Hall added that the
league did not oppose all immigration, only that which “lowers the mental,
moral, and physical average of our people.” In this connection he noted omi¬
nously that, of recent immigration, “three-fifths were of the Slavic and Iberic
races of southern and eastern Europe.”

Francis Amasa Walker, president of MIT and superintendent of the U.S.
Census in 1870 and 1880, also stepped forward to make the statistical case
that the nation’s immigrants were breeding at afar higher rate than native-
born Americans. In an Atlantic Monthly piece in 1896, Walker wondered
why “every foul and stagnant pool of population in Europe, in which no
breath of intellectual or industrial life has stirred for ages,” should gain such
easy entry to the United States. “These people have no history behind them
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which is of anature to give encouragement,” he wrote of the new immi¬
g r a n t s .

They have none of the inherited instincts and tendencies which made it com¬
paratively easy to deal with the immigration of the olden time. They are
beaten men from beaten races; representing the worst failures in the struggle
for existence. ...They have none of the ideas and aptitudes which fit men to
take up readily and easily the problem of self-care and self-government, such
as belong to those who are descended from the tribes that met under the oak-
trees of old Germany to make laws and choose chieftains.

It was in the political climate generated by such concerns that Mendel’s
work on sweet peas was rediscovered and embraced; that Galton’s writings
gained favor; that arising generation of experimental scientists rallied to
the challenges posed by genetic and eugenic doctrine; and that an institu¬
tional framework for genetic research was erected in the United States. The
American Breeders’ Association (ABA) was founded in 1903 by agroup of
agricultural breeders and academic biologists in direct response to the redis¬
covery of Mendel’s work. In 1906, at the urging of Charles Davenport, api¬
oneer in biometry at the University of Chicago and an avid admirer of
Francis Galton, the ABA established aEugenics Section “to investigate and
report on heredity in the human race” and to “emphasize the value of supe¬
rior blood and the menace to society of inferior blood.”

Davenport had established his reputation as abiologist with his work on
the Mendelian inheritance of certain traits among chickens, and later of hair
and skin color among humans. He now turned his attention to eugenics. His
overarching convictions were, first, that humans ought to be judged upon
their merits as biological breeding stock; and, second, that from infancy each
person carried biological “unit characters” in the blood, to which could be
traced awide variety of stable “traits,” from intelligence to artistic ability to
hysteria. Indeed, the full catalogue of traits attributable to “unit charac-

-including physical traits, mental traits, and pathological traits—was
what made the theory so comprehensive and thus so socially and politically
significant. Here, indeed, was the key to all human potentiality.

Impassioned by the explanatory power of genetics in all fields of human

t e r s
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activity, Davenport devoted himself to the problem of building anetwork of
institutions to carry out eugenic research and to set policy. Davenport was
able to attract asignificant grant from the Carnegie Institution to found a
station for genetic research at Cold Spring Harbor, Long Island, in 1904.
The primary object of the station was to recast classical selection experiments
along Mendelian lines, and to pursue “the analytic and experimental study of
the causes of specific differentiation—of race change.” And in 1910, Daven¬
port established the Eugenics Record Office (ERO), whose small army of
field-workers fanned out across the countryside to collect data on heredi¬
tary conditions such as “dementia,” “shiftlessness,” and “criminalism” and to
gather information on the relatives of “defectives.” Soon the installation at
Cold Spring Harbor had become aclearinghouse for data and information
generated by similar, though less spectacularly endowed organizations like
the American Eugenics Society, the Eugenics Research Association, the Gal-
ton Society, the Institute of Family Relations, and the Race Betterment
Foundation. The ERO’s publication, Eugenical News, first appeared in 1916
under the editorship of Davenport and ERO Director Harry Laughlin.

Under Davenport’s leadership, the Eugenics Section of the American
Breeders’ Association established ten research committees, devoted to areas
such as Feeble-Mindedness, the Heredity of Criminality, Sterilization and
Other Means of Eliminating Defective Germ Plasm, and the Heredity of In¬
sanity. Of course there was aresearch committee on Immigration, too; and
Davenport chose none other than Prescott Hall and Robert DeCourcy Ward
of the Immigration Restriction League to head it. Given the figures on im¬
migration during this period (8.7 million came ashore between 1901 and
1910), the immigration question was precisely the site where the eugenic
stakes in innate character were the highest. “The idea of a‘melting-pot’ be¬
longs to apre-Mendelian age,” wrote Davenport. “Now we recognize that
characters are inherited as units and do not readily break up.”

In Heredity in Relation to Eugenics (1911), Davenport assessed the “unit
characters” of recent immigrant groups and ventured his best estimations of
what the enormous influx of South and East Europeans might mean for the
genetic makeup of the country. The earliest European settlers, of course, rep¬
resented the ideal: ahost of royalist refugees had sought asylum in America
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after the execution of Charles I(1649), for instance, and “by this means was
enriched agerm plasm which easily developed such traits as good manners,
high culture, and the ability to lead in all social affairs.” Although the new
immigration represented quite adeparture overall, not all the news was bad.
Germans and Scandinavians, for instance, were free of genetic flaws. German
unit characters included thrift, intelligence, and honesty; and Scandinavians
inherited a“love of independence in thought, action, chastity, self-control of
other sorts, and alove of agricultural pursuits.”

The Irish, on the other hand, were in Davenport’s estimation genetically
given to “alcoholism, considerable mental defectiveness, and atendency to
tuberculosis.” Even the Irish penchant for machine politics and “graft” was
traceable to their blood inheritance. Italians, meanwhile, inherited a“ten¬

dency for crimes of personal violence”; and Jews’ defective blood, seen most
readily in avicious, race-specific brand of individualism and materialism, set
them directly on “the opposite extreme from the early English and more re¬
cent Scandinavian immigration with their ideals of community life in the
open country, advancement by the sweat of their brow, and the uprearing of
their families in the fear of God and the love of country.” In the long run,
Davenport fretted, not only would the infusion of new blood make the pop¬
ulation “darker in pigmentation, [and] smaller in stature,” but
was the real crux of the eugenicists’ interest in germ plasm and characterol-
ogy—the future American would be “more given to crimes of larceny, kid¬
napping, assault, murder, rape, and sex-immorality.” Under then current
rates of immigration, “the ratio of insanity in the population will rapidly
i n c r e a s e . ”

n d h e r e

On its “biologic side,” therefore, the question became “How can we keep
out defective germ plasm while we admit that which is strong?” What was
needed, in Davenport’s view, was away “to classify immigrants for admission
or rejection on the basis of the probable performance of their germ plasm.”
Here Davenport recommended that screening at Ellis Island approximate the
methods of what was then becoming the chief mode of operation of the Eu¬
genics Records Office, the eugenic “survey” of aperson’s background carried
our by afield-worker trained not only in the administration of adetailed bi¬
ological questionnaire, but in the minute observation and detection of hu-
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man defects. This method, Davenport predicted with confidence, would al¬
low “200,000 Europeans {per year} to our citizenship with equanimity”—as
against, say, the one million who had arrived in 1910.

“Eugenics has to do with racial development,” wrote Davenport in the
preamble to his “Eugenics Credo” (1916). “It accepts the fact of differences
in people—physical differences, mental differences, differences in emotional
control. It is based on the principle that nothing can take the place of innate
qualities. While it recognizes the value of culture it insists that culture [i.e.,
cultivation] of atrait is futile, where the germs of the trait are absent.” The
notion of “Americanization” in these eugenic terms was sentimental and un¬
scientific. So-called assimilation could provide only apitifully thin veneer
over the inborn unit characters that in all likelihood inadequately outfitted
rude Slavic or Italian peasants for the political and social requirements of life
in an industrial democracy. No race per se was dangerous, cautioned Daven¬
port, “only those individuals whose somatic traits or germinal determiners
are ...bad.” But even so, race did offer useful clues as to the likely clusters
of such defective individuals.

Among the most important and popular expressions of the rising eu¬
genic view of immigration was The Passing of the Great Race (1916) by Madi¬
son Grant, aNew York eugenicist and officer of the American Museum of
Natural History. For Grant, too, “Moral, intellectual, and spiritual attributes
are as persistent as physical characters and are transmitted substantially un¬
changed from generation to generation.” The Passing of the Great Race is an
extended diatribe against Americans’ democratic faith in environmentalism,
the “pathetic” belief, in Grant’s view, that American institutions are hardy
enough to take in and transform the world’s diverse populations. Grant did
not have the scientific training or competence of aDavenport or aGalton—
he had run no biological studies of hair color or correlation coefficients on
hereditary traits, that is—but he certainly fancied himself alegitimate scien¬
tific authority, and his work was indeed received that way in many quarters.

Grant, like William Z. Ripley, divided the peoples of Europe into three
races—Nordic, Alpine, and Mediterranean—whose physical, mental, and
emotional differences were as deeply seated as they were plainly observed.
The old-stock, Nordic American’s liberal immigration policies, in his view.
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were tantamount to “suicidal ethics which are exterminating his own race."
Grant took issue with Franz Boas and others who emphasized the influence
of environment and the potential for changes—even changes in physical
characteristics—among newly arrived immigrant populations. What the
melting pot (a biological—not acultural—contrivance) really accomplishes,
Grant argued, is best exemplified by “the racial mixture which we call Mex¬
ican, and which is now engaged in demonstrating its incapacity for self-
government.” Here, then, is the underlying peril of the “melting-pot” ideal:
the mixture of two races, in the long run, yields arace reverting to the
“lower type.” “The cross between awhite man and an Indian is an Indian;
the cross between awhite man and anegro is anegro; the cross between a
white man and aHindu is aHindu; and the cross between any of the three
European races and aJew is aJew.”

This combination of immutable racial traits and an ineluctable tendency
toward decline among any multiracial crosses spelled danger indeed for the
republic. Like Davenport, Grant considered the new immigration to consist
largely of “the weak, the broken, and the mentally crippled of all races drawn
from the lowest stratum of the Mediterranean basin and the Balkans, to¬

gether with hordes of the wretched, submerged populations of the Polish
Ghettos.” In cities like New York, “old stock” Americans were being “liter¬
ally driven off the streets” by “swarms” of immigrants—primarily Polish
Jews—who “adopt the language of the native American; they wear his
clothes; they steal his name; and they are beginning to take his women, but
they seldom adopt his religion or understand his ideals.”

Predictably, Grant reserved harsh judgment for American blacks, too,
who had become “a serious drag on civilization” from the moment “they
were given the rights of citizenship and were incorporated in the body
politic.” But the inferior races of Europe posed the greater threat. Alpines
and Mediterraneans were in fact “western extensions of an Asiatic subspecies
and neither of them can be considered as exclusively European.” But because
of their nominal whiteness, unlike African Americans in the age of Jim
Crow, these inferior race types had their run of the country’s important social
and economic arenas. Too proud to compete with such flotsam, Nordics
were abandoning the field altogether: declining birthrates among old-stock
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Americans were directly attributable to the new immigration; and the
combination of the Nordics’ decline and the Alpines’ and Mediterraneans’
frightening fecundity meant that the new, inferior immigrant was not only
(^wplacing, but literally replacing the rightful heirs of the great republic.
(The Nordic myth, it is worth noting, underwent significant revision during
World War I. Grant’s good friend Henry Fairfield Osborn now traced the
blood of the Kaiser back to the “Wild Tartars,” exposing the Germans as
round-headed Tartar impostors to Nordic greatness.)

Specious as such scientific doctrines may sound today, eugenics was
scarcely the province of an intellectual fringe or acabal of crackpots. In vari¬
ous of its elements, eugenic thought was popular thought in the early dec¬
ades of the twentieth century, disseminated—not least—by the vigorous
debate over immigration restriction itself. But beyond its currency in politi¬
cal discourse, by the 1910s eugenics was the stuff of world’s-fair exhibits like
the Race Betterment booth at the Panama-California Exposition in San
Diego, and eugenics had entered the curriculum of many major universities
through the disciplines of biology, sociology, genetics, and psychology. Even
Tarzan of the Apes (significantly, in achapter titled "Heredity”) demon¬
strated agallantry and asubtle social grace toward Jane that represented “the
hall-mark of his aristocratic birth, the natural outcropping of many genera¬
tions of fine breeding, an hereditary instinct of graciousness which alifetime
of uncouth and savage training and environment could not eradicate.” La,
the high priestess of Opar in The Return of Tarzan, likewise explained the pu¬
rity of her “strain” in eugenic terms: “For countless ages my foremothers
were high priestesses—the sacred office descends from mother to daughter.
Our husbands are chosen for us from the noblest in the land. The most per¬
fect man, mentally and physically, is selected to be the husband of the high
priestess.”

By the 1920s, eugenic arguments had become standard fare in maga¬
zines like Good Housekeeping and The Saturday Evening Post, beneath headlines
like “Danger That World Scum Will Demoralize America.” As this headline
suggests, the significance of the gene in the American imagination resided
perhaps less in its power to explain the processes of human development than
in its power to suggest how the various peoples of the world ranked, and to
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give name to the irretrievable biological chaos that they threatened for the
republic.

M i n d s

Sciences of mind and mental capability predated eugenics by several dec¬
ades. As early as the 1830s, pioneer craniometrist Samuel Morton occupied
himself by measuring the amount of birdshot that could be poured into the
specimen skulls representing “Caucasians,” “Mongolians,” “Malays,” “Amer-

and “Ethiopians.” In 1839, his Crania Americana had rather pre-i c a n s ,

dictably tanked the world’s races (Teutonic family of the Caucasian group on
top) according to their cranial capacities and hence their presumed capacities
for mental effort. Even Herbert Spencer, whose brand of evolutionism drew
upon Lamarck’s notion of acquired physical characteristics, could remark
with portent that, because of their disparate developmental paths and the cu¬
mulative effects of their disparate life experiences (read: racial experiences),
Europeans might have “from ten to thirty cubic inches more brain than the
Papuan.” Recapitulation theory, too, by which the individual was presumed

pass through precisely the developmental stages of the species as awhole,
lent Spencer and psychologists like G. Stanley Hall asuggestive lexicon for

mentalities. “The intellectual traits of the uncivilized,” wrote

t o

c o m p a r i n g

Spencer, “. ..are traits recurring in the childten of the civilized.” That sav-
like children” was no longer merely ametaphorical flight, buta g e s w e r e

was rigorously grounded in the hypothesis that “inferior” peoples were
stranded in an ancestral stage of “superior” types, and that “civilized” chil¬
dren, unlike their primitive counterparts, literally outgrew their o w n s a v ¬

a g e r y .

Scientific measures of intelligence had become mote feverish still by the
turn of the century. From apurely economic standpoint, laypetsons may have
been most interested in scholarly conclusions regarding evolution and rela¬
tive degrees or rates of development. It was the foreordained path of evolu¬
tion, aftet all, that suggested that “waste spaces” might be made over into
markets, that civilized peoples owed savages some guidance. But from apo¬
litical standpoint, what mattered most was mind: as the engines of industry
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sent Americans out across the globe to forge new relationships with the
world’s peoples, as industry drew more and more foreign peoples ashore at
Angel Island, Castle Garden, and Ellis Island, other questions arose. What
were these peoples capable of, and how might they behave as participants in
the nation’s—or the empire's—governance?

The policy implications of scientific work on intelligence were plain
enough. As race theorist Benjamin Kidd wrote in The Control of the Tropics
(1898), the peoples of tropical Africa “represent the same stage in the history
of the development of the race that the child does in the history of the devel¬
opment of the individual. The tropics will not, therefore, be developed by
the natives themselves.” In debates over imperialism as in debates over im¬
migration, the key for Americans resided in the question of “fitness for self-
government.” In response to those who wondered whether God would have
created arace of people actually incapable of self-government, Josiah Strong
argued that modern science had shown “that races develop in the course of
centuries as individuals do in years, and that an undeveloped race, which is
incapable of self-government, is no more areflection on the Almighty than is
an undeveloped child who is incapable of self-government. The opinions of
men who in this enlightened day believe that the Filipinos are capable of
self-government because everybody is, are not worth considering.” Intelli¬
gence, then, measured and coolly represented according to the doctrines of
modern science, became inextricably linked to questions of imperialist eco¬
nomic development and the imperatives of colonial administration.

By the turn of the century, of course, there was already afairly long
history by which the question of intelligence had become entwined with
questions of nativity and race. In his Observations on an Ethnic Classification of
Idiots (1866), to cite just the most glaring instance, John Langdon Haydon
Down—famed for his identification of “Down’s syndrome”—found that “a
very large number of congenital idiots are typical Mongols.” Of one Euro¬
pean specimen he wrote, “the boy’s aspect is such that it is difficult to realize
that he is the child of Europeans.” Thus did “Mongoloidism” enter the lexi¬
con of American psychology and contiguous fields—a medical metaphor for
apackage of presumed “Mongolian” racial traits. Similarly, Edward Drinker
Cope, in The Origin of the Fittest (1887), had identified four groups of “lower”
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human forms by comparing them with the childten of white males: non¬
white races, all women, South Europeans, and lower classes within the supe¬
rior races. South Europeans were trapped in amore childlike, primitive state
as adults than their Northern counterparts, according to Cope, because the
South European climate imposed an earlier cessation of maturation.

The growing cottage industry in intelligence measurement at the turn of
the century shared many things in common with the eugenics movement-
personnel, for one thing, as eugenicists frequently turned their atrention to
problems of mental capacity, and as many psychologists and intelligence
experts gravitated to the hereditarian models provided by genetics. Like
eugenics, too, scholarship on intelligence had adirect bearing on the immi¬
gration question. (Cope’s work on South Europeans, for instance, led him to
agitate for arestrictive immigration policy on scientific groutids.) Indeed,
the legal history of immigration and naturalization betrays aclose affinity
between restrictionism and various fields dedicated to the mind: classes ex¬

cluded from immigration by law included lunatics and idiots (1882), epilep¬
tics and insane persons (1903), imbeciles and feeble-minded persons (1907),
and “persons of constitutional psychopathic inferiority” (1917).

The first decade of the twentieth century, when Frenchman Alfred Binet
abandoned the medical approach of craniometry in favor of apsychological
approach to the measure of intelligence, represents awatershed in the study
of human intellect. Binet developed an empirical test of the ability to reason
that might rendet intellectual capacity as an easily calculated and compara¬
ble “mental age.” (In 1912, aGerman psychologist developed the formula
for IQ: the division of mental age by chronological age, times one hundred.)
Binet himself saw the test’s value not in its ability to rank pupils according
to mental worth, but primarily in the gross distinctions it would enable be-

normal” and “retarded” subjects. In the United States, however, a
feverish round of intelligence testing began with the quick disposal of thtee
of Binet’s cardinal precepts: he had watned that (1) the test scores did not
measure anything innate or permanent about asubject’s “intelligence”;
(2) the test was not adevice for ranking normal children; and (3) low scores
should not be used to mark anyone as innately incapable. In the general pro¬
eugenics climate, however, Americans rushed not only to sweep aside these

t w e e n
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caveats, but to wed the quest for areliable measure of intelligence with a
hereditarian notion of capability and its basis. Americans insisted upon the
permanence and the innateness of intelligence as revealed by the Binet tests,
and further insisted that the tests could be used to rank races and classes.

The key figure in this development of ahereditarian conception of intel¬
ligence was Henry Herbert Goddard, the expert on “feeble-mindedness”
whose keen observations added the scientific category of “morons” to the ear¬
lier, two-tiered scheme of "idiots” and "imbeciles.” (Morons, according to
Goddard, were “high-grade defectives” who might actually be taught athing
or two.) It was Goddard who translated Binet into English and popularized
the Binet scale in the United States. Like many other enthusiasts of Men-
delian genetics, Goddard approached intelligence in amanner that had im¬
mediate consequences in the realm of social outlook and even social policy.
“The people who are doing the drudgery,” he wrote with certainty, “are, as a
rule, in their proper places.” As for policy, in Feeble-Mindedness: Its Causes and
Consequences (1914), Goddard advanced the eugenic argument that “it is per¬
fectly clear that no feeble-minded person should ever be allowed to marry or
to become aparent.” The moron’s chief threat to society resided precisely in
his or her partial abilities to function: unlike the “idiot,” for example, the
moron might take ajob, meet amate, and raise children (whose IQ of course
could be no more promising). This prospect, multiplied by the masses, au¬
gured poorly indeed for the republic.

Here again, the immigration question was crucial. In 1912, Goddard
was invited by the United States Public Health Service to administer the
Binet tests to incoming immigrants at Ellis Island. His findings were eye¬
opening. As Goddard later reported in the Journal of Delinquency, “One can
hardly escape the conviction that the intelligence of the average ‘third class’
[steerage] immigrant is low, perhaps of moron grade.” Indeed, based on
small samples ranging in number from sixteen to thirty-nine, he concluded
that 83 percent of Jews disembarking at Ellis Island were feeble-minded;
80 percent of Hungarians; 79 percent of Italians; and 87 percent of Russians.
In Feeble-Mindedness, although Goddard did not discuss the immigration
question in any concentrated fashion, the mental condition of the foreign ele¬
ment constituted arunning motif. Nationality was dutifully noted for each
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of the 327 cases of feeble-mindedness discussed in the volume; and out of
164 cases that Goddatd attributed to hereditary causes, forty-nine were in
people of foreign parentage and another seven were immigrants themselves.
Of an additional thirty-five cases whose causes Goddard labeled as “probably
hereditary,” six were people of foreign parentage and three were immigrants.

Goddard’s suspicion that the inspection and screening procedures at El¬
lis Island were flawed likewise peppered this discussion. The problem of im¬
migration officials mistakenly passing “morons’
enough to warrant an index entry (“Immigration inspectors passed”); and
several of the cases present cautionary tales on precisely this theme. One Ital¬
ian “moron of the slow phlegmatic type” entered the country at age three,
and “probably seemed normal at that time but the mother’s defect also
passed.” A“cheerful imbecile of low grade” from Russia had been rightly de¬
tained at Castle Garden, but was later allowed entry when that immigration

station burned down and there was no place to keep him. And another Rus¬
sian defective, named Hattie, was permitted entry at age three; “whether her
condition should have been detected at that time it is very difficult to say;
[but] she is so very low grade now that it would seem as though she must
have shown it even at that age.”

The problem posed by immigration was twofold. First, since Goddard’s
debt to Davenport and the eugenicists was gteat {Feeble-Mindedness includes
chapters on “Mendel’s Law of Inheritance” and “Eugenics”), he assumed
without question that the new immigrant races disproportionately carried
undesirable unit characters like feeble-mindedness. Second, even for those

whose mental capacities were normal, migration to amore complex society
could pose some real challenges. In this respect, intelligence, though fixed,
was still situational. As Goddard admitted, quoting Binet, “A French peas¬
ant may be normal in arural community but feeble-minded in Paris.” Simi¬
larly, an unskilled laborer from the Calabrian countryside or apeddler from
the Russian shtetl, however “normal” in the Old World setting, might pre¬
sent the character of amoron in the vastly more complex social setting of a
modern urban industrial center like New York or Chicago.

Though H. H. Goddard brought the Binet test to the United States,
Lewis Terman popularized it. Terman, too, dispensed almost entitely with

imbeciles” is prevalento r
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the idea that environmental influences might have some sway on intelli¬
gence. Children of “superior social classes,” he argued, for example, scored
higher on the tests “due, for the most part, to asuperiority in original en¬
dowment.” It was Terman who, in The Measurement of Intelligence (1916), gave
the science of intelligence testing its most unabashedly racial spin. As he
wrote of agroup whose IQ he measured at 70 to 80, this level of intelligence

is very, very common among Spanish-lndian and Mexican families of the
Southwest and also among negroes. Their dullness seems to he racial, or at
least inherent in the family stocks from which they come. The fact that one
meets this type with such extraordinary frequency among Indians, Mexicans,
and negroes suggests quite forcibly that the whole question of racial differ¬
ences in mental traits will have to be taken up anew and by experimental
methods. The writer predicts that when this is done there will be discovered
enormously significant racial differences in general intelligence, differences
which cannot he wiped out by any scheme of mental culture. ...There is no
possibility at present of convincing society that they should not be allowed to
reproduce, although from aeugenic point of view they constitute agrave prob¬
lem because of their unusually prolific breeding.

In defining the category “dull normals,” Terman likewise used West Euro¬
pean races as the standard: such defectives were “far enough below the actual
average intelligence among races of western European descent that they can¬
not make normal school progress.”

The racialist assumptions that were merely latent in much of the early
writing on intelligence testing became more and more pronounced as the
field developed. During World War I, Robert Yerkes, president of the Amer¬
ican Psychological Association and chair of the Eugenics Research Associa¬
tion’s Committee on Inheritance of Mental Traits, embarked on an ambitious
project to measure the intelligence of the nation’s two million draftees. Al¬
though his assumptions may have been little different from those of Goddard
or Terman, Yerkes’s results were cast in far more frankly racialist language
and form. His 1921 report included achapter on “Relation of Intelligence
Ratings to Nativity,” for instance; and he reported unequivocally that the
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groups at the bottom of the pyramid—Poles, Italians, Russians, Greeks, and
Turks—produced many times the ptoportion of Dscores that their English
or Dutch countetpatts did, and only aslim fraction of the Aand Bscores.
Measured by acompilation eithet of their best scores or of their worst,
Yerkes’s testees of foreign birth scored about half as well (or failed about
twice as often) as the white draft overall.

As acoda to this entire chapter in American psychometry, Carl Brigham,
an assistant professor of psychology at Princeton, teanalyzed Yerkes’s data
and formulated an even stronger racialist statement on the new immigrants

in AStudy of American Intelligence (1923)- According to Brigham, Yerkes’s
army tests presented “an opportunity for anational inventory of our own
mental capacity, and the mental capacity of those we have invited to live
with us.” Nor was the picture pleasing; 46 percent of the Poles, over 42 per¬
cent of the Italians, and 39 percent of the Russians who took Yerkes’s test,
Brigham now announced, had scored at or below the Negro average. Al¬
though Btigham also found that, the longer an immigrant had lived in the
United States, the higher he or she was likely to score—a finding that might
easily have been marshaled toward an environmentalist argument—he chose,
rather, to attribute the change to “a gradual deterioration of the class of im¬
migrants ...who came to this country in each succeeding five-year period
since 1902.” As the proportion of “Nordic” blood had decreased with each
successive year of immigration, in other words, so had the aggregate IQ of
the immigrants.

“There can be no doubt,” Brigham pronounced, “that recent history has
shown amovement of inferiot peoples or inferior representatives of peoples
to this country.” Since 1901, about ten million “Alpine and Mediterranean
types” had entered the country. Given their average performance on the tests,
and allowing for areturn rate of roughly one-third to three-eighths back to
the Old World, the United States had willingly embraced “over 2,000,000
immigrants below the average negro.” Beyond this problem of the sheer nu¬
merical onslaught of undesirable types, moreover, was the mounting evi¬
dence of racial “admixture” among Nordic, Alpine, and Mediterranean types,
for mixture could only dull the intellectual peaks of the higher types. The
1920 census showed over seven million native-born whites of mixed paren-
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cage, according to Brigham, “a fact which indicates clearly the number of
crosses between the native born stock and the European importations.” Strik¬
ing afamiliar eugenic chord, Brigham asserted that there was
why legal steps should not be taken which would ensure acontinuously pro¬
gressive upward evolution.” The following year. Congress took precisely such
astep by passing the Johnson-Reed Immigration Act, which was calculated
to curtail vastly the influx of undesirable racial types from Eastern and
Southern Europe and Asia.

n o r e a s o n

Significantly, the same exposition that became apopular forum for the
Race Betterment Foundation and the program of eugenics in 1915 also
served as an early forum for the popularization of intelligence testing. Sig¬
nificantly, too, the exposition itself was acelebration of the opening of
the Panama Canal and all that would portend for the expanding American
commercial empire and for the mingling of peoples through the dynamics
of world communication, travel, and trade. It was at San Diego’s Panama-
California Exposition, before the Education Congress, that Lewis Terman
unve i led “The Stanford Rev is ion and Exrens ion o f rhe B iner Sca le . ” H is

forthcoming book would demonstrate, he announced, that acorrelation be¬
tween race and intelligence could indeed be proved.

Until Yerkes and Brigham came along in the late 1910s and early ’20s,
race and nationality actually took up but asmall corner of the writing on in¬
telligence and inheritance. The immigration question occupied only afew
pages of Davenport’s Heredity in Relation to Eugenics, asingle paragraph in
Terman’s Measurement of Intelligence, and scattered snatches in Goddard’s
Feeble-Mindedness. But racial assumptions did lie at the very core of the inves¬
tigation of intelligence, however scarcely rhey were articulated; and, more
important, these studies themselves did become central to the popular
generic conception of “the immigrant.” If the inferior European races took
up no more than an occasional page in these studies of hereditary merit, that
is, these scholars’ findings on hereditary merit fully dominated American
discussion of who exactly were the people who daily thronged the gang¬
planks at Ellis Island.

As Edward Said has remarked, “There is never interpretation, under¬
standing, and then knowledge where rhere is no interest." Nor only were
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these branches of the mounting knowledge industry entwined with one an¬
other and with discourses of immigration and nativism, but so were they en¬
twined with the imperial project of exploration and acquisition. Researchers
in anthropology, for instance, rode into the "dark” regions of the globe on
the machinery of empire, just as empires themselves made use of anthropo¬
logical or ethnographic “knowledge.” James Frazer self-consciously provided
his compatriots with atour of the peoples “of tudimentary culture” whose
fate had fallen “in the hands” of “our imperial race.” Franz Boas, perhaps
more responsibly, advocated the establishment of an Oriental school at Co¬
lumbia University because “our commerce and political intercourse with
Eastern Asia are rapidly expanding.” New circumstances required “a better
knowledge of the people and of the countries with which we are dealing.”
“Most important of all in the present juncture [1903],” Boas added, “would
seem to be that opportunity be given for acquiring knowledge in matters
pertaining to the Philippine Islands.”

Political implications suffused the scholarly pursuit. “A savage brought
up in acultivated society,” commented one writer in Popular Science Monthly
in 1903, “will not only retain his dark skin, but is likely also to have the in¬
coherent mind of his race.” The very questions of cultural diversity and rela¬
tive intelligence were driven by the possibilities for contact—either the
importation of a“savage” into “cultivated society,” or the export of culti¬
vated social conditions and the trappings of the modern to the savage climes
of Africa or Oceania. The incoherence of mind—whether the “savage”

Malay’s or the dull Irishman’s—suddenly mattered so much precisely be¬
cause peoples were now finding one another and coming together at such an
accelerated pace. Presenting cases of “borderline efficiency” (commensurate
with Goddard’s “morons”), Lewis Terman noted that among the laboring
classes “there are thousands like them. They are the world’s ‘hewers of wood
and drawers of water.’ ...These boys are uneducable beyond the merest
rudiments of training. No amount of school instruction will ever make them
intelligent voters or capable citizens in the true sense of the word.” Asober¬
ing thought for anation whose polity had so recently come to include over
twenty million newly arrived hewers of wood from the most “backward” re¬
gions of Europe, Asia, and the Americas.

In Human Efficiency and Levels of Intelligence (1920), Henry Herbert God-
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dard devoted an entire chapter to “Democracy and Mental Levels.” Summing
up the high civic stakes of recent findings on human achievement, Goddard
asked, “Can we hope to have asuccessful democracy when the average men¬
tality [of the populace] is thirteen?” The prospects turned out to be not so
bad, in Goddard’s estimation, as long as there was some careful political and
social engineering from above. “In ademocracy every man is supposed to do
his part,” he wrote. “What that part is can only be determined by knowing
his mental capacity.” Intelligence testing, that is, would show the way.
Democracy is indeed possible even among low-grade defectives as long as
“there is asufficiently large group of people of high intelligence to control
the s i tuat ion. ”

Unlike his earlier work at Ellis Island, Human Efficiency made the case
without reference to race. But clearly, given the trends across the disci¬
plines—including anthropology, historiography, sociology, psychology, and
genetic biology—such thinking about mentality and democracy was going
to have potent implications for the view of foreign peoples, whether they
resided on American soil or on distant shores. The study of comparative cul¬
tures at once derived from and fed into American discussions of global eco¬
nomic relationships—the material conditions of savage societies, their needs,
their prospects for “advancement,” and the inherent right by which Euro-
Americans might step in to make better use of the unimproved “waste
spaces” that the savage occupied but in no way possessed. Contemporary
studies of genetic makeup and native intelligence, on the other hand, derived
from and fed into discussions of politics. What were the inherent capacities
of the world’s peoples? To what extent could they be assimilated to complex
forms of social and political organization? And what were the prospects for
their governance, either as immigrants at home or as colonized subjects
abroad?





The machinery of empire: “Primary Pupils in aMunicipal School, Manila.” The school itself
and the visual conventions of its depiction were both important to the justification and

maintenance of U.S. hegeijiony in the Philippines. National Geographic, 1905
C O U R T E S Y O F T H E N AT I O N A L G E O G R A P H I C S O C I E T Y



In 1917, National Geographic ran aseries of plates devoted to “mother love”
around the world. Beneath a“Bedouin Mother and Child" the caption read,

“The father of rhis little nomad may be awarlike bandit with acloudy notion
of property rights and other details of the civilized code; his mother asimple
daughter of rhe desert with achildish curiosity and fondness for gaudy trinkets,
but her babe has the divine heritage of mother love as truly as the most fortu¬

nate child of our own land.” Beneath awoman in New Guinea carrying ababy

in asling; “This device is at adisadvantage when compared with an American
cradle, but it is atouching evidence of maternal inventiveness and industry at
work for baby’s safety even in the South Seas.” And beneath aplate depicting
“Motherhood in the Philippines,” this baby “doesn’t know that, after his
mother, Uncle Sam is his best friend. Had he belonged to an earlier generation

his childhood would have been spent at work in the fields until he was old

enough to join father in head-hunting.”
Although the benign tone seems to say that underneath it all the diverse

members of the human family are really quite alike, the commentary moves in¬
exorably from the absence of a“civilized code,” to the comparative “disadvan¬
tage” of the primitive’s industrial arts, to one savage baby’s supreme good
fortune in having been rescued by abeneficent foreign state from the lifeways
of his parents. In much of the writing on foreign climes—both popular and
academic^—-there may be agently nagging wistfulness about the simple natu¬
ralism of the premodern world, but finally there is adead certainty in the ver¬
ity and value of Western progress. The world, it turns out, is mostly populated
by bandits and head-hunters whose retarded development is self-evident; the



necessity of Western stewardship over the rest of the world is the only conclu¬
sion to be drawn. As refracted through the prism of Gilded Age and Progres¬
sive Era information industries, various foreign peoples’ “cloudy notions of
property rights” or the “disadvantageous” devices of their material culture in¬

evitably pointed toward aset of propositions in the realm of politics and gover¬
n a n c e .

It is not merely coincidental that, as William McKinley embarked upon a
policy of imperialism in the Philippines, he employed avocabulary that linked
this exercise in “uplift” across the Pacific to the acculturation of immigrants
within U.S. borders. His phrase “benevolent assimilation” is wonderfully sug¬
gestive not only of the power of paternalism to mask violent social and political
tealities, but also of the affinities in American discourse between subject peo¬
ples abroad and immigrants at home—problem populations whose “difference”
stood in the way of successful republican citizenship. Racial discourse in both
cases rendered “assimilation” as urgent as it was doubtful. The question be¬
came, how would the United States maintain its economic relations with these

peoples as consumers abroad and workers at home without being degraded by
their “savage" presence? How would Americans benevolently assimilate these
diverse peoples without becoming tainted by their patent inferiority in the
process?

Part III examines the twin discourses of naturalization and empire. Repub¬
lican ideology provided the terms by which foreigners were understood, and yet
republicanism itself was constituted by boundaries of public virtue marked off
by these same foreign peoples. Chapter 5, “Accents of Menace,” examines
heated American discussion of immigration, not as asupply of cheap labor for
the nation’s industry, but as asupply of future citizens. In the figure of the
radical-as-un-American, of course, the two questions were joined. But antiradi¬
calism occupied only one corner of abroader debate over “the foreign element”
in America. Throughout this debate, immigrants were measured against ideal¬
ized republican virtues of wisdom, self-possession, and forbearance. By their
shortfall—as theorized ethnologically, and as evidenced in the conduct of their
urban political machines—they highlighted the prevalence of these virtues



among Americans of the “older stock,” and so helped to constitute the very no¬
tion of proper Americanism,

Chapter 6, “Children of Barbarism,” traces parallel ideas of citizenship and
virtue as expressed on questions of intervention, empire, or annexation in re¬
gions like Samoa, Hawaii, the Philippines, Cuba, and Puerto Rico. If racial no¬

tions of asuperior Anglo-Saxon peoplehood justified policies of imperial
conquest abroad, so did they generate considerable anxiety about the fate of a

free republic that had taken on too many “undesirable” elements. Like immi¬

grants, the “natives” in America’s far-flung empire tested the bounds of ideal

citizenship and taxed the concept of fitness for self-government. Ultimately,
like American Indians in the conquered West and African Americans in the

post-Reconstruction South, they were disqualified from the constitutional prin¬
ciple of the consent of the governed.

As long as the immigrants—whether Celtic, Slavic, Hebrew, or Mongo¬
lian—were thought to fall well short of Anglo-Saxon genius, their presence

aroused fears about the smooth functioning of the republic. As long as savages

were thought to embody “the minds of children and the passions of adults,” in
■not, inSpencer’s formulation, they were no candidates for republican self-rul

fact, did they have any rights that the United States was bound to respect. If
the economics of the era brought these diverse millions under the sway of U.S.

power or direct governance both within and without U.S. borders, the informa¬
tion industries’ dominant ethnological images suggested how perilous this ex¬

pansion of the polity might be. Among the mainsprings of the period’s politics,
then, was atension between the imperatives of the market, which swallowed

more and more peoples no matter who, and the imperatives of republican gov¬

ernment, which set ahigh premium indeed upon the exclusionary notions of
civic virtue and “fitness for self-government.”





Accents of Menace: Immigrants
in the Republic

V'asc additions have been made to our pop¬
ulation ... to whom American political
and social ideals appeal but faintly, if at
all, and who carry in their very bkxtd tra¬
ditions which give universal suffrage an
air of menace to many of the things which
civilized men liold most dear.

—The Nation, 1H77

HE FAVORED METAPHORS for American diversity—melting pot, mo¬
saic, potato salad, stew—all tend to present the relationship among
the nation’s peoples as neutral and even-handed. Pleasing though

they may be, such celebratory conceits evade the power differentials, the co¬
ercion, the tensions, and the conflict that have characterized the American
social order since the era of European settlement. What room does aclever
metaphor like “melting pot
animosities marshaled under the banner of racialism or nativism? With legal

issues such as eligibility versus ineligibility for citizenship? With historical
facts of racial hierarchy, conquest, or slavery? With the differential political
trajectories charted by citizenship through the coerced processes of slavery
and emancipation, say, versus citizenship through voluntary migration and
naturalization? Madison Grant captured the contests for power inherent in
American diversity from one side of the social divide; figures like Horace
Kallen, Mary Antin, and W.E.B. Du Bois caught it from the other. Ameri¬
canization ought not to be acrushing imperative to conform, wrote Kallen;
the whole point of democracy was not to conceal or suppress “difference”

’mosaic” leave to reckon seriously with theo r
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but, rather, to grant diverse peoples the freedom to cultivate their particular
“ancestral endowments.” Thus questions of assimilation and pluralism (or,
for Grant, invasion and unassimilability) could never be fully divorced from
questions of power and its disposition.

The peoples of the United States did not come together in asimple
process of politically neutral adding-and-stirring. Some entered the polity
willfully through migration, others through enslavement and eventual liber¬
ation, and still others through conquest, dispossession, and absorption. As
different peoples have entered the polity along widely differing lines, so have
they enjoyed or suffered widely divergent statuses. Questions about who is in
fact “fit for self-government” have been crucial to the history of American di¬
versity in the making from the American Revolution onward.

This query had gender at its very root; among the core contradictions of
citizenship in the United States is that while i«dependence was seen initially
as aprerequisite for fit citizenship, dependence—upon either husband or fa¬
ther—continued to be among the hallmarks of proper womanhood, and
none seemed so destabilizing to the social order as the independent woman.
Womanly virtue thus disqualified civic virtue, and vice versa. The question
of fitness for self-government most often turned out to be aracial query as
well: the Revolution may have altered the lines of authority radically from
the Crown to “the people,” but it left untouched various Enlightenment as¬
sumptions about who “the people” properly ought to be. This experiment in
republican government demanded an extraordinary moral character in the
people—it called for apolity that was disciplined, virtuous, self-sacrificing,
productive, far-seeing, wise—traits that were all racially inscribed in
eighteenth-century Euro-American thought. (The definition of the word
“Negro” in an encyclopedia published in Philadelphia in 1790, for instance,
included “idleness, treachery, revenge, debauchery, nastiness, and intemper¬
ance.”) If the external authority of monarchy was to be loosened, members of
the polity themselves were going to have to exhibit truly fabulous powers of
self-control, self-possession, and often self-denial. And, according to Euro-
American thinking at the time, “race” was one key to the distribution of
these virtues and so to the question of fitness for self-government. Thus even
free blacks were most often denied the full rights of citizenship; and thus the
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nation’s first naturalization law limited the prospect of naturalized citizen¬
ship to “free white persons.”

Nor had the racial imperatives of self-government faded by the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Thomas Bailey Aldrich, the New
England poet and former editor of The Atlantic Monthly, looked over the
bedraggled immigrants disembarking at the docks of East Boston in 1892
and, economically combining the languages of criminality, disease, and race,
pronounced upon their undesirability. These “jailbirds, professional murder¬
ers, amateur lepers (‘moon-eyed’ or otherwise) and human gorillas,” he wrote
afriend, “should be closely questioned at our gates.” That same year, he com¬
posed afretful poem on “The Unguarded Gates,” anativist repudiation of
the open-armed magnanimity voiced in Emma Lazarus’s “New Colossus.”
“Wide open and unguarded stand out gates,” Aldrich warned.

And through them passes awild motley throng—
Men from the Volga and the Tartar steppes,
Featureless figures from the Hoang-Ho,
Malayan, Scythian, Teuton, Kelt, and Slav,
Flying the Old World’s poverty and scorn;
These bringing with them unknown gods and rites.
Those, tiger passions, here to stretch their claws.
In street and alley what strange tongues are these.
Accents of menace alien to our air.
Voices that once the Tower of Babel knew!

By the 1910s, as we have seen, such dimly articulated racial fears of
“wild motley throngs” and “human gorillas” had become ahighly codified
science. San Francisco’s Panama-Pacific International Exposition in 1915 not
only popularized current anthropological, psychometric, and eugenic think¬
ing on questions of race and the relative merits of the world’s peoples, but
brought these directly to bear on the issue of American diversity and the
prospects for smooth governance. In addition to the Race Betterment booth,
whose aim was to “present the evidence of race deterioration, [and] to show
the possibility of race improvement,” the U.S. Department of Labor exhibit
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in the Palace of Mines and Metallurgy overtly addressed the issue of immi¬
gration and the changing (read: deteriorating) face of the American polity.
An electrical diagram depicted the waves of immigration between 1820 and
1914, and the exhibit supplied “statistical facts for 1914 as to races of alien
arrivals; occupations of those admitted; routes of entry followed by admitted
aliens; distribution of persons admitted; causes of exclusion; and arrests and
deportations by classes.” Amotion picture about Ellis Island underscored the
general sense of the exhibit that, from the point of view of biology, the pop¬
ulation of the country was changing, and it was changing decidedly for the
worse. The scientific discourses of anthropology, psychometry, biology, and
the lik( ■the work of scholars like H. H. Goddard, Charles Davenport, and
Lewis Terman—thus bore directly on questions of fit citizenship and the
tion’s political prospects in the face of the new immigration.

n a -

Cogs in the Machine
The first large-scale electoral confrontation between natives and immigrants
in the United States occurred in the mid-nineteenth century and after, when
anumber of forces converged to produce anew political creature on the
American scene, the boss and his machine. In The American Commonwealth

(1893) James Bryce described the “droves of squalid men” who, accompanied
by award agent, marched before the magistrate to register to vote, though
they looked as though they were but fresh from steerage. The immigrants
"obtain votes after three or four years’ residence at most (often less),” Bryce
worried, “but they are not fit for the suffrage. ...Neither from Central Eu¬
rope nor from Ireland do they bring much knowledge of the methods of free
government, and from Ireland they bring asuspicion of all government.”

Machine politics had burst upon the national consciousness in the 1860s
and ’70s, amid revelations of the rapacious spirit and the fiscal irresponsibil¬
ity of William Marcy Tweed’s Democratic ring in New York. (Tweed allowed
the city’s municipal debt to increase from $30 million to $90 million in just
four years in the late 1860s—a sure way to attract attention—while party
regulars enjoyed enormous kickbacks on various city contracts.) But in fact
the basic patterns of the rising style of boss politics predated the Civil War.
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In cities like New York, it was at mid-century that the machine model be¬
gan to take shape, as the expanded franchise, rapid industrialization and
urban growth, massive immigration, revised city charters, and greatly ex¬
panded governmental functions all converged to alter the rules of municipal
politics.

Machine politics has long been associated with the Irish, though the
timing of Irish immigration, rather than Irishness itself, may provide amore
useful key to the genesis of the new urban politics. The relatively high per¬
centage of English-speakers among the Irish immigrants did give this group
adistinct edge over other arrivals in gaining access to the New World polit¬
ical arena, as did the Irish premigration experience—however bitter—with
Anglo-Saxon political traditions and institutions. Catholic Emancipation in
Ireland in 1829, on what also turned out to be the eve of aperiod of massive
Irish exodus, had granted some Irish immigrants firsthand experience not
only in the general business of political participation but in the more specific
and terribly important business of using the ballot as aweapon of the weak.
Since the poor must always outnumber the wealthy under capitalism, the
Irish peasantry and tenancy discovered, the inequities of the social order
themselves generated certain natural advantages in the electoral order: once
they had the right to vote and hold office, the Catholic working class and
poor relied on their sheer numbers to wage acampaign to wrest amodicum
of political power from their wealthier neighbors.

Premigration experience may have helped, then; but timing was still
everything. In the 1840s and after, as rhe Irish pulled ashore in America in
phenomenal numbers, they settled in cities whose mechanisms of governance
were newly ripe for capture by aproletarian bloc. The franchise had just been
expanded to include the propertyless, first of all; and so, as the Irish enjoyed
the legal status of “free white persons” under reigning naturalization law,
they were well placed to take advantage of universal white male suffrage. Bur
mote than this, they were arriving in cities whose sharpening class and eth¬
nic segregation, geographic schemes of electoral representation, structures of
government, and expanding municipal functions all conspired to repay pre¬
cisely the brands of political reciprocity and allegiance that in retrospect
appear so critical to the functioning of the classic machine. Crowded into
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precincts and wards whose class (and often ethnic) homogeneity easily trans¬
lated into aharmony of political interests, immigrant voters were able to
elect their compatriots to numerous posts in city government. In the
days before civil-service reform, those posts, in their turn, could be used to
generate further appointments for friends and relatives in the expanding
public-employment sector that characterized the industrializing city—street
cleaning and ditch-digging; policing and schoolteaching; the construction of
streets, municipal buildings, parks, and trolley lines. Dispensing such con¬
crete favors in exchange for votes, the machine could generate astonishing
rates of loyalty: public coffers in effect bought votes for the next election. “Is
it any wonder that [the Irishman] has atender spot in his heart for old New
York,” asked party functionary George Washington Plunkitt, “when he is on
its salary list the mornin’ after he lands?”

The machine functioned, then, by apeculiar combination of iron disci¬
pline and aflexible, glad-handed approach to patronage jobs and munici¬
pal monies. Accurate and steady communication and unbending obedience
flowed up the chain of command from block captains to precinct captains to
district or ward captains to the boss himself. Nowhere in American politics
has there been such atight, efficient web of disciplined face-to-face relation¬
ships, reaching from the alderman’s or mayor’s office down to every single
block of an urban working-class ward. Agood boss knew the vote of virtu¬
ally every voter in his bailiwick, and loyalties were both repayed and re¬
inforced with ajob laying rail for the city trolley, agoose at Christmastime,
or an influential visit to the city jail to help get abrother or acousin out of
trouble. “The great mass of people are interested in only three things-
Boston boss Martin Lomasney philosophically, “food, clothing, and shelter. A
politician in adistrict like mine sees to it that his people get these things. If
he does, then he doesn’t have to worry about their loyalty and support.” One
German ward boss in Detroit summed up his party’s platform, “Bread, meat
und coal, vat in h-

Recalling acampaign to unseat adeeply entrenched ward boss in
Chicago, reformer Jane Addams had to admit that she and her idealistic al¬
lies had failed for some time to comprehend the realities of aneighborhood
where “politics deal so directly with getting ajob and earning aliving.” “We

said

■1 else do ve vant?
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soon discovered,” she wrote, “that approximately one out of every five voters
in the nineteenth ward at that time held ajob dependent upon the good will
of the alderman.” The other four out of every five voters, one might surmise,
were either friends or relatives of the one machine-beholden patronage
worker. In an 1898 article for The Outlook^ Addams had enumerated some of

the other services performed by the machine on behalf of its newest citizens:
“The Alderman ...bails out his constituents when they are arrested, or says
agood word to the police justice when they appear before him for trial; uses
his ‘pull’ with the magistrate when they are likely to be fined for acivil mis¬
demeanor, or sees what he can do to ‘fix matters up’ with the State’s attorney
when the charge is really aserious one.” She noted, “Primitive people, such
as the south Italian peasants who live in the Nineteenth Ward, deep down in
their hearts admire nothing so much as the good man.” These ward bosses,
from the immigrant perspective, patently represented “good men.” Under
these circumstances, an exceedingly close relationship developed between
immigrants and political bosses, one consequence of which was the increas¬
ing centrality of immigrant institutions like the neighborhood saloon to the
daily business of municipal governance. As muckraking journalist Lincoln
Steffens caustically remarked in The Shame of the Cities (1904), apractical
joker nearly emptied the House of Delegates in St. Louis by paying aboy to
rush into the assembly room shouting, “Mister, your saloon is on fire!”

The pattern varied from one city to the next, but between the 1860s and
the New Deal some version of this machine model reigned in cities across
the country—Boston, New York, Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, Chicago, De¬
troit, Jersey City, St. Louis, Kansas City, San Francisco, San Antonio. Its
chief ingredients everywhere were universal male suffrage; an ethnically and
class-segregated urban geography whose representative scheme assured that
Irish working-class neighborhoods, for example, could send Irish candidates
to city assembly; an expanding municipal treasury and store of patronage
jobs, with which to repay the loyalties of the faithful in astrict and unam¬
biguous favors-for-votes arrangement; and atight chain of communication
and command, by which the needs of the city’s residents could be adminis¬
t e r e d .

And immigrants. Indeed, chief among the ingredients for boss politics
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was the steady stream of potential voters from Europe. “Ward politics is
built up out of racial, religious, industrial affiliations,” wrote Boston re¬
former Robert Woods; “out of blood kinship; out of childhood associations,
youthful camaraderie, general neighborhood sociability,” The Tweed scandal
itself had convinced many that the mass of immigrants now threatened the
republic—“Irish Catholic despotism rules rhe City of New York, rhe Me¬
tropolis of free America,” shuddered the Times. The reformist Citizens’ Asso¬
ciation announced that New York had become but a“common sewer” for the

“dregs” of Europe.
This impression would intensify in the latter decades of the century. The

overwhelming number of immigrants, whose needs were many in these days
before the welfare state and whose ethnic allegiances were easily tapped—
this army of foreign-born voters proved both the reason for being and the
mode of operation of the big-city machine. According to the 1890 census,
immigrants and their children constituted as much as 70 or 80 percent of
the population in Milwaukee, New York, Chicago, Detroit, and Buffalo; and
they accounted for well over 60 percent in San Francisco, Sr. Paul, Cleveland,
Jersey City, St. Louis, Cincinnati, Brooklyn, Pittsburgh, Boston, Rochester,
Newark, and Providence. It was the foreign-born population, with its criti¬
cal amalgam of economic need, social cohesion, and numerical supremacy,
rhat kept the machine running, in some cities well into the twentieth cen¬
tury. Everywhere the machine’s pantheon of heroes included names that
could only conjure up images of the Ellis Island throngs; Hugh O’Brien,
Patrick Collins, John “Honey Fitz” Fitzgerald, and James Michael Curley
(Boston); “Honest John” Kelly, “Slippery Dick” Connolly, Richard Croker,
and Charles Murphy (New York); “Hinky Dink” Kenna, “King” Michael
McDonald, and “Bath House John” Coughlin (Chicago); Henry Kelly (San
Antonio); “Uncle Henry” Ziegenheim (St. Louis); “Big Jim” Pendergast,
Tom Pendergast, and Joe Shannon (Kansas City); Chris Magee and William
Flinn (Pitrsburgh); Abraham Ruef and Eugene Schmitz (San Francisco).

Lincoln Sreffens cautioned that the American fixation on boss politics as
an immigrant or alien problem actually got in the way of realistic solutions.
When he had set out to review the political scene in urban America, he
wrote in 1904, one New Yorker had predicted that he would “find that the
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Irish, the Catholic Irish, were at the bottom of it everywhere.” But Steffens
found corruption in the German city of St. Louis and the Scandinavian city
of Minneapolis as well. “‘Ah, but they are all foreign populations,’ ”was the
reply. He then found similar corruption in Philadelphia, the “purest Ameri¬
can community of all”; New York and Chicago, “both mongrel-bred” cities,
at that time represented veritable triumphs of reform and good government.
“The ‘foreign element’ excuse is one of the hypocritical lies that save us from
the clear sight of ourselves,” Steffens warned.

Few among the native upper and middle classes, however, shared Stef-
fens’s view. Reformer William Allen White described Tammany boss Rich¬
ard Croker as a“prosimian bulk of bone and sinew—a sort of human
megatherium who has come crashing up from the swamps splashed with the
slime of pre-Adamite wickedness!” It was this view—dovetailing as it did
with the general view of immigrants as decidedly unrepublican simian
brutes—that more often characterized native discussion of the machine and

its followers. Beginning with Thomas Nast’s New York Times cartoons of the
Tweed Ring and its apelike Irish pawns in the early 1870s, political activity
and discussion in opposition to the machine carried asharp anti-immigrant
edge. If the specter of machine corruption never did register as fiercely in the
nativist imagination as issues of job competition and foreign radicalism, still
it was in the context of the immigrants’ increasing electoral power and its
perceived abuses that Michigan voters, for example, voted to disenfranchise
aliens by aconstitutional amendment in 1894.

As municipal electoral battles took shape in one city after another across
the country, as machines squared off against reform coalitions for city-
council seats and the like, the geographical lines that described the contest
(central neighborhoods versus the suburban periphery) most often coincided
with class lines and ethnocultural lines as well (working class versus upper
and middle classes; immigrants versus natives; Catholics versus Protestants;
wets versus drys). Municipal reform in this period, then, assumed adistinct
pattern that urban historian Howard Chudacoff has called “disciplining the
center,” whereby not only the political practices but also many of the so¬
cial customs and cultural values of the immigrant working classes in the
city’s inner industrial wards became fair game for native reformers’ zealous
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attentions. As political conflict between periphery and center took shape in
Cincinnati in the 1880s, for instance, one member of an old, pre-Civil War
family denounced the German and Irish residents at the city’s core as “illit¬
erates, full of supetstition and semi-barbarism,” who regarded “progressive
civilization” as an “encroachment upon their superior rights, independence,
and personal liberty.” Cultural questions such as temperance or Sabbatarian¬
ism, which often lay at the heart of agiven locale’s political divisions, be¬
came part of the general question of the requisites of sound municipal
g o v e r n a n c e .

Thus, even if Progressive reformers relied on auniversalist language of
governmental “efficiency” and the quest for the “public good,” some ele¬
ments of their program smacked of aclass and ethnic patticulatism no less
striking than that of the boss and his compatriot/clients. The apocalyptic
tones that often accompanied Progressive discussion of the urban center hint
at the almost missionary righteousness that reformers brought to their strug¬
gle to wrest control of the city out of the hands of unreliable foreigners. As
Judge William Howard Taft predicted (incorrectly, it turned out) at what
seemed to him the dawn of anew reformist day in Cincinnati, “The clouds
are beginning to break over this Sodom of ours and the sun of decency is be¬
ginning to dispel the moral miasma that has rested on us now for so many
years.” It was in this context that even asympathetic reformer like Jane
Addams might comment upon the disposition of the “primitive peoples” at
the urban core and their blissful dependence upon the corrupt boss and his
henchmen .

Anumber of Progressive reforms ultimately did chip away at the power
of the bosses, though many machines were able to adapt and to survive well
beyond the Progressive Era. (Indeed, with some credibility, the Cook County
machine in Chicago could brag of delivering Illinois—and so the U.S. presi¬
dency—to the Democrats as late as I960.) The most significant and common
antiboss measures included civil-service reform, whose abstracted mecha¬

nisms for discovering “merit” made it far more difficult for politicians to
dole out patronage jobs on the basis of party loyalty alone; the institution of
the Australian (secret) ballot, which limited machines’ ability to track and
enforce voter loyalty in the polling place; various redistricting schemes, in-
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eluding “at large,” citywide electoral districts, which diluted the concen¬
trated power of ethnic voting blocs; and frankly antidemocratic registration
requirements, whose red tape and paper slowed the march of the machine’s
army of immigrant voters (living as well as dead). Historical forces, too, such
as immigration restriction in the 1920s and the commandeering of welfare
functions by the federal government in the 1930s, dealt blows to the ma¬
chine in its twilight.

In the era of its reign, however, far from toppling the republic, as many
reformers feared, the machine performed many crucial functions iii integrat¬
ing the mass of immigrants into the American polity. Machine politics as¬
similated the newcomers to practices of civic participation that were often
well out of their ken in the Old World—even despite the corruption in¬
volved, the invitation to join apolitical party and to become an active voter
was no small thing to generations for whom “politics” had generally referred
to asealed arena reserved for distant nobles. Machines gave ahuman face to
the abstract relationship between citizen and state as well. Though no one
would call the process fair—machines most often favored one ethnic group
over the others, and sometimes brutally so—bosses did funnel important '
goods and services to the populations who most needed them before the
birth of the modern welfare state; and they ushered unskilled workers into
suitable positions in the public sector in the era before public-works pro¬
grams. Though men participated in machine politics more directly and ben¬
efited more clearly than women, ward politicians understood the household as
the basic unit of immigrant social organization, and they tended to approach
their voter/clients with their familial responsibilities, ties, and needs firmly
in mind. As the South End boss of Boston Martin Lomasney once told Lin¬
coln Steffens, “There’s got to be in every ward somebody that any bloke can
come to—no matter what he’s done—and get help. Help, you understand,
none of your law and justice, but help.”

Thus, as anascent social-welfare agency at amoment when the urban
working classes and poor were exceptionally vulnerable, the machine may
well have preserved the institutions of the republic by dampening the wrath of
the so-called dangerous classes against the rapacious and unrepentant capi¬
talism of the turn-of-the-century elite. Remarking on the “nationalizing
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influence” of party politics in the 1890s, amost optimistic observer identi¬
fied the machine as the very “secret” of “the powerful solvent influence which
American civilization exerts upon the enormous deposits of alien population
thrown upon this country by the torrent of emigration.” It was the truly de¬
mocratic openness of the machine above all else that might transform the
immigrant masses into reliable republican citizens, in this view. But for
most, the unsavory workings of the urban machine merely provided concrete
evidence of the period’s broader ethnological certainty: that some peoples
and races were simply unfit for self-government.

An Ethnological Animal Show
“If universal suffrage has worked ill in our cities, as it certainly has,” wrote
James Russell Lowell in “Democracy” (1884), “this has been mainly because
the hands that wielded it were untrained to its use. There the election of a

majority of the trustees of the public money is controlled by the most igno¬
rant and vicious of apopulation which has come to us from abroad, wholly
unpracticed in self-government and incapable of assimilation by American
habits and methods.”

The phrase “incapable of assimilation” carries with it an air of the irre¬
versible and innate, but others were even more straightforward about the
hereditarian, racial dimension of this unfitness for self-government. In the
early 1880s, one Midwestern congressman warned that democratic gover¬
nance required ahomogenous population; republican institutions surely
would not flourish in the midst of an “ethnological animal show.” For others,
the language and logic of ethnology became indispensable for assessing the
merits of the various immigrant groups themselves. Nativism in this period
increasingly relied upon the language and logic of biology, from the racial-
ized republicanism that characterized the anti-Chinese campaign in the
1870s, to that cult of Anglo-Saxonism called the Immigration Restriction
League in the 1890s, to the frank eugenic program of the American Breed¬
ers’ Association and the Galton Society in the early decades of the twentieth
century. The convergence of racialism and republicanism governing the im¬
migration debate was expressed most starkly in an exchange on the floor of
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Congress in the early 1920s, as that body debated aracialist immigration-
restriction bill that was soon to become law. “Is it the gentleman’s idea,’
congressman asked another, “that the primary objecr of rhis bill is to dis¬
criminate against certain people?”

o n e

Mr. O’Connor o f New York ; Ibe l ieve that the commi t tee and the

proponents of this bill believe that, in order to preserve rhe ideals of
this country, it is necessary to discriminate against certain races.

Mr. MacLafferty: That is fairly put. Would you discriminate
against Asiatic races?

M r. O ’ C o n n o r o f N e w Yo r k : I b e l i e v e i t i s a w e l l - f o u n d e d t r a d i ¬

t ion of America.

M r. M a c L a f f e r t y ; I s i t d i s c r i m i n a t i o n ?

Mr. O ’Connor o f New York : I t i s .

Mr. MacLafferty; Is it necessary?

Mr. O’Connor of New York: It may be.

Mr. MacLafferty: Is necessary discrimination ever justified?

Mr. O ’Conno r o f New Yo rk : Somet imes .

Mr. MacLafferty: Very good.

The idea of American citizenship, of course, was racialized ar its core and
at its inception. The significance and the ramifications of the “free white per¬
sons” clause of the 1790 naturalization act cannot be overestimated. Overtly
racial objections to incoming immigrants were advanced as early as mid¬
century, when aconsensus gradually formed as to the undesirability of the
Irish—the first non-Anglo-Saxon group whose frightful numbers suggested
afull-fledged political crisis for the receiving country. Couched in aracial
language of “Irishism” or “Celtism,” the argument was put forward by pa¬
trician natives that the immigrants were “constitutionally incapable of
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intelligent participation in the governance of the nation.” The Massachusetts
State Board of Charities, for example, identified the immigrants’ “inherited
organic imperfection, vitiated constitution, or poor stock” as the chief cause of
their pauperism and public dependency. In the wake of the Emancipation
Proclamation, one writer in The Atlantic Monthly argued, “it is impossible to
name any standard of requisites for the full rights of citizenship which will
give the vote to the Celt and exclude the negro.” And in response to the Fen¬
ian raid on Canada in 1866, afanciful Irish nationalist plot to free Ireland by
drawing the United States into awar with Great Britain, The Atlantic
Monthly again commented that “all the qualities which go to make arepub¬
lican, in the true sense of the term, are wanting in the Irish nature”; “to the
Celtic mind, when anything comes in the guise of alaw, there is an accom¬
panying seizure of moral paralysis.” As that journal concluded thirty years
later, “A Celt ...lacks the solidity, the balance, the judgment, the moral
staying power of the Anglo-Saxon”—solidity, balance, judgment, and moral
staying power, of course, representing the keystones of aself-governing re¬
public.

As the exchange among congressmen with names like MacLafferty and
O’Connor might begin to suggest, by the twentieth century—in no small
measure because of the political power they had come to wield through their
urban machines—the Irish had become, for many, honorary Anglo-Saxons or
Nordics. Germans, too, sometimes assumed the status as honorary “old-
stock” Americans, though upon their arrival in the mid-nineteenth century
they had not exactly been greeted as blood relatives of the Revolutionary
generation. The slippages here were significant; consistency has rarely been
among the hallmarks of American race thinking. By the end of the century,
no less an arbiter of Anglo-Saxon propriety than Henry Cabot Lodge could
write of akinship between English-speaking natives and Celtic immigrants;
and sociologist E. A. Ross could soften the edges of anti-Irish invective, ar¬
guing that the Celt’s drunk-tank criminality was largely amatter not of “cu¬
pidity nor brutality nor lust,” but merely of “conviviality and weak control
of impulses.”

But whether individual speakers pegged the Irish and Germans as “un¬
desirable” or not, cleatly an impressive consensus was forming on the mass of
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so-called new immigrants from Southern and Eastern Europe—the Greeks,
Poles, Italians, Slovenes, Ruthenians, Armenians, Russian and Polish Jews,
Sicilians, Hungarians, and Bohemians, whose numbers reliably registered
between aquarter- and ahalf-million per year in the 1890s and topped the
one-million mark four times between 1901 and 1910. They were roundly
denounced as unfit citizens for this self-governing polity; and the denuncia¬
tions themselves increasingly relied upon the earthy agricultural—which is
to say, Mendelian—vocabulary of superior and inferior “stocks.” Whereas at
one time it had been only the Irish who lacked “the qualities which go to
make arepublican,” by the 1890s Francis Amasa Walker, former superinten¬
dent of the U.S. Census, could paint all new immigrants as "beaten men
from beaten races,” lacking the “ideas and aptitudes which fit men to take up
...the problem of self-care and self-government.” By the end of the century,
even some within the growing women's-suffrage movement paradoxically
embraced this construction of “fit” and “unfit" citizenship, parsed along
racial lines. Anglo-Saxon women’s votes, according to this argument, would
serve as an electoral bulwark against the pernicious influences of the
degraded foreign and Negro vote.

Though applied to the Irish as early as the 1850s, the racialism of Amer¬
ican nativism had stepped up considerably in the 1870s in response to
Chinese immigration. “If there be any truth whatever in Darwin’s scientific
theory of Natural Selection,” wrote John Swinton in 1870, “it must be ad¬
mitted that anation like ours would run afearful risk from the degradation
of its race existence.” He went on to assert that “liberty is aconception of the
White race, not of the Yellow or Red or Black,” and to worry over the
“tainted hordes, vast and dense,” that currently inhabited American cities.
This equation of race with acapacity for liberty was nowhere more plainly
articulated than in areport of the Joint Special Congressional Committee to
Investigate Chinese Immigration in 1877;

The safety of republican institutions requires that the exercise of the franchise
shall be only by those who have alove and appreciation for our institutions,
and this rule excludes the great mass of the Chinese from the ballot as anec¬
essary measure for public safety. ... An indigestible mass in the community,
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distinct in language, pagan in religion, inferior in mental and moral qual¬
ities, and all peculiarities, is an undesirable element in arepublic, but be¬
comes especially so if political power is placed in its hands.

The safety of the State demands that such power shall not be so placed.

The report went on to worry over the “vast hive from which the Chinese
may swarm,” and to reiterate that “the Mongolian race seems to have no de¬
sire for progress and to have no conception of representative and free insti¬
tutions.” The committee had gathered much valuable testimony on the
differences between “the Asiatic and Caucasian races” that might be “parti¬
cularly interesting to the ethnologist.” Among other things, decades before
H. H. Goddard had begun his inquiries, this congressional committee had
discovered that “there is not sufficient brain capacity in the Chinese to fur¬
nish motive power for self-government.” Upon the point of morals, too,
“there is no Aryan or European race which is not far superior to the Chinese
as aclass.”

Given the dynamics of the party system in the 1870s, and particularly
the process by which anti-Chinese agitation came to the national agenda via
the legislative halls of California, the labor-competition issue tended to dom¬
inate discussion of the Chinese question right up until the passage of the
Chinese Exclusion Act. But this racial strain of argumentation—the innate
Chinese incapacity for self-rule and the corresponding racial propensity for
despotism—constituted aconsistent leitmotif throughout the public de¬
bates. The Chinese were so vulnerable to exclusion in the first place, recall,
because as “aliens ineligible to citizenship” they had neither voice nor polit¬
ical might to counter the assault against them; and they were ineligible to
citizenship precisely on racial grounds—they were not the “free white per¬
sons” (or, after 1870, the “persons of African nativity or descent”) required
by American naturalization law.

The law itself became one of the chief sites of Asian American resis¬

tance—and the courts became the chief s i te for the ar t iculat ion of adis¬

tinctly racial understanding of republican citizenship—as various petitioners
stepped forward to challenge the legal and ethnological reasoning of the free-
white-persons clause. In the first such case, one Ah Yup petitioned for citi-
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zenship in California in 1878 on the grounds that, since the Chinese were
neither clearly “white” nor clearly “of African descent”—the only two desig¬
nations spelled out in naturalization law at the time—their status had yet to
be ruled upon in acourt of law. The judge chose to frame the question, “Is a
person of the Mongolian race a‘white person’?” and easily arrived at anega¬
tive reply. No current usages either in the vernacular or among ethnologists
would number Mongolians among “whites” or “Caucasians,” the court ruled,
and so the Chinese could not gain entry under the legal aegis of the “white
persons” clause. Moreover, since Congress had revised the law by adding
Africans to “white persons” without taking up the case of any others, “what¬
ever latitudinarian construction might otherwise have been given to the
term ‘white person,’ it is entirely clear that congress intended by this legisla¬
tion to exclude Mongolians from the right of naturalization.” The white-
persons clause admitted of no i«clusionary reading.

The Chinese Exclusion Act opened anew chapter in the legal history of
Chinese immigration. Would-be immigrants swamped the courts with over
seven thousand cases in the first decade after Exclusion, and since the law

proved to be far more difficult to administer and enforce than it had been to
rally support for and to pass, anumber of these cases were decided in favor of
the Chinese entrants. Soon, too, acat-and-mouse game took shape between
Chinese “paper sons” (immigrants whose forged documentation depicted
them as the sons of Chinese merchants or of Chinese born in the United

States and therefore as eligible entrants) and U.S. immigration inspectors,
who attempted to expose their ruse through agrueling procedure of harsh
and remarkably minute questioning.

But because the Chinese Exclusion Act itself had failed to name any
other Asian groups, Asian immigration from other sources continued in the
wake of Exclusion (over ahundred thousand Japanese immigrants came
ashore between 1890 and 1910, for instance, and several thousand Indians,

Turks, Armenians, Filipinos, and Pacific Islanders). Thus the legal question
of naturalization first broached by Ah Yup remained live. These years saw a
cavalcade of East and South Asian petitioners following Ah Yup in challeng¬
ing the white-persons clause of naturalization law in the courts. Anumber of
these were decided on precisely the ethnological basis that Ah Yup had been
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in 1878: Hawaiians were not “white persons,” for example {Kanaka Nian,
1889), nor were Burmese {Po, 1894), nor were Japanese {Saito, 1894; Ya-
mashita, 1902; Buntaro Kumagai, 1908; Bessho, 1910; and Ozawa, 1922), nor
were Filipinos {Mallari, 1916; Rallos 1917). Petitioners from South Asia and
the Middle East, on the other hand, fared somewhat better: Syrians were
sometimes turned away {Shahid, 1913), but often they were found to be legal
“white persons” {Najour, 1909; Mudarri, 1910; Ellis, 1910; and, on appeal,
Dow V. United States, 1915). Likewise, East Indians could fall on either side of
the color line—perhaps “white” {Thind, 1920) and then, on appeal, not
{UnitedStates Thind, 1923).

Throughout these legal contests, however, only the ethnological bound¬
aries of whiteness were in dispute. The cases uniformly pivoted upon the def¬
inition of “white persons,” leaving wholly untouched the cote presumption
that only certain races represented “fit” citizens in the self-governing repub¬
lic. As aSouth Carolina judge remarked in the case of aSyrian petitioner in
1914, in relying upon the phrase “white persons” to frame naturalization
law, the first Congress “neither expected nor desired immigrants from any
other quarter” than Western Europe—“certainly not from Syria,
age citizen of the United States,” he went on with acandor that now seems
appalling, “was at that time fitmly convinced of the superiority of his own
white European race over the rest of the world. ... He had enslaved many of
the American Indians on that ground. He would have enslaved aMoor, a
Bedouin, aSyrian, aTurk, or an East Indian of sufficiently dark complexion
with equal readiness on the same plea if he could have caught him.”

For some, it was neither an illogical nor aterribly long leap from the
necessary exclusion of the inferior Chinese to the necessary exclusion of the
inferior European races. As the U.S. consul at Budapest remarked in the early
1890s, “These Slovacks are not agood acquisition for us to make, since they
appear to have so many items in common with the Chinese.” Restrictionists
like Senator Henry Cabot Lodge readily concurred: the new immigration,
comprising “races most alien to the body of the American people,’
threatened the prized homogeneity that was presumed to ensure the smooth
governance of the republic; and not only were they different, but their dif¬
ference in and of itself hardly recommended them as fellow citizens. The new

' T h e a v e r -
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immigrants in general, wrote Lodge, “do not promise well for the standard of
civilization of the United States.” Citing aState Department report on the
“almost revolting” character of many of the new immigrants. Lodge else¬
where declared that not only was “our immigration changing in point of
race,” but that it was in fact “deteriorating.”

Intellectual debate on the relative merits of European immigration in
the 1880s thus gave way to fierce and unbridled restrictionist agitation in
the 1890s. Out of an array of New England civic and ancestral organizations
such as the Massachusetts Society for Promoting Good Citizenship and the
Sons of the American Revolution sprang anew, frankly restrictionist organi¬
zation in 1894. Founded by Charles Warren, Robert DeCourcy Ward, and
Prescott Farnsworth Hall in Boston, the Immigration Restriction League
combined the civic ideals of New England patricians like Henry Cabot
Lodge with the racialist ideologies then current in the Harvard curriculum.
The impact of immigration was best calculated not by the material prosper¬
ity immigrants generated or the troubling labor competition they repre¬
sented, by these lights, bur by the purely civic question of America’s
traditional Anglo-Saxon political grandeur and its disruption by these
swarthy streams of obvious inferiors. What would be the civic impact of
“these degraded races that seek our shores”? Vida Scudder asked in her novel
of the settlement house, AListener in Babel (1903). Would these aliens sup¬
plant “the governing race” in the United States?

Although perhaps never terribly impressive in sheer numbers, the Im¬
migration Restriction League’s membership rolls did read like aWho’s Who
of American education and civic leadership, and so the league wielded sig¬
nificant influence in public discussion and, ultimately, in the halls of power.
The league’s first president was historian John Fiske. Over the years, its offi¬
cers and members included college presidents like A. Lawrence Lowell (Har¬
vard), William DeWitt Hyde (Bowdoin), and David Starr Jordan (Stanford);
social scientists like John R. Commons, Edward A. Ross, William Z. Ripley,
and Richmond Mayo Smith; social workers like Robert Woods; and phi¬
lanthropists like Joseph Lee, Henry Lee Higginson, and Samuel Capen.
Within ayear of its establishment in Boston, the New England organization
greeted affiliate chapters in Albany, Brooklyn, Chicago, Milwaukee, New
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York, and Philadelphia, and nominally statewide chapters in Alabama and
M o n t a n a .

Befitting the marked presence of prominent educators within its ranks,
the league identified public education among its chief tasks. “Public opin¬
ion,” the Immigration Restriction League Constitution announced, must be
helped to recognize “the necessity of afurther exclusion of elements undesir¬
able for citizenship or injurious to our national character.” The league ener¬
getically educated “public opinion” by sending speakers to address local civic
groups and voluntary associations, by distributing literature and leaflets, and
by engaging in direct lobbying in Washington. Within ayear of its found¬
ing, the organization would boast that over five hundred daily newspapers
were receiving league literature, and agood many of these were reprinting it
in their columns or on their editorial pages. After the turn of the century, the
league also had modest success in reaching organized labor.

Although some members, like Robert DeC. Ward, might insist that no
immigrants should be excluded from the country on the grounds of race
alone, the creeping racialism of the league was fairly plain. The Constitutions
reference to “elements undesirable or injurious to our national character” it¬
self hinted at the racial underpinnings of the organization’s restrictionist
logic. Prescott Hall could write unambiguously of “the objectionable races”
now entering the country; or, in an early letter to the editor of the Boston
Journal, he could describe the new immigrants’ relationship to the “native
American stock” and worry over the possibility that they might “pollute the
Yankee blood.” Likewise, Albert Shaw, editor of the American Review of Re¬
views, could warn against immigration as awillful and inexplicable consent,
on the part of old-stock Americans, "to spoil their breed of pedigree stock by
allowing the introduction of the refuse of the murder-breed of Southern
Europe.” James H. Patten could warn of the "brownish” races of Southern
Europe and the threat they posed to white America; Robert Woods could re¬
mark with some envy on the national composition of England, embracing
“the vigorous Anglo-Saxon race, without contaminating mixture.”

Nor is it coincidental that Henry Cabot Lodge’s Ph.D. dissertation at
Harvard, atreatise on Anglo-Saxon land law, had exalted the Teutonic
virtues of the English—^virtues that had survived intact in no small part be-
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cause of the Anglo-Saxons’ “purity of race,” “free from the injurious influ¬
ences of the Roman and Celtic peoples.” Now, in the early 1890s, in apiece
on “The Distribution of Ability in the United States” (1892) that “classified
by race and occupation all persons of foreign birth who have gained distinc¬
tion in this country,” Lodge demonstrated that Great Britain had supplied
“three-fourths of the ability furnished from outside sources.” The non-Anglo-
Saxon millions were furnishing something altogether different.

Most league members drank deeply of the racially romantic, Anglo-
Saxonist or Teutonist myths of liberty and the nation’s political origins
in the primeval forests of Germany; their brand of nativism carried apro¬
nounced strain of hereditarianism from the outset. Americans must drop the
notion that “a man is aman,” wrote Harvard Professor Nathaniel Southgate
Shaler in the nativist magazine America. “The truth is that aman is what his
ancestral experience has made him.” This hereditarian thinking would be¬
come more and more pronounced in the league’s restrictionist reasoning, ul¬
timately merging entirely with the eugenic arguments of Charles Davenport,
Harry Laughlin, and the Eugenics Research Association. In arecommenda¬
tion to the Dillingham Immigration Commission under the aegis of the
league in 1911, Prescott Hall argued:

Recent investigations in biology show that heredity is afar more important
factor in the progress of any species than environment. ... The same argu¬
ments which induce us to segregate criminals and feeble-minded and thus
prevent their breeding apply to excluding from our borders individuals whose
multiplying here is likely to lower the average of our people. We should exer¬
cise at least as much care in admitting human beings as we exercise in rela¬
tion to animals or insect pests or disease germs. Yet it is true that we are
to-day actually taking more care in the selection ... of aHereford bull or a
Southdown ewe, imported for the improvement of our cattle and sheep, than
we are taking in the selection of alien men and women who are coming here
to be the fathers and mothers of future American children.

Aconsiderable number of current immigrants. Hall went on, were from
races and countries that had been "relatively useless for centuries.”
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If race was the preferred idiom of the Immigration Restriction League
on the question of “fit” and “unfit” citizens, literacy was its preferred legisla¬
tive tool for many years. Lodge originally sponsored abill in 1897 that
would limit immigration to those who could read and write in their own
languages, convinced that the device would effectively curtail the influx of
undesirable races from Southern and Eastern Europe. The bill passed that
year, only to be vetoed by President Cleveland. Objecting to the cant of “un¬
desirability,” the president commented that “within recent memory ... the
same thing was said of immigrants who, with their descendants ...now
number among our best citizens.” Similar literacy bills or literacy provisions
went down to defeat or veto in 1902, 1903, 1904, 1907, 1909, 1913, and
1915. Although veto messages (Cleveland, Taft, and Wilson) typically in¬
voked American tradition and the vaunted principles of asylum and oppor¬
tunity, clearly the failure of the literacy bills owed in greater part to a
powerful coalition of business interests whose reliance on immigrant labor
ultimately outweighed the racial distaste for non-Anglo-Saxon citizenship.

But throughout these years, the starker racial argument was in ascen¬
dance. Indeed, aliteracy bill was finally passed over Wilson’s veto in 1917;
by then, however, the racialist, eugenic strain of American nativism was of¬
ten frankly posed, without the concealing cloak of the more environmental¬
ist—and hence mote optimistic and humanitarian—concern for literacy. As
Jeremiah Jenks wrote in 1909, “Up to the present time we have attempted
to sift the immigrants as they come in through Ellis Island, on an individu¬
alistic basis.” But it was now worth asking, “What are the racial characteris¬
tics, if any, by which we might venture to exclude or give preference to
certain classes of immigrants?” Given the wealth of information being made
available through Davenport’s eugenic-research station at Cold Spring Har¬
bor and through the vast and growing network of eugenics societies, perhaps
it was now possible “to discover some test to show whether some may be bet¬
ter fitted for American citizenship than others.” Race proved to be precisely
that test, as suggested by the Immigration Commission’s Dictionary of Races
or Peoples (1911), which hinted-darkly at the changing “source” and “charac¬
ter” of current immigration and worried over the wildly prolific birthrates of
groups like Italians in every country they came to inhabit. The 1917 immi¬
gration act’s provision of an Asiatic Barred Zone—effectively extending
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the Chinese Exclusion Act to the rest of Asia—on strict white-supremacist
grounds was adramatic sign of just how powerfully and overtly race think¬
ing was shaping the public debate.

It was precisely at this juncture that scholarly treatises on race, genetics,
and intelligence like Charles Davenport’s Heredity in Relation to Eugenics,
Madison Grant’s Passing of the Great Race, Henry Herbert Goddard’s Peeble-
Mindedness, and Robert Yerkes’s army intelligence tests attained such apur¬
chase on American political discussion. Indeed, figures like Grant and Harry
Laughlin, the director of the Eugenics Records Office at Cold Spring Harbor,
became prime witnesses in congressional hearings on the question of immi¬
gration. In the latter 1910s and early 1920s, race itself became written into
the formulas that would soon govern the legal rates of immigration of the
world’s peoples. As one congressman put it during adebate on what would
finally become the National Origins Act of 1924, “We have admitted the
dregs of Europe until America has been orientalized, Europeanized, African¬
ized, and mongrelized to that insidious degree that our genius, stability,
greatness, and promise of advancement and achievement are actually men¬
aced. ... Ishould like to exclude all foreigners for years to come, at least un¬
til we can ascertain whether or not the foreign and discordant element now
in what many are pleased to term ‘our great melting-pot’ will melt into real
A m e r i c a n c i t i z e n s . ”

The formula finally agreed upon—quotas based on apercentage of any
given group’s U.S. population in the 1890 census—did not “exclude all for¬
eigners for years to come”; but it did nearly exclude those who, according to
the racial doctrines of the time, were most problematic in terms of their
fitness for self-government and their promise for the general level of civi¬
lization in the republic. As the immigration commissioner noted with satis¬
faction after the National Origins Act had become law, the immigrants daily
disembarking at Ellis Island now all “looked exactly like Americans.”

Immigrant Voices: Descent and Dissent
The average immigrant of today, wrote Mary Antin in 1914, “like the im¬
migrant of 1620, comes to build ... acivilized home under acivilized
government, which diminishes the amount of barbarity in the world.” It is
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hard to know how, in the course of their everyday lives, ordinary immigrants
experienced their status as despised and inferior “stock” in their adopted
country, or to what extent they concerned themselves with or were even
aware of the discourse on “fitness” and “unfitness” for self-government. It is
clear, however, that those articulate immigrant writers and leaders who have
left an imprint on the historical record did respond to the racialist argument;
and, like Mary Antin, aJewish refugee from the Russian town of Polotsk,
they responded to it as aslander.

The peculiar tension in American political culture between the ideal of
universal inclusion and the fact of very real and often harsh exclusion has his¬
torically posed acommon dilemma for those who would cross into the polity
from anywhere without: do we stake our claim to American participation on
sameness (we are no different from those who already enjoy the rights and
privileges of citizenship), or on difference (we have special gifts that will
benefit the republic)? The question has generated arange of responses, yet
the general patterns are strikingly similar from one group to the next. The
question echoes throughout the debates between Booker T. Washington and
W.E.B. Du Bois regarding African American inclusion, for instance, and be¬
tween Carrie Chapman Catt and Alice Paul regarding the political status of
American women. Among immigrant commentators, the differences separat¬
ing assimilationists, pluralists, and various ethnic nationalists were wide in¬

deed. But each in his or her way did advance some version of the argument
that the new immigrants were indeed fit for self-government and worthy of
American democracy.

One answer to the charge of unfitness for self-government was the
straightforward political claim that, far from representing unassimilable
foreigners, the immigrants—often by virtue of their very foreignness—
represented pre-eminent “Americans.” As Michael Kruszka, aPolish leader in
Milwaukee, declared, “I am an ardent Pole and at the same time an Ameri¬
can. Ido not see where one contradicts the other.” Indeed, Poles were

uniquely fitted to appreciate and enjoy American liberty, because, living un¬
der the despotic rule of Russians, Prussians, and Austrians in their own con¬
quered and divided land, they required afree country in which to be
themselves. Given the bars to Polish cultural and political aspiration during
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the period of partition, being Polish was in fact for Kruszka the very point of
being in America; “In the New World we have the best opportunity to exist
as Poles,” he wrote in 1885. And for this very reason, Poles, though ever
loyal to the homeland, could understand the blessings of liberty and carry its
responsibilities with agreater enthusiasm and depth of understanding than
could ordinary “Americans.” Similar arguments were advanced regarding
Jews and the Irish.

Perhaps the most thoroughgoing example of this dual sensibility was
the Italian activity around the commemoration of Christopher Columbus’s
voyage. Carlo Barsotti, founder of the immigrant journal // Progresso Italo-
Americano, spearheaded the effort in 1892 to mark the four hundredth
niversary of Columbus’s landing, and over the next several years the
commemoration generated mass rallies and ostentatious parades in Italian
colonies across the country. In 1909, when the New York legislature ap¬
proved abill making Columbus Day an official holiday, some thirty thou¬
sand Italian immigrants marched to Columbus Circle, at once demonstrating
an unshakable Italianness and laying claim to an unassailable Americanism.
Revolutionary War hero Tadeusz Kosciuszko held asimilar value for immi¬
grant Poles; for the Irish—at least before the Anglo-American rapproche¬
ment of the 1890s—it was their historic hatred for England and the
wonderful compatibility of Irish national aspirations and America’s pedigree
as acolony in revolt. As immigrant poet and political leader John Boyle
O’Reilly wrote in “The Exile of the Gael,” “The hearts we bring for Freedom
are washed in the surge of tears; /And we claim our right by apeople’s fight
outliving athousand years.” Not their willingness to turn away from former
allegiances, therefore, but their very commitment to Old World struggle
and their hearts cleansed with the sorrows of national oppression constituted
the chief Irish claim to America. In The Americanization of Edward Bok
(I92O), the Dutch author probed the national specificity of true “American¬
ism”: “There are thousands of American-born,” he concluded philosophically,
“who need Americanization just as much as do the foreign-born.”

Others, leaving true Americanism to the Americans, nonetheless ar¬
gued forcefully on behalf of their own and their fellow immigrants’ civic
reliability. Norwegian leader Knute Nelson, aU.S. senator from Minnesota,

a n -
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tried to warn his Senate colleagues away from ablind bigotry with this
telling analogy in 1896: “As the good wife, though loving her mother, still
gives her husband the uppermost place in her affections, so do the foreign-
born sons and daughters of Minnesota, though loving the lands of their
birth, still place [America] uppermost and foremost in their love and affec¬
tion.” Cleverly invoking the dual yet quite “natural” allegiances of kinship
and law (birth and marriage). Nelson thus sought to naturalize the notion of
dual national loyalties.

Loyalty was one thing, and immigrant commentators had awealth of
symbols at their disposal to prove their special affinity to the adopted coun¬
try, whether they were Irish, Polish, Czech, Norwegian, German, or Russian
Jews. But tacial character was quite another: loyalty aside, were the immi¬
grants fit for the republic? This was atougher matter. The three dominant
political idioms through which immigrant commentators argued their “fit¬
ness” were assimilationism, pluralism, and nationalism. Each in its way
sought to articulate the merits of the newly arrived immigrants and to stake
aparticular claim upon American democracy.

Of course the period’s most famous statement on assimilation is Israel
Zangwill’s 1908 play. The Melting Pot, in which, now safely in America, the
Jewish immigrant David Quixano falls in love with the daughter of an anti-
Semitic baron from the very city where Quixano’s parents had been mur¬
dered in apogrom. The play’s central romance thus gives awhole new
dimension to the concept of fresh beginnings and escape from the past, while
its finer touches (like the maid Kathleen O’Reilly’s occasional exclamation,
“Oy vey!") convey both the large and small ways that cultures collide and
reshape one another in the New World. Here all races and peoples come
together, cries Quixano at the drama’s crescendo; “what astirring and a
seething! Celt and Latin, Slav and Teuton, Greek and Syrian—black and yel¬
low ...how the great Alchemist melts and fuses them with his purging
flame! Here shall they all unite to build the Republic of Man and the King¬
dom of God.” In this last line, Zangwill identifies both the secular and the
religious dimensions of the tremendous human drama of migration and mu¬
tual accommodation; and, affirming anational messianism that had by then
had many incarnations in American political culture, he provided the inno-
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vative twist that—the feats of natives like Josiah Strong or Henry Cabot
Lodge to the contrary—the massive influx of alien races was the nation’s des¬
tined greatness. Only by the absorption of these millions could the nation
fulfill its divine promise.

We tend to th ink o f ass im i la t ion as an e ros ion o f cu l tu ra l t rad i t ion

rather than as adeliberate political program per se; and certainly cultural
patterns can change with time—languages fade, new tastes arise, romances
spark across ethnic lines—without any mindful political intent. Where as¬
similation does seem to be political at all, moreover, it most often appears an
accommodation or asurrender. But at amoment when notions of “unassimi-

lability” were so central to the host society’s hostility to the newcomers, as-
similationism could in fact carry aconcealed blade of protest. Zangwill’s
assertion that American diversity could be symphonic rather than discor¬
dant, that is, was not without political poignance for ageneration steeped in
the teachings of Darwin, Mendel, and Galton.

The best exemplar of this submerged political tendency in assimilation-
ism was Mary Antin, who, by her assiduous study and her accomplishment
in American letters, was to become adarling among American literary gate¬
keepers like Ellery Sedgwick, Thomas Bailey Aldrich’s successor at The At¬
lantic Monthly. Her widely hailed autobiography. The Promised Land (1912),
was not atestament to the powers of the republic to absorb the wretched
refuse from across the seas so much as it was atestament to the extraordinary
powers of the immigrants to transform themselves. “I was born, Ihave lived,
and Ihave been made over,” the book begins. “I am absolutely other than the
person whose story Ihave to tell.” This "making over” not only becomes the
central focus of the heroine’s individual life, but, quite pointedly, it provides
the baseline for acritique of then current assertions that this or that peo¬
ple—Aldrich’s “human gorillas”—could never be successfully incorporated
into the body politic.

Throughout The Promised Land, Antin’s tale of transformation unfolds
primarily in the realm of culture; it is atale of discarded and adopted social
customs and habits of mind. From the moment of arrival, Antin's father, who

had preceded the family by some years, instructed the rest of the family in
the ways of the New World. “We did not want to be ‘greenhorns,’ and gave
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the strictest attention to my father’s instructions.” The initial education in¬
cluded lessons in the use of unaccustomed objects (such as “a curious piece of
furniture on runners, which he called ‘rocking-chair’ ”) and an introduction
to “a dazzlingly beautiful palace called a‘department store,’ ”where the fam¬
ily exchanged “our hateful homemade European costumes” for “real Ameri¬
can machine-made garments.” “With our despised immigrant clothing we
shed also our impossible Hebrew names,” she recalls. Thus did Maryashe be¬
come Mary. “We had to ... be dressed from head to foot in American cloth¬
ing; we had to learn the mysteries of the iron stove, the washboard, and the
speaking-tube; we had to learn to trade with the fruit peddler through the
window, and not to be afraid of the policeman; and, above all, we had to
learn English.” “In after years,” she later remarks.

when Ipassed as an American among Americans, if Iwas suddenly made
aware of the past that lay forgotten,—if aletter from Russia, or apara¬
graph in the newspaper, or aconversation overheard in the street-car, sud¬
denly reminded me of what Imight have been,—7 thought it miracle enough
that 1, Mashke, the granddaughter of Raphael the Russian, born to ahum¬
ble destiny, should be at home in an American metropolis, be free to fashion
my own life, and should dream my dreams in English phrases.

The self-loathing implicit in this description of the greenhorn’s meta¬
morphosis is so palpable as to preclude, on first glance, any interpretation of
cultural or political resistance on Antin’s part. But the resistance lies para¬
doxically in the totality of her transformation. That Antin can assimilate,
and can assimilate so utterly, becomes the core principle in aquiet politics of
antinativism throughout the autobiography. The foreign-born Jewess can, in
fact, pass as “an American among Americans.” Though her style is far more
staid, one nonetheless thinks of James Joyce, whose “vengeful virtuosity” in
the English language, as one critic has put it, stood as amonument of rebut¬
tal to the unending English claims of Irish inferiority. Antin’s flamboyant
Americanization should silence the likes of Henry Cabot Lodge once and for
all. And her own seemingly extraordinary “thoughts and conduct,” by her
account, were not unusual, but “typical of the attitude of the intelligent im¬
migrant child toward American institutions.”
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Your immigrant inspectors will tell you what poverty the foreigner brings
in his baggage, what want in his pockets. Let the overgrown boy of twelve,
reverently drawing his letters in the baby class, testify to the noble dreams
and high ideals that may be hidden beneath the greasy caftan of the immi¬
grant. Speaking for the Jews, at least, Iknow 1am safe in inviting such an
investigation.

Elsewhere, she challenges her reader (pointedly referred to as “my American
friend”), “Think, every time you pass the greasy alien on the street, that he
was born thousands of years before the oldest native American; and he may
have something to communicate to you, when you two shall have learned a
common language. Remember that his very physiognomy is acipher the key
to which it behooves you to search for most diligently.”

In apaean to the assimilative workings of the public-school system (a
chapter entitled “My Country”), Antin goes on to describe her childish thrill
at the story of the American Revolution and her own attempt at asuitable
poem for the occasion of aWashington celebration, demonstrating all along
acapacity for an almost rhapsodic American patriotism that could only have
taken the wind out of the naysayers of the Immigration Restriction League
or the Eugenics Research Association. The U.S. Constitution, according to
this Russian Jewish schoolgirl’s Washington Day poem, was a“blessed guide
to man ...which says, ‘One and all of mankind are alike, excepting none.’ ”
The Promised Land ends with aclaim on America that, again, against the
backdrop of the policy debates of the 1910s, carried asharp, if muted, polit¬
ical charge: “America is the youngest of the nations, and inherits all that
went before in history. And Iam the youngest of America’s children, and
into my hands is given all her priceless heritage.”

The political edge of Antin’s assimilationism came most starkly to the
fore in They Who Knock at Our Gates (1914), an inquiry into the practices and
policies by which the United States greeted its newest inhabitants. “The re-
strictionists could afford to hold their peace while the Government tties out
alogical method of dealing with the immigrant,” Antin had written to Mary
Austen in 1912. “It is hardly fair to call immigration aburden before acon¬
sistent National effort has been made to turn it into aresource.” They Who
Knock at once challenges the common critique of the current immigration,
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and advocates and outlines precisely such a“National effort,” consisting
chiefly of public expenditures for classes in civics and English to help digest
the masses of new immigrants into the body politic.

They Who Knock is framed by three questions of civic import: Do we have
the moral right to regulate immigration? What is the nature of the present
immigration? Is immigration good for us? (Her use of “we” and “us” was it¬
self apoint of some contention. Some old-stock Americans, like Antin’s fel¬
low Bostonian Barrett Wendell, objected to her self-inclusion in the body of
“Americans” as “an irritating habit.”) Of course, Antin answered all three
questions in amanner favorable to the immigrants. Among her opening
gambits was an appeal to the tenets of true Americanism and to the wishes of
the founding fathers. America rested upon “the doctrines of liberty and
equality,” she argued. “A faithful American is one who understands these
doctrines and applies them in his life.” “Strip the alien down to his anatomy,
you still find aman, acreature made in the image of God; and concerning
such aone we have definite instructions from the founders of the Republic.”

But Americans in the age of eugenics were now turning away from these
creatures of God, the oppressed who hungered for freedom and aid. Why?
“What have the experts and statisticians done so to pervert our minds? They
have filled volumes with facts and figures, comparing the immigrants to-day
with the immigrants of other days, classifying them as to race, nationality,
and culture, tabulating their occupations, analyzing their savings, probing
their motives, prophesying their ultimate destiny.” Science had been im¬
properly brought to bear on the moral question of America’s disposition to¬
ward the immigrants, Antin protested. “By all means register the cephalic
index of the alien ...but do not let it determine his right to life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness.”

Antin ultimately concluded that the animus toward the new immigrants
not only violated hallowed American principle, but overlooked mountains
of evidence as to the newcomers’ overal l contr ibut ion to the nat ion. “Our

brains, our wealth, our ambitions flow in channels dug by immigrants,” she
asserted. “Not the immigrant is ruining our country”—and here her politi¬
cal passions reached their very heights—“but the venal politicians who try to
make the immigrant the scapegoat for all the sins of untrammeled capital-
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Here, indeed, in The Promised Land and They Who Knock, is an assimila-
tionism every bit as militant in its pride and strident in its politics as it is ac¬
commodating to an imagined Anglo-Saxon mainstream.

The boundary between Antin’s brand of vindictive assimilationism and
the softer shades of cultural pluralism could be blurry indeed. (Where ex¬
actly to locate, for example, Knute Nelson’s image of the immigrant as both
devoted wife to the New World and dutiful daughter to the Old?) But many,
of course, were far more skeptical, or even downright hostile to assimilation¬
ism. Abraham Cahan’s 1894 novella Yekl is an elegant argument not only
that assimilation is undesirable (Yekl’s mean-spirited social impulses all de¬
rive from the greenhorn’s desire to prove himself areal “Yankee feller”), but
that, at bottom, it is impossible as well. However fiercely Yekl insists upon
his Americanism, he is forever betrayed by his “Semitic eyes” or his “Semitic
smile.” For Cahan, as for his contemporaries among the Jewish intelligentsia
like Abraham Liessen, Leon Kobrin, and Morris Winchevsky, Jewishness was
aracial identity, permanently etched in the flesh and bone of the natural or¬
der, never to be completely shed like some unwanted or outgrown piece of
clothing. Decades later, in The Rise of David Levinsky (1917), though Cahan
himself had become partially assimilated into the English-language liter¬
ary mainstream (his Yiddish-speaking colleagues wryly referred to him as
“Yekl”), he wrote in the voice of his successful and “assimilated” protagonist,
“I cannot escape from my old self. My past and present do not comport
w e l l . ”

i s m .

For thinkers along this line, Mary Antin’s assimilationist argument for
inclusion on the basis of sameness clearly would not do. The boldest, most
thoroughgoing theorist of the pluralist alternative—inclusion on the basis of
difference—was Horace Kallen, aSilesian Jewish immigrant who studied
philosophy at Harvard under William James. Kallen was the son of aLatvian
rabbi who was expelled from Bismarck’s Germany as an “alien Jew.” His
family immigrated to the United States in 1887, when Horace was five. His
youth amid the pulls of secular Americanism and traditional Judaism seems
to have given Kallen akeen sense of cultural multiplicity; his graduate work
with James gave him alanguage for honing and expressing this sense. He
wrote his dissertation on the nature of truth; much of Kallen’s later com-
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mentary can be seen as an effort to translate Janies’s thinking into the social
sphere of an increasingly diverse United States.

Kallen’s cleanest statement of his emergent social philosophy of plural¬
ism was a1915 essay, “Democracy Versus the Melting-Pot.” As expressed
here, pluralism consisted of five major interlocking propositions.

First, he argued, what was commonly meant by the term “assimilation”
was not an even-handed exchange or amelding of cultures at all but, rather,
the predominance of one culture over the others. Assimilation most often
implied coerced conformity to an Anglo-Saxon norm, “a transmutation ...
of Jews, Slavs, Poles, Frenchmen, Germans, Hindus, Scandinavians and so on
into beings similar in background, tradition, outlook and spirit to the de¬
scendants of the British colonists, the Anglo-Saxon stock.”

Hence, second, for Kallen assimilationism was inherently hierarchical
and antidemocratic. “In 1776 all men were as good as their betters,” he
wrote, with acharacteristic—if misplaced—zeal for the democratic golden
age of the Revolutionary era; “today men are permanently worse than their
betters.” “The first immigrants in the land simply through the accident of
being first have become its aristocracy, its chief protagonists of the pride of
blood.” Kallen’s rhetoric of aristocracy and his hint at akind of cultural pri¬
mogeniture carried atacit accusation that those who laid most urgent and
forceful claim to proper Americanism were, in fact, deeply »«-American in
their commitment to hierarchy and in their hostility to true democracy. And
their brand of assimilationism was not only antidemocratic, he added, but
coercive: Mary Antin to the contrary, the Anglo-supremacist public-school
system crushed the spirit of prospective Americans, fitting them as mere
cogs in an industrial machine whose workings favored the American upper
classes—that is, the “firstborn.” The enforced assimilationism of American

education amounted to nothing less than a“Pecksniffian efficiency-press”
that ground the spontaneity and spark out of the immigrants’ children.

Assimilation may be akind of defeat or surrender from the standpoint of
ethnic and racial minorities; fortunately, however, Kallen posited in his third
proposition, the assimilationist ideal would never be fully atrained: the melt¬
ing pot simply would not, in the long run, melt people down. In explaining
his position, Kallen laid out aseries of developmental stages that the immi-
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grant was presumed to pass through in his or her cultural odyssey in the
New World. First was aperiod of “economic eagerness" and voluntary con¬
formism, during which the immigrant embraced assimilation as an economic
strategy. Inasmuch as “difference" itself was ahandicap in the marketplace,
the immigrant sought consciously to eradicate it. But once the newcomer
had attained acertain level of achievement and independence, assimilation
slowed down markedly and even came to astop. Finally, at the next stage a
process of “dissimilation" began: the arts, life, and ideals of nationality be¬
came central and paramount; and “difference" shifted in status from dis¬
advantage to distinction. “All the while the immigrant has been uttering
his life in the English language and behaving like an American in matters
economic and political, and continues to do so." But, ironically, “the in¬
stitutions of the republic" have liberated ethnic consciousness and social au¬
tonomy. True Americanization “does not repress ethnic or national identity,
but liberates it and gratifies it.”

For Kallen, ethnic identity, ancestry, heritage, and ethnic culture all rep¬
resented primordial, immutable bonds—categories of experience that could
never be shed. “People may change their clothes, their politics, their spouses,
their religions, their philosophies ...but they cannot change their grandfa¬
thers. Jews or Poles or Anglo-Saxons, in order to cease being Jews or Poles or
Anglo-Saxons, would have to cease to be.” Something that looks like “assim¬
ilation” may occasionally take place, but only most superficially; apparent as¬
similation always turns out to be but atransitory stage on the way toward a
new, more profound understanding of one’s primordial bonds and affinities.

Kallen’s fourth contention, then, was that cultural retention—the em¬

brace of one’s true identity and cultural heritage, the insistence upon holding
one’s ground—was ennobling. Ethnic and racial identity, the primordial
connection to one’s particular group, represented the very seat of human
meaning. Kallen used the term “self-realization" to describe the prospect of
attaining the pinnacle of one’s potentialities, aheight to be reached only by
embracing national or ethnic particularity. After passing through the tempo¬
rary stage of assimilation, “the wop changes into aproud Italian; the hunky
into aproud nationalist Slav. They recall the spiritual heritage of their na¬
tionality, and their cultural abjectness gives way to cultural pride.” In the
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particularism of ethnic identity, in other words, lies human dignity itself.
Contrariwise, assimilation in the American setting could only mean absorp¬
tion into awholly undignified modernist mass:

In these days of ready-made garments, factory-made furniture, refrigerating
plants, boiler-plate movies and radio, it is almost impossible that the mass of
the inhabitants of the United States should wear other than uniform clothes,
use other than uniform furniture ... or eat anything hut the same sorts of
food, read anything but the same syndicated hokum, see anything but the
same standardized romances and hear anything hut the same broadcasted
barbarisms.

In addition to resisting the antidemocratic impulses of assimilationism, plu¬
ralism in Kallen’s view ennobled the spirit and provided an oasis in the cul¬
tural desert of modern, mechanized, mass-produced, and mass-consumed
living.

For all of these reasons—and this was Kallen’s fifth and crowning con¬
tention—^pluralism represented what was best not only for the individual,
but for democracy and for American governance. Here again he appealed to
the hallowed rhetoric of an early-American political tradition, the language
of inalienable rights. “The selfhood which is inalienable in people,” he de¬
clared, “and for the realization of which they require inalienable liberty, is
ancestrally determined, and the happiness which they pursue has its form
implied in ancestral endowment. This is what democracy in operation as¬
sumes. There are human capacities which it is the function of the state to lib¬
erate and protect. ...Government under the democratic conception is
merely an instrument, not an end.” Though he may have agreed with the
likes of Madison Grant or Charles Davenport on the fact of “ancestral endow¬
ment,” Kallen saw such endowments as sacred, and he thought the proper
function of government not to defend itself against such diverse and distinct
endowments but, on the contrary, to liberate them and to benefit by them.
Ethnic particularism, because it is the very seat of human meaning, is also
the very point of political liberty. Would the dominant classes in the United
States choose wisely in dealing with diversity, Kallen asked; or would “van-
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ity blind them and fear constrain them, turning the promise of liberty into
the fact of tyranny?”

Kallen’s argument certainly had its weakness. He was mistaken, for
instance, in his insistence upon ademocratic golden age in 1776; and his
notion of the stability of ethnic “essences” was discredited in subsequent
decades. But “Democracy Versus the Melting-Pot” was nonetheless asharp
answer to those who, like the eugenicists and the 100-percent Americans,
sought to defend the United States/row diversity. Not only did immigrants’
“difference” not imperil the republic, Kallen. argued; such difference was the
republic’s very reason for being. “Democracy involves not the elimination of
differences,” but their “perfection and conservation.”

Given his concern for primordial attachments and the sanctity of group
identities, it is not surprising that, in addition to his carefully theorized plu¬
ralism, Kallen was also sympathetic to that brand of Jewish group feeling
represented by Zionism. Which brings up athird major immigrant response
to Anglo-Saxon hostility: liberationist nationalism on behalf of the home¬
land. Across the country, immigrant nationalist organizations like the Clan
na Gael, the Knights of Zion, the Polish National Alliance, the Indian na¬
tionalist Ghadr Party, and the Society to Revive China; myriad proto¬
militarist gymnastics and drill clubs; politicized literary works like Mariano
Azuela’s Los de abajo {The Underdogs} (1915); and political rallies like the
Irish Race Conventions of the 1910s all testified to the power of nationalist
sentiment among these communities in exile. In 1911, when Francisco
Madero’s revolutionary forces won atemporary victory at Juarez, ten thou¬
sand Mexicans and Mexican Americans marched across the border from El

Paso, accompanied by abrass band, to salute the Maderistas. During World
War I, some two hundred thousand Poles donned American military uni¬

forms, many on the promise that an allied victory would guarantee an inde¬
pendent Poland after over acentury of partition and foreign rule.

Like Antin’s assimilationism and Kallen’s pluralism, immigrant efforts
expended on behalf of Old World liberation frequently expressed aprag¬
matic hope for New World political redemption. As Irish nationalist
Michael Davitt implored aCooper Union audience in 1880, “Aid us in Ire¬
land to remove the stain of degradation from your birth and the Irish race
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here in America will get the respect you deserve.” If the nativist argument
about “unfitness for self-government” held so much power in American dis¬
cussion, many nationalists implied, surely it was in part because so many of
the immigrants hailed from lands where self-government was unknown.

This is not to say that immigtant nationalisms arose solely in response to
New World slanders. On the contrary, emigration and nationalism often rep¬
resented two divergent responses to the same sets of economic and political
circumstances in agiven region; immigrants from many countries felt anat¬
ural affinity with the nationalists’ sensibility, and they formed anatural,
ready-made audience for nationalist polemics. American aspirations, that is,
often had little to do with their nationalist leanings. Disproportionately
touched by the woes of the Old World—whether famine, pogroms, or the
dislocations caused by intrusive foreign powers—immigrants were dispro¬
portionately drawn to nationalist solutions to the problems of land distribu¬
tion, ethnic violence, or foreign domination, even if they had addressed these
issues for themselves by fleeing. The period of greatest outmigration from a
given region coincided by definition with aperiod of widespread distress;
Old World nationalism typically spoke to precisely this feature of agroup’s
collective history.

The very experience of migration, too, could promote nationalism. As
Polish emigre Agaton Giller theorized in 1879, emigrants were particularly
ripe for enlistment in nationalist causes, because their experience abroad
sharpened for them—in many cases for the very first time—the sense of dis¬
tinct ethnic or national peoplehood. The Polish migrant “feels foreign and
misunderstood here,” he explained, “and so he looks for people who would be
able to understand him, and he finds Poles who have arrived from other
provinces.” The commonality of language and ideas that the migrant found
among fellow migrants in the midst of aforeign culture broke down the in¬
tense localisms and village allegiances that had reigned in the old country,
and awakened asense of national distinctiveness. The migrant began to feel
“but aparticle” of alarger mass. After his ethnic consciousness has begun to
stir, “if he is found by one who is able to ...make him recognize the obli¬
gations which go along with this character—then this simple man, hitherto
passive and dim to the national cause, changes into an individual consciously
and actively serving [nationalist] ideas.”



A C C E N T S O F M E N A C E 2 1 5

But if they were generated by the process of migration and derived in
part from an unflagging, “homeward” orientation toward the Old World,
immigrant nationalisms were nonetheless inflected and influenced by the po¬
litical hostilities of the New. If Irish America was to be “the avenging
wolfhound of Irish nationalism,” as Michael Davitt put it, for instance, some
Irish Americans saw the prospect of afree, self-determining, and interna¬
tionally respected Ireland as the avenging wolfhound of the downtrodden
and despised Celtic exiles in the United States. “I cannot feel that America is
my country,” wrote the fiery Irish nationalist Jeremiah O’Donovan Rossa in
1898; “I am made to see that the English power, and the English influence
and the English hate, and the English boycott against the Irishman is to-day
as active in America as it is in Ireland.” If Old World nationalism remained

primary for Rossa and others, ir was still thoroughly entwined with New
World politics and struggle.

One particularly stark example of the distinctly American aims of an
Old World nationalist movement was the flourishing of Chinese nationalism
after the failed boycott movement of 1905. Sun Yat-sen, the charismatic
leader from Hsiang-shan, had organized his first revolutionary group, the So¬
ciety to Revive China, in Hawaii in 1894. Trips to the mainland United
States in 1896 and 1904 yielded little in the way of political support. Sun’s
view that the issue of U.S. immigration policy was an unfortunate diversion
from the more important aim of revolution in China hurt him among apop¬
ulation whose vulnerable political and legal status owed directly to the
reigning naturalization law and to Exclusion.

But in the wake of the boycott, which the Chinese government had
helped to crush. Sun’s anti-Manchu program gained interest among Chinese
immigrants. It became increasingly accepted, in the years after 1905, that
the fate of the overseas Chinese was inextricably intertwined with the fate of
the Chinese nation itself. “One should know,” an anonymous poet wrote on
the wall of adetention barrack at the Angel Island Immigration Station,
“that when the country is weak, the people’s spirit dies. /Why else do we
come to this place to be imprisoned?” By 1909, Sun had become enormously
popular among the immigrants, and branches of his Chinese Nationalist
League were established across the mainland United States and in Hawaii.
By 1911, Sun was drawing hundreds to his rallies, and the Chinese in the
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United States were collecting formidable sums of money to support Chinese
revolution. The immigrants enjoyed amoment of restored hope when the
revolution triumphed in 1912; but soon, when Sun’s party was expelled from
the new government, dissident activity continued among the Chinese
Nationalist League, now in support of Sun’s Revolutionary Party, Kuom-
intang.

Except in those instances when it fit nicely with U.S. policies and
needs—as when the Poles flocked to American recruiting stations during
World War I—immigrant nationalism rarely deflected Anglo-Saxon hostil¬
ity in quite the way its adherents might have liked. Chinese nationalism be¬
came more evidence for the “unassimilability” of the Chinese and of their
stubborn lack of interest in proper “American” concerns. Irish zeal for the
homeland simply convinced nativists that these rebels lived, 3S The Atlantic
Monthly put it, “in aworld of unrealities almost inconceivable to acool Saxon
b r a i n . ”

But Old World nationalisms did represent an important brand of the
political pride by which immigrants continually challenged the Anglo-
Saxonist slanders of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Like
Michael Kruszka’s assertion that to be unbendingly Polish was to be pre¬
eminently American; like Mary Antin’s efforts to demonstrate the astonish¬
ing powers of the "unassimilable” masses to assimilate with avengeance; and
like Horace Kallen’s carefully crafted theory that not only could democracy
withstand racial and cultural differences, but indeed it depended upon and
found its meaning in such differences, the nationalism of the Irish, Polish,
Indian, Chinese, Mexican, or Jewish enclaves throughout the United States
powerfully argued that these peoples were indeed “fit for self-government”
on either side of the U.S. border. If many Americans were certain of the
barbarism that characterized those “wild motley throngs” clamoring at the
nation’s gates, immigrants themselves were apt to understand American in¬
justices and the failures of American democracy in precisely the same terms.
Apark ranger in the 1970s, visiting the long-abandoned Angel Island de¬
tention barrack in San Francisco Bay (where unwanted Chinese immigrants
had been held while they awaited their turn to be grilled by immigration in¬
spectors), found these words carved into the walls:
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If there comes aday when 1will have attained my ambition and become
successful,

Iwill certainly behead the barbarians and spare not asingle blade of grass.

As Horace Kallen recognized, in U.S. political culture the presumably
open, even-handed nature of democracy itself has often been responsible
for—or at least its defense has been the occasion for—the nation’s most anti-

democratic impulses. Given the racial valences of Enlightenment thinking
on self-possession and virtue, from the inception of the new nation the
utopian depth of the experiment in self-governance itself foreclosed on the
full and equal participation of those deemed to be outside the proper realm
of “the people.” Democracy, flatly, was too delicate to be entrusted to just
any old assemblage of chance comers.

This same “liberty-loving” yet exclusionary logic came forcefully into
play in the latter half of the nineteenth century, as the Irish, the Germans,
and the new immigrants from Southern and Eastern Europe pressed the
boundaries of what had traditionally been considered to be the coextensive
territories of whiteness and fit citizenship. Asian immigrants resided entirely
outside the pale of civic virtue; and beyond the question of naturalization,
the very presence of Chinese newcomers—and later Asians in general—
could be excluded outright by law (as indeed they were in 1882, 1917, and
1924). But immigrants from places like Greece, Russia, Italy, or Finland
posed aspecial problem: they were “white” enough to enter the polity as
“free white persons,” and yet they seemed not to possess the very properties
of whiteness—its virtue, its wisdom, its capacity for self-sacrifice—that had
suggested the racial qualification for citizenship in the first place. If the eth¬
nological facts were not plain enough, the rise of corrupt urban machines
clinched the case: their cogs meshed precisely where the immigrants’ over¬
whelming numbers, their considerable desperation, and their evident disre¬
gard for the sanctity of civic responsibility came together.

The U.S. response to these millions of immigrants in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries represented amassive revision of “race” itself—
areflexive ideological effort to align the reigning racial conceptions of fit cit¬
izenship with the dawning social reality of apolyglot citizenry encompassing
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ever-larger proportions of patently unfit “white persons.” It was in this con-
teict that Francis Amasa Walker would speak of the “beaten men of beaten
races,” or that Representative Alden McClure of Ohio would worry for the
safety of republican institutions amid the “ethnological animal show” that
was the United States in the era of mass immigration.

The nativists’ agenda ultimately triumphed in the restrictive legislative
acts of 1917, 1921, and 1924 not simply because their racial interpretations
had gained the upper hand in American political discourse. On the contrary,
restrictive legislation in those years would probably have gone down to de¬
feat, as it had in previous years, had the needs of American employers con-
rinued to require the unhindered influx of cheap labor. Shifting needs in
manufacturing and the contingencies of coalition politics, that is, not racial
ideology pure and simple, explain the shifts in U.S. immigration policy in
the early decades of the twentieth century. The advent of an African Ameri¬
can proletariat in the industrial cities of the North, the rising tide of anti¬
radicalism after the war, the mild depression of 1920, and the general
maturation of industrial capitalism, which now set ahigher premium on
trained workers and arelatively lower premium on an abundance of un¬
skilled labor, all converged to tip American business’s long-standing support
of immigration.

But even so, it is worth noting that the language of restriction did shift
significantly between the mid-nineteenth century and the early twentieth.
The racial lexicon of “fit” and “unfit” citizenship did eclipse the economic ar¬
guments of labor competition within national discussion of immigration
policy. From the essentially psychiatric exclusionary categories rhar were
written into immigration law beginning in the late nineteenth century (ban¬
ning “lunatics,” “idiots,” and “persons likely to become apublic charge,” for
instance), to the frankly racial categories that framed the quota system, it
was the civic concern for areliable citizenry that uniformly drove the restric-
tionist legislative agenda after about the 1880s. Over this same period, im¬
migration became more amatter of sovereignty than of commerce, as far as
the legislature was concerned. The Alien Contract Labor Law of 1885 marks
one of the last pieces of major restrictive legislation whose terms and logic
were economic rather than civic.
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Throughout this period, the needs of the economy and the needs of the
republic were at odds. This tension between capitalism’s imperative for
cheap and abundant labor on the one hand and republicanism’s imperative
for areliable citizenry on the other proved critical to the dynamics of U.S.
nationalism. Until the restrictionist temper of the World War Iyears, pro¬
found economic dependence upon foreign labor mingled with akeen civic
anxiety regarding the virtue of foreign citizens. This domestic dimension of
American nationalism mirrored the U.S. reach across the waters: here, too,

economic forces brought more and more foreigners under the purview of the
United States—either as consumers or as potential colonial subjects—in a
manner that raised questions about the racial outlook for the once-Anglo-
Saxon republic. American nationalism, as it was played out both inside and
outside of U.S. borders, thus became apeculiar compound of arrogance and
anxiety, global reach and parochial vision.





Children of Barbarism: Republican
Imperatives and Imperial Wards

It would be better to abandon this com¬

bined garden and Gibraltar of the Pacific
[i.e., the Philippines] .●●than to apply
any academic arrangement of self-
government to these children. They are
not capable of self-government. How
could they be? They are not aself-
governing race. ...What alchemy will
change the oriental quality of their blood
and set the self-governing currents of the
American jwuring through their Malay
veins? How shall they, in the twinkling of
an eye, be exalted to the heights of self-
governing people which required athou¬
sand years for us to reach, Anglo-Saxons
though we are?

—Albert Beveridge to the
U.S. Senate, January 1900

/MID HEATED DEBATE ovet the disposition of the Philippines in
/ jv 1899, Whitelaw Reid, owner of the Netv York Tribune, candidly de-

-L -\ dared, "It is time to begin teaching the American people the ab¬
surdity of that clause in the Declaration of Independence which derives all
just powers of government from the consent of the governed.” No such con¬
stitutional niceties were required, the expansionist argument now went,
among peoples who were innately unfit for the tasks and rigors inherent in
self-government. New circumstances in Spain’s former colonies gave free rein
to aset of racially inflected ideas about self-possession and governance—the
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proposition, for example, that consent itself was beyond the intellectual and
moral reach of certain backward races.

American expansionism had its economic engines, to be sure: the out¬
ward thrust for new markets and its ancillary requisites of coaling stations
and naval bases had brought the United States into close encounters with the
peoples of Hawaii, Samoa, the Philippines, Puerto Rico, Guam, and Cuba in
the first place. As Henry Cabot Lodge remarked to President McKinley in
May 1898, the nation’s domestic market “is not enough for our teeming in¬
dustries.” Were the United States to acquire the Philippine archipelago, for
example, and protect it with ahigh tariff wall, “its ten million inhabitants,
as they advance in civilization, would have to buy our goods, and we should
have so much additional market for our home manufactures.” “Our largest
trade must henceforth be with Asia,” seconded Indiana Senator Albert Bev¬

eridge. “Where shall we turn for consumers of our surplus? ...The Philip¬
pines gives us abase at the door of all the East.”

But once that encounter had taken place, pressing questions arose in the
political realm. Just as immigration taxed the workings of American democ¬
racy, so the nation’s expansive mission abroad—the migration of the state, as
it were—brought under American influence more and more peoples whose
racial character spelled trouble to Anglo-Saxon supremacists. What would be
the political relationship between Americans and the peoples of the potential
colonies? Was citizenship thinkable? If not, could afree republic hold an ar¬
ray of lands in despotic dependency and still remain afree republic? Could it
be, asked Mark Twain in his anti-imperialist tract, “To the Person Sitting in
Darkness” (1901), “that there are two kinds of Civilization—one for home
consumption and one for the heathen market?” Untroubled by the contra¬
diction, for his part Senator Beveridge railed against the very idea that the
peoples of the Pacific could ever be “self-governing” in quite the way of the
masterful Anglo-Saxons. “How dare any man prostitute this expression
[“self-governing race”} ... to arace of Malay children of barbarism?” he
s t o r m e d .

The complexities and possible contradictions were evident at once. As
Theodore Roosevelt pronounced in his popular appeal for arenewed racial
and “manly” vigor, “The Strenuous Life” (1899), “Many of [the Philippine]
people are utterly unfit for self-government, and show no signs of becoming
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fit. Others may in time become fit, but at present can only take part in self-
government under awise supervision, at once firm and beneficent. We have
driven Spanish tyranny from the islands. If we now let it be replaced by sav¬
age anarchy, our work has been for harm and not for good.”

Trouble, then, potentially lay in either direction. To let peoples like the
Filipinos have their hard-won independence would be to refuse asacred
tional duty and to invite calamity upon these hapless natives in the form of
an inevitable reversion to savagery. And yet American stewardship of these
inferior peoples raised problems of its own: How did Americans propose to
rule agroup that they had defined as innately unruly? What precisely would
it mean to let them “take part” in self-governance only under “supervision”?
Could such supervision indeed remain “beneficent” if it were rejected—even
violently so—by those who were allegedly in need of it? And what was the
imagined duration of U.S. involvement lurking in the assertion that these
peoples might “in time” achieve the requisite civic habits of independence
and self-governance?

American discussion of expansionism and national policy was tensely
strung between the poles of duty and distrust, of missionary zeal and the
missionary’s skepticism toward the prospect of the heathen’s redemption.
Like Francis Amasa Walker’s “beaten men from beaten races” or Lord Bryce’s
“droves of squalid men” who now took up their place in the urban, working-
class wards of the American polity, the “savage” Caribbean and Pacific na¬
tives who came under the sway of U.S. power at the turn of the century
sorely tested American ideals of liberty, governance, and consenr. As Teddy
Roosevelt wrote to Brooks Adams, “In the long run civilized man finds he
can keep the peace only by subduing his barbarian neighbor.” This was aver¬
sion of “keeping the peace” that, beginning with the wars of 1898-1902,
would characterize American foreign policy throughout much of the twenti¬
eth century, and would indeed become acentral tenet in the canons of Amer¬
i c a n n a t i o n a l i s m .

n a -

Imperialism and Anti-Imperialism
Expansionism did not spring upon the United States from nowhere in the
summer of 1898. No nation whose history had been so expansive—including
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trans-Atlantic migration, settlement, and conquest; trans-Appalachian mi¬
gration; the Louisiana Purchase and Indian Removal; Manifest Destiny; the
Mexican War, and the annexations of Texas, California, the Southwestern ter¬

ritories, and Alaska—could plausibly feign surprise when, at the end of the
very decade in which the superintendent of the census had declared the fron¬
tier “closed,” anew frontier opened up farther west, across the Pacific. “We
had not pondered [the 1890 census} asingle decade,” remarked Woodrow
Wilson, “before we made new frontiers for ourselves beyond the seas.” But
many felt at the time that trans-Pacific expansion represented something al¬
together new; and this has become acomforting conceit for later generations.
Disavowing the continuity in the nation’s expansionist history allows for
phrases like “the imperialist moment of 1899,” or the “imperialist experi¬
ment in the Philippines,” as though this fleeting episode were utterly de¬
tached from the balance of U.S. history—as though it were fleeting.

In fact, the entire period from 1876 to 1917 is best understood as an im¬
perialist epoch. These years witnessed Indian wars in the West, the last phase
in the subjugation of the continent in the 1870s; trans-Pacific involvement
in Samoa, Hawaii, Wake, Guam, and the Philippines, and Caribbean inter¬
ventions in Cuba and Puerto Rico at the century’s close; and anumber of
Latin American interventions in the 1900s and 1910s, including the taking
of Panama. Expansionism likewise held aconspicuous place in cultural rit¬
ual, celebration, and representation throughout the period—in popular fic¬
tion, in Wild West shows, in the novel cultural form of motion pictures
(whose earliest narrative endeavors included re-enactments of the U.S. war in

the Philippines, staged in the jungles of New Jersey), and in the string of
lavish world’s fairs from Philadelphia (1876) to Chicago (1893) to St. Louis
(1904) to San Francisco (1915), each profoundly structured by the asper¬
sions, the aspirations, and the national self-ascriptions associated with em¬
pire.

Despite such adiffuse currency, however, the issue of empire did come
into exceptionally sharp focus in 1898, when the war with Spain raised ur¬
gent questions regarding military necessity (would the United States “need”
Hawaii as away station to the Asian theater?) and the spoils of war (how
should vanquished Spain’s colonies be disposed?). Now Americans were
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called upon to debate directly and to pronounce upon the fate of avariety of
peoples who inhabited what might conceivably become “isthmian ap¬
proaches" and trans-Pacific coaling stations and bases for afar-flung Ameri¬
can empire. The United States had established its first governing presence
overseas, in Samoa (along with Germany and Great Britain), in 1890. Now,
eight years later, as Spain retreated from its colonies and U.S. naval and
ground forces spread from the Caribbean to the Far East, policy-makers pon¬
dered questions of territorial status and governance in Hawaii, whose white
elites had been seeking annexation ever since their coup against Queen Lili-
uokalani in 1893; and in Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines, whose lib¬
eration from Spain left many questions open regarding their future, their
potential peril at the hands of yet other European predators, and their proper
political relationship to their American “allies.”

Here one sees with unremitting clarity the tension between, on the one
hand, aggrandizing national designs, and, on the other, civic fears of those
strange peoples whom national aggrandizement had rather suddenly brought
into the compass of U.S. concern. Both economic aspiration and long¬
standing tradition of racial noblesse oblige seemed to dictate that these “island

simply be taken by the United States, these savage populations
gradually “uplifted” and “civilized” under the tutelage of their racial betters.
And yet, as commentators from across the political spectrum noted, precisely
the racial inferiority that suggested U.S. stewardship over these peoples in
the first place also raised vexing questions about their presence within the
bounds of the self-governing republic. As New York Senator Carl Schurz
wrote in 1899, the consequences following “the admission of the Spanish
creoles and the negroes of the West India islands and of the Malays and
Tagals of the Philippines to participation in the conduct of our government
is so alarming that you instinctively pause before taking the step.” Ameri¬
cans did pause, therefore, before taking the step. And though they did ulti¬
mately take the step of assuming “the white man’s burden” in the Caribbean
and the Pacific, the various political arrangements under which these islands
entered the U.S. sphere—^ingeniously excluding rheir “participation in the
conduct of our government”—reflected the very alarm of which Schurz had
spoken.

t r e a s u r e s
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Certainly one of the dominant strains in the discussion of U.S. policy
toward the peoples of the Caribbean and the Pacific was good old spread-
eagled, racialist, masculinist bluster and venom. Albert Beveridge’s impas¬
sioned Senate speech in January 1900 offered the clearest distillation of the
nationalist imperatives now commonly evoked by proponents of expansion-

economic, racial, religious, and political concerns all atangle. “The
Philippines are ours forever,” Beveridge announced.

i s m -

And just beyond the Philippines are China’s illimitable markets. We will
not retreat from either. We will not repudiate our duty in the Orient. We
will not renounce our part in the mission of our race, trustees under God, of
the civilization of the world. And we will move forward to our work, not
howling out regrets like slaves whipped to their burdens, but with gratitude
for atask worthy of our strength, and thanksgiving to Almighty God that
He has marked us as His chosen people, henceforth to lead in the regeneration
of the world.

But the presumed Anglo-Saxon superiority that justified American ex¬
pansion over distant reaches of the globe also called into question the proper
relationship between the United States and its new, inferior stewards. As
Teddy Roosevelt wrote to Rudyard Kipling, in dealing with the Philippines
he had first to deal with “the jack-fools who seriously think that any group of
pirates and head-hunters needs nothing but independence in order that it
may be turned forthwith into adark-hued New England town meeting.”
“Only the exceptional people have ever succeeded in the experiment of self-
government,” he remarked elsewhere, “because its needs, its interest, and its
successful working imply the existence within the heart of the average citi¬
zen of certain very high qualities. There must be control. There must be
mastery, somewhere, and if there is no self-control and self-mastery, the con¬
trol and the mastery will ultimately be imposed from without.” Having lib¬
erated these peoples so lacking in republican virtue, the United States could
now only succeed Spain as the power who, by force if necessary, would im¬
pose “control and mastery” upon them from without.

Even Beveridge had to concede the perils of governance in acase so
shaky as chat of the Filipinos. “It will be hard for Americans who have not
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Studied them to understand the people,” he said, ..My own belief is that
there are not 100 men among them who comprehend what Anglo-Saxon
self-government even means, and there are over 5,000,000 people to be gov¬
erned.” But for Beveridge and others, the contradictions were easily resolved.
The Declaration of Independence, first of all, was never meant to apply to
peoples like the Filipinos. And though that particular piece of American po¬
litical tradition did not apply in the case of the Philippines, there was never¬
theless one that did: Manifest Destiny. “God has not been preparing the
English-speaking and Teutonic peoples for athousand years for nothing but
vain self-contemplation and self-admiration,” insisted Beveridge, echoing
the mid-century expansionist orators on Mexico and the West. “No! He has
made us the master organizers of the world to establish system where chaos
reigns. He has given us the spirit of progress to overwhelm the forces of re¬
action throughout the earth. He has made us adept in government that we
may administer government among savage and senile peoples. Were it not
for such aforce as this the world would relapse into barbarism and night.”

William Howard Taft, who was to become the Philippine commissioner
in 1900, also calculated that 90 percent of the Philippine population was “in
ahopeless condition of ignorance, and utterly unable intelligently to wield
political control.” “Our little brown brothers,” in his formulation, would
need “fifty or one hundred years” of close supervision “to develop anything
resembling Anglo-Saxon political principles and skills.” Likewise, the popu¬
lar Philippine exhibit at the St. Louis World’s Fair in 1904 was aliving
monument to the idea of the Filipino’s unfitness for self-government. As one
journalist remarked, this authentic re-creation of the Filipinos’ savage life-
ways amid an imported assemblage of genuine Philippine thatched huts
“disabused [Americans] of any impression that the natives could take care of
themselves.” The task, as it was articulated in policy circles and in street-
level discussion, then, would be not only to take these islands but to “take
care of” their people—to draw them under U.S. control without granting
any of the rights or privileges that, in the hands of such “savages,” might ex¬
pose the nation’s porous political culture to inferior influences or taint.

As Albert Beveridge’s unceremonious scrapping of the Declaration of In¬
dependence might suggest, expansionist thought did generate its own
heated opposition. On June 2, 1898, amonth after Admiral Dewey’s victory
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over the Spanish in Manila Bay had lent the imperialism question its unex¬
pected urgency, Boston reformer Gamaliel Bradford called ameeting at Fa-
neuil Hall to protest the “insane and wicked ambition which is driving the
nation to ruin.” His call brought forward hundreds of prominent reformers
and aging abolitionists. Over the course of the summer and autumn, the
protest broadened, and in November the movement crystallized in the New
England Anti-Imperialist League. Sensing its growing strength, the league
made an ambitious promise to President McKinley to deliver an anti¬
imperialist petition bearing no fewer than ten million signatures. But within
the next several months, although the league had gone national and claimed
over seventy thousand members, the petition drive died out at amiserable
five thousand signatures; and the United States, meanwhile, strengthened its
hold on Samoa, annexed Hawaii outright, and extended its influence in vari¬
ous forms over Cuba, Puerto Rico, the Philippines, Wake, and Guam.

The momentum of these events should not conceal the breadth of anti¬

imperialist sentiment. In the Senate vote on the Treaty of Paris (by which
Spain ceded the Philippines to the United States), one staunch and unam¬
biguous anti-imperialist resolution was defeated by the single tie-breaking
vote of Vice President Garret Hobart; awatered-down resolution actually
passed by avote of twenty-six to twenty-two. Even so enthusiastic an impe¬
rialist as Henry Cabot Lodge had to admit that the battle over ratification
had been “the closest, hardest fight Ihave ever known.”

Nor should the league be mistaken for the anti-imperialist movement it¬
self Led by ex-abolitionist George Boutwell and aprestigious body of forty-
one officers—a veritable Who’s Who, including Andrew Carnegie, Carl
Schurz, Benjamin Harrison, Jane Addams, Grover Cleveland, Moorfield
Storey, and E. L. Godkin—the league ultimately failed to gather disparate
anti-imperialists at the grassroots level. By its strategy of bringing political
pressure to bear primarily through the nation’s “better elements,” the league
neglected many of its natural allies—African Americans, immigrants, and
labor most notably. Moreover, by irs genteel reformist style, its old republi-
canist stance, its Anglo-Saxon biases, and its didactic social bearing, the
league fully alienated many others.

The arguments against imperialism in 1899 were so varied as to pre¬
clude any viable polirical coalition; it was this, rather than any absence of op-
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position, that expansionists like Roosevelt and Lodge exploited in their effort
to make imperialist designs into national policies. We must stand “shoulder
to shoulder,” exhorted anti-imperialist leader Erving Winslow, “Republican,
Democrat, Socialist, Populist, Gold-man, Silver-man, and Mugwump, for
the one momentous, vital, paramount issue, Anti-Imperialism and the
preservation of the Republic.” Winslow knew something about such motley
coalition-building: he and fellow “Mugwump” reformers had broken
with their beloved Republican Party on principle in 1884, and their alliance
with the Democrats had helped to put Grover Cleveland in the White
H o u s e .

Still, “standing shoulder to shoulder” with diverse anti-imperialists at
century’s end was easier said than done. Indeed, deep differences among their
visions of “the Republic” and its virtues within this assembly made aunified
statement on this “paramount issue” impossible. Anti-imperialist Mark
Twain could acidly denounce “the Blessings-of-Civilization Trust” and its
mistreatment of the so-called savages; anti-imperialist Samuel Gompers
frankly worried over “an inundation of Mongolians” swarming to the U.S.
mainland to overwhelm white labor. Andrew Carnegie could object that a
colonial adventure in the tropics would provoke Europe, alienate Latin
America, and so jeopardize important foreign markets for American goods;
his anti-imperialist “ally” Eugene Debs, meanwhile, rather bristled at the
prospect of “making amarket by the force of arms and at the expense of ...
apeople whose only offense has been their love of freedom and self-control.”
John Mitchell, the African American editor of the Richmond Planet, could ob¬
ject that the United States should not export its race prejudice across the
Pacific; and white supremacist “Pitchfork” Ben Tillman of South Carolina
shuddered at the notion of importing “any more colored men into the body
politic.” The anti-imperialist movement thus inherited long-standing feuds
of Anglophiles with immigrants, capital with labor, radicals with conserva¬
tives, goldbugs with silverites, and African Americans with white Southern
a r i s t o c r a t s .

E. L. Godkin had rather impressively conveyed the ideological tensions
within anti-imperialist thought when he amassed the objections to Hawaiian
annexation in apiece for The Nation as early as January 1898. Among the
reasons to oppose imperialism, according to Godkin, were:
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The sudden departure from our traditions; the absence from our system of any
machinery for governing dependencies; the admission of alien, inferior, and
mongrel races to our nationality; the opening of fresh fields to carpet-baggers,
speculators, and corruptionists; the un-Americanism of governing alarge
body of people against their will, and by persons not responsible to them; the
entrance on apolicy of conquest and annexation while our own continent is
still unreclaimed, our population unassimilated, and many of our most seri¬
ous political problems still unsolved; and finally the danger of the endorse¬
ment of agross fraud for the first time by aChristian nation.

Godkin here spins out averitable color wheel of high principle and low
invective. High-sounding appeals to the best principles of the Constitu¬
tion—what Lincoln might have meant by the “better angels of our na¬
ture”—shade into frank denunciations of “mongrel races” and insinuating
allusions to the “unassimilated” peoples and unsolved problems within this
“Christian” nation. In asingle breath, Godkin endorses the aspirations of a
people spurning government “against their will” by an outside power, and
he fears for rhe future of that outside power itself, should this “inferior” peo¬
ple gain admission to nationality. The ease with which Godkin makes
these moves illuminates what apeculiar beast American anti-imperialism
could be.

In the present context, the most significant ideological strands were
those that linked many anti-imperialists—like Godkin—with their pre¬
sumed enemies in the expansionist camp. It is true that some articulated a
radical and uncompromising anti-imperialism. Just afew weeks after fight¬
ing had broken out in Manila in 1899, for instance. Harvard philosopher
William James denounced the “brutal piracy” of U.S. policy, calling for free¬
dom for the Filipinos, whether “‘fit’ or ‘unfit,’
ever anarchy may go with it until the Filipinos learn from each other, not
from us, how to govern themselves.” Mark Twain, too, declared in aletter to
Albert Sonnichsen, whose Ten Months aCaptive Among Filipinos offered arare,
sympathetic portrait of the independence movement, “The hearts of men are
about alike, all over the world, no matter what their skin-complexions may
be.” Wherever one finds anation “whose hearts are not debauched,” he went

h o m e r u l e . . . a n d w h a t -
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the civilization that obtains in that nation is high, and its possessors
may be trusted to be able to govern themselves about as well as we, the sub¬
jects of Mr. Croker, could do it for them.”

But two decidedly racialist (paradoxically, imperialist) strains of anti¬
imperialist comment did unite many dissenters with their avowed political
adversaries. One we might call the constitutionalist argument: Godkin’s con¬
cern, for instance, over the proposed “departure from our traditions,” the na¬
tion’s lack of suitable legal “machinery for governing dependencies,” the
“opening of fresh fields to carpet-baggers, speculators, and corruptionists”—
in aword, the “un-Americanism” of the project. Though perhaps advancing
the cause of Philippine independence, such argument was inherently imperi¬
alist in that it identified not Filipinos but Americans, and their hallowed tra¬
ditions, as the real victims of expansion and violent dispossession.

Like their counterparts in the expansionist camp, that is, these com¬
batants in the debate took but little account of Filipino lives. “Much as we
abhor the war of ‘criminal aggression’ in the Philippines,” ran the Anti-
Imperialist League’s platform, “greatly as we regret that the blood of the Fil¬
ipinos is on American hands, we more deeply resent the betrayal of American
institutions at home. The real firing line is not in the suburbs of Manila. The
foe is of our own household. The attempt in 1861 was to divide the country.
That of 1899 is to destroy its fundamental principles and noblest ideals.”
The duration of the protracted slaughter in the Philippines “is but an inci¬
dent in acontest that must go on until the Declaration of Independence and
the Constitution of the United States are rescued from the hands of their be¬

trayers.” The league did recoil at the “needless horror” of the slaughter in the
Philippines but, finally, saw this as merely incidental to the weightier matter
of democracy’s peril at home.

In some cases such reasoning may have been but arhetorical ploy, an ef¬
fort to win over an American audience by enumerating the costs of empire in
strictly American terms. But the constitutionalist argument is suspect in
that it was so often combined, as in Godkin’s formulation, with asecond,
fundamentally imperialist strain of thinking, an overtly racialist disdain for
the “alien, inferior, and mongrel races” of the Philippines. And Godkin was
scarcely the worst in this regard. Even the German ’48er and onetime aboli-

o n .
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tionist Carl Schurz worried that, should any of the Caribbean or Pacific is¬
lands be admitted to the union on equal footing with the other states, “they
will not only be permitted to govern themselves as to their home concerns,
but will take part in governing the whole republic, in governing us, by send¬
ing senators and representatives into our Congress to help make our laws,
and by voting for president and vice-president to give our national govern¬
ment its executive.” It was here that Schurz opined how “alarming” was the
prospect of granting the peoples of the former Spanish colonies the right to
participate “in the conduct of our government.”

Many whites from Southern and border states were less restrained on the
racial question, if this can be called restraint. Sharpening the polemic edge
on Schurz’s basic premise. Representative Champ Clark of Missouri snapped,
“No matter whether they are fit to govern themselves or not, they are not fit
to govern us [applause].” But, questions of innate fitness aside, if Southern
history taught nothing else it at least taught that racial diversity was not to
be taken lightly in aself-governing republic, and that racial homogeneity
represented avirtue in and of itself. As “Pitchfork” Ben Tillman explained,
Southerners “understand and realize what it is to have two races side by side
that can not mix or mingle without deterioration and injury to both and the
ultimate destruction of the civilization of the higher.” As asenator from
South Carolina, “with 750,000 colored population and only 500,000 whites,
Irealize what you [expansionists] are doing, while you don't; and Iwould
save this country from the injection into it of another race question which
can only breed bloodshed and acostly war and the loss of the lives of our
brave soldiers.”

Tillman’s colleague in the Senate, John Daniel of Virginia, raised this
racial specter in sexual terms, moving quickly from annexation as akind of
figurative miscegenation to the certainty of literally mingled blood: “Today
we are the United States of America,” he warned. “Tomorrow ... we will be
the United States of America and Asia. It is amarriage of nations. This twain
will become one flesh. They become bone of our bone and flesh of our flesh.
Henceforth and forever, according to the terminology of this treaty, the Fil¬
ipinos and Americans are one.”

Given the stresses that expansion into the world’s “waste spaces' w a s
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perceived to put on the functioning of republican government and on the
very notion of competent citizenship, it is not surprising that the ranks of
the anti-imperialist movement would be populated by many who were even
more virulent in their racism than imperialists like Albert Beveridge. Racial¬
ism thus constituted the very ground upon which the imperialism question
was largely debated among white Americans: s6me espoused expansionism
because of their pronounced racial disdain for the peoples of the Pacific and
elsewhere; some opposed expansion based on precisely the same set of pre¬
suppositions and patterns of disdain. As one senator put it during the debate
over Hawaiian annexation in 1898, “How can we endure our shame when a

Chinese senator from Hawaii, with his pigtail hanging down his back, with
his pagan joss [idol] in his hand, shall rise from his [honored seat in the Sen¬
ate} ...and in pidgin English proceed to chop logic with George Frisbee
Hoar or Henry Cabot Lodge?” Or, as Major General John Dickman wrote
with perhaps more candor still when Cubans accused the United States of
harboring plans for annexation, “You ought to see them squirm when Itell
them that your Uncle Samuel has too many niggers already.”

This impulse, too, had arather long pedigree in American political
thinking: during Senate debate over Mexican annexation fifty years earlier,
one Southern senator had expressed anxiety over the nation’s receiving “not
merely the white citizens of California and New Mexico, but the peons, ne¬
groes, 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." However attractive might be the riches held
out by expansionism, in other words, from acivic standpoint racial isolation
had much to recommend it.

From the debate on Hawaii in the summer of 1898, then, to the conclu¬

sion of the war against Philippine independence in 1902 (and, indeed, up
through the Wilson administration, which passed new Organic Acts for both
Puerto Rico and the Philippines), white Americans articulated adouble-
edged disdain for the “children of barbarism” who populated the islands of
the Caribbean and the Pacific. One argument ran that such backward peoples
were fit for nothing but domination by aprogressive power like the United
States—indeed, that the United States was divinely “intended” for just such
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atask; the other, that their savagery itself presented acompelling reason to
let these peoples alone. “Tis not more than two months since ye lamed
whether they were islands or canned goods,” quipped Finley Peter Dunne’s
organic wit, Mr. Dooley. But the unresolved fate of these hitherto obscure is¬
lands were “makin’ puzzles f’r our poor tired heads” just the same. “Ivry
night, whin I’m countin’ up the cash,” Dooley moaned, “I’m askin’ meself
will Iannex Cubia or lave it to the Cubians? Will Itake Porther Ricky or
put it by? An’ what shud Ido with the Ph’lippeens? Oh, what shud Ido
with thim?” Should such places be taken? And how could they be smoothly
governed?

The Disposition of “Our New Island Treasures
Anti-imperialists may have lost every battle over U.S. policy between the
Hawaiian annexation debate in 1898 and the passage of the various acts de¬
termining U.S. governance in the Caribbean and the Philippines early in the
new century. But the mechanisms of governance developed in these areas did
reflect the broad, undergirding consensus on race that united many anti¬
imperialists with their triumphant expansionist counterparts. Each region
found itself gripped in U.S. possession only at arm’s length: the United
States held them, to be sure, but at asafe distance from anything approxi¬
mating full citizenship, equality, or participation in the sacred workings of
self-government.

Hawaii was apeculiat case among the territories seized in this period in
that it had asizable population of European and American settlers who, after
the revolution staged against Queen Liliuokalani in 1893, held political con¬
trol of the islands and actively sought admission to the United States. Ac¬
cording to acensus in 1896, native Hawaiians constituted 28 percent of the
population; Japanese, 22 percent; Americans and Europeans, 22 percent;
Chinese, 20 percent; and racially mixed peoples, 8percent. But the terms of
the 1894 Constitution drawn up by whites made it very difficult for the
multiethnic nonwhite plurality to participate in the governance of the is¬
lands (after the revolution, the franchise was narrowed from fourteen thou¬

sand to only twenty-eight hundred, many of whom were employees of Dole
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Pineapple). Among other things, the qualifications for suffrage included a
pledge to support the new Hawaiian Constitution, which in its turn pro¬
vided for eventual annexation to the United States. The very aspiration of
Hawaiian independence, that is, was grounds for disenfranchisement. Thus,
although three-quarters of the population were, in racialist estimations of the
day, only questionably capable of self-government, the islands did have a
“natural” white aristocracy who not only held jealously the reins of power
but did so avowedly toward the end of ultimate annexation to the United
States. Once annexation had been accomplished, would the terms of state¬
hood allow the exclusive rule of this white minority to continue?

President Cleveland had rebuffed the annexationists’ hopes in 1893; an
annexation treaty put forward by McKinley in 1897 failed to win the neces¬
sary two-thirds vote. Throughout these years, antiannexationist sentiment
drew upon acluster of principles that were at bottom racial and that, by
now, are quite familiar: the population of the islands was too dissimilar from
the existing American population to be safely admitted; the well-established
principle of Chinese Exclusion precluded any arrangement that would allow
for the admission of apopulation like Hawaii’s; Asian and Pacific (“tropical”)
peoples were as unsuited to the rigors of American political culture as
Anglo-Saxons were to tropical climates; and the United States had never had
ahappy result from its experiments with “inferior” races. Asked one senator
from Indiana, in what was to become astandard refrain throughout the de¬
bate, “Shall great public issues affecting the vital interests of all our people
be submitted for determination to the Senators and Representatives from
H a w a i i ? ”

The war with Spain was aturning-point in the debate. Now the pressing
issue of military necessity, not the abstract principles of governance, decided
the question. The islands were hailed as an indispensable way station for the
U.S. fleet in the Pacific, notwithstanding the reasonable objection of Repre¬
sentative Champ Clark that, if Dewey’s “great victory proves anything at all
about these islands, it is that we have no earthly use for them, for he could
not have done better if we owned all the islands in all the seas.” Congres¬
sional opposition to annexation creaked and collapsed in July 1898, in part
under the weight of the emboldened wartime rhetoric of national destiny, in
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part under the weight of the compelling (if specious) argument of “military
necessity.” In late summer, the Hawaiian flag came down for the last time
and the U.S. flag was raised amid the mournful weeping of the relatively few
native Hawaiians who showed up for the ceremony.

Their sorrow was well founded. The government that Congress estab¬
lished for the Territory of Hawaii extended Chinese Exclusion to the islands,
and it limited U.S. citizenship to “all white persons, including Portuguese,
and persons of African descent, and all persons descended from the Hawaiian
race ...who were citizens of the Republic of Hawaii immediately prior to
transfer [of sovereignty].” Property qualifications to hold office in either the
Senate or the House of Representatives of Hawaii ensured that governance
remained in the hands of the white elite; and acombination of property and
literacy qualifications (in addition to arigorous set of procedural rules) sig¬
nificantly narrowed the franchise. Further, every applicant for suffrage would
be examined by aboard of registration that held broad discretion to pro¬
nounce upon his qualifications, including the power to summon its own wit¬
nesses. Leaving nothing at all to chance. Congress also provided that private
citizens, too, had the right to challenge and to cross-examine any person
whose claims to eligibility for the vote they deemed questionable. This
rather impressive array of obstacles to political participation led one South¬
ern legislator, William Kitchin of North Carolina, to remark that the laws
were “very like ours”—that is, very like the laws, that disenfranchised blacks
across the “redeemed” South in the wake of Reconstruction.

Hawaiian petitions for statehood were rejected in 1903, 1911, 1913,
and 1915. Thus the United States took the Hawaiian Islands without, as it

were, taking the Hawaiians. The practical effect of this political limbo was
perhaps best summed up by the secretary of the Hawaiian Sugar Planters’
Association, testifying before Congress in 1910: “The Asiatic has had only an
economic value in the social equation,” he asserted. “So far as the insti¬
tutions, laws, customs, and language of the permanent population go, his
presence is no more felt than is that of the cattle on the ranges.” This pre¬
sumption would be contested in myriad ways for many years to come, just as
Asians had contested similar presumptions in the courts and in the culture of
the American West. As astatement of political intent, however, the secretary
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had voiced an impeccable truth regarding the civic standing of the “Asiatic”
in American—and now Hawaiian—political culture.

Cuba represented yet another variation on this pattern of the United
States’ assuming control of aterritory without opening itself up to the haz¬
ards of democratic participation. Given the outpourings of American sympa¬
thy for Cubans who suffered the yoke and the lash of Spanish Genetal
Valeriano “Butcher” Weyler in the years leading up to the Spanish-Cuban-
American War, one might have expected some enthusiasm for the idea of
Cuban independence in the years after the Spanish were vanquished. But if
Cuba was personified as awhite damsel in distress in the melodramas of
American political discourse through mid-1898, the island symbolically be¬
came aguileless plantation “darky” once discussion had turned to the politi¬
cal fate of the newly freed island—an unruly, decidedly black male whose
claims to political independence were made ridiculous by his disqualifying
racial traits. Indeed, political cartoons of the era demonstrate precisely this
transformation in the Cubans’ image among North Americans.

As historian Louis Perez, Jr., has found, the Cubans’ unfitness for self-
government was the central theme of U.S. debate once Spain had been re¬
moved from the picture, particularly among those military and political
figures engaged in the day-to-day business of administering the island’s af¬
fairs in the interim. “Why[,] those people are no more fit for self-government
than gunpowder is for hell,” declared General William Schafter. Others, if
less colorful in their pronouncements, concurred with Schafter’s assessment.
General Samuel Young; the “insurgents are alot of degenerates, absolutely
devoid of honor and gratitude. They are no more capable of self-government
than the savages of Africa.” Major George Barbour, the U.S. sanitary com¬
missioner in Santiago de Cuba: the Cubans “are stupid, given to lying and
doing all things in the wrong way. ...Under our supervision ... the people
of Cuba may become auseful race and acredit to the world; but to attempt
to set them afloat as anation, during this generation, would be agreat mis¬
take.” And Governor General Leonard Wood: “We ate dealing with arace
that has steadily been going down for ahundred years and into which we
have to infuse new life, new principles and new methods of doing things.”
When the United States declared war on Spain, Wood asserted, it had be-
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come “responsible for the welfare of the people, politically, mentally and
morally.”

The chief task of American stewardship in the wake of Spain’s departure
was to establish stable and reliable mechanisms for Cuban government. Iron¬
ically, what Cuba had most to be protected from, in American eyes, was the
overzealous program of Cuban independentistas. As astart, the United States
enacted Cuban franchise legislation whose restrictions reduced the electorate
to roughly 5percent of the island’s population. The restrictions were de¬
signed to keep power out of the hands of Cuba’s “mass of ignorant and in¬
competent” inhabitants, in Secretary of War Elihu Root’s phrase, and so to
weaken the independence movement, whose most radical force was among
the lower classes. Or so Americans thought. Despite the narrow franchise,
the independentistas prevailed in municipal and assembly elections in 1900;
Americans would have to find another way of achieving “stable” government
o n t h e i s l a n d .

The eventual instrument of U.S. aims in Cuba was aparcel of provisions
designed by Root in 1901 and incorporated into atreaty with Cuba as the
Platt Amendment in 1903. Deftly navigating within the difficult parameters
of U.S. concern on the matter—a congressional amendment to the U.S. Dec¬
laration of War with Spain had proscribed the annexation of Cuba, and yet
the idea of true independence for the island was rejected as absurd—Root’s
proposal, like the provisions for government in the Territory of Hawaii, as¬
sumed U.S. control over Cuba without quite assuming any Cubans. The
Platt Amendment forbade Cubans to enter into treaties with foreign powers
on their own behalf; it limited the Cuban government’s power to assume or
contract public debt; it provided for the cession of necessary lands to the
United States for coaling and naval stations; and, most significantly, it
granted the United States “the right to intervene for the preservation of
Cuban independence, the maintenance of agovernment adequate for the pro¬
tection of life, property, and individual liberty.”

At the heart of this arrangement was the U.S. certainty that Cubans
were not fit to manage their own affairs. Though Cuba might be protected
from the predatory powers of Europe, warned Albert Beveridge, “the welfare
of the Cuban people was still open to attack from another enemy and at their
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weakest point. That point was within and that enemy was themselves.” If it
was Americans’ business to see that the Cubans were not destroyed by any
foreign power, was it not also their duty to see that Cubans were not de¬
stroyed by their own incapacities? For his part, Elihu Root asserted that the
character of the Cubans themselves would “require the restraining influence
of the [the United States} for many years to come,” and he flatly declared
that this proposal represented the “extreme limit” of U.S. “indulgence” in
the matter of Cuban independence. Thus did one Caribbean dream of inde¬
pendence sink in the American waters of race and self-governance. As revo¬
lutionist Jose Marti had wondered back on the eve of U.S. intervention in
the war with Spain, “Once the United States is in Cuba who will get her
o u t ? ”

Governmental affairs in Puerto Rico assumed yet athird configuration,
though to precisely the same effect. Spanish military rule in Puerto Rico of¬
ficially came to an end on October 18, 1898, when U.S. Major General John
Brooke became the island’s military governor. (Spain retained nominal sover¬
eignty until the treaty of peace was ratified.) Most significant for the inhabi¬
tants of Puerto Rico, as for those of the Philippines, was aprovision in the
Treaty of Paris stipulating that “the civil rights and political status of the na¬
tive inhabitants of the territories hereby ceded to the United States shall be
determined by Congress.” For the time, the military governor maintained
his rule on the island just as he had before the treaty was signed; he prepared
the island—or so he thought—for the governmental status of a“territory”
whose eventual political fate would be statehood. President McKinley, too,
acted at first as though Puerto Rico could expect to go the way of Alaska and
other U.S. territories, with the single foreboding exception that in his
scheme the president and the Senate of the United States would undertake
certain decisions and appointments for the islands that in other territories
devolved upon the people themselves. “I have not thought it wise to com¬
mit the entire government of the island to officers selected by the people,”
he explained, “because Idoubt whether in habits, training, and experience
they are such as to fit them to exercise at once so large adegree of self-
government.”

Though many continued to assume that Puerto Rico would enjoy nor-
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mal territorial status, the doubts voiced by McKinley and others were in as¬
cendance in the critical legislative months of early 1900. An initial bill in¬
troduced by Senator Foraker of Ohio (chairman of the Committee on the
Pacific Islands and Puerto Rico) specified that inhabitants of the island
would be deemed “citizens of the United States,” and that all legal proceed¬
ings conducted by this body politic “shall run in the name of ‘The United
States of America, island of Puerto Rico.’ ”But amassive revision of that bill

in ensuing months resulted in anovel governmental status for Puerto Rico,
the creation of alegal entity virtually unknown elsewhere in American his¬
tory. Inhabitants were no longer “citizens of the United States,” for example,
but, rather, “citizens of Potto Rico, and as such entitled to the protection of
the United States.” The revised version also did away with all references to
the U.S. Constitution as providing the legal framework for the islands; and it
revoked one of the major rights of other American territorial governments,
the right to elect one delegate to serve as anonvoting member of the United
States House of Representatives. ASenate report justifying the changes
stated baldly that, since Puerto Ricans represented an “illiterate” population
of a“wholly different character,” they were “unacquainted” with traditions of
self-government and were “incapable of exercising the rights and privileges
guaranteed by the Constitution.” “If we should acquire territory populated
by an intelligent, capable and law-abiding people,” the report ran, “to whom
the right of self-government could be safely conceded, we might at once,
with propriety and certainly within the scope of our constitutional power,
incorporate that tetritory and people into the Union as an integral part of
our territory, and, by making them aState as aconstituent patt of the United
States, and extend to them at once the Constitution of the United States.”

Were the territory inhabited by the politically unfit, on the other hand, as
was the case in Puerto Rico, it behooved Congress to “hold the territory as a
mere possession” and to “govern the people thereof as their situation and the
necessities of theit case might seem to require.”

Throughout continued debates over statehood and citizenship for Puerto
Ricans in the 1900s and 1910s, the racialist argument regarding “fit” repub¬
licanism held tremendous sway. In 1912, William Atkinson Jones, chair of
the Committee on Insular Affairs, submitted asecond Organic Act for
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Puerto Rico, which would pass only after five more years of bitter debate and
periodic shelving. The major article of the bill granted U.S. citizenship to
Puerto Ricans, apoint that would be debated with some rancor until the
Jones Act passed in 1917. The war with Spain had bequeathed to the United
States “an incongruous, inharmonious, and entirely unassimilable people,”
declared one Texas congressman in arather backhanded plea for Puerto Ri¬
can independence early on in this drawn-out discussion. In both the Philip¬
pines and the West Indies, “we got apeople who can make no contribution
to our political institutions, no contribution to our civilization in any way,
that we would regard as valuable.” “Political mixing with alien people is as
dangerous and unprofitable to the State as physical mixing is sinful and hurt¬
ful to us as apeople,” he warned. Echoed aMississippi senator in 1917, as
the question still loomed, “I think we have enough of that element in the
body politic already to menace the nation with mongrelization.” As far as he
was concerned, “It is amisfottune to take that class of people into the body
politic. They will never, no, not in athousand years, understand the genius
of our government or share our ideals of government.”

The final terms of the Jones Act did grant Puerto Ricans U.S. citizen¬
ship, but also imposed literacy and property requirements for suffrage that
privileged Puerto Rican whites and effectively disenfranchised 70 percent of
the adult male population of the island. Thus, as one historian has put it, did
the United States impose “a system of government less democratic than the
government previously allowed by autocratic Spain.”

The Philippines represented at once the most complex and the simplest
of these imperialist forays: complex because the battle was so hard-fought on
the part of Filipinos set on independence, simple because here, at the barrel
of agun and under the “tutelage” of abureaucratic colonial administration,
Filipinos succumbed to U.S. imperial power in its most naked form. Ten¬
sions arose soon after Admiral Dewey’s victory over the Spanish fleet in
Manila Bay in May 1898. Like their Cuban counterparts, Filipinos had to
wonder about the role of the United States in their country once the Spanish
tyrants had been vanquished. Nationalist leader Emilio Aguinaldo entered
into amilitary partnership with the United States with the understanding,
as he put it in his diary, that “the United States would at least recognize the
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independence of the Philippines under the protection of the U.S. Navy.”
On this point Aguinaldo settled for the oral assurances of E. Spencer Pratt,
the U.S. consul at Singapore, who purported to speak for Admiral Dewey.
Aguinaldo also took solace in American political tradition itself: “I have
studied attentively the Constitution of the United States,” he told U.S. Gen¬
eral T. M. Anderson, “and Ifind in it no authority for colonies, and Ihave no
fear.”

Although the Englishman who served as interpreter for the Aguinaldo-
Pratt discussions swore that Aguinaldo’s version was correct, Washington
(and Dewey himself) disavowed any such promise of Philippine indepen¬
dence. Dewey did deem the Filipinos “far superior in intelligence and more
capable of self-government than the natives of Cuba,” but still he kept his
distance, avoiding what he called “any entangling alliance” with the Filipino
insurgents. Thus, as the Spanish regime in Manila toppled, U.S. and Philip¬
pine forces were already jockeying for potential control of the city. But as the
War Department cabled the U.S. general in the field, “There must be no
joint occupation with the insurgents. ...The insurgents and all others must
recognize the military occupation and authority of the United States.”

What ensued, after several tense months during which Aguinaldo vainly
continued to pursue recognition for the independence movement, was the
United States’ first land war in Asia. Filipinos had lodged alist of grievances
against the U.S. occupying force, among them its failure to include the Fil¬
ipino army in the Spanish capitulation at Manila, its aggressive expansion
beyond the boundaries of Manila proper, its seizure of several small Philip¬
pine craft, and its insulting prohibition against the flying of the Philippine
flag. U.S. troops, for their part, were “just itching to get at the ‘niggers,’ ”
according to one contemporary report. Hostilities broke out between
Aguinaldo’s troops and the U.S. Army on the outskirts of Manila on Febru¬
ary 4, 1899, and organized warfare continued in one form or another until
the last of the insurgents surrendered in May 1902. Sporadic violence punc¬
tuated later years as well.

This was abrutal war. Approximately three thousand Filipino soldiers
died on the very first day of fighting alone. Nor was this the quick, token,
face-saving skirmish that General Elwell Otis had predicted of the Filipinos.
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Rather, after that first, extraordinarily grim day of battle, the war rolled on
for some eleven hundred additional days—a conventional war of set-piece
battles from February to May of 1899, followed, upon Aguinaldo’s orders to
disperse, by aprotracted guerrilla war that dragged well into the spring of
1902, Estimates vary wildly, but most modern historians set the death toll at
around 220,000 for the Filipinos (attributed to the war and to the indirect
ravages of war—pestilence, disease, and famine) and forty-two hundred for
the Americans. Some set the Filipino toll as high as amillion, once all war-
derived health perils have been duly considered.

Most Americans were stunned by the tenacity of what they thought a
hopelessly outmatched enemy. As one editorial in The Call summarized early
on. General Otis’s “‘crushing blows’ do not crush. 'We have probably killed
thousands. ...Our troops have pushed the unavailing butchery of war with
uncomplaining endurance and dash. Yet the barefooted enemy, remembering
his hut burned and his paddy field destroyed, lurks in the jungle and fights.”

On the U.S. side, the savagery of the war certainly derived from the
racial preconceptions of this “barefooted,” “savage” enemy. As acorrespon¬
dent for the Philadelphia Ledger explained, “It is not civilized warfare, but we
are not dealing with acivilized people. The only thing they know and fear is
force, violence, and brutality, and we give it to them.” Such views were ax¬
iomatic among American military leaders in the Philippines, many of whom,
including Generals Wesley Merritt, Adna Chaffee, and Jacob (“Hell Roarin’
Jake”) Smith, had cut their military teeth in the Indian Wars of the Ameri¬
can West. But racial thinking permeated the ranks from boots to brass. As
one Kingston, New York, volunteer wrote home in May 1899, in aletter
that was widely circulated in the press as far away as San Francisco, “Last
night one of our boys was found shot and his stomach cut open. Immediately
orders were received from General Wheaton to burn the town and kill every
native in sight; which was done to afinish. About 1,000 men, women and
children were reported killed. Iam probably growing hard-hearted, for Iam
in my glory when Ican sight my gun on some dark skin and pull the trig¬
g e r.

Thus among American soldiers the distinction between Filipino com¬
batants and Filipino civilians blurred and often vanished altogether over the
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years of warfare—one private reported that his company had been ordered to
open fire on anative wedding party. More and more reports of U.S. atrocities
filtered back home. American techniques for obtaining intelligence com¬
monly included the “water cure’
water were forced down the throat of the victim while interrogators knelt or
jumped on his distended abdomen. Historically constant casualty-to-kill ra¬
tios were dramatically reversed in the Philippines, with the Filipino dead
outnumbering the wounded by fifteen to one. AWashington volunteer could
identify "this shooting of human beings” as a“'hot game’ {that] beats rabbit
hunting all to pieces.” By 1902, General Smith had ordered the summary
death, not of actual Filipino combatants, but of “all persons ...who are capa¬
ble of hearing arms in actual hostilities against the United States.” When
asked by amarine commander where the line should be drawn between mere
children and potential combatants. Smith replied, “ten years of age.” In re¬
porting Smith’s new orders for the conduct of the war, American newspa¬
pers in April 1902 blared the headline “Samar to Be Made ‘A Howling
Wilderness.’ ”Echoing generarions of pioneers who had waged war against
“savages” across North America, one veteran of the Philippine war later ex¬
plained, “The only good Filipino is adead one. Take no prisoners; lead is
cheaper than rice.”

The killing wore on, even after Aguinaldo himself was captured in the
spring of 1901. The problem of governance, meanwhile, remained. McKin¬
ley had appointed acivilian commission consisting of Jacob Gould Schur-
man (the president of Cornell University), Charles Denby (former minister
to China), and Dean Worcester (an ornithologist whose researches had ac¬
quainted him with the peoples of the Philippines). The commission pledged
to the Filipinos “the most ample liberty of self-government” possible, consis¬
tent with “a wise, just, stable, effective, and economical administration of
public affairs.” Given long-standing American assumptions regarding race
and “fitness for self-government,” Filipinos were rightly skeptical as to how
much “liberty of self-government” this would actually turn out to be. Apoli-
nario Mabini, president of the Philippine Cabinet, responded sharply to the
commission’s pledge, declaring that, even if the United States granted Fil¬
ipinos all the rights of the U.S. Constitution (which itself was unlikely),
American racism would still undermine the Filipinos’ standing.

torture in which enormous volumes of
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Once the war had broken out, moreover, the very fact of this violent bid
for independence paradoxically became grist for the American contention
that such independence was beyond the Filipinos’ capabilities. “The war on
the part of the Filipinos has been conducted with the barbarous cruelty com¬
mon among uncivilized races,” declared Secretary of War Elihu Root, as if to
prove that the Filipinos’ aim of political independence was plainly illegiti¬
mate. Even apopular gift-book published in Chicago as the war still raged.
Exciting Experiences in Our Wars with Spain and the Filipinos (1899), was in¬
clined to draw lessons on Filipino mental capacity from the fact of their bel¬
ligerence: the natives "are not capable of deep cognition or continued logical
thought,” according to this account; “such athing as acting upon settled
conclusions from logical deductions is not possible with them. No better
example of this could be given than that of theit foolish attack on the
Americans. ...They were not able to grasp the situation nor to restrain
themselves.” Frederick Funston, ageneral in the field, put the matter more
plainly still;

/am afraid some people at home will lie awakemights worrying about the
ethics of this war, thinking that our enemy is fighting for the right of self-
government. The word independent, which these people roll over their tongues
so glibly, is to them aword, and not much more. It means with them simply
alicense to raise hell, and if they get control they would raise afine crop of
it. They are, as arule, an illiterate, semi-savage people, who are waging
war, not against tyranny, but against Anglo-Saxon order and decency.

In an attempt to win the trust of the Filipinos, McKinley in 1900 ap¬
pointed asecond Philippine commission to establish civil administration on
the islands, this one headed by William Howard Taft. The very language of
the second commission’s charge was telling: in an effort to “secure the confi¬
dence and the affection of the Filipinos,” ran the report that authorized the
new commission, the United States would have “(so fat as the public safety
permits) to let them in all local affairs govern themselves in their own way.”
This parenthetic concern for the public safety in the face of Filipino self-rule
was more than arunning leitmotif in American discussion; it was—as in
Hawaii, Cuba, and Puerto Rico—a bedrock, sttucturing principle. At one
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extreme, General Arthur MacArthur’s brash but widely shared opinion, ac¬
cording to Dean Worcester, was that “what the Filipinos needed was ‘mili¬
tary government pinned to their backs for ten years with bayonets.’ ”Softer
words were spoken by Commissioner Taft, who identified the U.S. task in
the Philippines as preparing “a whole people for self-government, and that
problem includes not only the teaching of that people how to read, write and
figure in arithmetic, but also to teach them how to labor.” But whether one
saw the task as brute control (like MacArthur) or mere tutelage (like Taft),
the bottom line was much the same: as Taft himself put it, “We must have a
self-governing people before we turn this government over to them.” Real
independence would have to wait.

“Ye-es,” said Secretary Root, candidly summing up the legal situation of
the archipelago, “as near as Ican make out the Constitution follows the
flag—but doesn’t quite catch up with it.” The United States continued to
hold the Philippines in this problematic status—pursuing what McKinley
had called “benevolent assimilation”—until the Philippine Autonomy Act
became law under Woodrow Wilson in 1916. In the language of the new
law’s preamble, “It was never the intention of the people of the United States
in the incipiency of the War with Spain to make it awar of conquest or for
territorial aggrandizement”; indeed, “it has always been the purpose of the
people of the United States to ...recognize [Philippine] independence as
soon as astable government can be established.” By 1916, it had become
“desirable to place in the hands of the people of the Philippines as large a
control of their domestic affairs as can be given them” without impairing the
exercise of the rights of sovereignty by the United States, thus setting the
Philippines on aroad toward “all the privileges of complete independence.”
The Philippine Autonomy Act replaced the former commission and Philip¬
pine Assembly with aSenate and House of Representatives to be elected by
the Filipinos themselves. The governor general, appointed by the president
of the United States, possessed aveto that could be overridden, but any item
passed over his veto was subject to approval or rejection by the president.

In each of these cases, then, where it was tempered at all, the impetus to
acquire new territories and their peoples was tempered primarily by aperva¬
sive fear among American whites that the people themselves, by their very
degeneracy or savagery, held the power to bring the self-governing republic
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down in ruin. For enthusiastic expansionists like Albert Beveridge, Theodore
Roosevelt, or Henry Cabot Lodge, this was simply amatter of unapologeti-
cally seizing the islands in the name of progress and assuming the respon¬
sibility of both tutoring and governing the natives as their patent racial
superiors. For anti-imperialists like Champ Clark, Ben Tillman, and Carl
Schurz, better to leave the islands alone completely. If most expansionists
doubted that these people would ever participate smoothly in America’s
democratic culture (approximating, in Roosevelt’s phrase, some kind of
“dark-hued New England town meeting"), many anti-imperialists worried
about the fate of the United States’ democratic culture itself upon the infu¬
sion of such “dark hues." Combatants on either side of the question could
fiercely disagree on the economic merits of an expansionist policy. So could
they dispute the proper interpretation of political “consent,” and whether or
not Hawaiians, Cubans, Puerto Ricans, or Filipinos were competent to enter
into such asocial compact and to cast votes on their own behalf. But upon
one point there was broad agreement; these peoples were not competent to
cast votes that would in any way influence the lives of white Americans.

The fact of American stewardship over these peoples and the ingenious
mechanisms of that stewardship—the political arrangements by which
Americans seized control of the islands without ceding any of the reciprocal
powers inherent in democratic governance—embody the deep racial ambiva¬
lence within American thinking on questions of empire: such inferior peo¬
ples ought to be brought under American influence, but, emphatically, they
ought not to be brought close enough to influence America. We want the
Philippines, much of the popular press clamored, but we do not want the
Filipinos. From the standpoint of political voice, at any rate, in the Pacific
and the Caribbean between 1898 and 1903 the United States found four dif¬

ferent ways of attaining exactly this.

Anglo-Saxon Empire and
America’s Non-Anglo-Saxons

Race, it was plain, lay at the heart of these cases for combatants on every side
of the discussion. As Filipino leader Apolinario Mabini put it, even if Amer¬
icans were to grant the Filipinos “all, absolutely all, the rights and liberties
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of Amer ican c i t izens ’ ●itself too sanguine ahope for most to entertain—
race ha t red wou ld s t i l l undermine th is s ta tus . Thus w i th in the Amer ican

polity it was the nation’s racialized minorities—African Americans and im¬

migrants—who tended to articulate the sharpest, most egalitarian, and most
democratically animated critiques of empire. While the American trade-
union movement worried over the impact of so-called coolie labor in the case
of annexation; while many socialists dismissed native resistance in the Pacific
and the Caribbean as irrelevant in the face of the mechanistic forces of ma¬

turing capitalism; while Mugwump reformers and Southern Democrats
fretted over the havoc that imperialism might wreak, not on the far-flung is¬
lands, but on America’s republican institutions themselves; and while others
lodged their protests in afrank language of national “mongrelization” or
racial degeneration, many among the United States’ maligned, non-Anglo-
Saxon minorities forged acritique of imperialist designs and conduct from
the vantage point of the conquered, and insisted on the broad principle of
the right to self-determination. “It is asorry, though true, fact,” wrote one
African American observer, “that wherever this government controls, injus¬
tice to the dark race prevails. The people of Cuba, Porto Rico, Hawaii and
Manila know it as well as do the wronged Indian and outraged black man in
the United States.” Or, as Irish nationalist Bourke Cochran asked on the floor

of the Senate, “Is it part of the principles of our free, independent govern¬
ment to proceed to civilize aweaker people by first shooting and then rob¬
bing them?”

Of course, even among these dissenters there was no unanimity on the
terms of dissent. For African Americans in particular the issues were many.
The entire expansionist enterprise had begun amid the hopeful talk of “lib¬
erating” the Spanish colonies and of the fruits to be won for blacks on the
proving-ground of national belonging, the battlefield. Powerful sentiments
regarding the “duties” of citizenship died hard and only unevenly once the
cause of liberation had given way to the quest for domination. For some,
most disconcerting was the evident reconciliation of the white North and the
white South as they faced the external enemies of Spain and—especially—
the Filipinos. As the editor of the Norfolk Recorder worried in the summer of
1898, “The closer the North and South get together by this war, the harder
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[the Negro} will have to fight to maintain afooting.” The Indianapolis Free¬
man likewise hoped that “in the great act of complete conciliation between
north and south ...the Negroes will not be ground to dust between the up¬
per and nether millstone of national cohesion.” Imperialism constituted a
rather foreboding coda to the War Between the States. Nor did it ease the
tensions within African American political discussion that the Republicans,
the long-beloved party of Lincoln, now championed anew racial oppression
in the form of American empire, while the hated Democrats represented the
legitimate opposition.

There was also significant disagreement over what, precisely, American
empire would mean for the annexed territories. Some saw the islands of the
Caribbean and the Pacific as an attractive refuge for persecuted blacks from
the American South, and backed various programs of U.S. annexation and
black resettlement; others were certain that it was only amatter of time be¬
fore American patterns of racial hatred and violence tainted the onetime
racial calm of these tropical paradises. Still others, like journalist Ida B.
Wells, felt that, whatever rhe outcomes in places like Cuba and the Philip¬
pines, the United States had no business assuming burdens of any kind
abroad until it could protect blacks from lynch mobs here at home. And
some, particularly after U.S. control of the islands was afait accompli, voiced
adim hope that in further diversifying its population the United States
might overcome once and for all the harsh white-over-black dynamics of its
c i v i c a n d s o c i a l l i f e .

But whatever the particulars of their stance on imperialism, most
African Americans did have to reckon in some fashion with the scissor grip
of their own racial identity and civic aspirations on the one hand, and the
ever-sharpening affinity between American nationalism and white suprema-
cism on the other. As the election of 1900 approached, Howard University
sociologist Kelly Miller asked, “Will the Negro stultify himself” by endors¬
ing the self-aggrandizing designs of American narionalism, “and become
part of the movement which must end in his own humiliation?” It was this
inevitable racial lens, and the tremendously high stakes of the imperialism
debare for American blacks, that lent such power and urgency to much
African American anti-imperialism.
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Among the most common concerns expressed by black dissenters was
that, in this period of Jim Crow legislation, massive disenfranchisement, and
rampant antiblack violence and lynching at home, the United States was
simply going to export abitter cargo of Mississippi- or Louisiana-style racial
practices abroad. This became arunning theme in African American com¬
mentary, beginning with the annexation of Hawaii, which Richmond Planet
editor John Mitchell characterized immediately as “The Rape of the Islands.”
The “black natives of the Hawaiian islands,” as one black writer in Colorado

called them, would soon enough “wish the infernal regions to open and re¬
ceive them rather than bear the torments, persecutions and abuses” that U.S.
hegemony surely held in store for them. The same argument quickly applied
to the formet Spanish colonies as well. “The color line is being fastly drawn
here,” one black missionary wrote from Cuba in the summer of 1898, “and
the Cubans {are] abused as Negroes.” In the Philippines, meanwhile, white
American soldiers’ treatment of Filipinos and black American soldiers (all of
whom they routinely lumped together as “niggers”) prompted one black sol¬
dier to comment that it was “enough to make acolored man hate the flag of
the United States.” In addition to the widespread and widely reported sav¬
agery in the U.S. conduct of the war against this “dark-hued” foe, blacks ob¬
jected to the daily slights presented by the establishment of “white-only”
accommodations for the American military, or popular soldiers’ ballads like
“I Don’t Like aNigger Nohow.”

Comment on the nation’s racially freighted policy in the Philippines was
constant and quite sharp among black journalists and clergy. “We would
rather be called traitors,” declared the Chicago Broad Ax, flatly, “than permit
ourselves to shoulder amusket for the purpose of deliberately murdering Fil¬
ipinos who are fighting for liberty and independence.” To black missionary
H.C.C. Astwood, U.S. imperialism was a“diabolical outrage”: “American
manliness and the spirit of the fathers are trampled under the feet of the im¬
perialists,” he wrote. Early on in the war against the Philippines, Edward
Cooper, editor of the Colored 'American, had noted that acomparison between
the "enlightened civilization” of the United States and the “customs of bar¬
barians” in the Philippines would “not appear to our advantage.” John
Mitchell of the Planet also sighed with notable irony, “With the government
acquiescing in the oppression and butchery of adark race in this country and
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the enslaving and slaughtering of adark race in the Philippines, we think it
time to call all missionaries home and have them work on our own people.”

As the election of 1900 neared, agroup of black Democrats issued a
public anti-imperialist statement under the aegis of the Negro National
Democratic League. “We insist that the subjugation of any people is ‘crimi¬
nal aggression,’ ”the league announced. “Whether the people who will be af¬
fected by such apolicy be or consider themselves Negroes is of but little
moment. They are by nature entitled to liberty and freedom. We being an
oppressed people ...should be the 'loudest in our protestations against the
oppression of others.’ ”

Nor were such bitter critiques limited to those who observed far-off
events from the vantage point of the U.S. mainland: African American sol¬
diers in the field were perhaps even more appalled by the racist sentiments
and deeds they witnessed among their white fellow soldiers, and they often
denounced quite sharply the policy of expansion whose battle lines they were
defending. By mid-1900, there were over two thousand black regulars serv¬
ing in the Philippines, including two Negro volunteer regiments, the Forty-
eighth and Forty-ninth Infantry, who had been recruited specifically for
service there. “The whites have begun to establish their diabolical race ha¬
tred in all its home rancor,” reported one black infantryman, noting that
white Ameticans had even endeavored “to propagate the trace} phobia
among the Spaniards and Filipinos so as to be sure of the foundation of their
supremacy when the civil rule ... is established.”

In aletter reprinted in the Cleveland Gazette, another complained, “The
poor whites don’t believe that anyone has aright to live but the white Amer¬
ican, or to enjoy any rights or privileges that the white man enjoys.” “I have
mingled freely with the natives,” wrote another.

and Imust confess they have ajust grievance. All this never would have oc¬
curred if the army of occupation would have treated them as people. The
Spaniards, even if their laws were hard, were polite and treated them with
some consideration; hut the Americans, as soon as they saw that the native
troops were desirous of sharing in the glories as well as the hardships of the
hard-won battles with the Americans, began to apply home treatment for col¬
ored peoples: cursed them as damned niggers.
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As for the approaching election in the United States, “Party be damned!” he
wrote of the so-called Party of Lincoln. “We don’t want these islands, not in
the way we are ro get them, and for Heaven’s sake, put the party in power
that pledged itself against this highway robbery. Expansion is too clean a
name for it.” In the Savannah Tribune, even one soldier who persisted in see¬
ing the Philippines as offering “the best opportunities of the century” for
“our people” had to concede that “color prejudice has kept close in the wake
of the flag.”

Instances of black desertion to join the Filipino insurgents numbered
only about adozen, yet these received considerable attention among white
officials and in the press. White deserters, reported New York Herald journal¬
ist Stephen Bonsai, were most often merely “lazy and idle,” whereas black
deserters were far more likely to leave U.S. ranks for ideological reasons, or
even to jump sides. The most notorious of these cases was David Fagen of the
Twenty-fourth Infantry, who deserted in November 1899, evidently after
coming across aplacard from Aguinaldo addressed “To the Colored Ameri¬
can Soldier.” "It is without honor that you are spilling your cosrly blood,”
such broadsides proclaimed. “You must consider your situation and your his¬
tory, and take charge that the blood ...of Sam Hose proclaims vengeance.”
(Sam Hose had been the victim of aparticularly gruesome and infamous
lynching in Coweta County, Georgia, earlier that year.)

Fagen rook acommission in the insurgent army and appealed to other
black soldiers ro do the same. When Fagen’s (Filipino) outfit surrendered in
1901, the American escaped, becoming the subject of wild rumor and spec¬
ulation on both sides of the Pacific. General Funston put a|600 bounty on
him, and took great pleasure in Fagen’s capture and beheading at the hands
of aFilipino scout in late 1901. “Fagen was atraitor and died atraitor’s
death,” opined one black editor in Indianapolis; “but,” he went on, reflecting
African Americans’ inherent ambivalence during this war for Anglo-Saxon
glory, “he was aman no doubt prompted by honest motives to help aweaker
side, and one with which he felt allied by ties that bind.”

The issues confronting recently arrived immigrants from Europe during
this period may not have been so highly charged or, ultimately, so fraught
with peril as for American blacks, whose rights and personal safety at home
were under siege just as the United States embarked on this imperialist ad-
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venture among the “savages” overseas. But as non-Anglo-Saxons in the midst
of this national crusade for Anglo-Saxon supremacy, immigrants did share
some fundamental concerns with African Americans, and much immigrant
commentary echoed precisely the concerns and the sensibilities voiced in the
black press and in letters from black soldiers. Like African Americans, many
immigrants had been drawn to the initial humanitarian and liberatory
rhetoric of McKinley’s war against Spain, and they, too, were stunned to find
themselves on the aggressing end of awar for “Anglo-Saxon” conquest. One
Polish American journal summed up its view of Cuban “liberation” in a
front-page cartoon in 1900; aCuban is seated on abench reading anewspa¬
per; aposter behind him proclaims that the U.S. Army will remain in Cuba
only until law and order reign, while the blaring headlines of his newspaper
announce various lynchings across the United States. Remarks the Cuban,
“When Iread of these atrocities, Icome to the conclusion that my old,
bloody friend Weyler is now the chief commander of the United States.”

Like many African Americans, immigrants from Europe’s underdog na¬
tions expressed aprofound sympathy with the oppressed inhabitants of the
Pacific and Caribbean islands, no matter that it was suddenly their adopted
country that was now doing the oppressing. “Those miserable foreigners in
Manila, Cuba, Porto Rico or wherever you please,” wrote Irish nationalist
James Jeffrey Roche, “if they are not ready to accept and adopt every ‘Yankee
notion’ offered them, are manifestly unfit for self-government, and our
equally manifest duty and destiny is to pitchfork our institutions down their
throats, or, failing that, to govern them ourselves in the good old, time-
honored ‘Anglo-Saxon’ way.” Thus were the natural interests of Filipinos,
Cubans, Puerto Ricans, and the Irish on both sides of the Atlantic at once

comprehended and articulated as being in wonderful alignment.
Roche also gave the lie to the American pretentions toward “civilizing”

the savages in afetching little piece of doggerel, which he cast as an ex¬
change between Uncle Sam, who is “green” when it comes to the business of
empire, and John Bull, his mentor:

Said Samuel Green, a’prentice hand^
“I don’t exactly understand.
Suppose this heathen locks his store,
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And don’t give us an open door, ”
But Burglar Bull he winked his eye:
“Open awinder then, says I.
And if he kicks when we surprise him,
Let’s take our clubs and civilize him!”

Chief among the political accents in immigrant discussion of American
policy was Old World nationalism—a sense that the injuries and woes of an
Ireland or aPoland could shed an unerring light on the plight of aCuba or a
Philippine archipelago. When Father McKinnon, the chaplain of the First
California Volunteer Regiment, lectured in favor of American expansionism
on the grounds that Filipinos were incapable of “understanding what free¬
dom means,” he was heckled for making “the English argument.” “Why
shouldn’t they be free?” one member of his largely Irish New York audience
shouted before being escorted from the hall. Patrick Ford, the fiery editor
of the Irish World, continually condemned U.S. policy in the unmistakable
strains of aliberatory philosophy developed under the Saxon’s heel in Ire¬
land. “Today the Filipinos are treated in their own country by their would-be
foreign masters the same way the Irish were treated by the English in 1798,”
wrote Ford. “Like the Irish, they see their religion insulted and their most
sacred rights infringed on by insolent foreigners, who are trying to steal their
country from them. They would be deserving of contempt if they did not re¬
sist to the last the ‘benevolent assimilation’ William McKinley would force
upon them.” It also seems to have been afeeling of affinity with the Fil¬
ipinos, based in part upon an admiration for their dauntless spirit of rebel¬
lion, that led Irish American soldiers in the Philippines to nickname the
insurgents, almost affectionately, “the smoked Irish” and “the O’Hoolies.”

Poles, too, invoked the plight of their homeland (then partitioned
among Prussia, Russia, and Austria) in denouncing American policy toward
the former Spanish colonies. Dziennik Chicagoski decried the self-proclaimed
U.S. role as “culture-bearers” {kulturtraegerzy) in the Philippines, employing
aword whose German root implicitly likened McKinley’s policies to Bis¬
marck’s anti-Catholic and Slavophobic Kulturkampf policies in Prussian
Poland. The journal further questioned the logic by which the United States
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seemed willing to kill off half of the Filipino population in order to “lift" the
other half out of “barbarism.” In Manila, as in Poland, violence and victim¬

ization seemed to be among the chief blessings of “civilization” and “culture¬
beating.” In Zgoda, the Chicago-based organ of the Polish National Alliance,
Stefan Barszczewski likewise argued that “the Filipinos are defending their
independence, and our government should not be treating them as it is.” “It
could very well be that the Filipinos are completely incapable of self-
government,” he conceded; “but that does not exclude their right of fighting
for the liberty of their native land.” Like Ford, Roche, and other nationalists
from Ireland, Barszczewski set his compass on the imperialism question ac¬
cording to the lights of an Old World struggle whose own racial logic—in
this case Teuton versus Slav—had proscribed the cultural practices and de¬
fined the rights of an oppressed majority.

Unlike African Americans, however, Europeans could find an alternative
location for themselves on the racially keyed map of New World political
identity: if their status as non-Anglo-Saxons in some instances gave rise to a
fierce dissent against the brute Anglo-Saxonist arrogance of U.S. conduct,
their status as “whites” also offered away comfortably to embrace their
adopted country’s aggrandizing mission as their own. The limits of political
affinity among European immigrants and the Filipinos were indicated most
suggestively in an editorial in Milwaukee’s Kuryer Polski soon after fighting
had broken out in Manila in 1899. “For us Poles, this war is not necessarily
pleasant,” wrote Michael Kruszka. “Traditionally we always stand on the side
of the oppressed; since we have repeatedly taken up arms in defense of our in¬
dependence, we naturally sympathize with all other peoples struggling for
independence—even if they be half-savage Malays.” Kruszka’s “even if” here
points up the possibility of the immigrants’ accepting the racialist terms of
imperial discourse, although they themselves were the subject of like preju¬
dices on the part of German or English rulers on one side of the Atlantic and
American rulers like Henry Cabot Lodge on the other. Kruszka ultimately
decided that, since the Filipinos came nowhere near the Poles in terms of
“civilization,” they could indeed benefit from the stewardship of acountry
like the United States.

Many immigrant commentators went even further down this toad than
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Michael Kruszka. Indeed, the discourse of empire, though premised on pre¬
cisely the same racial principles of republican exclusivity as immigration
restriction, worked considerable magic in transforming unwanted immi¬
grants—as “white” Europeans—into the very stuff of good American citi¬
zenship. In apiece titled “Why We Don’t Want the Philippines," the Irish
American editor of the Catholic Citizen, Humphrey Desmond, advanced the
familiar argument that imperialism would mean “American citizenship is to
be diluted by Malay citizenship, and that America’s democracy is to stand
the trial of working itself out among inferior people.” Elsewhere he had in¬
sisted that “our acquisitions should be civilized Caucasian communities,
such as can adapt to our democratic system.” The Lower East Side’s Yiddishes
Tageblatt, too, likened the Filipino insurgents to the Biblical Levites, who,
bedazzled by their newfound freedom, had mistaken Moses, their beneficent
liberator, for an enemy. Just so, Aguinaldo and his followers were “so savage
and confused by their freedom that they do not recognize their liberators and
their friends.” And even the generally sympathetic Boston Pilot could lapse
into the white-supremacist logic so common in American anti-imperialism:
“‘The Philippine vote’ will become an important, possibly adecisive, factor
in anational election. Dost like the picture.^”

Central to discussion of the United States’ “large policies” abroad, the
capabilities and rights of the natives of the new island possessions, and, if
only by inference, the civic standing of non-Anglo-Saxons within the Amer¬
ican polity, then, was the notion of the “White Man’s Burden.” Rudyard
Kipling’s noxious poem of that title had exhorted Americans to assume the
British imperial mantle of white supremacy and to govern these islands’
“newcaught, sullen peoples, half-devil and half-child.” Could the republican
imperative of reasoned self-government be squared with the nation’s taking
on several million imperial wards? And what of the “ties that bind,” as the
Indianapolis Freeman had put it, which united non-Anglo-Saxons within the
American polity with the new, non-Anglo-Saxon wards of the state in
Hawaii, Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines? What did McKinley’s no¬
tion of “benevolent assimilation” abroad portend for the inclusion of the so-
called inferior races—whether Negro, Celt, Slav, or Hebrew—within U.S.
borders? Just what sort of transformation was American citizenship undergo¬
ing?
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In response to Kipling, H. T. Johnson, ablack clergyman and editor of
the Christian Recorder, protested that imperialism constituted aburden not
for the white man but for the black;

Pile on the Black Man’s Burden.

’Tis nearest at your door;
Why heed long bleeding Cuba,

or dark Hawaii’s shore?

Hail ye your fearless armies,
Which menace feeble folks

Who fight with clubs and arrows
and brook your rifle’s smoke.

For his part, James Jeffrey Roche quipped, “The ‘White Man’s Burden’... is
never so heavy that he cannot carry it out of the door or window of the house
which he has just burglarized.” Roche, like so many of his Celtic compatri¬
ots, and like so many other non-Anglo-Saxons now on rhe American scene,
thought he knew alarceny when he saw one.

Apopular book on the territories of expansionist concern appeared at the
turn of the century under the title Our New Island Treasures and Their Peoples.
As historian Oscar Campomanes has remarked, the title tells all: the frankly
economic rendering of the islands as “treasures” nicely conveys U.S. aspira¬
tion in these regions, while the logical bifurcation between possession and

our” islands and “their” peoples—indicates amajor source ofrejection-
American ambivalence, ahangover from the days of “the winning of the
West.” What happens when “waste spaces” turn out to be populated? Can
territories be taken and their peoples disowned? What is the desirable polit¬
ical status of those who happen to inhabit “our treasures”?

Like the “winning of the West,” the extension of American power into
the Caribbean and the Pacific required avery particular pattern of certainties
regarding the relative merit of diverse cultures and humanity’s prospects for
self-governance. Summing up the Supreme Court’s ruling in the so-called in¬
sular cases (a series of cases determining the rules under which persons and
commodities could move between the new possessions and the United
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States), William Howard Taft quipped, four of the judges ruled that the
Constitution does follow the flag, four ruled that it does not, and the ninth
ruled that it sometimes follows the flag and sometimes does not, and he
would determine which is which.

Nor did questions of U.S. expansion and the fate of subjected peoples
end with the territories ceded by Spain. In his annual message of 1901,
Teddy Roosevelt declared that intervention among “barbarous and semi-
barbarous peoples” was “a most regrettable but necessary international police
duty which must be performed for the sake of the welfare of mankind." In¬
deed, his “corollary” to the Monroe Doctrine extended to the entire hemi¬
sphere precisely the principle that the United States had developed in
Hawaii, Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines in the preceding years: the
right of the United States to control strategic areas in the Caribbean and the
Americas without opening itself up to the perceived hazards of annexing any
alien or barbarous populations.

As Roosevelt wrote in aletter to the Senate regarding U.S. conduct in
Santo Domingo and Haiti, “Our position is explicitly and unreservedly that
under no circumstances do we intend to acquire [these territories}. ...Even
if the two republics desired to become apart of the United States, the United
States would certainly refuse its assent.” But when it came to collecting cus¬
toms receipts or maintaining the “stability” necessary for American business
transactions, the sovereignty of the republics was of relatively little concern.
The United States intervened in Santo Domingo in 1904, sent acommission
in 1908, and established amilitary government in 1916. As one American
observer wrote in 1920, “The Government of Santo Domingo has been ab¬
solutely in the hands of the military forces of the United States” since No¬
vember 1916. “How absolutely one is not prepared to appreciate until one
goes to the country. ARear Admiral of the United States Navy is the Presi¬
dent of the republic, and his cabinet is made up of officers of the United
States Marine Corps. There is no semblance of aDominican legislative body.”

Similarly, the United States undertook the occupation of Port-au-Prince,
Haiti, in 1915, ostensibly “to help the Haitian people and prevent them
from being exploited by irresponsible revolutionists.” Invoking Haiti's
proud history as afree republic, Booker T. Washington warned that “the
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white men sent [by the United States] must be able to be white men in a
black man’s country if their work is to be fundamental.” But the United
States disregarded Haiti’s traditions of governance and its long-standing
Constitution, hand-picking instead apuppet regime; and Americans demon¬
strated little respect for the individual inhabitants of the black republic. As
one editorial in Outlook put it, the Haitians evidently attempted to receive
the Americans as friends, but “the troops apparently treated the Haitians as
e n e m i e s . ”

As the prominent black Philadelphian Chris J. Perry had predicted back
at the turn of the century, the scourge of the Cubans was going to turn out to
be more deadly than scotpions: Americans would block Cuban indepen¬
dence, he warned, “by alleging adesire to teach her people self-government.”
The “Anglo-Saxon begins with you by an appeal to heaven to witness his in¬
nocence and honesty, and ends by ‘stealing your spoons.’ ”By the era of the
Great War, the regime of the Platt Amendment, diverse in its formal struc¬
tures but the same in its effects, had been extended across the nation’s “new
f ron t ie rs ” in the Car ibbean and the Pac ific . Wh i le Woodrow Wi lson was

busy making the world safe for democracy in the wake of the war, the de jure
president of the Dominican Republic went to the Paris peace conference to
present his country’s case, fully expecting that amid all the talk about self-
determination and the integrity of territories the League of Nations might
extend benevolent supervision to the Westetn Hemisphere. “Mr. Wilson,” as
The Nation reported, “could not find time to see him.”



Conclusion: The Temper of U.S.
Nationalism—Coming of Age

in the Philippines

The isolation of rhe United States is at an

end, not because we chose to go into the
politics of the world, but because, by the
sheer genius of this people and the growth
of our }x)wer, we have become adetermin¬
ing factor in the history of mankind.

—\UWrow' Wi lson, 1919

The United States—bounded on the north

by the North Pole; on the south by the
Antarctic Region; on the east by the first
chapter of the Book of Genesis and on the
west by the Day of Judgment ...

—Arthur Bird, Ltxtking Forward (1H99)

TIS ONE of the strange throughlines in the history of U.S. nationalism
j; that since at least the mid-nineteenth century Americans have fancied

J)' their country as the savior of the world’s peoples—redeemer nation, civ¬
ilizer, beacon of liberty, asylum of the oppressed—even as they have ex¬
pressed profound anxiety that the world’s peoples might ultimately prove
the ruin of the republic. The period between the Philadelphia Exposition of
1876 and World War Iwas acritical epoch in the twin development of these
contending ideas. Americans erected amagnificent statue in New York Har¬
bor beckoning the “tempest-tost” and “wretched” refugees of the Old World
through the “golden door” of new hope, and yet they developed in succeed¬
ing decades an elaborate biological explanation of the superiority of “old-
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Stock” Americans and the undesirability of the “backward” or “useless” races
who were overrepresented among the newer immigration. The restrictive
immigration legislation of 1917 and 1924 announced that—Emma Lazarus’s
pretty sentiments to the contrary—nothing would threaten the republic
quite so much as leaving the golden door ajar. Likewise, if Americans em¬
barked on amission to “uplift” the savages of Asia, the Pacific, and the
Americas, they also devised an ingenious array of legal and political mecha¬
nisms by which the uplifted savages themselves might be held at bay. What
America had to offer seemed too good not to extend to the benighted peoples
of the world (by force, if necessary); but what those people threatened to re¬
turn in the bargain ultimately seemed too bad to risk.

My focus on the years 1876 to 1917 in this book is meant to redress two
striking failures of our national memory—one regarding immigration; the
other, imperialism.

Recent debates over immigration have revolved around highly idealized
images of the “good” European immigrant of abygone era. In comparison
with the “bad” Latino and Asian immigrants of today, the story goes, the
nineteenth century’s Irish, Italian, Jewish, Polish, Greek, or Lithuanian im¬
migrants came ashore with ahealthier respect for American ideals, with a
willingness to shed their Old World customs in favor of American ways, and,
underneath it all, with ashared cultural foundation in the “Western” tradi¬
tions that formed the core of the United States’ mainstream culture. Sure,
these immigrants sometimes seemed like trouble, it is conceded; but they
never posed the fundamental threat to the republic that today’s less assimil¬
able immigrants do.

It is useful to know, in this connection, that—however safely “assimi¬
lated” now—at the moment of their arrival the waves of European immi¬
grants constituted afull-blown political crisis in the United States, and that
it was acrisis articulated in exactly the terms used today by the likes of
Patrick Buchanan, Pete Wilson, or Border Watch in reference to Asian and

Latin American immigrants. “Fitness for self-government” has dropped out
of the nation’s political vocabulary over the course of the twentieth century;
but only, one suspects, because, in the age of mass-mediated electoral cul¬
ture, the bureaucratic administrative state, dwindling voter turnout, and es-
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cakting voter cynicism, Americans have largely ceased to think of them¬
selves as "self-governing” at all. Meanwhile, the racial valences survive, even
if notions of popular sovereignty do not. The myth of yesterday’s “good” Eu¬
ropean immigrant resides at the heart of this popular misreading of the pe¬
riod, screening the fact that today’s “bad” immigration represents precisely the
threat that the republic has faced and overcome many times before. Evi¬
dently the capacity of the republic to withstand its own diversity is greater
than the capacity of many citizens to imagine an America that departs sig¬
nificantly from the demographic status quo (and lives to tell about it—in
English).

The second piece of public amnesia addressed here concerns turn-of-the-
century empire-building, an area even more striking for the totality of its
disappearance from popular discussion. Current renditions of U.S. history
thoroughly expunge the Philippine-American War and related engagements
in Cuba, Puerto Rico, and Guam to the extent that these warrant not even a

paragraph in many high-school textbooks, and scarcely that in many college
texts. Not only do most Americans know nothing about the conduct of the
Philippine-American War; many do not even know that such awar took
place.

The stakes are quite high for Americans’ national self-conception. In ex¬
purgating the period of U.S. expansionism that bridges the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, Americans adopt abroken narrative that casts Manifest
Destiny and continental expansionism falsely adrift from “modern” U.S. his¬
tory, and obscures the extent to which the modern state was built, and mod¬
ern nationalism generated, in close telation to the imperialist project. The
effect is to mystify U.S. involvement in global affairs by hiding the very
moment when global powet was so lustily seized. If there is no turn-of-the-
century expansionism, then Manifest Destiny becomes an irrelevance of dim
antiquity, and both the Wilsonian internationalism and the Cold War inter¬
ventionism of the twentieth century can be imagined as developing upon an
entirely different epistemological footing. Without the Philippines, in other
words, it becomes easy to suppose aradical historical disjuncture separating
the plains wars of the mid-nineteenth century and the Southeast Asian wars
of the mid-twentieth: that U.S. soldiers referred to areas within Vietnam as
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“Indian Country” becomes amatter of simple metaphor, not of deeper ideol¬
ogy. But our first land war in Asia was fought not in 1950-53 but in
1899-1902, and it was waged largely by American officers who had received
their practical training in campaigns against the “savages” of the Western
plains in the 1870s.

This erasure has generally allowed aview that the United States has
played its part as apower on the world scene only reluctantly. The triumph
of American innocence, as Stuart Creighton Miller has called this willful re¬
vision, consritutes apillar of twentieth-cenrury American liberalism. Un¬
abashed discussion of racial conquest has long faded from American political
discourse; there is simply no longer aplace in national self-conceptions for
the rhetoric of “waste spaces” and of “unfitness for self-government,” or for
the glorious war against “savages” that obtained in Theodore Roosevelt’s day.
And yet Americans still find themselves in possession of an empire marked
by myriad alliances with pliant dictators, by an unbroken history of military
interventions, by atwelve-digit defense budget, and by aglobal network of
military bases—and so they have some explaining to do.

One of the most robust explanations is that Americans never asked for
the worldwide power and influence that they ultimately wielded. The
United States ascended to global power “by the sheer genius of this people,”
according to Woodrow Wilson, and “not because we chose to go into the
politics of the world.” As Henry Luce put it in his famous article inaugurat¬
ing the “American Cenrury” ageneration later, the United States had be¬
come aworld power “blindly, unintentionally, accidentally and really in spite
of ourselves.” More recently still, in his musings on the modern presidency
in aPBS documentary on TR, historian David McCullough asserted that
Teddy Roosevelt understood that “America, like it or not, would have to
play alarge part in the world.”

Like it or not. This is the real significance of the disappearance of the
Philippine-American War from national memory; this is what is at stake in
forgetting what was once proudly adopted as agrand imperialist design.
When we recall and squarely face U.S. conduct in the Philippines at the
dawn of Pacific empire in 1899, we can neither utter the phrase “like it or
not” nor pass off the U.S. rise to global predominance as blind, uninten-
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tional, or accidental. Despite some opposition, the United States consciously
chose imperial power along with the antidemocratic baggage and even the
bloodshed that entailed; and many Americans—none more than Teddy Roo¬
sevelt—liked i t .

As Americans await their next intervention abroad and debate the mer¬

its of the newest immigrant arrivals at home in terms not wholly unlike
those employed by Henry Cabot Lodge in the 1890s, they would do well to
reckon in aserious way with the continuities in their own history—from the
wars on the plains to the Cold War’s boundless “defense perimeter,” from the
eugenicists’ fears for the delicacy of self-governance to the pious concerns a
century later for the capacity of the republic to absorb peoples who are “so
foreign" to the “mainstream” culture. It is in this crucible of foreign policy
and immigration that dominant notions of Americanism and citizenship are
largely formed; it is through this perpetually self-renewing narrative of en¬
counter that many Americans receive their historical sense of place, their no¬
tion of what “America,” as apolitical idea, is meant to be. “Unless we keep
the barbarian virtues, gaining the civilized ones will be of little avail,” Roo¬
sevelt warned at the dawn of the twentieth century. But unless we can shed
the civilized vices, one might object, any talk of virtue is for naught. And
among the chief vices of American “civilization,” in our day as in his, has
been this nation’s failure to match its worldwide economic, political, and
military reach with anything better than adesperately parochial understand¬
ing of the world’s peoples themselves.
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Empire: Colonial Discourse in Journalism, Travel Writing, and Imperial Administration
(Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1993); Marianna Torgovnik, Gone Primitive:
Savage Intellects, Modern Lives (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990); Nicholas
Thomas, Colonialism’s Culture: Anthropology, Travel, and Government (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1994); Catherine Lutz and Jane Collins, Reading Na¬
tional Geographic (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1993); Jan Nederveen
Pieterse, White on Black: Images of Africa and Blacks in Western Popular Culture (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1992); Timothy Mitchell, Colonizing Egypt (Berkeley:
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University of California Press, 1988); Nicholas Mirzoeff, Bodyscape: Art, Modernity
and the Ideal Figure (New York; Routledge, 1995); and Eric Cheyfitz, The Poetics of
Imperialism: Translation and Colonization from “The Tempest" to “Tarzan" (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1991).

Related works that ate also helpful in matters of interpreting these genres in¬
clude Henry Louis Gates, Jr., ed. “Race,” "Writing, and Difference (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1985); Malek Alloula, The Colonial Harem (Minneapolis: Univer¬
sity of Minnesota Press, 1986); H. Alan Cairns, Prelude to Imperialism: British Reac¬
tions to Central African Society, 1840-1890 (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul,
1965); James Clifford, The Predicament of Culture: Twentieth-Century Ethnography, Lit¬
erature, and Art (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1988); Jacques Der¬
rida, Writing and Difference (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978); Stanley
Diamond, In Search of the Primitive: ACritique of Civilization (New Brunswick, N.J.:
Rutgers University Press, 1974); Julia Kristeva, About Chinese Women (New York:
Urizen, 1977); Edward Said, Covering Islam: How the Media and the Experts Determine
How We See the Rest of the World (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1981); Michael
Taussig, Shamanism, Colonialism, and the Wild Man: AStudy in Terror and Healing
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987); and Frank McLynn, Hearts of Darkness:
The European Exploration of Africa (New York: Carroll and Graff, 1992).

On the trope of the “noble savage,” see Robert Betkhofet, The White Man’s In¬
dian: Images of the American Indian from Columbus to the Present (New York: Vintage,
1978); Gail Bederman, Manliness and Civilization: ACultural History of Gender and
Race in the United States, 1880-1917 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995);
George Stocking, Jr., Victorian Anthropology (New York: Free Press, 1987); and Cur¬
tis Hinsley, “Zunis and Brahmins,” in George Stocking, Jr., ed., Romantic Motives: Es¬
says on Anthropological Sensibility (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1989).

4 . T H E O R I E S O F D E V E L O P M E N T

The writings of George Stocking, Jr., continue to dominate the field of the his¬
tory of anthropology, and indeed the general study of evolutionism and evolutionist
thought. See especially George Stocking, Jr., Victorian Anthropology (New York: Free
Press, 1987); After Tylor: British Social Anthropology, 1888-1951 (Madison: Univer¬
sity of Wisconsin Press, 1995); Race, Culture, and Evolution: Essays in the History of
Anthropology (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1968); as well as Stocking’s
edited volumes. Romantic Motives: Essays on Anthropological Sensibility (Madison: Uni¬
versity of Wisconsin Press, 1989); Bones, Bodies, and Behavior: Essays on Biological An¬
thropology (Madison; University of Wisconsin Press, 1988); The Ethnographer’s Magic
and Other Essays in the History of Anthropology (Madison: University of Wisconsin



B I B L I O G R A P H I C E S S A Y 3 0 9

Press, 1992); and AFranz Boas Reader: The Shaping of American Anthropology,
1883—1911 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1974).

In Stocking’s wake, anumber of scholars have added to this tapestry of evolu¬
tionist thought from various theoretical perspectives. See Adam Kuper, The Invention
of Primitive Society: Transformation of an Illusion (New York; Routledge, 1988), and
The Chosen Primate: Human Nature and Cultural Diversity (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1994); Nicholas Thomas, Colonialism’s Culture: Anthropology, Travel,
and Government (Princeton, N.J.; Princeton University Press, 1994); Donna Haraway,
Primate Visions: Gender, Race, and Nature in the World of Modern Science (New York:
Routledge, 1989); Johannes Fabian, Time and the Other: How Anthropology Makes Its
Object (New York: Columbia University Press, 1983); Curtis Hinsley, The Smithsonian
and the American Indian: Making aMoral Anthropology in Victorian America (Washing¬
ton, D.C.: Smithsonian, 1981); Elizabeth Edwards, ed.. Anthropology and Photography,
1860-1920 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992); and Melissa Banta and Cur¬
tis Hinsley, From Site to Sight: Anthropology, Photography, and the Power of Imagery
(Cambridge, Mass.: Peabody Museum, 1986). Classic formulations in Richard Hofs-
tadter. Social Darwinism in American Thought [1944] (Boston: Beacon Press, 1935),
remain useful, as do many of the general principles presented in Robert Bannister,
Social Darwinism: Science and Myth in Anglo-American Social Thought (Philadelphia:
Temple University Press, 1979); and Carl N. Degler, In Search of Human Nature: The
Decline and Revival of Darwinism in American Social Thought (New York: Oxford Uni¬
versity Press, 1991).

The history of the eugenics movement has received much fruitful attention in
recent years, particularly in Daniel Kevles, In the Name of Eugenics: Genetics and the
Uses of Human Heredity (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985); Kenneth
Ludmeter, Genetics and American Society: AHistorical Appraisal (Baltimore, Md.: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1972); and Allan Chase, The Legacy of Malthus: The Social
Cost of the New Scientific Racism [1975] (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1980).
Elazar Barkan, The Retreat of Scientific Racism: Changing Conceptions of Race in Britain
and the United States Between the World Wars (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1992), contains much that is illuminating; and Stefan Kuhl, The Nazi Connec¬
tion: Eugenics, American Racism, and German National Socialism (New York; Oxford
University Press, 1994), contains afully explosive account of the trans-Atlantic in¬
tellectual currents of genetic and eugenic thinking in the first part of the twentieth
century. The recent re-emergence of eugenic thinking in the form of Richard Herrn-
stein and Charles Murray, The Bell Curve (New York: Free Press, 1994), has provoked
anumber of thoughtful responses. See, for example. Garland Allen, “Eugenics
Comes to America,” in Russell Jacoby and Naomi Glauberman, eds.. The Bell Curve
Debate: History, Documents, Opinions (New York: Times Books, 1995).
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On mind, intelligence, and the ranking of peoples, see Stephen Jay Gould, The
Mismeasure of Man (New York: Norton, 1981), and Ever Since Darwin: Reflections in
Natural History (New York: Norton, 1977); Leon Kamin, “The Pioneers of IQ Test¬
ing,” in Russell Jacoby and Naomi Glauberman eds.. The Bell Curve Debate: History,
Documents, Opinions (New York: Times Books, 1995); and R. C. Lewontin, Steven
Rose, and Leon Kamin, “IQ: The Rank Ordering of the World,” in Sandra Harding,
ed.. The “Racial" Economy of Science: Toward aDemocratic Future (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1993). Robert Rydell, All the World's aFair: Visions of Empire at
American International Expositions, 1876-1916 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1984), is an invaluable discussion of the dissemination and popularization of both
eugenic thought and the sciences of intelligence at world’s fairs in the early twenti¬
eth century.

5 . A C C E N T S O F M E N A C E

Fine general introductions to immigrant politics and the phenomenon of the
urban machine can be found in Bruce Stave, ed.. Urban Bosses, Machines, and Progres¬
sive Reformers (Lexington, Mass.: D, C. Heath, 1972); Howard Chudacoff, The Evo¬
lution of American Urban Society (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1981);
Alexander Callow, Jr., American Urban History (New York: Oxford University Press,
1973); and Blaine A. Brownell and Warren E. Stickle, eds.. Bosses and Reformers: Ur¬
ban Politics in America, 1880-1920 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1973). The following
are especially good treatments of the local variations: Amy Bridges, ACity in the Re¬
public: Antebellum New York and the Origins of Machine Politics (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1984); Thomas O’Connor, The Boston Irish: APolitical History
(Boston: Back Bay, 1995); Seymour Mandelbaum, Boss Tweed’s New York (New York:
John Wiley and Sons, 1965); Melvin Holli, Reform in Detroit: Hazen S. Pingree and
Urban Politics (New York: Oxford University Press, 1969); Zane Miller, Boss Cox’s
Cincinnati: Urban Politics in the Progressive Era (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1968); Lyle W. Dorsett, The Pendergast Machine (New York: Oxford University Press,
1968); Walton Bean, Boss Ruefs San Francisco: The Story of the Union Labor Party, Big
Business, and the Graft Prosecution (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1952);
and Francis G. Couvares, The Remaking of Pittsburgh: Class and Culture in an Industri¬
alizing City, 1877-1919 (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1984). Paul
Kleppner, The Cross of Culture: ASocial Analysis of Midwestern Politics, 1830—1900
(New York: Free Press, 1970), is an insightful treatment of the cultural dimensions
of urban ethnic politics. Though focusing on alater period, Milton L. Rakove, Don’t
Make No Waves—Don’t Back No Losers: An Insider’s Analysis of the Daley Machine
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1975), offers agood street-level view of
h o w m a c h i n e s f u n c t i o n .
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Any investigation of U.S. conceptions of citizenship and the fitness of the im¬
migrant must still take as its starting point John Higham, Strangers in the Land: Pat¬
terns of American JSlativism, 1860-1925 [1955] (New York: Atheneum, 1978), and
Barbara Miller Solomon, Ancestors and Immigrants: AChanging New England Tradition
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1956). Rogers Smith, Civic Ideals: Conflicting
Visions of Citizenship in U.S. History (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1997), is an
expansive and careful analysis of the legal discourses surrounding citizenship. Other
useful treatments include Dale Knobel, “America for the Americans": The Nativist
Movement in the United States (New York: Twayne, n.d. [c. 1996}); Michael LeMay,
Prom Open Door to Dutch Door: An Analysis of U.S. Immigration Policy Since 1820 (New
York: Praeger, 1987); Lawrence Fuchs, The American Kaleidoscope: Race, Ethnicity, and
the Civic Culture (Middletown, Conn.: Wesleyan University Press, 1990); Lucy
Salyer, Laws Harsh as Tigers: Chinese Immigrants and the Shaping of Modern Immigration
Law (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1995); Robert Lee, Orientals:
Asian Americans in Popular Culture (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1999);
Ian Haney-Lopez, V/hite by Law: The Legal Construction of Race (New York: New York
University Press, 1996); and Matthew Frye Jacobson, Whiteness of aDifferent Color:
European Immigrants and the Alchemy of Race (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1998). Though treating alater period, Mae Ngai, “Illegal Aliens and Alien
Citizens: U.S. Immigration Policy and Racial Formation, 1924-1945,” unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University, 1998, provides afresh and thoughtful in¬
terpretation and some very important general propositions regarding the structures
governing citizenship. Louise Newman, White Women's Rights: The Racial Origins of
American Feminism (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), and Aileen Kraditor,
The Political Ideas of the Women's Suffrage Movement (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1968), are both useful on the intersection of race and gender in Progressive
Era debates over citizenship and the franchise.

The classic literature on republicanism is extremely important in understanding
the bedrock U.S. conceptions of citizenship and its imperatives. See especially Gor¬
don S. Wood, The Creation of the American Republic, 1776-1787 (Chapel Hill: Uni¬
versity of North Carolina Press, 1969), and The Radicalism of the American Revolution
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1991); and Bernard Bailyn, The Ideological Origins of the
American Revolution (Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press,
1967). Two works that dovetail nicely with these but do take up questions of race
overtly are Ronald Takaki, Iron Cages: Race and Culture in Nineteenth-Century America
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1979), and Benjamin Ringer, “We the Peo¬
ple" and Others: Duality and America's Treatment of Its Racial Minorities (New York:
Tavistock, 1983).

Among the most complete and thoughtful treatments of the immigrant voice
in U.S. culture is Werner Sollots, Beyond Ethnicity: Consent and Descent in American
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Culture (New York: Oxford University Press, 1986). See also Marc Schell and Werner
Sollors, eds., Multilingnal America (New York: New York University Press, 1998),
and Robert Park, The Immigrant Press and Its Control (New York: Harper and Broth¬
ers, 1922). Robert Di Pietro and Edward Ifkovic, eds., Ethnic Perspectives in American
Literature: Selected Essays on the European Contribution (New York: MLA, 1983), pro¬
vides compact sketches of various national and ethnic literary traditions. Various
ethnic political traditions are captured in John Higham, ed.. Ethnic Leadership in
America (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1978), and Victor
Greene, American Immigrant Leaders, 1800-1910: fAarginality and Identity (Baltimore,
Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1987). David Gutierrez, Walls and Mirrors:
Mexican Americans, Mexican Immigrants, and the Politics of Ethnicity (Berkeley: Univer¬
sity of California Press, 1995), offers arich analysis of immigrant political sensibili¬
ties and voices. On immigrant nationalisms, see Matthew Frye Jacobson, Special
Sorrows: The Diasporic Imagination of Irish, Polish, and Jewish Immigrants in the United
States (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1995); Kerby A. Miller, Emi¬
grants and Exiles: Ireland and the Irish Exodus to North America (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1985); Thomas N. Brown, Irish-American Nationalism, 1870-1890
(Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1980); James Paul Rodechko, Patrick Ford and
His Search for America: ACase Study of Irish-American Journalism (New York: Arno,
1976); Michael Hunt, The Making of aSpecial Relationship: The United States and
China to 1914 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1983); and Victor Greene,
For God and Country: The Rise of Polish and Lithuanian Ethnic Consciousness in America,
I86O-I9IO (Madison: Universiry of Wisconsin Press, 1975). Susanne Klingenstein,

Jews in the American Academy: The Dynamics of Intellectual Assimilation (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1991), is avery solid case study of the intellectual history of
a s s i m i l a t i o n .

6 . C H I L D R E N O F B A R B A R I S M

Good general treatments of imperialism and race in the texture of American po¬
litical thought at the turn of the century include Richard Hofstadter, Social Darwin¬
ism in American Thought [1944] (Boston: Beacon Press, 1955); Thomas Dyer, Theodore
Roosevelt and the Idea of Race (Baton Rouge, La.: LSU Press, 1980); David Healy, U.S.
Expansionism: The Imperialist Urge in the 1890s (Madison: University of Wisconsin
Press, 1970); Kaplan and Pease, eds.. Cultures of United States Imperialism; and
Thomas Gossett, Race: The History of an Idea in America [1963] (New York: Schocken,
1965). On the specifics of various interventions abroad, in addition to those cited
in the bibliography for chapter 1above, see Oscar Campomanes, "Filipino-American
Post-Coloniality and the U.S.-Philippines War of 1898 to 1910s,” (unpublished
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Ph.D, dissertation, Brown University, 1999); Reynaldo Ileto, Payson and Revolu¬
tion: Popular M.ovements in the Philippines, 1840-1910 (Quezon City, 1979); Stuart
Creighton Miller, “Benevolent Assimilation": The American Conquest of the Philippines,
1899-1903 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982); Vincente Rafael, Discrepant
Histories: Translocal Essays on Filipino Cultures (Philadelphia: Temple University Press,
1995); H. W. Brands, Bound to Empire: The United States and the Philippines (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1992); Richard Welch, Response to Imperialism: The
United States and the Philippine-American War, 1899—1902 (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 1979); Ernest May, Imperial Democracy: The Emergence of Amer¬
ica as aGreat Power (New York: Harper &Row, 1961); Philip S. Foner, The Spanish-
Cuban-American War and the Birth of American Imperialism, 1895-1902 (New York:
Monthly Review Press, 1972); Jeffrey Belknap and Raul Fernandez, Joje Marti’s “Our
America": Prom National to Hemispheric Cultural Studies (Durham, N.C.: Duke Univer¬
sity Press, 1998); Louis Perez, Jr., Cuba: Between Reform and Revolution (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1995); Kelvin Santiago-Valles, “Subject People" and Colonial
Discourses: Economic Transformation and Social Disorder in Puerto Rico, 1898-1947 (Al¬
bany: State University of New York Press, 1994); Gavan Daws, Shoal of Time: A
History of the Hawaiian Islands (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 1968); Lili-
uokalani, Hawaii’s Story by Hawaii’s Queen [1898] (Rutland, Vt.: Tuttle, 1964); and
Rubin Weston, Racism in U.S. Imperialism: The Influence of Racial Assumptions on Amer¬
ican Foreign Policy, 1893-1946 (Columbia; University of South Carolina Press,
1972). Radical History Review, Winter 1999, devoted an entire issue to the U.S. in¬
terventions of 1898 and 1899- Gary Okihiro, Margins and Mainstreams: Asians in
American History and Culture (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1994), and
Lisa Lowe, Immigrant Acts: On Asian American Cultural Politics (Durham, N.C.: Duke
University Press, 1996), are particularly insightful analyses of the ways in which
Asian American history and the figure of the Asian American illuminate the dy¬
namic relationship between global politics and U.S. domestic political culture.

On various brands of anti-imperialism in the United States, see Daniel
Schirmer, Republic or Empire?: American Resistance to the Philippine War (Cambridge,
Mass.: Schenckman, 1972); Robert L. Beisner, Twelve Against Empire: The Anti-
Imperialists, 1898-1900 (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1968); E. Berkeley Tompkins,
Anti-Imperialism in
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1970); Jim Zwick, ed., Mark Twain’s Weapons of
Satire: Anti-Imperialist Writings on the Philippine-American War (Syracuse, N.Y.: Syra¬
cuse University Press, 1992); Matthew Frye Jacobson, Special Sorrows: The Diasporic
Imagination of Irish, Polish, and Jewish Immigrants in the United States (Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1995); David Noel Doyle, Irish Americans: Native
Rights and National Empires: The Structure, Divisions, and Attitudes of the Catholic Mi-

the United States: The Great Debate, 1890-1920 (Philadelphia:
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nority in the Decade of Expansion, 1890-1901 (New York: Arno Press, 1976); Christo¬
pher Lasch, “The Anti-Imperialist as Racist,” in Thomas Paterson, ed., American Im¬
perialism and Anti-Imperialism (New York: Crowell, 1973); Richard Welch, “Twelve
Anti-Imperialists and Anti-Imperialists Compared,” in ibid.; Willard B. Gatewood,
Jr., Black Americans and the “White Man’s Burden," 1898-1903 (Urbana: University of
Illinois Press, 1975); and Gatewood, Jr., ed., “Smoked Yankees" and the Struggle for Em¬
pire: Letters from Negro Soldiers, 1898-1902 (Urbana: University of Illinois Press,
1971).
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The years between the Centennial Exhibition in 1876 and World War Iwere aperiod

of dramatic change, when the rate at which Americans came in contact with foreign

peoples rapidly accelerated. In Barbarian Virtues, Matthew Ftye Jacobson draws upon

political documents, novels, travelogues, academic treatises, and art to demonstrate

the close relationship between immigration and America’s newly expansionist

foreign-policy ambitions. This keenly argued and persuasive history recasts

American political life and shows how today’s attitudes about "Americanism ”—from

Border Watch to the Gulf War—were formed in this crucial period.
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[Jacobson} marshals an array of cultural sources ... to argue that American attitudes

toward immigration and expansionism were two sides of the same coin ...[His]

reach is ambitious, touching on everything from anti-Chinese legislation to eugenics

to the Philippines War. —Helen Fessenden, The Washington Post Book World

‘[Jacobson] at once pushes forward the internationalization of American history and

provides anew paradigm for aperiod enormously difficult to pull together ... In its

breadth of vision, its succinct characterizations, and its vivid prose, Barbarian Virtues

offers abold international revision of the period between 1876 and 1917.”

—Leslie Butler, Reviews in American History

Matthew Frye Jacobson, associate professor of American Studies at Yale,
author of Whiteness of aDifferent Color and Special Sorrows. He lives in New York City.

i s t h e

American History
I S B N = i 7 fl - 0 - S 0 ' = l D - l t 2 fl - D

9 0 0 0 0

Cover design by Abby Kagan

Cover photograph of postcard “Alt Kinds of Little Troubles"
courtesy of Louise Neumtan

tfe HILL AND WANG
Adivision of Farrar, Straus and Giroux

www.fsgbooks.com

9 7 8 0 8 0 9 0 1 6 2 8 0


	Contents
	Acknowledgments
	Introduction: Barbarism, Virtue,  and  Modern American  Nationalism
	Part I: Markets
	1: Export Markets: The World’s Peoples as Consumers
	Industrial Production and  “Terrible  Surplus"
	The New Far West: China
	Markets and Might: Latin America
	Material Prosperity and the Civilizing Mission

	2: Labor Markets: The World’s Peoples as American Workers
	Wanted: Immigrant Workers
	Unwanted Immigrant Workers: Labor Competition
	Unwanted Immigrant Workers:  Labor  Radicalism


	Part II: Images
	3: Parables of Progress: Travelogues, Ghetto Sketches, and Fictions of the Foreigner
	"The World’s Waste Spaces"
	America’s “Other Half"
	Barbarian Virtues

	4: Theories of Development: Scholarly Disciplines and the Hierarchy of Peoples
	Cultures
	Genes
	Minds


	Part III: Politics
	5: Accents of Menace: Immigrants in the Republic
	Cogs in the Machine
	An Ethnological Animal Show
	Immigrant Voices: Descent and Dissent

	6: Children of Barbarism: Republican Imperatives and Imperial Wards
	Imperialism and Anti-Imperialism
	The Disposition of “Our New Island Treasures"
	Anglo-Saxon Empire and America’s Non-Anglo-Saxons


	Conclusion: The Temper of U.S. Nationalism—Coming of Age in the Philippines
	Notes
	INTRODUCTION
	1. EXPORT MARKETS
	2. LABOR MARKETS
	3. PARABLES OF PROGRESS
	4. THEORIES OF DEVELOPMENT
	5. ACCENTS OF MENACE
	6. CHILDREN OF BARBARISM
	CONCLUSION

	Bibliographic  Essay
	1. EXPORT MARKETS
	2. LABOR MARKETS
	3. PARABLES OF PROGRESS
	4. THEORIES OF DEVELOPMENT
	5. ACCENTS OF MENACE
	6. CHILDREN OF BARBARISM

	Index

