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New Immigrants from Europe 

The United States rece ived much of its modern character from European immi­
gnints who arrived between J 880 and 1914. The ir numbers alone-26 million new 
Americans-w uld Jea\·e a perm2nent m.r · Although 11n11ugrnnts continued co 
co111e from Ger111-.iny (both Proum11n1 and Catholic), , candinn ia, 2nd the Bmish 
Isles, snurhca. tern Europe w~. the SO\lrce of mosr (Figure 6.1). People from C4~t· 

cm Genmny, Poland, Russia, July, Greece. Hunl!'ary- all the lav1c counmcS­
arrivcd in cw York harbor looking for opporrun i~•. ffeeing Oppre~. inn. or both. 

pAcc constraints prohlhu doing even minimal 1us ice to this mass of humonicy. 
Ra,b.er than rrymg w 1ell tou many scories, we focu. on two groups-Jt~r.~~s 
and casrern l:uropc11n Jew-to provide a A.a,·or o the ,i1..-ersm· of the..se new 11n­
m1gr~m.s and 1he dme in istory !.hey arrived. Thcs rwo grou p5, ere ~clccml for 
·che s11,e of rhclr ,mmtl!'ration plus their cultural di f .. rcnccs from m~m rrcam 
Americ-.i. in 1880. 
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The first Italians co enter the United States were men, either single or craveli.og ,.,,.,th. 
out their wives and children. ~vpicaUy, they were of working-age uns1:Wed (44 per· 
cent), and illitt:race (Brown, 1989; Cohen M, J 992) .. The primary go:il fa: masc was 
to earn moner in the new country and rerurn home ni th it ns they had m me past 
(Cohen M, 1992). Now ch~t the Atlantic crossing was quicker, Sil er, and chuper wlth 
the coming of the steamship, it was possible for these men to go back ~nd forth sev­
eral times before finall}' bringing their families over. ln many cases, 11i es and children 
would remain i-n Italy for decades before being permanentl · reunit ed with the_ir hus· 
bands and fathers. By J 900, the Italian community 1n the United Smcs w-..s soll only 
:5 percent women (Friedman-Kaaba, J996). . 

Al, with most European unmigrants Ii-om the mld-J 800s on, most ltahans became 
urlr.init~ Ut the Un1~d totes. B the 1880s, almost all European immigrants were 
heing routed thruugh the immigration processing cemer on Ellis Island in ~e New 
York harbor. Aft1:rad01isslon, 1 ·e-i· York City was their first ei-perience of Amenca. One 
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could ?1'd work_ there .ancl move into 11 p-owmg lcah:111 ethruc community "'here life 
s:emca less for:1gu. Sult, it <ltd not rake Tcal1an lmmigrn11S" long w J:3rn of oppommi­
nc.s ~cw~ere. Even lhoug-h rhc-main ~chniccommumty rcmamcd in '.'lew York Cit)• for 
ycan., Italians .~ppcarcd all over the Umcrd States in lhe c~rl, t\\lcnticth cennuv w,1..h siz­
ahlc c~mrnumoes <~<mghout the eastern sc:iboard, in t\cw Orleans (200,000 hv 1920) 
and c,;en rural Lm11~1ana, tn Te.~11s, and the \.Ycsr (p~rt1cularl)' in Cahforni~) (Bai;mome. 
1989; Balhon,. _1991-a; Core; and London, 1994; De .\•lan.:o, 1981; Garroru, 1991), 

-~ .the ltalran ~thn!c community ("Llnll' Italy'') grew in ~cw York City and men 
were J~i~ed by ~l'Jr families, econvmic survi\'al became a family affair. Men continued 
m the J~~ rr~dmonitlly open 10 them as unskilled labor in ronstn1coon, on railroads, 
and in lactoncs. ,\lany_ foW;d work through Ica!ian lnbor conrractors (.patlro1, 1) who 
would supply poup~ of 1mm1grant worke:s w American empluyers (l-lcndcrsoa, 197 6). 
Bcc~use Lhey were l1m1ted co the ll)w~c p:i)ing jobs, it was nec-essm• for the re.st of ihe 
family_ ro work as well. Sons tended 10 work a.r jobs simtlar to their ·f.llhen. and on!v in 
n rc eircum~1ances were the>: allowed co atte11cl rh1: publit." ;chool system. Wh·cs ~nd 
daughte1'S also 11·,irkcd, lmt d1ffc;cnc rules :ipµlie<l Jnd differenr jobs werl! Jvailnblc. 

Sonw of these different rules c-oncemed rnarrfogc. ,\lmmr ~ cnlrur.11 univ~r.ial ac 
t.he turn of the rwcnttech cenrury. lt \\'3S co111ic!ere<l 111appr~1pnate for married women 
t~ work pu/,1,~6 · 'fh L~ me.1111 that w:igc lnbor or domesuc scl'\icc: was out of tlie 4ues­
uon rar lllamcd hahan women, They could, however, help ou, in a family business ff 

' ... 
ii p.1·nr,I' ~r lrnltnn '\{wt" lr,dgl!'I', huddle ,n n llfl)'tlrd ,,,,.,, rmmh'/11 
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there was one (considered part of their assigned mirruring family role), take in board­
ers (if they had the room), or take home handwork to do in the secrecy of their 
kitchens. This handwork often consisted of sewing or piecework, but more often, Ital­
ian women contributed to New York's booming business in artl-ficial flowers. Married 
women and their daughters often spent evenings painstakingly putting together these 
ornaments to grace finer homes (Cohen M, 1992). 

As for unmarried daughters, New York Ciry offered many opportunities but none 
very appealing. Daughters wen: expected to work-if anyone in the family attended 
school, it would be sons-and they could work anywhere because they were unmar• 
ried. 1n 1905, 46 percent of all fo11ian women over the age of 16 were wage earners, 
twice the percentage for .ill American single women (Cohen J\IT, J 992). Young Italian 
girls made up large portions of the labor pool in clothing, candy, and box factories. In 
fact, 7 8 percent of wage-earning ltalian women in New York City \\'Orl.:ed in factories, 
more than any other ethnic group in that city (Friedman-K.asaba, 1996), After a day's 
work, they would pick up the makings of artlficfal flowers to cake home. Unlike their 
brothers, they were expected to turn over all of their earnings to the family (although 
many found ways around this), Marriage had to be postponed as long ns the family 
needed this income (Friedman-Kasaba, 1996). 

Movement up the economic ladder was slow for Italian immigrancs, whose high 
m es of illiteracy coupled wirh lack of opportunity to utilize American education kept 
skills low. In addition, what being unskilled did not prevent, discrimination did. In 
J9 18, for example, when the American economy was short of labor, some job adver­
tisements specified that they would accept "lralian or Colored," showing not only how 
desperate the employers were but the gencr;il ranking of the two ethnic groups on the 
employment ladder (Henderson, 19 76), ln 1917, Ita.lians had the highest rate of child 
rnorcality of any gruup 111 '.\/'ew York City (perhaps related to the fluff and chemicals 
from the homework women did) (Cohen M., 1992), It is nor nltogether surprising that 
some Italian Americans turned to crime, but the stereotypes far outstrip the reality 
(0-imbino, 1991). Recall that th.is phenomenon occurred with the Chinest . One of 
the ironies about stereotypical Italian criminal activity is that it really did not begin to 
occur until most] talian Americans started to assimilate to American culture. 

New Jewish Immigrants 

In 1880, of c.he 2S0,000 Jews who lived in me l;ni ted Scites, the vast majority were 
German Jews. B)' 1924, approximntdy 4 million Jews lived in the Gnitcd Staces-, and 
11lmost 11!1 had ties to eastern Europt {Daniels. 1991), Wlm had been ~ rcbtiqeJy 
sm11ll, largely assimilnccd, and gcogrnphically dispersed minoricy became a large. ~ul­
rurnlly discinct minority conccnu21cd in Kew Yor" City and other large eastern ciues. 

Eastern European Jewish cultural differences not only d.iscinguished them from 
mainstream American life but also from German Jewish culture in the United ScateS. 
Eastem European Jews broughr tradinonal Jucliiisin, not iO be confused with Reform 
Jud~ism favnrcd b)' most German Jews. Some of them also brought H:issiaic Judaism­
~ nc:11', somewhat mystical, and very suict olfshoor of J udaimi-dut produced cloisrered 
urb~n ne1ghhorhoods in New Yori: and ~cw Ji;rsey. 11,c:y brought the Yiddish 
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langu:igc,.--:i Jewish dfalccr b~scd on Crt:man-which W11S hcatd on the streers or ~ew 
Yorks Lower E:ist Side 1u1d in itS theaters, and read in its newspapers in the earl}' twen­
tieth century. They brought the socialist politics of Europe, which were later refl.ccrcd 
in labor union activity. They also brought a belief in the foundation of an all-Jewish sea~ 
In their 1rtditional homeland of Palesc.Jnc. Eascem EuroflClln Jews were 11 diverse lot and 
their arrival was responsible for major changes in the way American society oper.itcd. 

Com ing to America: Fr om Eastern Eur ope to the.Low er East Side Eastern Eu­
ropeim Jews Aoodcd mm 1he Lower East Side of New York Gcy In the l~ce 1800s and 
early 1900s, 11'lth approxJmately less than 30 percent venturing outside of New York 
(Daniels, I 991 ). By 1910. close to a million Jews were in New York City, and half of 
them lived in thr: I.S square miles of the Lower E.asi Side (Daniels, 1991; Henderson, 
1976). At ~he mrn of the century, the populaaoo density in rhar area was 700 people 
per acre (Howe, !9i6). Unlike lt~lian immigr~ts, these Jews were cnucb IJlOre likely 
to Immigrate :is fmnilies. If pares of f.irnilies had to remain bclund fur economic rea­
sons, it w'as usual!)' nm for as long as w1u1 halinn imrmgrants. Br 1900, the sex rauo 
in the Jewish commu11icy was even (Fricdman-Kasab~. 1996). 

Married 11•omcn In the Jewish community meed the same limrnitioos "'c have seen 
in other ethruc communities of che period.By 191 I, only l per-cent worked ourside the 
home (\Veiuberg. l988). Many took in boarders and some did homework (although 
neither as frequently nor for ss long as h:alian housewives). By 19 I I, 56 percent of Jew­
ish homes had at least one boarder (\Weinberg, 1988). The best solution for most of 
these women, ho\VCver, was some kind of home business. In rhis manner, business, 
cooking, and childcare could he combined effioently, Of perhaps equal importance for 
the women ln\'Ol~·ed, lhey w<:rt: not cm off from the commwiity, ss the following de­
scripti<ln from Russian Jewish ,mmigr.am daughter Mary ;\min illustnres: 

fB)ehind the store was the k1td1en, where in the inttinrals of slack crade, she 
did her cooking und washing. Arlington Screct customers were used to waiting 
while the scorekeeper salted the soup or rescued a loaf from the oven (quoted in 
Fric:dman-f<ssaha, 1996: 129). 

Once ag;iin . .is long QS 11 married womn11 rc:m11inccl 11t uhomc." work was :i.ccept11b!c. 
Fathers. sons, and daughters were more likely co bt employed c,ucsidc rhc home. 

Few children among early immi1,rrnnts attended school out or economic necessity. The 
Jewish tl'lldition oflite~C}' and eduC11aon did play a role, however, in ch2t H percent 
of Jewish unmigr:11ns arriving het'11.·een 1899 and 1910 were lin:ratc: compared with 26 
perc.en1 of lraliQn iinmigranrs (Cohen ;\,t, 1992). (rhe !'lites for Jewish men were c1•1m 
higher because: on.ly they 1v11rc enrirled to a religiouseducaono in Russia.) 'When Jew­
ish immigranr fumilics could sp:1re o child for ed11cacion, they filvored .sons over 
d:rnghters ,lnd younger children over older children (Cohen N, 1992; Fnedman­
Kasaba, 1996). The logic bc:hind the second preference was that older children co1.1ld 
earn more, while younger rhildrcn would be quicker to learn English. 13ee11use the 
preferences varied from Limily to F.imily, sometimes younger daughters were treated 
to American learning. fly ccmparison with Italian fomilies. 1w1ce as many Jewish sons 
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finished high scl,ool in the first generation and three times as ma.ny in .the second gen­
eracion; Jewish girls were twice as likely to reach that level as their Ical,an counterparts 

(Cohen M, 1992). . .. 
Part of the Jewish success lo\ith educa~on was d~e to ~c skills and, traditions th~y 

brought with them, but much can be exp lamed by the1r relat:ive econmruc success. Chll­
dren could be spared from the labor force, Alrhou~h fa~ers and ~arried children 
worked u.1 many of the same clotlung factories~ Iralian children, Jewish men tended to 
have higher le•,.cl (and better paid) positions, while Je~sh women earned 25 p:rcent 
more than [talian women (Cohen M. 1992). Much of this was no doubt due to their em­
ployers: ,,;nually all of che fucmries l,\'ef'C ~wned by Gennan Jews. \,Vi°: rhe exception 
of mam' young lc:alian imm,gr.u,t girls st.ationcd at rows of sew111g machines, the cloth­
t.ng business beamcje"ish from top to botrom. By 1914, Jews made up 70 percent of 
the entire New York Ci:y clothing business (Henderson, 1976) .. ln 19

1
00, S3 perc7nt of 

Jewish men, 77 percent of Jewish women, and 59 percent of Je~,s~ c~1ldren were in the 
''needle trades" (Fricdrna.'l-Kesaba, 1996). If we mclude all Jewish 1mJI1Jgrants of the 
rime, regardless of job or locacion, thoy averaged 14 to 20 percent more m s.alary than 
any other imruigr-..nt group, Perhaps more impressive, diey reached the income of 
nat.ive-bom Americans alter less than five years in the 1:conomy ~C'!iS"ick.. 1992), , 

Aldiough this s1ory is beginning t0 look hke a pleasa~t rcs_pitc rron:i all the cembl_e 
immigr..nt r,alcs encountered thus far, the Jc,,ish picture 1s neither cnurcly rosy nor. 1s 
h W1tho1Jt cono-adictions. For example, although Jews had the lowest rues or ~h,ld 
mortnln.y in New York City (Ttalians had the highcsr), th~ also had one or ,the ~1gher 
rates of 11bortions (Cohen M, 1992; Lindcnthal, I ~81; Wemberg, ! 988). JeW!Sh women 
wamed to keep their f.unlly siu down for prcdomma~dy cconom,c ~casons. They pre­
ferred (and were fim in line for) Margaret Sanger's birth 1.-onr.rol clinics and her pam­
flhlct. "\.Vim Every M~rried Woman Should Know," published /n Yidd~? fur those 
avid readers (Weinberg, 1988). Mer.nwhile, fusc-gener11cion Jewish families ~u~t1;/yd 
from high mes of aba.ndonmem by their husbands and/or fath¢r5. The ~e;wub '"or 
Fo,-word-a Yiddish lauguagc New York City newspaper-used co run ~ Galle~ 
:.,1

155
ing Husbands" in which photographs of shirking mall.ls were pubhshed (Fried­

man-Kasaba 1996). Pm of the family brt.'alrups were caused b}' poverty, but some we; 
-elated to th~ emouonal problems of rcumdng families separated for several years Y 
~he serial immigmuon process so common st the time' (\,veinberg, 1988), 

· A-·· s · · The German From Sweats hops to Universities : Ove.rcorru.ng :u LO· cnuosm 
Jcwi~h-<,,"tled cloth1 ng fuctones ID New York City were commonly c:illed swe:a~bop~ 
ut l~:ist 1., . the workers. MoSt factories concaine_d several Roors, each covcre wi 11 UT • • uld ti Tb ch' c opcraror.; were 11hnosr a 
rows of as man}' ~cw,ng roach mes as wo t. c ma tn . uce rcadv· 
teenage.girls most c:istcrn EuropeanJe\VS or Italians. Thc1q oh was 10 prod th· 
to-wear clothing. As hud as the work was, 11 was gener.ill~, better emplo~d~ ~ 
the ava\lable ahemarivcs for m1migram girls. For Jcw1sh girls, it had the ad \ . nu 
of t,~,ng a f.unily 2ffAir; many of then, hacl fathers working In the -Same usiness 

(Glenn, 1990). . . l · · m imported 
Low wages, poor working conditions, and 11 o:admon. of abor acoVJs . Glanz, 

from Europe made this largely Jewish workforce volaule (Brandes, 1976, 
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1976). ln 1909 and 1910, 30,000 gurment workers wenc on strike for 13 weeks. 
Of tl1esc s~ikers, 21,000 were Jewish women 9nd girls. They were joined br 2,000 
young Italian women and some 6,000 men, mu~cl)' Jewish (Friedman-Kasaba, 1996; 
Hend erson, 1976). Although many young ltlllian women worked in the clothing 
trade, they were generally poorer and less involved in the stri.lce than Jewish women, 
This strike succeeded in achieving higher wages for garment workers and served to 
found the lncematinn~l Ladies Gannt!nt 'Workers Union. Although dus efforr was 
successful for the workers, union activ11y in the early twentieth century v;as a poten­
tiall)' dangerous undertaking. T he government gcner:illy was highly supportive of 
':'.'anufaccurers who wished to prevent unions. One garment worker union l~der in 
Sencde-Rebccca August-found herc;clf 11rrestcd and hdd in immjgration jail for cwo 
months, charged with enterin g the country for unmoral pwposes. "Tmmornl pur­
poses" meam you were connecred with prostttuoon (V.i:inbcrg, 1988). 

As newl)' ~rri\'cd c1stcrn European Jews attemprcd to bcm:r their workplace and 
further rhc::r ~duc:icion, hoth chey 11ncl Germa.n Jew~ ~;1w anci-Semiusm rise in the 
Urutcd Stat':~· Pcrha~s ~unically. we:ilrhicr Jews (nlostly Germnnjcws ini1:~lly) f~c1:d 
a greater ,'linecy of d1sc::,m1nadon than (hJ poorer Jew~. inc:luding conunuecl tlis('rim­
ination in obtaining bank loans. l.n tbe early twentieth cenntry, thc:y faced c:xdu~ion 
from the better hotels and rcsoru as such pracoccs becar11e common. [n one e3se, 
Nathan Straus-a co-ov.ncr of .\.tacy's-was refused a room a; a New Jersey hoieh he 

Our of ,conomfr 11cre,1ity. 11111nv cbi/(f,·,111 vf mm,ig,~mt fnmilirJ 1:mrl:ril ,·ntl>,,· rJ,11~ rmer,dmg l(hnnl 
tuch I'-' Ilm Jnimb b~y /II rMr/1111 Nrt.1 }orH gm111~n1 d,rmcr. 
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later reltirneJ ro build another hotel right next co the offending one, except his '11.-as 
built cwice as large (Cohen, 1984). Other Jewish encrepreneurs continued this ap­
proach well into the twentieth century, creating vacation resorts that catered almost 
exclusively to Jews. 

Discrimin11tion also appeared in privste.schools, dubs, proressional organiz:itions, 
and housing. Re11l esmte in upscale neighborhoods was comm1>nly limited by re.snic­
U\'e coven211is. much like their modem versions (e.g .. restrictions regarding house de­
sign) except they included listS of nicial and cthruc groups who could not buy the 
property even if the current owner wished to sell to them. Such restrictions were le­
gal until declared unconscirutional by the Supreme Court in Sh~lky v. Krr.emn-in 
1948. A!:. for schools and professional organi1.:1cions, only wealthier Jews were likely lo 
encounter such problems; it would cake a generation before eastern European Jews 
sought higher education -and professional c11reers for themselves. On the case coast, 
they found themselves largely limited to state instirucions of higher learning when the 
ivy-covered doors did not open. 

Jews became included in a growing anti-immigration sentiment that stemmed 
from the massive overall tum-of-the-century immigration. Although these attitudes 
did not reach their peak until after World W~r 1, the beginnings were already pre.~ent. 
In 1907, Congress a·eated the Dilllngham Commission co study the question of im­
migration to the lJnited States. Three years of srudy produced a forcy-cwo volume re­
port, published in J910 and 1911. The Commission conduded rhac (l) humans come 
from a wide variecy of races, which genetically determined inferiority and superiority; 
(2) recent immigrants to the United States (including all Jews) were all of the inferior 
type; and (3) the government should strongly consider restricting immigration (Carter 
et al., I 996; Cohen, 1984). Congress took all of chis advice in 1924. 
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T he Anti-Immigrant Twenties 
One might assume that the political changes that began in che African American com­
munity during the 1920s would have riveted European Americ'1II attention in that di­
rection. Strangely enough, Africm Americnns were really not seen a~ all that much of 
a threat during that decade; the thre2t would not be perceived until the beginnings of 
the Civil Righcs Movement in the l950s . During the 1920s, Protestant America was 
much more focused on Asians, Catholics, and Jews, all of whom were current 2nd po­
tential future immigrants. An interesting collection of historical, economic, and sci­
entific circumsi:l\nces seemed to work almost in unison to maximize and rationalize 
their fears and prejudices. The result was the Vlrtllal end of legal Americim irnmigra­
tlon for many years. 

Anti-Immigrant Attit:Ude.r 

ReCRII first that anti-immigrant feeling was alive and well before the outbreak. of 
World War I. Restrictions on Asia.n immigration already had a thirty-year tradition. 
In addition, the Rood of most Catholic and Jev.ish immigrants from Europe reached 
its highest level in the years just before the war. Congress had already launched a 
large scale study of immigrants in America, reflecting that concern. World War I is 
probably best viewed as a time of economic prosperity coupled with distracted atten­
tion. Both are clearly understandable, but the war's end removed the distraction and, 
within a few years, we prosperity. We have already seen how the recession of the early 
1920s stimulated race rio~ in the Cnited States; that same recession helped spur anci­
immigrant attitudes. 

Conveniently, the Ku Klux Klan had just been revived by William J. Simmons, 
who organized the new Klan in Atlanta on October 16, 1915. The original Klan 
formed in reaction to Reconstruction; the new Klan reaUy did nor have an agenda, but 
the original organization had recently been glamorized by the recent Hollywood .film 
Birth af a Nation. Enough members were attracted to encourage Simmons, who had 
organized several fraternal organizations for a profit (among other things, he sold in­
surance to new members). By 1920, Simmons was joined in leading the Klan by two 
publicity agents. The Klan moved North to where gnti-imrnigrant attitudes were 
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The schookhildmi !t 111mm1g ritual of rtdting rhe Pkdge uf Alkginnct was rrrigindll)' rm tmtmpt to 

reinforce nlfU/ imnugrtmts' /qyalr:y to 1ht Uniud Sttmr. 

already brewing, and membership grew rapidly. Adapting ro the scenery,. the 1920s 
Klan pnctically ign.ored African Americans and Jews, spewing most of its hate on 
Catholics. Simmor.s later sold his interest in the organization for S90,000, and the Klan 
wenron to be a major political force in 1923, primarily in !.ndiana and Ohio. By 1.9.~ 
it was largely disbanded, but in the meantime, it successfully suppo~ed mony pQliD 

candidar.cs who favored immigration restriction (Higham, 1981: Smith, .t 978): 
A book by Madison Grant, The P(ISSing of the Gr,11t l?tm, was poblis~ed m 1916, 

Grant postulated that Ewopeans belonged to three dlfferen~ races:. ruoving_ mor:;d 
less from the northwest to the southeast, one would find .>lord,cs, Alpsnes. 
Medite.rrnn.eans (Grant, 1921). AI, with the Klan, 1916 was nor a priltl~ yea~ for these 
ideas but a new edition of the book in 1921 was the right ldca at the right rune. He:ale 

' • · I • g the raCI clearly was e\,idence that southeastern European 1mnugnnts were owenn eel . 
stock of the Un.ired St11tes. A few years before, the field of p_sycl1~logy produc• tll: 
first intdligence (I.Q .) test, which was supposed to m~sure mtelligence rather th 
knowl~ge . Amn ingly, northwestern :Europems (th_e very ~eople who made up e 
ccst) obtained the highest scores on this new cest (Higham, 1981). 
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Immigration Restriction: The National Origins Act 

With all of these beliefs, fears, ::i_ncl prejudice s thriving in the 1920s, it is small wonder 
that Congress acted as it did. Having considered various kinds of immigrati on contro l 
over the years, the first major offering was the Immigration Act of 1921, which im­
posed a litera cy test on immigrant s (designed to keep out unskille? labor) along w!th 
a quota for every country. The law created an elaborate mathematical formula, which 
allowed every country a number of yearly imrnigrants . equal to 3 percent of that na-
tions population as count ed by the 1910 census. . 

In 1924, Congress passed the Johnson-Reed Act (commonly called th e N at10nal 
Origins Act), which would govern immigration to the United States unti l the mid ­
l 960s. Model ed on the 1921 act, the National Origins Act changed the percentage 
from three to two and the census year from 1910 to 1890. These changes , especially 
the latter, served to undercut almost all further immigration from southe astern Eu­
rope. The law also tightened further Asian immigration. Th e result was that !1orth ­
western European countries were allotted 85 percent of the total 150,000 1mm1grants 
to be allowed in during any given year (Carter et al., 1996; Higham, 1981). 

Native Americans: New Citizens and Old Struggles 
Nat ive Americans entered the twentieth century with ve1y little going ,veil for them . 
The fighting was over, but tl1e peace was almost as hard. They lived on reservations 
as dependents of the federal government, unlike any ethnic group in the histo1y of the 
United States. They also related to that government as groups (or tribes) rather than 
as individuals , again unlike any other ethnic group. And finally, they were not citizens 
of the United States. 

Native Amer ican Cultu res and Reservations 

As we saw earlier, the earliest Nati ve American reservat ions were augmented by 
boarding schools for children. These schools were orig inally run by religi ous organi ­
zations who had the conversion and assimilation of tl1e children as their goal. As a 
general rule , the schools succeeded in damaging Native American cultures and were 
unsuccessful in Americanizing the children (Boseker, 1994; Rader, 1991 ). T hese 
schools were later placed under the control of the federal government's Bureau of In­
dian Affairs (BIA), which ran them from th e 1880s until the 1930s (Hendrick, 197 6; 
Liska, 1994). The BIA maintained both clay schools and boarding schools, but both 
were geared toward the Americanization of the students . Starting in th e 1930s, many 
states began incorporatin g Native Americans within the public school system. How ­
ever direct Native American control over the education of their children would have ) 

to wait until the 1970s. 
T he BIA was responsible for runnin g reservat ion life until the 1930s, after which 

it played a strong role in conjunction with triba l governm ents. Ul timate auth ority was 
r-...C+-,........,, hl ........... ,...,...l Th ,..., "....l,.., ....... ,.., ...... ...l,... ...................... ; ,_.,. .... ,, ,.. +-,• +-· ~- ~ .C1'. T_ ... : ___ A- - -- -=-- -- - ______ : _ _J ---··· : __ • __ 

The "New Imm igrants " 

BIA activities in that reservations were often vie~ 
ple who resided there. T his unique relation witt 
many questions un answL:red or uncle ar. T he hist< 
involving Nati ve American sovereignty (or its lac 

Nati ve Ame ricans v. the Federal Government : 1 

The uni que legal relati on between Na tive Ameri, 
gan with the Cherokee court cases of the 1830s, 
tions unanswered. The [nclian Removal Act of l 
dependent nations " should be relocated at will by 
thou ght best; thus, reserva tions were born. Hm 
arise over the coming years . 

Going back a little in to the late ninetee nth c 
the decision of ex parte Crow Dog (1883), which 
tions the right to deal with reservation crimes inc 
Congre ss responded in J 885 with the Major Crir 
crimes such as murd er from Nati ve American jur: 
years later by an extremely important att empt b 

Gaku Tsuda




t • Part Two The Cast ofChamcten : Entrances nnd E,its 

goal of this .law was to divide reservation land . . d ' . -
ments). The new owners of th,·s . mto m JVldually owned parcels (allot-

pnvate property could th d yth' . 
new possession, such as Jeasin or sellin . en o_ an mg w1tl1 their 
They also could,hold their Ian~ and b cg it todEuropean Amencans (Stuart, 1977). 
I · · - - e ome m ependent ran h f 
11stonans have argued tllat a nli.ddle cl f N . c . ers or armers; some · . ' - - ass o at1ve Ame · ( ·th l 
uons mtact) and new Indian leadersh· . . h h . d ncan~ w1 cu tural tradi -
1987). To most observers however tl1,pe nug t avee fveloped from this law (Barsh, 
· ' , mam mtent o the la d b 
mg up reservation Land to European An . w appeare to e open-
Aineric_an tribal relationship with the fede;:;ic;~ spec(tla~ors and ~nding the Native 
tmued m this tradition (Holm 1979) Aft 11 irnment, the Curtis Act of 1898 con­
this freedom, since they'«,.ere ~till not. U Ser~ .' ow_ far could Native Americans take 

Th · · . . l · · cltlzens m 1887? 
e c1t1zensh1p issue was sticky after a f 

the Constitution, just as it was for Asian~ ~:g~: the Fourteenth Amendment to 
amendment was to make citize11s of cor I b Whest Coast . The mtent of the . '' mer saves ut t e w d' d . 
r11teda !few otl1er people. In the court case of Elk v'. Wilkins (l~r8;)ng~ee;e tD mCclude 
oun t 1at Native Americans were not gra t d . . h. , e upreme ourt . , . . n e citizens 1p under th . d 

tlve ninencans wen; likened to the children of £ . e amen ment. Na­
born here, would not be citizens (Stidh d ;reign ambassadors who, alt1lough 
1924 to pass the Indian Citizenship Act,::~~ fina~t 1995). It ~ook ~ongre ss until 
N ative Americans and settled th . I Y granted c10zensh1p status to all 

. e issue. t gave Native Am · 
mb al rights, makin" them unique 31110 , • • . • encans state, federal, and 

Tl " ng ninencan citizens 
1e Dawes Act of 1887 lasted until 1934 h . . 

portant act of Congress-the Wheel -H dwA en it was overturned by an equally im-
p er owar ct (Indian R · · A 

assed as part of Roosevelt's New De 11 : 1 . th eorgaiuzaoon ct) of 1934. 
A 

. a egis anon e goal of th Ind. R · . . 
ct was to turn the clock back t D b ' e 1an eorgamzat1011 o pre- awes y e ffi · ·b I · 

eignty. Land ownership once ag";n b r aalmung tr1 a mtegrity and sover-= ecame conunun a d ·b Id 
to create business corporations if tl1e so chose E ' n trJ es wou have the right 
ment supported tl1e building of demo~ratic oli : ( ·uall_Y ,~1por~t ,_ the_ federal govern­
Van Wmkle 1993· Stuart 1977) Thi P_ oca msotuoons WJthin tribes (Strong and 
d 

' ' ' · s mamtenance of trib I · · · · 
own the road when tribes learned to tak th £ d I a mtegr1ty was important 

restoration of land granted to th . e e _e era government to court seeking the 
em m past treaoes but subseq ti tak 

Nati~/:::~~::~e;:r~h:~o~r!~Jz;!shi~~ory began just befor~e;irld ;a;;;\ecause 
S_ervice. Many Native Ainericans obj;ctedt w~re :ubJe _ct to. the draft under Selective 
v10lated tribal sovereignty. The courts sided owi~ tl;eegistratJon on r_he grounds that it 
well have been pointless however With ti k Selective Service. The issue may 
" · ' · · 1 1e attac on Pea J H b . 
ninencans responded with patriotism. Some tribe . r ar or, many Native 
on Japan and Germany. By the war's end 44 500 r-J even mdependently declared war 
Native Ainerican population) had served'. 'h atldv; Amencans (10 percent of the · m t e arme 1orces (Franco, 1990). 

11"1.v,\ ~ \ :-ration from Mexico 
No racial or ethnic groups in the United States sh w th . . 
ity status and the economy as clearly a I oh e connection between mmor-s s aves, w o were brought here for the sole 
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purpose of making money. However, if another ethnic group comes close to showing 
"this stark relation, it would have to be Mexican immigrants, who came to the United 
States to make money. When they were welcome in the United States, their welcome 
was purely econom ic-inexpensive labor was needed. Today, Mexican Ainericans are 
part of ¢.e An1erican fabric. Between 1900 and 1990, 2.5 million Mexicans legally 
crossed the border , complete with documents. Undocumented Mexicans are by defi­
nition uncounted, but they came in similar numbers . All these immigrants would be­
come a large and influential minority group-economic s is now only part of their 
story, but in the early twentieth century, everything connected with Mexican immi-

gration grew from economic motives. 

Immigration and Economics: The Push and Pull Factors of Cheap Labor 

The story of Mexican immigration does not begin until a little before 19(')0, and ev:U 
then it started slowly. Border officials counted around 50,000 crossings in the first 
decade of the century , those immigrants presumably joining the 103,393 Mexican cit­
izens in the United States counted by the 1900 census. By 1910, the census counted 
219,802 Mexican citizens plus another 107,866 American-born children who were au-

tomatically U .S. citizens (Cardoso, 1980). 
At the same time in the Unit ed States, the economy was gearing up for World 

War I. We have already seen the impact of that economic upturn on African Ameri­
can laborers in the South. Th e western U nited States also was facing a labor shortage, 
exacerbated by the many restrictions on Asian immigration. The mining and railroad 
companies and farmers of the Southwest were as happy to employ Mexican immi­
grants as those Mexicans were happy to be employed. Between 1914 and 1920, it is 
estimated that over 1 million Mexicans crossed the border to work in the United 
States; the Mexican government estimates that number at 2 million (Cardoso, 1980; 

Meier and Ribera, 1993). 
Up until 1920, most Mexican immigrants sought work in Texas. The need for 

th~ir labor continued into the 1920s with increased demand from Californi a agricul­
ture. If you are wondering how these immigrant s got beyond the first immigration re­
striction act of 1921 (which required literacy), Congress conveniently passed an 
exemption law that applied only to Mexican laborers , permitting the flow of immi­
grants to continue. Still, immigrants tended to be indivi.duals away from families. A 
study done during the 1920s showed that Mexica11 workers in the United States sent 
a total of $58 million to Mexico in postal money orders alone (Cardoso, 1980). At that 
point in time, it was clear that almost all Mexicans in the United States saw the ir stay 
as a sojourn, lasting only long enough to earn needed funds. Many crossed the bor_der 

numerous times, coming and going as they needed work. 
The 1920s also produced various employment control techniques with regard to 

Mexicans that clearly benefited American employers. As with African American work­
ers•in the South, Mexicans made good strikebreakers when shipped around the coun­
try . The 192 3 strike at the Bethlehem Steel plant in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania received 
Mexican workers from Texas. In that same year, a strike at the National Tube Com­
pany (part of U .S. Steel) in Lorain , Ohio acquired 1500 Mexican workers from Texas. 
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Many of the workers in both situations did not know they were being snipped ln as 
strikebreakers (.Meier and Ribera, 1993). 'wlum .M.exic:ins were not needed either (n 

the fields or 85 saikebreakers, Americans used the tedmlque of rsp.;triation. 
Repaoiacion is a euphemism for mass deportlltion.Jusr as Mexican workers could 

be shipped 3round the country in groups, they could also be shipped to Mexico in the 
same manner (Guerin-Gonzales and Story, l 995), This occurred on a small scale dur­
ing short recessions of the 1920s, but the depression of the I 930s initiated large scale 
repatriation. The 1930 census counted 639,000 Mex.ican citizen$ Uving in the United 
States; by 1940, chat figure was down to 377,000. The Mexica.n government estimates 
458,000 Mexican citizens retumc:d to Mexico between l929 11nd 1937 (Meier and 
Ribera, 1993). Tt is impossible to determine just how m.i.ny of the rerut'nees ldt vol­
untarily. Although jobs we:e difficult to find during tbc depression, signs also began 
lo appear with messages such as ''Only White Labor Emrloyed" and ''No ~iggers , 
Mexicans, or Dogs." Still probably close to 170,000 were repalrtated. Los Angeles 
cow1ty supported the use of this syscem as follows1 6,000 unemployed Mexicans would 
cost tlit county $425,000 ln welfare bur only $77,000 in trnnsporcation costs back to 
Mexico (Cardoso, l980). The fact that sotne Ameriarn citizens were nndoubtedly 
among the repacri.iced was not a European American concern. 

The Mexican Ame·rican: A New Ethnit Group 

In spire of chcse comings and goings, a stable population of Ml!!Cican Americans did 
begin to develop, Some families did irrunigtate together and some fnmilies were cre­
ated in the United States. 1n 1928, the League of United Latin American Citfa.ens 
(LULAC) w2s formed in Texas, with the goal of protecting tbe rights of Mexican 
Americans. As a means to achieving this, it recorrunended assimilation to Mexican 
Americans, with a particular emphasis on learrung English. These are clearly che goals 
of people who expet!t to stay. 

Chinese Americans 

Chinese Americans became more Americanized in the fuse half of the rwentierh cen­
tury, stemming in part from concurrent political changes in China. The formation of 
the new Republic of China included encour2gement to Chinese all around the world 
to modernize. Chinese Americans could now cu~ off their queues and adopt \.Vestcrn 
hairscyles. Others eliminated ancestor worship, many second-generation Chinese 
explored the Christian teligions of their adopted counrry. A Ch,ncse hoy scout 
troop was fom,ed in San Fr11ncisco in 1914 followed by a Chinese r?vlCA in 1916, 
The newly formed Chinese American Citizms Alliance was an educationgll}' oriented 
or_ganizaoon that encouraged greater Chinese ~ssimilation to tbe United States 
(Tsai, l 986), 

In spite of modernization, however, most Ch.inese sa'U lived in Chinacowns in a 
narrower range of occupations over dme. As mines and railroad9 either dosed or 
looked elsev.·here for !obor, more and more Chinese moved into laundry or resrauram 
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work. ~en the depression of the l 930s occurred, Chinato'lvtls were esp~cially hard 
hit because of the interlocking nature of the business intuests. 

Probably the mQSt significant change in Amcricn\ Cbin:irowns was the slow 
growth of the female populuion. Even with the difficulties of' immigration, WOlllen 

comprised 25 pe.rcent of the Chinese population in che United States by 1940, up 
from 6.5 percent in 1910 (Tsai, 1986). As with Chinese meu, these women also c:ime 
co embrace more Western ideas. la addh:ioo to other facto.i:s that influenced men, thev 
also had the role model of Madame Chiang Kai"5hek-the very well-lcnown wife ;f 
Chins's leader. Her visit to the United St11tes in 1943 during World War Il made a 
major unpression on the Chinese American conununity (Ch:m, 1991). 

World War II also produced an extremely .import.ant change in the status of Chl­
nese Americans that would come to affect boch their lives and future immigration. Al­
though the Chlnese were still aliens ineligible for citizenship according to the 1870 
law, the allia.ncc between China :and the United Stares in opposition to Japan made 
this sutus embarrassing to the United St11tes. On December 17, 1943, President 
Roosevelt sig11ed an act, commonly called the Magnuson Bill, which allowed narural­
luition to Chloese nationals t1.nd elimin~ted clue Chinese Elcclusion Act of 1S82. Fol­
lowed by the War Bride Act of 1945, many doors, which had previously been ajar at 
best, opened for Chinese immigrant women. 

The Arrival of the J apanese 
Emigration from Japan became legal in 1885. Their first destinotion would be the 
~ugur fields ofH.awaii-30,000 Japanese made th:it journey from 1885 to 1894, com­
ing as concnct laborers much like the Chinese. Another 127,000 would corue from 
1894 to t 907 (lchiok:i, 1980). Most of these early immignot$ were young rural men 
r'rom agriculturnl ba.ckgrounds whose education level tendeti ro be lower than the av­
=ge Japanese (Ichiok.a, t 980; Spickard, 1996).The average term of 2 labor COD0'2ct 

was three years, during which time rhe laborer was essentially the property of the 
pl:inter (lcbioka, 1983). , 

Japanese womco, most of whom c:amc after 1900, later joined the me~ _in the 
sugar c;anc fields (Tamura, 1995). Young, single J.rpanese wotnen had tr.ldioonally 
been part of the labor furce in Japan, parr:icularly in industrial labor where chey com­
prised 68 percent of the worlcforce; thus, labor overseas for single women was not l!S 

radical as it might seem (Von Hassell, 1993), and they soon became 20 p~cent of the 
ernignnrs (Spickard, 1996). Many of these women continued to work rn ~e c~e 
fields. Others, especfaUy those who wound up on the mainland, became prosntut~ m 
the male-dominated society of Japanese immigrants, As is O'lle for most illegal acovi­
ties, we do nor !mow as much about this as we would like. Some of these women used 
ptostitucion as a temporary oocupation before moving into bener circumst2nces; 
others appear to have been forced into r..he work 1gainst their wills (Spicb!d, 1996; 
Warren, 1989). 

Begmning in 1890, significant Japanese immigration to llle Gnic~ Sraccs began, 
with the majority enreri.ng through the ports of Seaetle ~nd San Francisco, ln the la.st 
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:\merit:an coworkers earned between $2. 75 ~nd $3.50 (Azuma, 1994). Yet even though 
these 1>c!W J,ipnnese entrepreneu rs were noc in direct competition with Ew-opean 
American businessmen (who di,l nol, for ex~mplt, grow ~trnwherrics), their success 
only increased the pr<:judicc and discriminati,m they faced. 

,·1m1-J,1pn.'171:se ,-1ttit11de.i 

All in all, Eurnpen1, Americans on the West ~:o.~-r did ~ol see much :~·0~1 in their 
Japanese neighbors. Much of chc hatred came fr~m orga1111.ed lab?r, which v1c\ved any 
new chenp labor as~ thrC11t, As one h1hor org~1111.er commented 1n J 900: 

Chinatown wich iu; reeking filth an<l din, its gambling den,; and obscene 
~l~v<:. pcns, it~ coolie l~hor . . . is a mcn~ce tn the co~10:unicy; but th~ snivel­
ing Japan<.:se. who swarms along the wcets and CTlnglngl_:,: r.,ffors h,s. palay 
--crviccs for~ s\lit of cloches -and a front seat in our pubhc sd1ools, 1s a fur 
grC;Jter ,hinger 10 1:hc bhoring portion of society ~hnn ~II.the ~pium-soak:d 
pigtiiils \vhn have ever blotted the fair 11:1tnc of this beautiful c,ry (quoted in 

Yam:1to, 1994:35). 

The school reference above concemed the practice of some older )~panese who 
wisht!d cu learn English at the public st'houls. They were often pbcctl in cfasses \\.itll 
younger children. Poliricinn Grover Johnson observed: 

l am re.~ponsible to rhe mothers 2nd fathers of Sacramento Coun~ \vho have 
their little daughters sining side b)• side in rhc school rooms. w.1th mnntre,d 
Jap~. with their l)ase minds, thdr lascivious thoughts, rnuluplied by their 
r;ice and strcn!{lhened by cheir modt of life ... 1 h"ve s~en Ja1~n~se t~cnry­
fivc vcars old sitting in che seal~ next to the p\1rc maids of Cahfomia , , • 
J sh~ddrr to d1i11k of sm:h a eundition (qlloted ln Spickard, 1996:29). 

You might notice :i ~imiluriry with the .earlier (u.~1_iiicaclons for lynching African 
Amcrit.~ins, using the ddcnsc <,i women w lt·c:tl prt:Jud,ce. . th 

If rile prc1iaus rwu e>.prcs~ions of h,1trud do 111,L ~ccn: cul from rhc ~-i:mc cl~_ · 
;he\ ~re nm. ;\fost .,mi-Japnncsc feeling did not ~lcm Fron, ~ clci1r cronrnmc nil'lm •,I· 
1Tp1; (lvlcClntdn · I '>?8). i\.~ we have i.ccn, !obnr c:nmpetition frc1w 1llcJapancsc bo:c:un; 
lcJ,s l\f ~11 1ssu/ ~,1,eciallv n, thcJa panc.sc moved from \\~1ge l.hor unn buJ;me~s an 

' · • I · L • d · 1 I c idem cco-ow11 i11g proper ty. These busmc:..~cs, for t 1c _most p.irt, rnri,·c . 1n n< ep 1 

n,n11ic niches, much like rht: Ccnnan J,-v.-s with their dn thmg factories . 

·1 'l.•i· F.11r/y Gnr.!>rh 11f the Jnpn11cre 11mei·iam Cn11m11m1t_y 

13 •. J 9'0 °Califomfa ;.,,,s bcrominrr rhc 1nost popul2r home for the Jnp:tncse Americab n 
E - ' • "' • ' ' • ' I . I t StlUI.'. Ill cc,mmunitY In 1900 onlv ~O •>crcent of~IIJapnncs,, 1\mencaus J\ ~t in na • 

· · ' • ' h I h n concen-i,i· I ')2() :1l111os\ 70 percent di1I (D:111iels. 19ll8). Although t c argcst ur a 
• . . I ("L' l Tc k '') J~1nntsc Amcr-rrnr,nn w11s the lan:mcse comnmmtv m Los Anl!e es 1tt c O yo • · h 

• • 
1
• • • • • • • focus t eir 1t·.11,s r(sisrcrl th~ urhanii.ing trends ot the twcnt1cth rcntttr)~ C<lnn11111ng m 
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liel<l. They ;,chieved gratltts well :ibove the nortn fo,. California smdenr:s and attended 
fonnore ye3rs. Tn 1940, 5S percent of Kisei men over the age of 25 held high school 
diplomas conip;ired with 46 percent for cumparable European Amtrican men 
(Spickard, 1996). This gap only increased with time. But lssci paroms did not totally 
ne!!lect Japanese: cdut':.ttion fol' their children. Japanese langwge schools were orga­
n11.ed for ::,.:,sci to arrc:nd after their day it the public school. In addition, some Nisei 
were selected to ,mend school in Japan for a fcw years, rounding nut their cduc-ational 
experient'e. Almo~c half of the West Coast Nisei took advantage of lhis upporcunity 
(Spick:\rd, 1996). Generally, parents encottragcd lioys more than girls in the educa­
tional arena. Tn spite of this, 'faci girls learned to identify with their female teachers 
and achie,·ed well on their own (Tamura, I 995). 

Just When Things f#re Lcoking Up: Pead Harbor and the Reloc(Jiio11 Cnmps 

The Jap~ncsc a:tack nn the United S1:1te.~ Naval fleet ~t Pearl H-uhor , Hawaii, seems 
lo havel cau!fhl civilian Amerk:ans as unprepared as the Navy. By J94t, thcJnpane,,e 
Ameri~n community on the West Coast had become quite Americ:inized in both cul­
ture and ~crirudes, but the pt:ople were both unknown to and fenrcd by their Euro­
pean American neighbors. Rumors spread rapidly about an impending J11panese 
inv;ision of the \.I/est Coast i11 which J 3pancsc: Americans would aid the i nvndcrs. Pub­
lic opinion moved q111c:kly LO ,trongly suppon the: remoi·al of all Japanese Americans 
from coastal areas. Ironic-ally, more Jgpant:.se Americans were then li,ing on the 
Hawaiian Islamb than on the \.Vest CoRsl, hut no such rumors spread there; thtJapa11-
ese Amorican community in Hawaii was much more integrated with other ethnic 
groups and, as a n:suit, was not feared 

Prcsidenr franklin Ruosc::i·clt responded quickly co this pressure from the \,\Tesc, 
signing Executive Order 9066 ,m February 19, 1942. With the suokc of one man's 
pen-rhis WAS 1101 a law pass.:11 l,y Congrcss-(111 Americans of Japanese anccsuy were 
thcrcl>}' ()rdererl removed to inland prison ,.:amp, (Daniels, l9iS). Th is orck'T rcsuhcd 
nlum:\tely in the muncliog up of 120,313 people, two-thirds of whom wore American 
dti1.:ns, :inrl 1hcir hcing 111c:1rccrarcd withom due process of law. The United Sr:atos 
S1111remc CO\m ~oon 1Ieclared d1is flngnndy unconstirutioual ordt'r to indccil he cou­
,lltutiona l. \\.b1 (:1):ISl lssc.: n11d :-liset wen: gircn notice in early 1942 thnt they were 
to prepare to he tW11c:uacccl, hnnging: wirh i.hcm unly w'hat the)' could carry (Daniels, 
1988: Nakanishi, 1993). 

In m11.~t c.1~es h,mng only a mdtLCI uf day~, Japanese Americans faced many c:co­
nnmic and logistic prnhlems. What could be done: with farms or husincsse,: Lucky in­
divi1iu.1ls found l::umpc;n .'\mcrrcnns willing tu look aftur things. MIii)' Tsukllmoto 
dts c•1h.:.., her fnmil}"s gout! formnc in huvmg a Europe~n Amcnan 11eighbor not only 
willing m kct•.p 1111 lheir f:mn !Jut nlso III pay taxes on ,r for them while cherwl!rt: ab· 
i;e111 ( l,uk1m1ocn anti l' inkcno11, 1968). Less fortunate indiviuual~ mcmpttd to lease 
honws or hu~incsscs; mln~ · rcmrned to find rhcm poorly trClllCd or looccJ. _P~rson_11l 
1a·~~.:.,~io11s wcr.: orren sold in y:ird snle.s ~t which t::uropc:a11 Americans rc1010:d ,n 
1i1111i1,g such :,tood b~rg:uns (no,. 6.2). [11 short, rclocacion phu.:cd an incredible eCcl· 
nnm1c hnrd~h11> on the J~p~11c:~c A111cric,m c.Jom111unity (Spickard, 1996). 



! IL • !'•rt l\l·o 7/;e C:nrr ~/ Cbnraur11: F.nrrmllr.< ,1nd Exir, 

c.~u-.,(1 fror'n 1?1111 . p1cbnJ's w r 
(l??<i:104) ivQ uHomc!ric~ oith~ ~ngcr ~nd 
fru. t, rion 1n3n1• Japinesc :\11,cn~ns mu 1 
h1,•c ,,_,pcr,cncert ,,, the 1111u~ucc of rhcir 
urc1:1! 1n\-arcctotion during Vorld Wun 

The scconclh,u,d dcolcr. h~d been prow!­
ng ~mund for 1•ceks, hkc woh·es, offcrint: 
humihotwg 1•nce$ for gCll'lds nJ fur111rure 
they kllc:: mlln}' ,,; 11$ uld have 10 sell 
sooner or l~re Mam~ h~d • • unc line old ~e~ 
of china. hluc ~ml white porcclain, almnsr 
tans!uce111 •••• 

nc or the dealcn1-offered hd nftccn d I· 
tars lor II, She ~aid IC was ~ full ,c mi; rm• 
1wch·c a.nil worth .tt le.:m 1,w, hundN!d, He 
!ll1d nfrccn w ... , his t0p price. M*mQ suneri tt'I 
q11hcr. . .She didn' ,;-11y ano1hcr "'ord She 
)UM red t tl11~ m,1n. ,11 cllc r•gc Mid fNS­

rn11on channrled 21 hfm thro ,gh her C)'O:.O., 

Ht w21chcd her (11r :a momcn 110d ,;a1d he 
wasS\lrc: he t'Ouldn't pi)' more than JC\'cntcen 
riff , for .hat d11n3, She rta<:hcd into th~ rc:tl 
vell'ct case. too out a dinner pl~cc '311d hurled 
i1 ~I C floor right in front of Ju~ fc~t 

The man leaped h~clt shouting, ''Hey! 
Hey, don't do that! Those are valuable 
uisbes!" 

,\fom • took 0111 another cli,u,cr olQtc nnd 
hurlccl 1t 21 the Aoor. Then ,no:hc; ~nd ,m, 

other. n~•-r movinr, nc,·c, opening lter 
rnouth, jll'Jt quiv¢nr~ Qn(I !~ring QI ;he re­
treating dealer, 1 i\Ji :cars ~treammg .loy,n her 
chack.s. I k finalll· rurried 1ntl cutu:tl out the 
door. he-,tline ior rhc n 'I h1>us-c. \ Vhc~ he 
was gone shi smocl thcr" smashing cups and 
l.tuwls and platters until the whole ~ct lay in 
scattered blue. and white frogrnenu across the 
wooden floor . 

. \lleanwhilc, the W3r Reloc;itinn Auth ricy (WRA) was crcateci to form :1nd run 
the relocation eirnp.s. As the ,amp!i lilted, the Cnited . mes govcmmcn1 began to 
con ider th pn. ibility of lln all-J3panesc American uni in the army Becnu e he 
UnmJ , taf military v~s sti)I racially segregated in World V :ir n. this umr wonltl 
consi~i of only Japanese Amer can troops led b -Eur ope an :\mcric-an offic1:rs. On Feb­
ruar:y l, 194 ~, Secrc ary o \,\,' r timson annuunc:cd the form anon or rhc 4-llnd Reg­
imcnral Combat Tc-am. Tite Selective Semce Sy cm originally had cl. ssificd the 
1'.isci -ru: 4-C (th~ 3lm: SU! Ii as cncm~ aliens), but their clii:ss1fic:arion was ehnnged to 
I ·A, making them a11A1lable for the ,traft. r Iawaiian Japnnese A.rneriCllns compnsed the 
majority()( this new unit , bur_ isd in the camps 11~llinl! to ~ign lo)•a!ty oaths also, ere 
eligible. They were tr. ined 3nd sent to Europe to fight while their familie5 remained 
tn the relocation camps. 

The 442nd I ould nlrimalel)• see 111.000, ' isei men in it; service, most o( I.hem 
volu1ueers. By the end or the war, they had reccivecl 9,4 6 c sualries and been \\3rded 
18,143 !ndiv11h1al ciccnr:irfons 1m: udingonc Congrcss1or1nl Nlcdal of Honor (19 rotal 
were aw rc!e<I during World War U), 1 Oistingulshcd . c!'Vlct: Cro es, SO 11\·er­
• rars. and ,600 purple hcans , They bccamw lhc ffi(I I decorated urut m Amenc-.an 
milirnry hi tory (Danicl5, I 'JS ; Mentun, 10?4). One of these oldicrs, Daniel Inouye 
of H3wa1i (whl) l•tcr liec:1me a United I.Jks senator), first returned to 1hc l'nited 
i.:irc. vfa ship 10 the por of an Fr:inci~co. He ha<l lost an arm in kaly. Wearing his 

umfurm \\1th its one empty sleeve and covered with medals, he was uruble lo find a 
borher " ·illlng ro l'llt h,s harr. 
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. 2nd was fi htin in Europe, the \'v"R.i\ v.-'as slowly trying to empty 
Wlule the 44 . g hgo could find work (:1gain, aw~v from rhe coast) were 

h Ps Japanese Amer101.ns w · d _ .. 
t c cam · ., '- Wi Id W 11 mosr reru.rncd to the \.Vest Coast an attempt= 
allowed to le:ivc. ,,ner or ar ' . . ful .,,.ffi 

. h h d I ft ff Ther once agam became quire success . i:. ons 
co pick up where t ey 3 e O ~ the federal government began . ln 1976, Presi-
to obtain SOID~ fonn °'. .ir 0~0r 0 ; c Order 9066 On August 10, 1988, President 
dent Gerald For~ res;1~ eC' -~~~be:ries Act o( 1988, which provided fora payment 
Ronald Reagan signe . ~ 1" 1 American who had spe.nt time behind h<irbed 
of 520,000 to ca.ch su.mvmg Jfinapanllese 'led -in October of 1990, 60,000 such people 
wire. "When the checks were · a Y. mai 
were still .ilive (Nakanishi, 1993; Spickard, 1996). 
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The Contemporary Playing Field 

The begmnlng of me twentieth ei:ntury 1s often thoughc of u the great age of immi­
gration m the Uaited Smes. By 1910, l4. percent of the entiJ"e U.S. popul.oon was 
foreign-born-the highest it had been since colonial days {U.S. Bureau of the C(lll.SUS, 
1997b). The . ational Origins Act of J 924 put an effeccive stop to dus influx, placing 
mmigracion quotas on every counO')'. This law would remain in force for forty years, 

dropping the pert'.emage of foreign-l,{,m in the United Scates by rwo-rhirds between 
1910 and 1970. 

his chapter focuses on the newest Ameri~ns-those imnugrants who arrived 
because of immigracion law ch:1ngcs u1 the 1960s. The doors to America opened 
hnlfway, begiMing a second great Jgc of immigration. Unlike the wave from ~ cen­
tury 11go, which Rowed largely from Europe, this new WllVC originated in Latin Amer­
ica and Asia (see Alba, l999). The United tat« would once again race large numbers 
of people searching for ways ro 2dapt while :iltcring the ~thnic landscape of the pop­
ulation. Not surprisrnglr, these changes :ilso brought 2bo\Jt the s2mt anti-immigram 
attitudes o prevalent in the early yeu o the I'\ encieth ccnrury (Henry, 1999). Our 
current story of immigraoon is still in the process of unfolding. 
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The 1965 Immigration Act 

1~ spite of wh:it ap~e:irs t~ be 2 forry year period of Lhe ~tarus quo, immigrdtion Jaw 
did undergo som(' mtercsong changes via minor alteration · between 192'! and 1965. 
Some _altera~ion~ occurred l~rgely for pol!tical re~suns-grantiog right<. of citizenship 
ro Ch1~e-~~ unrrngram; during World War IT, for ell'.umple-but other changes were 
more s1gn1ficam overall. Imr.iigracion has always been llnl:ecl "';ch labor force de­
m3nds. linmi~rion law changes in the 1940s and 1950 dearly showed rhat a closed­
door policy did not allow fi11e tunin~ oi ~c labor force dn.rU1g rimes af horcage. 
.. The brnccro program began qmerl)' •n 942, re1.c!J,1ng little nocicu bccau c lhc 

Lin!lecl Srar~s had just . e~cercJ a war thar was then going badly. \A.'hilc the armer! 
force~ were in ihe ;~b~uld~ng process, 111 lus-rrial produc-uon wns going full swing and 
labnr w;is needi:<l. I h1 lanor shorragc hrought nirnl 11 1nuri11cs :ir'ld women into the 
lnbor force, hut ~till mor~ l.ihnr was needed. p~mcularly in agnculrure. Tht.: /•rom·a 
progra~ was des1g,ncd l~ hru1.i: .\1cXJt31 ciuzem, 1n o the l'nittd Sratc.~ 011 .1 tCffl!)<>· 
rnry basis to \\·urk m agncL1lturC. The progmn would remain oµerJrive unril 196'4. 
. .A m~re gloh~I policy ch,rng-c ,11 nnmigrauon l:iw occ,trrcrl wuh c.11~ !J35. age of lhc 

1 artonalny A~t ot 1952 (the McCi1 n-\Vahl'r ,\a). This low le.~ rhe quo1a tern 
fmm l 9~~ miact hut with three ac.ldit:ions th~t would appear a decade la er In ·much 
suong(!r form, First, rhc 1'ationality Ct lml:ed immigrntion preference with skills thnr 
,~ere "urgendy needed' ' in the. lin.irorl ·1.11c-5 •• lmm1gni1m "'th skills 11lrcad • in 1,Jnce 
wuld lea.pfrog_ovcr other. applic,m.ts. fro~ i:hc1r ~ounrr,r. c nd. 11 formal:zcd prefor­
cnct:s ~~1 111.,1'.1'gr:mt r~lati,·es ?~_L.S. c:lure~s. 1 h1rd. racial groups previously singled 
n11r as meltg1ble for Citizen. l11p were penn1tted to become naruralized citizens. 

Bnsir Changfs in 1br Lnw 

The ~111111i~rarion a~cl ;\'.arionaliry Act of 1965 was the most significant immigration 
law since 1 )24; no 1mn11grauon law passed since has come close to its importance, 
The cor~ersrones of the 1965 law were family reunification and an end ro the racinlJy 
nnd cth 1.c-.11Jy biased quma systcn; , The law t0ok shape with the nddition of suhse·­
qocm leg1.~lat/nn, crcaong the following immigration preference system: 

l . R1;5uictccl imrnigr-:,rion would lie limited to Zil>,00 mciividu~l5 -annuallr 
1<1th no more thun 20,000 individuals ente1ing from an , one country. Of lhat 
rota I, 80 percent would be limHed to close rcladvcs of c1oun> ur rcs1dc:nt of 
the un ited Stat~s. ~nd 10 percem would be allocnted on the ha is of needed 
skills pri ses cd by n~p1ring immigrnnrs. 

2. t :nr strictcJ i1n11\1gnmon would he granted to individuals 111 rhc. following 
categ(,ne<i, (,) .,pou,es , parents, and 111inor children of ~dulr C.S. citizens and 
(I.,) refugees and ~sylees. 

_ lm~rcstingl;,. mo t gcJ1·ernmen1~I ofli<:idls Jl tho time had little itleu of the irnpnn 
~lu~ !aw \.rniild 1111\'C on the L1nited Srntt~, either in the overall qj,e of immigration or 
us <lovt>rmy. H-1irn ·'mor11e,1• General Rnherr Kc,medy wi;; ~skc::<l how this Jnw would 
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affect Asian unm.igration, he replied, "it would he approximately 5,000, 1r. Chairman, 
~ftcr which immigration from that source would virrua!ly dis3ppc~r: j ,000 immigrantl!i 
could come in the first year, bur we do 11or e:<pect tlm there would be any great inflWJ: 
after that" (quoted in Bor;as. 1990:H}. Kcimedy was not alone. Mo~ g vemmental of• 
ficials believed t.hat demand for 1mm1gncion to the Umrod t:itc 1va rdath·ely low. 

The. dcmanrl, however, 1 as huge. paru1:ular }' from Asians and Latin Americans. 
In 1ddicion, Congn:ss did not seem to have a firm grasp on th nature of f.imily 
srrucCU!e--the more relatives thnr entered the United Stace , the mon: still othcc rel­
atives became eligible. In most years, more immigrants entered under this unn:­
str1ctcd srarus than unde?r restricted sranL~. (Over time, the occupatlol1Jll preferences 
category decrc.i er! and was fill ~ with !ncrca ing numbers of fam!I>' reJ~tions in a~ ef­
fort ro minimi1.e toul 1mnugrat1on numbers.) Congress thought it was nalf openmg a 
door to a few newcomers. ln f,act it was opening I.hat door a.Imo t completely to a 
erowd of avid imm1grnncs. Figure i. I shows lhe chaoge in the percentage of foreign­
born in the Urutcd States throughour rhc rwentletb c<:nrury. I also shows us the ab­
solute c:ha.nge in rhc number of !oreign-bor11 ln the United ta cs. The impact of the 
1965 law c:innot be clearer. 

Mild'l;#WM FORE IG N - BOR N POPUl..AT ION ANO PERCE.N T OF 
U ,S , POPU LATION, 1850-1997 . 
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Reft,gw qnd ..-1,ylu.s 

Refugees 11n<l . ylees curnprise a f111dy n1gc proportion uf unrestricted immigration. 
111c l 'nitc<.I S<aic.• I a longadmitt.ed refugees and ;:icrmined as}'lwn buc only forcer­
tJlin kind. o refuge«:.,. Btfore 1980, refuge-cs ~nd ~sylees gainer! their starus as immi­
gnms only if th y were Accu1g a Communist country or a Cmnmunisc-dominatcd 
area. lmmigr.mon policy w,1 essential! ~n c:1.1:ension of foreign policy. The fotlfr:il 
govcmmcn okcn denied th is surus to individuals from non-Communist countries on 
the grounds that they sought to immigrate for economic reasons and wen: using fear 
ofy,olitic.il oppre~sion in the home country as an excuse. Because mo.«t countries mth 
high levels of go\'e rnmental oppression also offer fewer cconomu: op1>0rrunitic.s ;han 
the United Staces, prospective immigr:mts found such cho.rge; hard to ~fmc . 

The Refugee Act or 1980 redefined a refugee as an mdi11dual !i1ing Out~idc his or 
her cuunu-y o( l'!utiun !tty lm:ause o( fear of persecucion on chcir rerum as .1 fc.)Ult of 
their rnce, rcli!rion, n unnality mcmhcrship in a particular ~ocial group or po!icical 
optnlun, The new I~, also ~t empted ,o pl~ce a cap on the total numbl!.f of immigrants 
to be adimuctl under thi~ ~mr1ts. This qp chunges regularly. however, in responst: to 
changing world conditions. 1i tlatc, most immigrants to rhe "United Smtes under th.is 
S1'3lll5 have Cllllgr:it d from Cuba and Vieo,am. l;nlike other immigrants, refugt:es and 
-a.sylec. ret-c1vc feder,11 g,.wcrnmencal ;issistan~. from finding housing 2nd employment 
10 rc.:i:c:iving Medicaid. Between 19 I :ind 19 i , appro:cinmelr $600 million per year 
was spent o aid ro refugees, nmounun to about .$7 ,000 per immigrant (Borjas, l 990). 

The New Foreig11-Bo171 

'Hblc I provulcs :in ,11•1.;r:ill view nf rhc ourccs of re ·:ni imm, rAtion 10 the U111t1.;tl 
,es, One C1)\1ntry l 11~Mexico-is chC' hirth councry of 1h'C, one fourth nf all 

foreign•born. Other . panish speaking countries from Latin Am1:nca add anoch1.;r ~4 
percent. From 2cr ss t.lte PaC?fic, c.~c m~nycoun trie ( ia make up over .(, percent 
of all furcign·born . l 'lie Philippines rc:.gul~rly send~ che mosl unnugr.mrs. bu, il5 Table 
, .1 shows. Asi n immigrauon 1s rclarively pre.id om. The nu111b1:r from Europe may 
seem surpris111.,fy rgc. but the i:np11cc on ,he United Srnces ha~ hi:en more in num­
bers 1hnn :n cnlmr <li1•c , ity. lmmigr:irion w.is quite hi~h hetwc~n 19 and l9i0 
From hnth the ni1 d Klngdom an,I German}'· B~onc! th~c. there h s hccn ~ ~wady 
stream or in,mig~nt.~ frvrr. virtu:.1llr all Europe~n countri~ . The rebnve.ly smaller 
numlicrs from each cnun0: • serve 10 les~ ,he 111,11UrtCd culn rrnl dived The grtJt­
csr impact for ll l 11i1ed 1;1ccs, ho h 1n niunhcr) and in rlM:rsiry, has nmc from 
Lgcinos ~nd: ~1gn·. 

Th new inumgrnm,. sc:c;lc: 111 ver, denrmc gtobrraphi pat C'J'll<, $nnir . cttlc m 
certain ~reu bi1.'i:?d on earlier mumgr.itmn w th t are;i hy their ct.,mc group .• uch nr­
~ arc lypic~II)' urban but inCTeJsing number. o nc,1 unnnt,'Tlln are . er ing in subur-
1,an ~rt-'11S (,\Iba et ~I.. 1999} Other. sc 1; loc.1rion that 1.: generally e~1w1riing 
ec:onom1call)' ~nd pruvidi: more opporruniac This cuml11nution hu~ made C~lifonna 
the mosr popul:i destm~ao 1 for Loth L;iuno and As an 1mm1gr.1ms. full)' t11illion 
for ign-born l11'e m hat tau.:, ma · ni up 2 percom of i s p 1p11l,1tion. ~c • York 

;"'l, /mmigrm,u and Old Mi110nti~,· Tb, Com~npurary Pl8yi11g FidJ • l 3 i 

TABLE 7. 1 

Coun!:}' of Birth 

All Couotries 

L~tin America 

Mexico 

Cuba 

Dominiom Republic 

El Salvador 

Asia 

Philippines 

China 

Vie!]lam 

India 

Korea 

£uropc 

Soviet Union 

Unlted Kinrdom 

Germany 

North America 

Canadll 

Other 

R E GIONS ANO TOP THIRTEEN COUNTRI E S OF BIRTH 

OF THE F"oREIGN BORN, 1997 

Number (in thousands) Pcn:ent 

25,800 100.0 

l],235 51.3 

7,0li 27.2 

913 lJ 

632 2.4 

607 2.4 

6.914 26.8 

1,132 4.4 

1,107 4.3 

;70 J.0 

74!1 2.9 

591 "Z.l 

,360 Hi.9 

734 2.9 

606 2.3 

578 2.l. 

568 2.2 

542 2.1 

748 
1.9 

\) ,5 U\11'"" of th< Ce:u,1!1, l 9~< 

contains 3.6 million forcign-born-19 .6 pe~ccn\()f i: ~pul11.~o~:o~n.it~~ ::: ~~ 
fomia and rew York contain almost half or the orcign· om '~. rce1n for­
Bureau of the Census. 1999c). Beyond these two s12te ' Ba '~ \s over 18 ~he ,m act 
eign-bom, followed hy Florida (16.4 percent) ~nd Ne, JeJ·sef (! .4f~rc c~~cd t:I~· 

of che new immigraciun is clear!}' focused i11 cw elect cgionso e 
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