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ABSTRACT

 

Between the 1860s-1930s, there were a significant number of Chinese, Japanese, and various Caucasian peoples who embraced interracial friendships in the United States. Not only were these brave souls ahead of their time, but they exercised a moral cosmopolitan attitude amidst some of the fiercest racial discrimination in American history. Until recently, racism, exclusion, and ethnic discrimination have understandably dominated the historiography of Asian America. Scholars have also thoroughly documented formal legal remedies that proponents of interracial benevolence sought, largely in federal courts. The moral cosmopolitan precedent, on the other hand, offered an antidote to racism largely outside the confines of systematic law. In the tradition of populist constitutionalism, the moral cosmopolitan precedent of pre-Depression interracial goodwill among Asians and Caucasians created a minority societal dissent that later became the broad cultural basis for overturning institutionalized discrimination. This essay makes the case for legal and extra-legal moral cosmopolitanism, where a Melting Pot version of multiculturalism merged with a patriotism that embraced Enlightenment principles of universal human rights.

 

I. INTRODUCTION

 

This study focuses on interracial goodwill during a time and place of intense racism and nativism, that of the United States during the 1850s-1920s. Part of its historiographical significance lies in its unprecedented telling. AsianAmerican historiography has focused mainly on racism, discrimination, and exclusion.1 In 2001, Gary Okihiro wrote that “AntiAsianism is the most discussed topic in Asian American history,”2 with the Japanese-American relocation during World War II probably being the most-discussed topic within AntiAsianism.3 There is good reason for this. The Chinese were the first immigrants to be excluded by race from the United States. Japanese-Americans suffered uniquely during World War II with forced relocation to internment camps, with resultant loss of income, property, and social relationships, not to mention peace of mind. Asian immigrants were the only ethnicity that the U.S. government completely excluded from immigration or banned from naturalization.4 Scholars have very thoroughly documented these sorts of stories. In recent years the field of Asian American history has finally begun to move in new directions, but the old beating boy of the evil trio (racism, discrimination, and exclusion) lives on. This work aims to contribute to the corpus of work that is now developing beyond the old evil trio.

 

A. NOMENCLATURE

 

In this essay I will use terms like “Asian” and Caucasian” in somewhat inexact ways, but compatible with racial views of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries based almost exclusively upon physical appearance. Therefore I will not explore contemporary ideas which rightfully dismiss any scientific basis for “race,” and see it for the social construct that it is and was. Unfortunately, too few hold these post-racial ideas now, but they would have been especially irrelevant to the vast majority of people living in the United States a century and more ago. Also, for convenience sake and because of dramatic demographic differences, this study concentrates on the U.S. mainland, most notably excluding Hawaii. Hawaii did not become an American territory until late in this study’s chronology (1898), but also featured proportionately far more Asian and indigenous peoples than the mainland. Race relations there deserve more particular, more focused studies that would likely contrast in major ways from the one offered here.

 

B. HISTORICAL MORAL COSMOPOLITANISM

 

Long before scholars re-discovered the philosophy,5 these interracial friends embraced an attitude of moral cosmopolitanism.6 They were not necessarily intellectually sophisticated people, nor were they likely to be selfconsciously “citizens of the world” in an educated understanding of cosmopolitanism.7 But obviously race had not prevented the development of intimate friendships among them, and so they must have appreciated people unlike themselves, at least to some extent, as part of a greater family of humanity.8 In describing true friendships, Aristotle wrote “loving resembles an affection of the soul, whereas friendship resembles a disposition … reciprocal loving involves decision, and decisions flow from dispositions, and when people wish good things for those they love for these others’ sake, this is not a matter of affective state but of disposition.”9 Disposition, inclination, or attitude thus becomes a core factor in a moral cosmopolitan worldview.

For purely organizational purposes, we might adopt Aristotle’s ideas of tri-part friendships involving utility, pleasure, and deep, true friendship.10 Probably outside of Aristotle’s tri-part categorization of friendships were the ambiguous relations fostered by churches, missionaries, charitable efforts, and various Caucasians who were sometimes only nominally anti-racist on culturally-specific and subjective moral grounds. This becomes especially true when considering the nineteenth century and the early twentieth century, when pseudo-scientific ideas of race hierarchy and Social Darwinism encouraged the development of an unfortunate cultural imperialism.11 Nevertheless, it might be worth noting those who at least meant well, even if their own self-conceptions often colored their efforts. Cultural biases aside, pastors and churches were prominent in opposing enactment of the notorious 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act;12 legislation that is easy to condemn now, but was unpopular to oppose then.

 

C. THE DREAM AND REALITY OF A NATION OF IMMIGRANTS

 

The United States is overwhelmingly a land of immigrants. The positive mythology surrounding this fact is one of multi-ethnicity and inclusiveness, the “bring me your huddled masses” inscription on the Statue of Liberty in New York City, supposedly protected by the Enlightenment era principle of all men (and eventually all women) being created equal. However, the dark reality of American history includes racism and nativism. Euro-Americans especially made aborigines, Africans, and their descendants the main targets of their racism, stealing land, resources, and labor and liberty from these peoples. During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, nativists broadened the spectrum of discrimination to include anyone except themselves: white, Anglo-Saxon Protestants, the WASPs of American legend or notoriety.13 But regardless of specifics, racism has been a constant feature of American culture. Stricter immigration laws leading up to the 1924 Johnson-Reed Act14 mitigated nativist bigotry, but only because it assuaged their fears of being overwhelmed by foreign transplants. Eventually, the relegation of WASP ideology to numerical minority status, particularly after the influx of millions of Catholics, rendered nativism (ironically) irrelevant.

The truism of the United States being a land of immigrants is better known than its correlative, which is how successive generations tried to slam the door on further immigration. John Higham, in his classic study of nativism in general, Strangers in the Land, also described the antiChinese agitation of the 1870s and 1880s as the most violent expression of a long and varied attitude of American bigotry.15 The 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act became the only antiimmigration act in U.S. history to target a specific racial or ethic group.16 Violence continued against the Chinese during the 1880s in a number of riots.17 California’s Alien Land Laws of 191318 and 192019 targeted Japanese and attempted to prevent them from owning land. The Japanese ultimately experienced one of the most flagrantly racist violations of constitutional principles with their wartime internment.20 Still, despite such prevalent racism, exclusion, and discrimination, there were numerous examples of interracial benevolence. In fact, the era’s dominant racism and nativism makes such friendship all the more important when considering the aspirations of a multi-ethnic society such as the United States was or at least has come to be. Following is but a small sampling of the innumerable interracial friendships that existed among Asians and Caucasians before the Great Depression.

 

II. BEFORE THE PROGRESSIVE ERA

 

In 1882 Congress passed and the president signed the Chinese Exclusion Act,21 the only immigration act in United States history to target a specific ethnic or racial group. The act followed a period of labor agitation against the Chinese, most spectacularly perpetuated in California by Dennis Kearney (1847-1907) and his Workingman’s Party.22 But labor competition with (mainly European) immigrant groups was a prominent theme in American nativism going back to the 1850s, and especially salient during the Progressive Era of the 1890s-1920s. For the Chinese to be excluded had to illustrate a more pure form of racial hatred. This makes friendships among Chinese and Caucasians all the more remarkable for the pre-1882 period.

The first huge wave of Asian immigration to the United States occurred in conjunction with the California gold rush of 1848-1850. Thousands of Chinese arrived (mainly from the impoverished and wartorn Guangdong Province) hoping to make their fortune and, for the most part, return to China. Few people, including the Chinese, got rich during the gold rush, and afterward Chinese began working in a number of professions. They worked in agriculture, as domestic servants, in Pacific coast fisheries,23 and perhaps most notably, as railroad construction laborers building the most difficult and most dangerous leg of the America’s first transcontinental railroad from Sacramento to Promontory Point, Utah.24

In addition to whites who were personal and public friends of the Chinese, there were a few prominent Caucasians who fought antiChinese prejudice in the legal-political world. As early as 1868, Oregon’s governor George L. Woods vetoed legislation that targeted Chinese for extra taxation,25 a technique common in mining areas. In Idaho two federal officials — U.S. Marshal Henry W. Moulton and U.S. Attorney Joseph W. Houston — also opposed such as discriminatory taxation of the Chinese.26 So even before 1882 there was a small minority of prominent white Americans who might be characterized, without too much exaggeration, as the forerunners of multi-culturists. There were many more who did not cut such a conspicuous public profile. But if these moral cosmopolitans, prominent and obscure alike, had a spokesman, it was the popular writer Mark Twain.

Mark Twain famously defended the Nevada Chinese both in newsprint and his book Roughing It (1872). Twain, one of the most underrated anti-racists in American history, was also a defender of Native Americans and an opponent of foreign imperialism. Twain championed the Chinese as “quiet, peaceable, tractable, free from drunkenness, and … industrious as the day is long.”27 Further, Twain wrote, “A disorderly Chinaman is rare, and a lazy one does not exist.” Twain blamed anti-Asian agitation on lower class, ignorant whites28 — an observation many other Caucasians echoed during the following decades. Periodically, over the last couple of decades, reactionary forces have denounced Twain as a racist for the language he used in Huck Finn. But surely this is a most superficial reading of Twain. Besides his other, precocious anti-racist writings,29 Twain’s hero Huck Finn famously denounces his society and risks condemning himself when he decides to aid the slave Jim in his escape.30 In any case, Twain might be considered a “policy” friend to the Chinese and other ethnic and racial groups, since he used his influential pulpit as a writer to propound his views. On a more immediate level regarding the Nevada Chinese of this era, Virginia City policeman George Downey gained a reputation for ignoring race in criminal matters. Downey made an almost novel attempt in working class circles to understand Chinese culture. Wealthy Chinese merchants pooled their money and bought him an expensive diamond ring as just one symbol of their friendship.31

In protesting the exclusion of Chinese court testimony in California based on ethnicity, the Reverend William Speer wrote in 1870 that for them to be “excluded on ethnological grounds, is simply contemptible on the eyes of men of science.”32 Speer continued, “if the Chinese are Indians, then we are Indians; if the Chinese are negroes [sic], then we are negroes [sic].”33 Speer was a cosmopolitan. Like Mark Twain and a handful of others pioneering the conception of cultural relativism,34 Speer was in this regard ahead of his time.35

Twain, Downey, and Speer were unusual for their era, particularly in regard to the majority of Chinese, who at this time were laborers. During the flush economy of the immediate post-Civil War years, white laborers were generally not averse to allowing the Chinese to perform the Herculean task of blasting a rail path through the Sierra Nevada Mountains. Economic downturns, such as the Panic of 1873, frequently transformed grudging tolerance into overt racial targeting.36 Labor competition was an early and frequent source of interracial and interethnic strife, but the Chinese and later Asians always bore the potential burden of a different physical appearance, which evoked racism rooted in the usual fear of the unknown.

Successful business relations required and require much social interaction, and congeniality must be present if such relations are to prosper. An enormous amount of Caucasian and Asian testimony supports the historical existence of many utilitarian friendships of this sort. Some developed further into true friendships, but all displayed the basic good will required of Aristotle’s utilitarian friendships. Business interests became some of the most prominent and numerous protestors against the 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act.37

In 1876 and 1886, during a nadir of antiChinese activity in the West, a number of prominent California businessmen, attorneys, pastors, and various others gave congressional testimony defending and praising the Chinese.38 Joseph A. Coolidge (Secretary of the San Francisco Merchant’s Exchange), Solomon Heydenfeldt (former associate justice of the California Supreme Court), and many others offered lengthy proChinese testimony.39 Frederick W. Macondray, of Macondray & Company and a twenty-four year resident of San Francisco, testified, “From all our dealings with them here and in China I do not know any class of merchants, I think, who are more honest and upright or who have a better reputation for integrity than the Chinese.”40 Macondray, who had lost money in his business dealings with whites, testified he had never lost money with the Chinese. Furthermore, Macondray did all his business with the Chinese through verbal agreements. There was no need for written contracts.41 The bygone, evocative saying, “Their word was their bond,” evidently fit the Chinese merchants. These testimonies were remarkable. Out of jealousy, prominent businessmen of this and following eras of nativism tended to subvert successful immigrant businessmen, especially Jews.42 But in this singular context, a prominent class of whites defended a class of immigrant merchants. Equally remarkable defense of the Chinese arose in legal circles.

Benjamin Brooks and Frederick Bee were attorneys who came to champion Asian rights beyond the limits of professional duty. Bee defended Chinese miners in Nevada as early as 1855.43 In 1876 he became the official spokesman for the Chinese Six Companies during Congressional hearings that received a majority of testimony against Chinese immigration.44 Later Ch’en Lanpin, Chinese minister to the United States, appointed Bee as consul out of the San Francisco office.45 Both Brooks and Bee recognized the important economic role Asians had played in western United States development, denounced illegal anti-Asian activity, but also came to admire their Asian clients.46 Writing as early as 1877, Brooks said,

The charges against this people … would in other lands be esteemed virtues; their undying love for native land, their devotion to their religious faith, their veneration for their parents and ancestors, their love and affection for their families, their generous contributions to their support and happiness, their untiring industry, their uncomplaining patience, their courageous venturing to the most distant lands where honest wages may be earned, their frugality, proud independence, resistance to oppression and partial laws … . If they cannot assimilate with us, can it be because these qualities are foreign to our nature? [original emphasis]47

Obviously Brooks had gained some appreciation for the virtues of Chinese culture, and spoke with an amazing insight that has yet to characterize an appreciable number of white Americans, these 137 years later.

Judges, whose non-profit role allowed for more potential purity in their motives, became among the most stellar legal allies for Asians. J.S. Look, a Seattle-based Chinese businessman, remembered the strong antiChinese feeling of 1880s. “[But] there were a few big men in Seattle who sympathized with the Chinese race and who did much to bring about an era of good feeling,” Look recalled in 1924. “Some of these men I remember by name were Judge Jacobs, Judge [Thomas] Burke, Judge [C.H.] Hanford, Mr. Denny and Mr. [H.L.] Yesler ….”48 These and other prominent community leaders (such as Judge Roger S. Green, Justice of the Peace George G. Lyon, Reverend L.A. Banks, Seattle Fire Chief Gardner Kellogg)49 with power and stature, had taken an unpopular stand during one of the most anti-Asian racist decades in West Coast U.S. history.50

Those bent upon emphasizing ethnic and racial conflict might be tempted to say these white men were merely “law and order” types interested in preventing anarchy. But let us remember that a great many white authorities looked the other way (or covertly or overtly participated) in lawlessness directed against blacks in the U.S. South of the entire Jim Crow era (1877-1954) and beyond. In fact, when one racial group systematically allows domestic terrorism against another, such practices become a form of (racist) orderliness. So the Seattle authorities’ actions cannot be separated from the Chinese they sought to protect. They must be described as friends, albeit in a professional capacity executing their professional duty. Captain George Kinnear, leader of the Home Guards that helped quell the 1886 Seattle riot, recalled in 1911:

The deplorable situation and the cause of all our trouble was — two few men were willing to throw themselves into the breech to defend the right at any cost, and too many were afraid to do anything to check the tide of lawlessness. Professional men were afraid they would lose some of their clients. Merchants were fearful they would be boycotted. The merchants in the building in which Judge [Thomas] Burke had his office said he must vacate and leave the premises for fear the building would be fired [burned down] or blown up. But the Judge stayed. He was one of the men who put down the mob.51

Unsurprisingly, Judge Roger S. Greene’s wife started a Chinese school during this period to help teenagers like L.O. Dong (president of Seattle’s Chinese Association during the 1920s).52 These Caucasians cared about their community and its members, Asians and whites alike.

In Portland, Matthew P. Deady (Oregon’s first federal district judge) evolved from a pro-slavery advocate to one of the most vocal proChinese advocates.53 Perhaps most outstanding was Judge Ogden Hoffman, who heard over 10,000 habeas corpus cases alone following the 1882 Exclusion Law.54 This was not surprising to anyone who had observed Hoffman’s earlier judicial performance. Between 1854 and 1872, California law forbade the admission of Chinese testimony in state courts. In Hoffman’s federal court, however, Chinese were allowed to bring suit against fellow Chinese and non-Chinese alike. During Hoffman’s entire tenure only two such plaintiffs received unfavorable judgments. Chinese convicted of crimes also generally received comparatively lenient sentences in Hoffman’s court.55 Clearly Hoffman and other federal judges of the northern California district were at least legal friends to the Chinese, despite holding personal racial biases that were common at the time. Apparently here, the institution of the law itself, particularly regarding habeas corpus and due process, became the driving forces behind the judges’ decisions.56 Hoffman maintained an alternative to California’s shameful testimony prohibition as sort of a running dissent, even if in his limited judicial arena. Eventually the state legislature amended the California’s civil and penal codes to reinstate Chinese testimony.57

The prohibition against Chinese testimony in California state courts had its roots in 1849-50, when the state legislature passed an act that barred non-whites from giving evidence for or against whites. But the legislature only specified Indians and those of African ancestry.58 The specification against the Chinese arrived a few years later with the infamous 1854 California Supreme Court case, People v. Hall.59 A lower court had convicted one George W. Hall for murdering a Chinese man named Ling Sing and sentenced him to execution. Hall appealed upon the openly racists grounds that testimony from a Chinese witness, ipso facto incredible, had convicted him. The Court agreed, and cited the California legislature’s Act Concerning Civil Cases, which prohibited the testimony of blacks or Indians against whites, as well as an 1850 criminal proceedings act which notoriously stated that “No Black, or Mulatto person, or Indian shall be allowed to give evidence in favor of, or against a white man.”60 California Supreme Court Chief Justice Hugh C. Murray felt compelled to describe a lengthy, convoluted, and far-fetched rationale for why Chinese were coequivalent with Indians, since Columbus had set sail for south Asia and thought he had arrived there in the West Indies of the Caribbean.61 Already openly racist, it seems (in retrospect) almost bizarre that Murray and the Court felt obliged to dress up their bigotry in the language of legal niceties; but so it went. As J.A.C. Grant pointed out, California’s siding with the Union during the Civil War helped make the Chinese a substitute “devil to whip” in place of blacks. Regarding court testimony, in 1863 (halfway through the war) the state legislature amended its civil and criminal statutes to omit mention of blacks but to include “Mongolians, Chinese, or Indians.”62

The Reverend William Speer and other white elites denounced the Hall decision, as well as the 1870 People v. Brady decision that reiterated Hall’s racism, despite imminent state legislative rectification, effective 1872.63 After 1872, Chinese testimony experienced, at best, a mixed fate in and beyond California. Racists like U.S. Supreme Court Justice Stephen Field continued to condemn Chinese as somehow genetically dishonest.64 Again in the minority, Judge Hoffman knew that Chinese witnesses could be dishonest, just like any other group of witnesses, but generally regarding them as competent witnesses.65 In a more typical case, Quock Ting v. United States (1891), the majority decision dismissed Chinese testimony as unreliable,66 in what amounted to an arbitrary and capricious decision. Judge John De Haven made at least one arbitrary and capricious dismissal of apparently consistent Chinese testimony (in Woey Ho v. United States, 1901), but more generally relied upon consistency or lack thereof in determining the reliability of Chinese witnesses, as did U.S. Commissioner of Immigration, E.H. Heacock.67 On the other hand, collectors of customs in California regularly sought white witnesses to verify the citizenship of returning Chinese, which would have been detrimental were it not for the courts’ and judges’ counteracting policies.68 Finally, Judge Maurice T. Dooling not only accepted Chinese testimony, but considered it no less than “ordinary fairness” for Chinese to be allowed to cross-examine witnesses against them in deportation cases.69

Despite California’s statutory rectification of disallowed Chinese testimony, a West Virginia court cited Brady in an 1877 case, claiming this meant racial discrimination in matters of testimony did not violate the Fourteenth Amendment.70 In 1925, a Mississippi court claimed Hall justified their maintenance of white supremacy.71 One of the immediate and unfortunate reactions against Hall was the Chinese themselves making racist claims about their superiority over those of African and indigenous dissent.72 Although apparently not designed as such by the white majority, this effect was the equivalent to a “divide and conquer” strategy among racial and ethnic groups, at least for the time being.

 

III. UTILITARIAN FRIENDSHIPS DURING THE PROGRESSIVE ERA AND BEYOND

 

The Progressive Era in United States history spans the 1890s to the 1920s. Historians characterize this period as one containing multiple reform movements intent upon such diverse efforts as banning alcohol consumption, eradicating political corruption, limiting or banning child labor, improving sanitation in meat packing plants, and many more crusades. During the Progressive Era, University of Chicago especially became a center of multi-ethnic outreach, associated in part with the Settlement House movement design to help the urban poor, who were often immigrants.73 University of Chicago Sociologist Robert Park in particular promoted a theory that immigrants would inevitably, if gradually, assimilate into American society.74

For foreigners abroad and in the United States, the Progressive Era might have seemed like the best of times and worst of times. There was the multi-ethnic optimism of America as a haven for immigrants and nativeborn alike.75 But this was also a period of intensifying nativism and immigrant resistance to or doubts about assimilation.76 It was a time when ideas of Social Darwinism77 and cultural absolutism78 were on the rise, as well as the beginnings of cultural relativism and the roots for modern cosmopolitanism.79

Toward the end of the Progressive Era, the 1924 Johnson-Reed Act80 created America’s first quota system for immigration. This was the culminating triumph of years of nativist agitation81 and influenced the course for immigration policy until the mid-1960s.82 But the preceding decades had not been dominated by nativism alone. There were the usual surges of antiimmigrant sentiment associated with economic depression, especially 189397.83 Still, the urban settlement house projects aimed primarily at immigrant workers84 had mitigated, to some extent, antiimmigrant hostility.85 On the foreign front, the United States boasted its first imperialist triumph with the 1898 conclusion of the Spanish-American War.86 America gained control over the last major vestiges of Spain’s old colonial empire, including the Philippines and Guam in the Pacific and Cuba and Puerto Rico in the Caribbean. Ironically, this victory brought both a renewed confidence in America’s ability to absorb foreigners (the original “melting pot” concept)87 and the imperialistic racism of the “White Man’s Burden” variety.88 The former represented the ongoing continental “mission” aspect89 of the United States, while the latter reflected something of an Anglophile repetition of the “exclusive club” abroad.90

The 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act91 did not pacify the racial nativists. 1885-1886 witnessed major property destruction and Chinese deaths in Rock Springs, Wyoming; Seattle and Tacoma, Washington; Los Angeles, and in Portland, Oregon.92 Extension and tightening of the 1882 Act arrived a decade later with passage of the 1892 Geary Act.93 But violence and hatred continued against Chinese, of course, even while racial nativist fear of an impending “invasion” began to diminish. These antiimmigration policies targeting the Chinese would not be reversed until 194394 when, belatedly, China’s alliance with the U.S. during World War II won such a minimal concession. In any case, with Chinese immigration effectively reduced by the late nineteenth century, racial nativist Americans found a new “Yellow Peril” in Japan.95

Japan was unique in the history of imperialism.96 Unlike all other targets of Western domination, both Japan and Ethiopia97 resisted direct colonization during the age of imperialism. But only Japan actually became an imperial power itself.98 Japan defeated China in the first Sino-Japanese War, 1894-95,99 then triumphed in the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-05.100 Japanese territorial expansion proceeded into Taiwan and the Korean peninsula, and by the 1930s into Manchuria and China itself.101 Some Americans grudgingly respected Japan for its meteoric modernization and military industrialization, but many more feared her.102 Japanese immigrants to the U.S. noticed an immediate rise in prejudice. Californians formed the Asiatic Exclusion League in 1905,103 and passed Alien Land Laws targeting the Japanese in 1913104 and 1920.105 Mirroring earlier antiChinese legislation, the 1924 Johnson-Reed Act ended Japanese immigration altogether.106

Seemingly paradoxically, continuing and deepening racial nativism in the U.S. between the 1890s and 1920s did not deter interracial friendship. In many cases Asians and Caucasians seemed to grow more accustomed to one another and extended utilitarian friendships into friendships of pleasure and even the most profound sort of personal friendship. Again, it is the harsh historical context that makes these benevolent interracial relationships so striking.

In the western United States a great number of prominent Asian businessmen, most of them property owners, cultivated very congenial exchanges with white businessmen.107 Here the situation tended to become more overtly political, as economic considerations motivated white businessmen and their organizations to speak out in defense of their Asian associates amidst an atmosphere of discrimination, racism, and exclusion.108 Still, while political economy might primarily occupy the motivations of business people, they also typically developed friendships that transcended such practical considerations. George Shima (1864-1926), the millionaire California “potato king,”109 Chin Lung (another “potato king”),110 Lee Bing, Seid Back Sr., Seid Chee (California, Oregon, and Washington state businessmen),111 Minori Yasui (Hood River business and community leader),112 Lung On of John Day, Oregon,113 and a great many others had extensive business ties and friendships among white people.114

Asian businessmen in general had much-lauded reputations for honesty and responsibility, which their white counterparts cherished all the more

in an era of high speculation, volatile capitalism, bankruptcy, and cancellation of debts.115 Many whites reported losses with their white counterparts

but, conspicuously, none with their Asian counterparts. A Caucasian president of an Oregon fruit co-op wrote to Masuo Yasui, “For a number of

years we have taken quite an interest in financing various Japanese who

have gone into the strawberry and fruit business in Hood River Valley and

have done so largely because they have been connected with your firm …

.”116

Much more common than interaction in elite business circles were labor-employer relations. Long traditions of an industrious work ethic permeate East Asian cultures, which was bound to appeal to many white observers in America, steeped in their own Protestant work ethic.117 As early as 1884 the Milwaukee (Oregon) Sentinel’s editor (Horace Rablee) acknowledged the efficacy of Chinese labor, citing industriousness, inexpensiveness, neatness, lack of complaining, and rapid learning on the part of the Chinese.118 The Anacortes American, a newspaper in the small coastal town of Anacortes, Washington, was usually filled with racist editorials and reports against Asians. Nevertheless, it reported a conversational exchange in 1900 that illustrated the grudging respect some racist whites held for industrious Asian workers. “You people always have a lot of Chinaman [sic] working here,” remarked a Hotel Taylor guest, visiting from Whatcom County to the north. “And at Whatcom you’ve got a lot of loafing paupers who don’t work,” rejoined his companion.119

Before the 1924 Johnson-Reed Act, the Anacortes American and a great many other newspapers along the Pacific Coast generally expressed alarm at the influx of Asian workers. With Chinese immigration severely limited after 1882, racists began targeting the Japanese.120 Fear over Japanese labor competition, apparently inflamed by American labor agitators, contributed to rioting in Vancouver, British Columbia, in September 1907.121 The American Federation of Labor (AFL) had previously joined nativists in opposing immigrant labor, though their focus had been the eastern United States and European immigration. During the 1893-97 depression, AFL president Samuel Gompers (an English Jew) had opposed the influx of Russian Jews into the cigar making industry. By the early 1920s, the AFL joined the clamor for immigration restriction that led to the 1924 quota law.122 So it was consistent for the AFL, in 1908, to oppose Asian labor, though they oddly specified the increasingly anachronistic “threat of Chinese labor.123

Still, there were remarkable exceptions to this labor competition and Caucasian disparaging of Asian and AsianAmerican labor. An anonymous Japanese servant published his employment experiences in the New York Independent on September 21, 1905.124 This man’s employers ranged from intolerable to very friendly. One of his favorite employers was a Princeton graduate and his wife, both of whom treated him very kindly.125 The servant worked for them almost three years while he finished high school, and only the absence of a local college or university compelled him to depart, which he wrote he “exceedingly” hated to do. His next employer was a haughty, dictatorial woman, and he left her employ almost immediately.126 While in college this servant’s best position was as a cabin boy on a yacht, where he worked for a summer. He described the yacht’s owner and his wife as “very agreeable” and their children as “lovely and good-natured.” Unlike the dictatorial woman, who had made the social distance between them plain, the yacht people included their servant in conversations and helped him with his education expenses even after he had left their employ.127

Similar to elite business relationships, true affection could also develop among non-elite Asian workers and the various whites who hired them. This was especially likely in domestic environments, when whites frequently described their Asian cooks or domestics as virtually “one of the family.”128 Perhaps no clearer example of this was reflected in the life of Luke Chess. Luke Chess, born in 1890 to Chinese parents in San Francisco, moved to Genoa, Nebraska in 1910 to work for Mrs. Ed L. Burke of the Kent & Burke Cattle Ranch. In 1924 in his faltering command of English he wrote, “[S]he was the most kind hearted lady to me in my life, I took her as a mother to me, and her’s care take and love to me as to her own son …. [S]he not only known of my happiness, but my troubles and sorrow as well, until to to [sic] dated she is my best friend I have had.”129

Obviously white employers could also be condescending and racist, but this should not discount other instances genuine good will.130 In fact, genuine affection could sometimes be intermixed with the unfortunate bigotry and hierarchical cultural absolutism so typical of the era that failed to appreciate Asian culture in its own right. But what seems ambiguous or dubious now should not be imposed upon the past lest we commit the historian’s fallacy of presentism.131 In regard to Ye Gon Lun, a Chinese boy in California during the late nineteenth century, Ira M. Condit wrote,

He came into the home of Honorable N. Greene Curtis, of Sacramento, a little boy of only nine years of age, and fresh from his heathen home in China. He was meant to be only a servant boy. By the loveliness of his character, and his wonderful faithfulness to duty, he soon won his way into the hearts of this household. They learned to feel towards him and to treat him more as a son than as a servant. In natural uprightness and nobleness of nature he was far above the average of his countrymen, and soon became separated in sympathy from them, so that he scarcely seemed to be Chinese at all.132

But there were other qualifications of the paternal-symbiotic situation, more positive even from a Western cultural perspective. Contrary to stereotypes of docility, dissatisfied Asian workers often left their individual jobs or sometimes collectively rebelled against employers through strikes and boycotts.133 The family of John Reed, famous author of Ten Days that Shook the World, employed a Chinese domestic who was also a proud property owner, and thus hardly servile.134 Evelyn Nakano Glenn, who described many good relations between Japanese servants and their employers, also described servants who tried (with varying success) to dictate the terms of their employment and, if necessary, resigned rather than tolerate demeaning or otherwise unhappy working conditions.135 Ironically, some of today’s purported proponents of interracial goodwill often ironically make cross-cultural mistakes, and inadvertently impose their values upon others. Regarding historic Asian-Caucasian friendships, American critics of paternalism sometimes fall directly into this trap. It is worth a more deep examination. A Chinese ranch worker will illustrate the point.

Ah Sam, a ranch hand for the Jewett family in California before World War II, insisted on removing himself to Chinatown after the Jewetts sold their ranch.136 Fiercely loyal to the family, Ah Sam refused to work for another, not even Hugh Jewett’s cousin. Hugh Jewett apparently failed to convey the fact that his own family was going out of the ranching business, and remained concerned for Ah Sam’s future and well being.137 Finally, it occurred to Hugh Jewett to appeal to Ah Sam’s very sense of family loyalty. He informed Ah Sam that his cousin was ill, in dire need of his help, and that Ah Sam might consider the cousin a member of the extended Jewett family. The result was a new job for Ah Sam and the delivery of much needed high quality labor.138

Probably without realizing it, Jewett had appealed to Ah Sam’s Confucian sense of loyalty and constancy in friendship. From an Aristotelian point of view this was mainly a utilitarian sort of friendship,139 but a Confucian perspective strongly suggests a much deeper sense of dedication than mere utilitarianism.140 Beyond all particular cultural considerations, however, this relationship demonstrated an almost fierce element of good will.

As mentioned, scholars have criticized the paternalism that sometimes characterized these types of employer-laborer relationships, but this presents a potential AngloAmerican cultural distortion and thus what David Hackett Fischer described as the “fallacy of ethnomorphism.”141 AngloAmericans, with their long and colorful heritage of hyper-individualism, tend to disparage paternalism uniformly.142 East Asians, with even longer traditions of group-orientation, champion loyalty, honesty, diligence, and other forms of integrity in highly social relationships — all consistent with Confucian ideas of harmonious and virtuous social relationships.143 Being dependent upon an employer, from an Asian perspective, was not necessarily dishonorable.144 The noted scholar Sucheng Chan, in fact, does not necessarily describe these sorts of relationships as “paternal” at all, but rather as symbiotic.145 Sucheng Chan makes an excellent point. There was good reason for recognizing these relationships outside of western notions of paternalism, even if symbiotic relationships were not always benevolent.

Mr. Preble of the Curtis Packing Company of Long Beach, California, highly praised their Japanese workers for their cleanliness, hard work, trustworthiness, cheerfulness, and high levels of education — but noted that they strongly resisted being “bossed” by whites, in contrast to complying with the orders of Japanese supervisors.146

Monica Sone’s father, a Japanese hotel owner in pre-war Seattle, was “paternalistic” himself toward his Caucasian employees, who were “like family” to the Sones. For example, Joe Subotich, a white man down on his luck, experienced a change in fortune by meeting Mr. Sone. “Father trusted him,” his daughter remembered, “and Joe’s gratitude knew no bounds. Eventually Joe became our night watchman and Father’s loyal friend.”147 Thus it remains important to avoid reading AngloAmerican cultural preferences for individualism into pre-war Asian-Caucasian employee-worker exchanges, even while recognizing the crucial aspects of potential and actual exploitation.

Asian salmon cannery workers, timber mill workers, agricultural laborers, domestic servants, farm cooks, and other workers all participated in various symbiotic-paternal situations with their employers. While clearly a utilitarian type of friendship, white employers repeatedly and consistently sung the virtues of their Asian workers during the entire late nineteenth and early twentieth century period.148 Again, such Caucasian attitudes stood in marked contrast to the dominant racism of the period that contained no shortage of anti-Asian labor agitation among working class whites.

Hundreds of Japanese worked in the timber mill industries of Washington state during the 1920s. A certain Mr. Ninemire, president of N & M Lumber Company in Rochester, Washington, expressed the typical praise of his Japanese workers. In a 1924 interview he described them as more dependable, more consistent, and harder working than whites.149 R. Ode, Japanese foreman of the Eatonville Lumber Company, described how his Japanese mill workers were in high demand for moonlighting positions as carpenters. Their reputation as diligent workers came from their regular employment at the mill. “All my boys have been here for a long time and they all work like hell,” Ode said in 1924.150 A great many similar descriptions from the 1920s can be found at numerous other Washington mills such as Carlisle Pennell Lumber Company (Onalaska), the Ernest Dolge mill (Tacoma), St. Paul and Tacoma Lumber Company (Tacoma), Grays Harbor Commercial (Cosmopolis), the Doty Lumber and Shingle Company (Doty), and many others.151 While clearly a mutually utilitarian relationship, these mills also experienced wider varieties upon the theme, including exploitation of harder working Japanese, but also instances of interracial horseplay and even “true friendship.”152

A certain Mr. Kier fished and bought fish in southern California for more than twenty years during the early twentieth century.153 Of the multiple racial and ethnic groups in the area, Kier singled out the Japanese fisherman as the best. Kier admired their educated approach to their working class endeavor, wherein the Japanese studied weather and ocean conditions and how they affected various fish species.154 Kier praised the Japanese for maintaining their boats and equipment better than other fishers, for the unequaled quality of fish they sold, and for their good will. “They have always been my friends, they always have a smile for you,” Kier said around 1924.155

In some cases a delightful cultural interaction took place — such as the United States-Japan exchange that the Ike family organized for the McCombers in 1923.156 The Ikes were Japanese tenant farmers on the McComber farm near Fullerton, California. They arranged for the McCombers to be received by various tourist bureau and chamber of commerce delegations when the latter visited Japan.157 The Ikes performed this kindness for the McCombers just before California’s 1920 Alien Land Law took effect, excluding Japanese from leasing agricultural land.158 It was a gesture of good will toward individual friends within a society becoming, at that time, increasingly discriminatory toward Japanese.159

In Oakland, California, and Vancouver, British Columbia, there was apparently an easing of white-Asian racial tensions during the 1930s that may have indicated a wider pattern.160 Why tensions would ease when economic depression increased competition for jobs remains unknown, but would seem to qualify to usual depiction of such conflict as a simple explanation for earlier conflicts, especially between Chinese and Irish immigrants.161

Beyond the workplace, Asians continued to find benevolent allies in the legal and political realms.162 In 1915, San Francisco Mayor James Rolph, Jr. (1912-1931) used his political power directly to subvert discrimination.163 The United States government had invited about twenty Chinese men to participate in the 1915 Panama-Pacific International Exposition in San Francisco. Rolph intervened with immigration authorities who refused to admit some of these men on the grounds of purported hookworm and trachoma infection — but apparently were actually detaining them aboard ship in order to extort them for expensive “medical treatment” of said maladies.164 Rolph, who also served as president of the Exposition, pressured the immigration authorities to release the Chinese under his care and the Chinese participated as originally planned. David Young, a leader among the Chinese, remembered Rolph for his positive intervention and said Rolph also secured housing for the Chinese after the Exposition. Young attributed American prejudice to the laboring class and European immigrants, but clearly appreciated Rolph’s judicious exercise of political power.165

The Chinese Six Companies regularly retained attorneys to handle cases, which often became the specialties of certain lawyers.166 Unlike the legal fight for civil rights in the American South, there was often a great deal of money to be made in lawsuits affecting Asians.167 Various ethnic organizations gathered dues to pool for lawsuits.168 Churches and philanthropists also donated money.169 In some circumstances attorneys must have enjoyed a lucrative trade, and therefore an interest in profit obscures their motives. In fact, one San Francisco lawyer (John Henry Boalt) was openly antiChinese, but suspended his personal beliefs to exploit proChinese lawsuits.170 In other cases, attorneys were on a retainer’s fixed annual salary and were obliged to handle all cases, no matter how numerous, during that period.171 Some Caucasians and Asians simply remembered each other as honest businessmen and clients who had enjoyed an honest and fair exchange.172 Some attorneys likely had mixed motives involving economy and philanthropy. But some clearly came to have Asians’ best interests at heart.

Every attorney, it should be remembered, faced potential public opposition for defending Asians at all, whether for profit, altruism, or mixed motives.173 Louis Guernsey, a Los Angeles attorney with political ambition, publicly denounced his colleague, Robert Young, for representing local Japanese.174 In fact, Guernsey claimed Young should be disbarred on these grounds.175 Masuo Yasui, the Hood River leader, developed a very close friendship with Ernest C. Smith, a local lawyer.176 Smith handled a great deal of legal work for the Hood River Japanese, but also invited Yasui to his house, served him tea, and suffered malicious backbiting and loss of business from area whites for his trouble.177

In early 1923, San Francisco District Attorney Matthew Brady (in office 1919-1943) petitioned Angel Island’s Commissioner of Immigration (a Mr. White) not to deport certain Chinese slave women after they had testified against their captors.178 Brady, on the public payroll, likely had no other motive than good will. He accurately saw the women as victims and, after receiving their testimony, he wanted them paroled safely to Donaldina Cameron’s much noted mission house.179 Cameron (1869-1968), for all her flaws, was famous for going to great lengths to rescue Chinese slave women who were regularly kidnapped into prostitution.180

Fred H. Lysons, 25-year veteran attorney for the Chinese in Seattle by 1924, actually became something of an amateur Sinologist. He first traveled to China in 1914 and ended up possessing an atypical appreciation for Chinese cultural phenomenon such as ancestor worship and feng shui (sometimes called Chinese geomancy).181 Aside from his legal work, then, perhaps Lysons might be credited with an interest in Asian culture, itself an anti-racist attitude.

While practically all benevolent pre-war legal affairs involved Asian clients and Caucasian attorneys and judges, the field of medicine exhibited something of a reversal in roles. Here Chinese doctors brought a centuriesold healing tradition so radically different from Western medicine as to attract an entire white clientele dissatisfied with orthodox practices. After all, orthodox Western medicine had recently sanctioned practices such as bleeding and purging, the latter definitely potentially harmful to ailing patients.182

Chinese doctors had to endure inaccurate comparisons with late nineteenth and early twentieth century unorthodox healers, some of whom were the legendary “snake oil salesmen” charlatans of the American West.183 Newspaper writers did not hesitate to equate Chinese physicians with quacks, while others were grudgingly respectful.184 Clearly all sorts of Western unorthodox practitioners paid for regular newspaper advertising and did not suffer as much proportional deprecation.185 Furthermore, police often extorted Chinese doctors for practicing medicine without licenses, while health boards opposed their practice.186 Chinese physicians also probably endured an inordinate number of terminally ill patients who came to them only as a last resort.187 Nevertheless, successful Chinese healers gained enduring and sometimes remarkably widespread followings.188

The medical world saw major successes for Chinese doctors and their Caucasian patients. Li Putai,189 Tan Fuyuan, Chang Yitang and Tan Feixuan (all of Los Angeles),190 and Jin Yok Gong191 of San Francisco, and many Virginia City doctors (especially Hop Lock)192 developed favorable reputations among a white clientele that grew as exclusion laws diminished Chinese patients. Many of these doctors had large followings among white females with genealogical complaints.193 Dr. Ah Sang gained respect and gratitude among white miners of the Sierra Nevada through his skillful healing abilities and hospital managerial skills.194 The multi-generational Ah-Fong family of doctors enjoyed a much storied following in Idaho.195 In January 1900, when the Idaho Supreme Court ruled in his favor,196 C.K. Ah Fong became perhaps the only doctor practicing traditional Chinese medicine in the United States to gain a standard medical license. Beginning in the late nineteenth century in the small town of John Day (in remote eastern Oregon) Ing Hay became a legendary physician who practiced for nearly sixty years and eventually drew clients from as far away as San Francisco and Alaska.197 Local white doctors, apparently jealous of Ing Hay’s popularity, tried unsuccessfully on at least two occasions to have Ing Hay prosecuted.198 Utilitarian friendship, as the name indicates, includes an inherent mutual self-interest. Although impossible to measure, sometimes these friendships clearly went beyond the conviviality associated with an immediate professional exchange, as some of the examples above clearly demonstrate.

 

IV. PROGRESSIVE ERA FRIENDSHIPS OF PLEASURE AND VIRTUE

 

Churches sometimes functioned as institutions providing an arena of benevolent exchange and friendships among Asians and Caucasians.199 In 1853 Presbyterians Dr. and Mrs. William Speer began a San Francisco mission to the Chinese.200 In 1859 Mr. and Mrs. A.W. Loomis took charge, and began preaching the gospel and teaching English.201 The Loomises illustrate a complex and sometimes ambiguous aspect of this study because of considerations of cultural imperialism202 and Christian arrogance.203 The age of imperialism included a major Christian missionary component, in which (for the United States) mainly Protestants evangelized abroad.204 The idea of converting the heathen masses is almost as ancient as Christianity itself, going back to Paul the Apostle and his travels to spread what eventually became Christianity (Paul himself was not only a Jew, but a Pharisee).205 Unwittingly, in many cases, Christian missionaries thus became purveyors of cultural arrogance, for conversion to Christianity is absolute. This is because, according to the Hebrew Bible’s classic requirement that has followed all monotheisms, the true believer must forsake “all other gods”206 before the One, whether that be Yahweh, God, or Allah.

Buddhism, on the other hand, historically spread far from its India birthplace in part because of its tolerance of established religions and thus a resulting polytheistic syncretism.207 For example, China’s ancient tradition of Taoism heavily influence a school of Buddhism that came to be called Ch’an (San in Korean, but more familiar to Westerners in its Japanese pronunciation, Zen).208 By the time Japanese came to America they had lived for centuries as both Shintoists (the preceding tradition) and Buddhists (the imported foreign religion and philosophy).209 Buddhism had faded away as a popular religion in China, but Chinese continued to see no conflict in considering themselves both Confucianists and Taoists. A government official might see himself as a Confucianist by day and a Taoist by night, or a Confucianist during his career and a Taoist during retirement.210 This difference in approach to religion helps explain why a foreign religion like Buddhism could be so successful, while Christianity was a comparative failure.211 The era of imperialism did not help matters. As Chinese scholar Monlin Chiang wrote, “Buddhism arrived in China on the back of an elephant. Christianity arrived on the deck of a gunboat.”212 No doubt Monlin Chiang was remembering Western imperialism213 (particularly the gunboats of the British and French),214 which included two opium wars (1839-1842)215 and (1856-1860)216 and the destruction of the Yuanming Yuan, one of the most magnificent gardens in world history.217

Keeping all such considerations in mind, and sometimes in spite of such considerations, American churches sometimes became altruistic locales of interracial friendship among Asians and Caucasians. For example, Junro Kashitani, born in 1899 in southern Japan, got involved in various Christian social circles in the United States.218 “I have made best friends in the world among genuine Christians here. I have two American good spiritual mothers who are better than my own parents, good many friends among young people who are dearer than my own kindreds [sic].”219 Better than her own parents? This is an extremely strong statement that surely exceeded the bounds of mere politeness.

Mary Nobe was an American born Japanese who grew up among Caucasians in Los Angeles during the early twentieth century.220 She rarely associated with fellow Japanese and felt alienated from their social circles. Nobe found some of her closest white friends in her Presbyterian church’s Philathea class. “I have been with this Philathea class so much that I am one of them. I go to their homes, eat with them, sleep with them, and take part freely in all their activities.”221 Someone as acculturated as Nobe, who associated almost only with whites, could only expect to find friendship in her chosen Caucasian social circles.

Louie Chin (Chin Ming Gum) was a Chinese labor contractor who worked as foreman for an Anacortes fish company from 1909-1915.222 His death from kidney failure at the age of forty-eight in a San Francisco hospital made the front page of the local newspaper.223 Like all Chinese labor contractors, Chin acted as a liaison between cultures. At the very least, such a role necessitated a strong command of English. But Chin had gone further in his attempt to acculturate, for he and his family began attending Anacortes’s Westminster Presbyterian Church.224 In July 1915, the Westminster Presbyterian Church baptized the late Chin’s two sons and four daughters.225 Apparently the widowed Mrs. Chin (Yin Look) mistook the baptism ceremony as one that received her and her children as formal members of the church.226 After discovering this mistake, the church congregation voted to accept the Chins as members.227 That the church and its members accepted the Chin family must reflect some degree of tolerance, if not complete acceptance.

Between 1923-1933, the Baptist Chung Mei Home for boys in Berkeley, California, provided assistance for some 200 Chinese orphans.228 In addition to receiving food, shelter, education, and clothing, the Chung Mei Home clearly indoctrinated the boys in Baptist ideology. Some of the boys grew up to become Baptist missionaries in China and the United States.229 But adult Asian interaction with American churches could be more complex, and charity was hardly the sole domain of mainstream Caucasian America. In fact, Japanese and Chinese had widespread reputations for helping white society with generous contributions of cash when others were in need.230

Public schools often became a major conduit of cultural and social contact between immigrant Asian families and mainstream American society.231 Pre-war Washington and Oregon state law required school attendance of all children regardless of ethnicity.232 In California there was much more school segregation.233 Japanese students were not allowed to attend “white” schools until after 1906, whereas the Chinese had to wait until the late 1920s.234 Where integrated, public schools — more than any other institution — became the location of Asian acculturation. Again, friendships did not necessarily develop. White children, especially if they had racist parents, often teased Asian children for being different.235 High academic achievements,236 reflecting a profound and enduring legacy of Confucian values of learning237 sometimes inspired jealousy among Caucasian children.238 White teachers and school administrators, on the other hand, not surprisingly almost uniformly praised their Asian students.239 Such teachers often befriended Asian parents who, in turn, sometimes bestowed gifts upon the teachers.240 Thus, school relationships extended beyond the school itself. Among the school children authentic white-Asian friendships formed, and sometimes endured for many years beyond high school.241 For Nisei, in fact, public school sometimes provided a refuge from intergenerational family tensions. Tadao Kimura, born in 1907 in Seattle, reflected upon his public education shortly after graduating in 1924 as class valedictorian from Franklin High School:

My school life has been a far more pleasant one [compared to life outside of school]. In the grade school we formed very close friendships and had no trouble at all. In the high school I missed the close friendships but that was impossible because of the frequent change of classes. But the friendly feeling was there and I enjoyed high school life very much. As valedictorian I thought there might be considerable trouble. But I was mistaken. Except for the contempt of a few worthless pupils, everyone was sincere in his congratulations.242

No doubt in part because of their diligence, Asian students like Tadao Kimura often formed close attachments to their Caucasian teachers. “The teachers took a great interest in me and my work as I was different,” remembered J. Lim, a Californian-born child of early twentieth century Korean immigrants.243 “Studying was not difficult for me for behind me lay generations of students and scholars,” Lim said, again reflecting the Confucian value of education that permeated all of East Asia. “In my school work I was aided more than handicapped because of my racial differences.”244

Marjorie McComber was an adamant friend to the Japanese in the Fullerton, California area.245 In 1924 she remembered a fourteen-year-old Japanese boy called George who attended their school. He was her first Japanese friend. McComber recalled, “He was made a brother to us all. He entered in all our games. We children never even had a thought that he should play by himself and live in a place in the world away from us. This racial conflict did not enter in our lives. He helped and respected us and we helped and respected him.”246

Hida Watanabe was born in Japan around 1907 and moved to the United States with her family about three years later.247 They lived in Texas, Colorado, and Missouri before moving to Los Angeles around 1921. “My friends were American girls and I had intimate friends,” she wrote in 1925. “I never felt different from them.”248 Unlike some of the other Asian students mentioned in this study, Watanabe did not participate in extracurricular school activities, so her friendships must have developed through general school attendance.249

Some of the early twenty-first century Caucasian elders of Anacortes, Washington, still remembered their former schoolmates Sumi and Fumi, daughters of Charles and Sakaye Tanikawa.250 Charles immigrated to the United States in 1907; Sakaye, twelve years later, the same year they were married.251 Both worked as fish boners for the Matheson codfish plant. In 1940, their daughters were nineteen and sixteen years old. Sadly, the United States government interned the Tanikawa family at the particularly harsh Tule Lake camp during World War II. Heartbroken and betrayed, Charles Tanikawa moved the family to Japan after the war, where Fumi, the youngest daughter, soon died of a ruptured appendix. But the reason the elderly whites of Anacortes know and remember this tragic story is because they kept exchanging letters with the Tanikawas throughout the war and afterwards, as true friends would, of course.252 Here is a clear example of “friendships of pleasure” that endured long after the circumstances that spawned them. This begins to suggest something closer to the nature of Aristotle’s “true friendship,” especially considering the detrimental factors of time and geographical distance, not to mention race-based internment.

Public school teachers and administrators sometimes found themselves at the center of racist controversies involving their Asian students. In the case of Tadao Kimura (described above), the Seattle Star took issue with a Japanese student being honored as valedictorian.253 In response, the school principal (a Mr. Reid) asked a teacher to write an editorial defending Kimura and the school in Tolo, the school paper.254

The Seattle Star raised another racist furor during the mid-1920s when Harrison School cast Fred Kosaka as George Washington in a school play.255 School principal Eugenie B. Parriseau defended the choice, citing popular student selection of Kosaka for the role. “I cannot see even now why anyone should object,” Parriseau protested; “being a citizen of this country why should he not play the role of the ‘Father of his country?’”256 The Sons of Veterans and the Women’s Auxiliary attacked Kosaka’s teacher, a Miss Waite (who ironically was a member of the Daughters of the American Revolution), and asked her to apologize or resign.257 Superintendent of Seattle Public Schools, a Mr. Willard, refused to ask the Board of Education intervene. Willard supported Waite and personally helped write a defensive response to her attackers.258

Good school relations continued into higher education, of course. Frank Ishi, a Long Beach High School graduate, enjoyed his college education at Stanford.259 “I mingled entirely with American boys and had an American room-mate,” he remembered in 1924. “I had a good time while there. I mingled freely in their social functions. I went to their dances where I was the only Japanese and danced with American girls.”260

While in Los Angeles, another anonymous Japanese graduate of Stanford carried on a lengthy correspondence between 1922 and 1923 with a certain Mrs. E. Snell of the Stanford placement office.261 While technically trying to find the alumnus a position appropriate for his training in chemistry, Snell also apparently offered moral support and encouragement during a frustrating and disheartening time of lengthy unemployment or underemployment.262 “Adelaide K.,” a Korean native, attended University of Southern California during the 1920s. “The friendships I have cultivated among the students on this campus for the last two years have been very precious and some of them are my real personal friends whom I talk to as tho [sic] they were my race,” she wrote.263

Laro Kanow attended University of Southern California’s engineering school and, through the civil service competition, became a draftsman for a city engineering office in the Los Angeles area.264 In a 1924 interview Kanow described himself as socializing mostly outside of Japanese circles, even though he was president of the Japanese Young Men’s Association in Long Beach.265 He criticized fellow Japanese for isolating themselves from Caucasians and maintained a personal attitude of determination in the face of adversity. “My relations in the engineering department of the city have been the very best,” he reported. “The other employees in the department treat me very well and I have encountered no unpleasantness whatsoever. I always go out to lunch with a group of the fellows.”266 But while Kanow favored social assimilation with the mainstream, he also wanted his behavior to reflect favorably on any future Japanese applicants267 — and in this regard very much reflected the group consideration of his Asian heritage.

Other friendships of pleasure involved Caucasians and Asians living in the same neighborhood.268 The fact that racial mixing could take place in residential neighborhoods at all was remarkable, considering the segregated South and the tendency toward ethnicity-specific urban immigrant neighborhoods in many cities. Nonracist whites lauded their Asian neighbors for their neatness, thrift, honesty and politeness — and sometimes emphasized their point by citing negative counter-examples among other Caucasians.269

Mrs. Ko Wing Kan grew up in a small town near Vancouver, British Columbia, where hers was the only Chinese family.270 She remembered many Caucasian women making friendly social calls on her mother. “I like the country people much better than the Canadians here [in the city],” she said in 1924 while being interviewed in Vancouver.271 Susie Yamamoto had similar memories of San Bernardino after moving to Los Angeles.272 In her San Bernardino high school she had been the only Japanese girl but was active in student affairs and remembered the other students treating her well. “Everybody in San Bernardino knew me and spoke to me. When I would go along the streets, the judge, district attorney, and mayor would speak to me. I was frequently called to court to act as interpreter.”273 Eileen S. Sarasohn remembered her Rainer Valley, Washington, neighbors as having been good to her family, to the point where the “neighbors competed in inviting my [Nisei] children to birthday parties.”274

An anonymous Fresno policeman (who had grown up in rural Vermont) countered the apparently prevalent criticism among California Caucasians of the 1920s about Asian women working in the fields.275 “I can remember in hay time and harvest, my mother and my sisters used to come into the field and rake hay and shock oats and work right along side of us men. It didn’t hurt them a bit.”276 The officer, whose beat was Fresno’s Chinatown, praised Asian industriousness. “These Japanese and Chinese young folks growing up will make good citizens,” he said.277

During the 1920s and 1930s, when demographics began to reflect the 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act, small town newspapers in the Pacific Northwest turned wistful at the disappearance of their elder Chinese. “The Last of His Type,” reported eastern Oregon’s Blue Mountain Eagle in 1922 when “China Gyp” died in Canyon City.278 The front page story painted a sympathetic portrait of an individual isolated by language and cultural barriers and (in parlance common to such occasions) described him as “quite a character.”279 But then the writer continued, praising “Gyp” as “a good citizen, peaceful, law abiding, friendly and industrious.”280 Seven years later the final Chinese resident of Canyon City, an octogenarian called “China How,” departed for Asia with his “old time friend” Dr. J.H. Fell escorting him to Seattle.281 Despite the reporter’s racist overtones, he nevertheless admitted that Canyon City residents themselves thought well of How, regretted his departure, and took up a collection to help pay for his ocean passage.282 They knew they would never see him again. Later in 1930 the Anacortes American sung the virtues of Chin Toy upon his death.283 “Like most of his race, he was an honest man whose promise was equivalent to the mortgage bond of the general run of up-to-date white men. He paid his way to the end,”284 the paper reported in a remarkably disparaging comparison to the dominant race. Finally, in 1939, Grant County, Oregon’s “China Sam” died at 82. The newspaper writer remembered him as a patient and industrious worker, and again, isolated in the dominantly white society.285 All of these stories strike a regrettable note today, for they seem to reflect what were then lost opportunities. But, of course, they could have omitted writing these stories in the first place. Perhaps the aging Chinese, in this case, had won some well-deserved respect, even if belatedly.

Competitive adult sports also encouraged respect among whites and Asians.286 Asian boxers, tennis players, bicycle racers, golfers, baseball, football, and basketball teams all competed against Caucasians. Often they won respect and even affection. The sports press was no exception in racist depictions, and yet felt compelled to praise Ah Sing, a prize fighter of the early 1900s.287 George Yamauchi and Harry Honda, former baseball players, made the typical observation that athletic competition tended to dissolve discrimination, momentarily, if not longer.288 The white community of Wapato, Washington, even adopted the local Japanese American baseball team as their home team, which became the pride of both Japanese and Caucasians, especially during the 1934 and 1935 winning seasons.289 The Japanese lumber workers at Eatonville, Washington, formed a baseball team that encouraged interracial friendliness among players and spectators alike.290 J. Lim, the Korean high school student mentioned above, lettered in football, baseball, basketball and tennis — and even made captain of some teams. For his athletic and academic abilities Lim felt his classmates and friends respected him.291 Kunitaro Yamada, Broadway High School student in Seattle summed up the potential effects of sports and other associations of pleasure:

As to the forms of associations that bring the most harmonious adjustment is the education in same school, various sports, association in church and in musical performances allowing both Americas and Japanese to hear or participate. In these places, we forget temporarily any feelings of race consciousness, and often arouse enthusiasm to go on to the high ideal in harmony.292

No doubt some of the relationships stemming from sports, school, and church blossomed into true friendship. Then, as now, personal “friendships of virtue” were the rarest of Aristotle’s three categories.293

During the early 1920s H. Fukasu was a college student in southern California, where he lodged with a Caucasian family.294 Fukasu had no intentions of befriending white people, but unexpectedly developed a close friendship with all three members of this family; the father, mother, and their 25-year-old son. After six months they became “real friends,” as Fukasu described it.295 “I forgot to think that they are Americans. Our friendship has continued until present and I call them American father and mother and they call me my child.”296 This friendship with individuals was all the more remarkable considering Fukasu’s detailed criticism of the United States in general. Fukasu denounced America for pseudo-Christian hypocrisy, imperialism, militarism, greed, international irresponsibility abroad and anti-Asian racism at home.297 But obviously he was not a racist, and distinguished governmental and social policies from personal friends.

That Fukasu’s close friendship would develop in a familial setting wherein he developed an “American father and mother” should not be surprising considering Confucius’s strong emphasis on filial piety298 and harmonious family relations as the key to all other social relations.299 Millennia before contemporary American political rhetoric championed “family values” Confucius had already made insightful observations about the crucial importance of humanity’s smallest and most fundamental social unit.300 Fukasu was hardly the only one to experience friendship in these circumstances.

Many people would argue that any happy marriage must be based on the deepest of personal friendships. No doubt a loss of friendship precedes many divorces. Of course, at the most intimate level marriage remains a “sacred mystery”301 unknowable to those outside the marriage, and perhaps somewhat mysterious even to the spouses. In any case, obviously the “true nature” of this intimate relationship presents a challenge to the historian attempting to document interracial friendship. On the other hand, friendship does not lend itself to scientific measurement in the first place. Still, extrapolating that at least some of the interracial marriages then (as now) were based in true love seems reasonable, particularly when repeated and widespread firsthand testimony supports such a conclusion. Here are some examples.

Grace Shelp Horikoshi of Hollywood, California, grew up in Iowa and met her future husband while teaching English to Japanese immigrants.302 They knew each other for seven years before they married, and Mrs. Horikoshi felt divine providence had blessed their union. “God made of one blood all nations,” she said in a 1924 interview.303 By then she was learning Japanese. “I have never regretted our marriage. We have now been married five years and it grows better all the time.”304

Huie Kin, a New York City pastor, married Louise Van Arman (daughter of a Troy, New York industrialist) and raised nine children.305 Mrs. Yip Quong, the first white woman married to a Chinese man in Vancouver (where she arrived in 1904), got on well with both Chinese and Caucasians.306 Max Sui Haw, Seattle resident of the 1920s, had no objection to marrying a white woman as long as she was as educated as himself.307 R. Kado, owner of the Sunnyland Nursery in Los Angeles during the 1920s, said that both white and Japanese communities accepted the marriage between a local Japanese man and his Caucasian wife.308 There were innumerable other examples of Asian-Caucasian interracial marriages or those favoring these unions.309 In an ironic twist of the pseudo-science of the day, some even speculated that children of such “mixed” unions were more intelligent than “pure” children of either race.310

All marriages have varying degrees of happiness and harmony and sometimes grow stronger or weaker. Pre-war interracial marriages were probably subjected to more overt racism than in recent years. But to assume that none of these marriages involved true friendship is as absurd as assuming that they were all perfectly happy unions.

During the early 1890s Emma Ellen Howse and Walter Ngong Fong both attended Stanford University. According to Howse, Fong was the only Chinese student at Stanford, and quite popular with many other students.311 Howse and Fong, however, shared a deeper attraction and decided to marry. In 1897 they circumvented California’s anti-miscegenation laws by getting married in Denver, Colorado. They returned and made Berkeley their home.312 Walter Fong went into law practice and then taught Chinese at University of California. The Fongs later traveled to China where Walter tragically died of bubonic plague, leaving his wife with two sons to raise.313 Emma returned to the United States and eventually married her late husband’s friend and colleague, Yoshi S. Kuno, who had taught Japanese at University of California.314 Around 1921 she wrote, “I became the wife of Professor Kuno, a strong bond between us being affection for the one that was gone and a desire to make a home for the children.”315

Emma Fong Kuno was understandably closer to her first husband but enjoyed a happy marriage with her second husband as well. “It is a lack of character that makes marriage a failure regardless of race,” she wrote. “Other things can be borne with or overcome.”316 She attributed a happy social life among university community Caucasians, Chinese, and Japanese in Berkeley to her marriages and became the informal “mother” to various Chinese and Japanese student groups.317

Beyond the most intimate of friendships we should not forget the innumerable incidental kindnesses (what Aristotle might have called simple “good will”) shown between Asians and Caucasians. According to Aristotle, good will was or could be an initial stage toward friendship; certainly friendship could not develop without it.318 Moreover, he wrote, “generally good will occurs because of excellence, or a kind of decency, where one person appears to another a fine character, or courageous, or something like that.”319 While almost always fleeting, the pleasure and happiness these instances of good will brought, even if momentary, was possibly equal in magnitude to incidental racism and hatred which caused commensurate pain and suffering. Early twentieth century examples include Hideo Tashima being included in evening board games with his Seattle landlord’s family.320 White street car riders in Los Angeles came to a Japanese dentist’s defense when the latter was attacked because of his race. A certain Mrs. Carrier’s Seattle University District rooming house became a preferred enclave of Japanese girls.321 An elderly Vancouver lady gave the teenaged Ko Wing Kan English lessons late into the night.322 Chinese throughout the American West had a reputation for being kind to white children, and often bestowed gifts of candy upon them.323 Chinese and Caucasian children alike regularly gathered around King Sing, an elderly Chinese doctor of early twentieth century Seattle who was apparently very kind hearted. When a certain white man died in the neighborhood, King Sing supported the widow and her children until the latter were old enough to begin earning some money of their own.324

Mrs. Peter Mayberg lived in the Asian section of Seattle for many years during the early twentieth century.325 She remembered her Chinese neighbors surnamed Sin, who tragically lost a three-year-old son when he was accidentally scalded to death. Mayberg was sensitive to the Chinese aversion to handling corpses, so she laid out the little boy in silk. From then on Mr. Sin would not accept payment from Mayberg when she shopped at his store. Finally, out of embarrassment, Mayberg had to stop shopping there altogether, for she felt the gifts were too generous.326

In addition to incidental kindness, a great deal might be said about the attitude of individuals involved in interracial friendships or potential friendships. Attitude, as mentioned, is a key component to moral cosmopolitanism.327 Kyo Inouye, a Los Angeles teenager in 1925, fondly remembered her Caucasian friends from high school.328 While she only counted one of them as an intimate friend, she enjoyed good relations with many others in the glee club and as captain of the baseball team.329 “You have to be friendly yourself, then they will be friendly too,” she wrote, and attributed certain instances of interracial indifference to Japanese reserve.330 Mrs. Florence Kojima, General Secretary of the Japanese YWCA in Los Angeles, said in 1924, “We of the present generation are the pioneers and I think the pioneers always have to suffer the hardships. It is for us to hope and work for better feeling. We know and keep telling our people that this [racism] is not the true spirit of America, that the true spirit of America is kind and fine and friendly.”331 She added that eternal observation of nonracists everywhere, “When people come to know each other, they learn that people are all the same, the color of the skin makes no difference.”332

White friends of Asians objected to discrimination on the widest grounds of American nationalism. In 1920, Marjorie McComber (friend of the Japanese mentioned above) evoked the most idealistic notions of America to protest anti-Asian racism. “America is supposed to be the world’s greatest democratic nation … but does she really show it with the present problem of her true neighbor called Japan?”333 McComber advocated the classic Jeffersonian idea of “Democracy through Education.”334 And again, certain people in the legal world objected to discriminatory laws on moral grounds. In the 1920s, when American nativism had seen its nadir, a certain Thomas Wilson of the San Francisco area said, “No legislation has ever been attempted in this country that pointed out a logical reason why Chinese should be discriminated against more than Englishman, Germans or people of any other European nation.”335 Seattle attorney Henry A. Monroe agreed. “I think the new immigration law is a most unfortunate one,” he said. “The friendship of the Chinese should be cultivated for the good of mankind and certainly for the advantage of the United States commercially.”336

Pre-World War II benevolence among Asians and Caucasians carried on through the war and afterward, of course. So much attention has focused on Japanese-American internment and subsequent, belated redress that many have forgotten that a minority of Caucasians defended their fellow Americans of Japanese descent amidst the actual relocation.337 For example, some former missionaries to Asia and West Coast university people spoke out against the “evacuation.” Others were merely acquaintances. In early June 1942, approximately 163 people of Japanese descent from a number of northwestern Washington counties gathered in Mount Vernon, Washington, for “evacuation” to internment camps. “A large majority of the Japanese being evacuated were young persons born, raised and educated in local communities,” the Anacortes American reported sympathetically (remarkably, given its racist reporting in earlier decades). “Large numbers of their friends and neighbors were on hand at the station to seem them off.”338 And while the overwhelming majority of Japanese-Americans were forced to sell their property at scandalously low prices, or lose such property through foreclosure, a few friendships involved whites who served as temporary caretakers for Japanese-American property throughout the war.339

 

V. THE IMPORTANCE OF THE MORAL COSMOPOLITAN PRECEDENT

 

For all the damage that historic bigots accomplished, the unpopular few who went against their contemporary racism and nativism set important socio-legal precedents for what would eventually follow: a much richer social and economic integration of Asians and AsianAmericans into mainstream United States society, as well as less discriminatory immigration policies. As many scholars have pointed out, “precedent” as normally understood in law actually underlies and supersedes formal legalism, at least in a system of democratic constitutionalism, such as that of the United States. Thus, the popular will (including dissents) easily shapes constitutional law, and thereby also the nation’s character, even if indirectly and over protracted periods of time.340 One scholar even declared that “nonjudicial precedents are even more important than judicial precedents in shaping national identity.”341 This line of activity and theory would generally fall into the tradition of what is variously called “populist” or “customary” constitutionalism.342 In this context, judicial review becomes part of a step-by-step process whereby popular will, legislative actions, and the Supreme Court all interact, often over long periods of time, to realize the popular will’s long view (as opposed to momentary prejudices) which, in the best scenarios, comes to confirm Enlightenment principles of universal human rights.343 Populist constitutionalism is where moral cosmopolitans and nationalism have met and overlapped.344 Where populist constitutionalism got it wrong, as in the Korematsu decision and its widespread support,345 the moral cosmopolitan dissent became all the more important.346

The interracial friendships and examples of benevolence illustrated in this piece form sort of a backdrop of largely unorganized social dissent from the era’s prevailing racism and nativism. There were, however, many examples of organized and institutionalized dissent that also reflected the moral cosmopolitan precedent, some of which appeared in various Supreme Court cases. Between Congressional institutionalization of Chinese exclusion in 1882 and the World War II era, Supreme Court cases dealing with Asians and Asian Americans involved important constitutional principles, yet in the broad view seem almost like legal technicalities within a context of overall societal acceptance of racial discrimination. And yet these dissents, no matter how momentarily inconsequential they may have seemed at the time, nevertheless offered continuity from Enlightenment ideals of universal rights and their eventual, more full realization during the late twentieth century.

In the much-noted case of Yick Wo v. Hopkins (1886) the U.S. Supreme Court declared a San Francisco ordinance in violation of the 14th Amendment because it specifically targeted Chinese laundry workers.347 The ordinance flagrantly discriminated against Chinese laundry operations without explicitly saying so, by declaring all wooden structures housing laundry facilities illegal.348 Few or none of the 80-plus Chinese laundries operated in masonry buildings, and yet some had been in operation for more than twenty years without incident. The city had reported no violation of fire regulations upon inspecting the many wooden laundries.349 The Supreme Court recognized the city ordinance for what it was, a would-be building code stipulation that actually unconstitutionally targeted a specific demographic. Yick Wo v. Hopkins was an unambiguous ruling against the prevailing racism of the era, and thus a ray of hope.

In U.S. v. Jung Ah Lung (1888), the defendant gained re-entry into the United States despite having lost his identification certificate.350 Somewhat remarkably, a California district court had originally granted Jung Ah Lung a writ of habeas corpus and ordered his release. Custom authorities balked and appealed the case to a California circuit court, which affirmed the district court’s decision. The U.S. then appealed to the Supreme Court, where it lost, despite a dissent focusing on technicalities of the 1882 Exclusion.351

In 1891, the Supreme Court denied sixteen-year-old Quock Ting entry into the United States. Custom officials detained Quock Ting in San Francisco and cited the 1882 Exclusion Act as grounds for denying admittance. Quock Ting and his father testified that he had been born in San Francisco, traveled to China at age ten, then tried to return to the United States six years later. As mentioned earlier, the Court decided Quock Ting’s and his father’s sworn testimony were insufficient for establishing what would have been his birthright citizenship.352 From Justice David Josiah Brewer’s perspective, as expressed in his dissent, the Court’s majority opinion failed to recognize the testimony as valid specifically because the witnesses were Chinese.353 In other words, Brewer’s dissent echoed the rectification of the then-recent past of barring Chinese testimony in California state courts. A later generation would have called this “racial profiling,” and certainly the dissent would prevail. But Brewer was only initiating his legacy of moral cosmopolitan dissent that would reverberate for many decades to come. Brewer had an unusual perspective for his time, and appreciated what we would now call anthropological relativism. In Fong Yue Ting (1893) Brewer reflected upon the legacy of legal discrimination of “the foremost Christian nation” against the Chinese, then wondered rhetorically about the irony of Christian missionaries seeking converts in China.354 It would be Brewer’s dissent in Fong Yue Ting that would prove to be his greatest legacy regarding immigration law in general and deportation in particular.

Fong Yue Ting v. U.S. (1893) involved the expulsion of three Chinese men who had apparently failed to obtain certificates of residence, as required by the 1892 Chinese Deportation Act.355 The Act, incidentally, required at least one white witness to attest for the residency of an alien — and so federal law perpetuated California’s forty-year old precedent, despite later amendment.356 In any case, Justice Horace Gray wrote the Court’s majority opinion and described the various ways the three petitioners had failed to obtain certificates of residence. He affirmed a lower court’s dismissal of writs of habeas corpus, stating that such action was consistent with both international law and United States constitutional law.357 On one level, this conclusion may have seemed straightforward, even purely procedural. But Justice David Brewer saw it in a different light. First, he dissented from the majority because he saw the Chinese men as legal residents and therefore constitutionally protected. More importantly, he saw the 1892 Chinese Deportation Act as denying due process, and therefore unconstitutional.358 To Brewer, the 100,000 Chinese living in the United States at that time were “not travelers, but resident aliens.”359 Then, Brewer went on in eloquent exposition regarding a great legal and historical tradition of immigrants finding new homes in distant places, and how these new homes eventually came to supplant former homes.360 Attorneys for Fong Yue Ting had argued that deportation constituted cruel and unusual punishment in violation of the Eighth Amendment,361 and apparently Brewer wholeheartedly agreed. Brewer wrote, “But it needs no citation of authorities to support the proposition that deportation is punishment. Every one knows that to be forcibly taken away from home and family and friends and business and property, and sent across the ocean to a distant land, is punishment, and that oftentimes most severe and cruel.”362 Brewer’s view would find resonance in later cases such as Harisiades v. Shaughnessy (1952), Galvan v. Press (1954), Gastelum–Quinones v. Kennedy (1963), and U.S. v. Restrepo (1992).363 More contemporaneously, his perspective found a kindred spirit in the remarkable Judge Learned Hand.

Law professor Geoffrey R. Stone described Learned Hand as the author of some 4,000 opinions and “the greatest judge of the twentieth century never to sit on the Supreme Court.”364 Hand’s lower court opinions were often cited by Supreme Court justices, and Hand himself was naturally very knowledgeable about the high court’s historical and recent decisions. He almost definitely knew of Brewer’s position regarding deportation, and sounded similar sentiments as early as Klonis v. Davis (1926) regarding a Polish immigrant. Walter Kronis came to the United States as a boy, ten years old at most, and unfortunately proceeded to live a life of crime that included two prison terms. It was a final crime involving “moral turpitude” that occasioned his deportation hearing. Fully acknowledging Kronis’s criminal past, Hand nonetheless wrote,

we think it not improper to say that deportation under the circumstances would be deplorable. Whether the relator came here in arms or at the age of ten, he is as much our product as though his mother had borne him on American soil. He knows no other language, no other people, no other habits, than ours; he will be as much a stranger in Poland as any one born of ancestors who immigrated in the seventeenth century. However heinous his crimes, deportation is to him exile, a dreadful punishment, abandoned by the common consent of all civilized peoples. Such, indeed, it would be to any one, but to one already proved to be incapable of honest living, a helpless waif in a strange land, it will be utter destruction. That our reasonable efforts to rid ourselves of unassimilable immigrants should in execution be attended by such a cruel and barbarous result would be a national reproach.365

Hand maintained this viewpoint in later cases of the 1930s and 1940s.366 Brewer’s precedent regarding deportation of Chinese is older than Hand’s, of course, and took place amidst the nadir of nativism and in defiance of the 1892 Chinese Exclusion Act. Hand came later, after 1920s immigration restrictions assuaged the worst of the nativist frenzy. But obviously both were contributing to the same moral cosmopolitan tradition, and both continued to be cited throughout the twentieth century.

The prevailing racist society of the late nineteenth, early twentieth centuries did not render the Supreme Court unreasonable, even if the Court sent mixed signals. In 1892 the Supreme Court ordered the release of imprisoned Lau Ow Bew based upon habeas corpus rights.367 Justice Stephen Johnson Field, who spewed dogmatic racist ideology in Chew Hoeng (1884),368 nonetheless dissented along with Justice Brewer in Fong Yue Ting (1893)369 — even while remaining proud and unrepentant of his earlier decision. Field also dissented in part from the majority opinion in Wong Wing v. U.S. (1896), which involved a customs official sentencing four Chinese men to hard labor. The customs official concluded that the men were in the United States illegally, then utilized a provision in the 1892 Chinese Exclusion Act to sentence them to hard labor rather than immediate deportation.370 Field predictably upheld deportation of undocumented aliens, but denounced the government’s failure to grant said aliens full constitutional and legal protection while temporarily in the United States.371 These may seem like trivial objections on Field’s part, given his adamant support of the 1882 Exclusion Act, but they illustrate the retention of important constitutional principles even on the part of an avowed racist.372

In 1898, despite dissents from Justice Fuller and Harlan, the majority of the Court remarkably upheld birthright citizenship in U.S. v. Wong Kim Ark, even when the parents were non-citizens.373 Wong Kim Ark was born in San Francisco in 1873. Customs officials detained him upon his return to California in 1895, after a visit to China, denying him entry and refusing to recognize his citizenship status.374 A lower court reversed this action and the United States government appealed, but the Supreme Court affirmed the lower court’s ruling.375 This point of law stemmed from the 1866 Civil Rights Act,376 and was reaffirmed in the Fourteenth Amendment in 1868,377 but the Court had now removed any doubt that the law applied to people of Asian descent; an exceptional victory amidst the nativist era.

U.S. v. Sing Tuck (1904) involved five Chinese trying to enter the United States by way of Canada. There was some question about their American citizenship status, and Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes reversed an appellate court’s order to investigate said status, stating that “A mere allegation of citizenship is not enough.”378 In his dissent, Justice Brewer again sounded the moral cosmopolitan clarion cry:

The time has been when many young men from China came to our educational institutions to pursue their studies; when her commerce sought our shores, and her people came to build our railroads, and when China looked upon this country as her best friend. If all this be reversed and the most populous nation on earth becomes the great antagonist of this republic, the careful student of history will recall the words of Scripture, ‘they have sown the wind, and they shall reap the whirlwind,’ and for cause of such antagonism need look no further than the treatment accorded during the last twenty years by this country to the people of that nation.379

Justice Brewer had occasion to dissent again the following year in U.S. v. Ju Toy. Here the Court denied habeas corpus rights to Ju Toy, after the Secretary of Commerce and Labor denied him re-entry into the United States, despite Ju Toy claiming American citizenship.380 Justice Brewer found this “appalling” and cited numerous precedents to support his dissent.381 He described the Court as banishing a citizen and stripping him of his rights in violation of congressional intent and constitutional protection.382 Brewer’s influence may have carried weight as soon as three years later in a somewhat similar case, Chin Yow v. U.S. (1908), when Justice Holmes’ granted habeas corpus rights for citizenship determination. Where Holmes had stated in Ju Toy that due process did not require a judicial trial,383 in Chin Yow he seemed to reverse his previous stance by writing, “The courts must deal with the matter somehow, and there seems to be no way so convenient as a trial of the merits before the judge.”384 Brewer naturally concurred.

These seemingly small victories of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries nevertheless laid some important groundwork. In 1905 Holmes deferred to the Secretary of Commerce and Labor in Ju Toy regarding habeas corpus, but by 1920 Justice John Hessin Clarke was asserting judicial supremacy over the Secretary in the same matter.385 The nativist hysteria was dying down with the overall shift to circumscribed immigration. In this changing context, Clarke made the remarkable declaration that, “It is better that many Chinese immigrants should be improperly admitted than that one natural born citizen of the United States should be permanently excluded from his country.”386

For Asian American history, perhaps the most remarkable case of the 1920s was Farrington v. Tokushige (1927), wherein the Supreme Court upheld the right of Japanese Americans to educate their children in Japanese language schools.387 Farrington v. Tokushige constituted the third in a trio of remarkable victories against the nativist insistence upon WASP culture, the much-noted predecessors being Meyer v. Nebraska (1923)388 and Pierce v. Society of Sisters (1925).389 Meyer and Pierce were the pioneer cases against nativist reactions against white Catholic schools, but Farrington pushed the envelope further by extending Supreme Court jurisprudence into Asian language parochial schools.390 Meyer and Pierce dealt with ethnic groups of different languages and religion then found in mainstream WASP America, whereas Farrington more specifically dealt a blow (almost inadvertently) against prejudice against a different language and a different race. In Farrington v. Tokushige, Justice James Clark McReynolds wrote, “it would deprive parents of fair opportunity to procure for their children instruction which they think important and we cannot say is harmful. The Japanese parent has the right to direct the education of his own child without unreasonable restrictions; the Constitution protects him as well as those who speak another tongue.”391 This was a remarkable multicultural inroad for the 1920s, but the Hawaiian context must be considered here, with its much larger proportional population of people of Asian descent. On the mainland, particularly in California and Washington, the discriminatory land laws alone reflected nativism’s enduring legacy.392

The Great Depression put a damper upon previous nativistic controversies, partly because immigration to the United States dramatically dropped in light of high unemployment rates and the absence of an economic incentive to immigrate.393 The next era of racist frenzy against Asians occurred after the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, that initiated World War II for the United States. The Chinese were wartime allies with the United States against Japan and benefitted accordingly, notably beginning with the Chinese Exclusion Repeal Act the 1943.394 Yet even amidst this period, when anti-Japanese racists exploited the wartime emergency, the moral cosmopolitan dissent far from disappeared. In fact, in some ways it grew more vehement.

The notorious Korematsu395 and famous Endo396 decisions evoked strong responses from the legal community.397 Justice Frank Murphy’s dissent in Korematsu may be his most famous, in which he called upholding the constitutionality of Japanese-American internment as falling into the “ugly abyss of racism.”398 Murphy acknowledged the legitimacy of wartime emergencies as expressed in martial law, but ultimately saw the internment as an unconstitutional over-reaction and a dangerous civilian surrender to military authority.399 This last point alone is quite profound, but equally so was Murphy’s adoption of the concept of racism, then a fairly new idea that arose in response to the Nazis’ Aryan super race mythology.400 Murphy openly confronted the “questionable racial and sociological grounds”401 that racists and nativists had actually used to rationalize their discrimination against Asians since the mid-nineteenth century. Murphy repeated his charges of racism in his concurrence with the unanimous decision in Endo,402 which ruled to release one Mitsuye Endo from wartime detention.403

In 1942, Mitsuye Endo petitioned for habeas corpus after being forcibly relocated to the Tule Lake internment camp.404 The basis for her habeas corpus claim was her loyalty as a United States citizen, absence of any criminal record, and her detainment against her will. The Department of Justice and even the War Relocation Authority concurred in all these claims and the Supreme Court agreed, granting habeas corpus and ruling that Endo was entitled to release. Justice William O. Douglas, writing the Court’s majority opinion, noted, “A citizen who is concededly loyal presents no problem of espionage or sabotage. Loyalty is a matter of the heart and mind not of race, creed, or color.”405 Even amidst the war, the moral cosmopolitan cause was gaining some ground.

Colorado Governor Ralph Carr (1939-43) significantly protested the internment of Japanese-Americans in his state’s federally-designated Granada Relocation Camp, claiming that such internment was a violation of civil rights.406 Colorado voters must have sympathized. Anti-Japanese wartime hysteria hit Colorado in 1944 with the state house proposing a constitutional amendment prohibiting landownership by people of Japanese descent. Colorado voters, however, decided against the amendment by a significant margin, 184,458 to 168,865.407 Douglas R. Hurt interpreted this vote as a reflection of both high-minded anti-racism as well as pragmatism, for denying one group of immigrants or their descendants land ownership rights would have ominous future implications for other immigrants and their descendants.408 Historically, ethnic minorities and their mainstream allies have had to organize and finance their arguments for establishing these new social norms,409 and this Colorado instance was a stellar example of such an effort.410 Although nativist and racist elements will always remain, after the 1920s nativists either began to take assurance with new laws limiting immigration or, as William G. Ross argues, slowly recognized that their WASPish values and ethnic minorities need not necessarily exclude the other,411 or perhaps some combination of both and other factors.

Even during the World War II era, and definitely afterward, the United States began to take a leadership role in international race relations, particularly regarding upholding the United Nations charter.412 The booming economy of the 1950s also helped mitigate employment competition antagonism associated with immigrants. Certainly the moral cosmopolitan precedent was not the only factor in the amelioration of anti-Asianism and rectification for past nativist and racist wrongs. So this is not to advocate a determinist argument, in which the moral cosmopolitans were “leading up to” what later happened. Instead, the moral cosmopolitans set examples of an alternative social reality that placed it well within the scope of Enlightenment principles, and thus hardly representative of a radical fringe, then or now. For a variety of reasons, including the United States’ postwar role in the United Nations’ advocacy of universalist human rights, American society gradually shifted away from institutionalized nativism and racism to embrace what their moral cosmopolitan predecessors had exemplified during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. It would be impossible to make a scientific cause-and-effect connection between the moral cosmopolitan precedent and the later liberalization of immigration law, and yet the change in social, legislative, and judicial mood must have some basis in the past. Large historical movements never come out of a vacuum. Christianity had centuries of cultural preparation in Judaism and the Eastern Mystery religions.413 Marxism had many precursors among French “utopian” socialists.414 The American Civil Rights era of the 1950s-1960s, in fact, had decades of preparation and pump-priming in the efforts of the NAACP’s Legal Defense Fund and in the work of Charles Hamilton Houston at Howard Law School alone.415 The current study is no exception. The postwar liberalization of immigration law and improved social, economic, educational, and political advancement for Asians and AsianAmericans had a small but crucial precedent prior to and in the middle of the most dire forces against them.

The moral cosmopolitan precedent came to fruition during the postwar era. Liberalized immigration laws particularly benefited Asian peoples, as did the general sweep of the Civil Rights Movement and Affirmative Action. The aforementioned 1943 Chinese Exclusion Repeal Act416 began the liberalization of immigration, albeit with extreme modesty. In Oyama v. California (1948)417 the Supreme Court finally rejected alien land law, and the West Coast states eventually followed this precedent.418 A very modest liberalization of the immigration quota for Japanese arrived with the 1952 McCarran-Walter Act.419 The crowning legislation of liberalized immigration arrived at the apex of the Civil Rights Movement with the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965.420 The Civil Liberties Act of 1988 tried to make amends and offered reparations for the wartime Japanese internment.421 There were many other pieces of legislation that fit into this general civil rights revolutionary context,422 but by the mid-1960s law and society were clearly beginning to reflect a sea change in America that the earlier generations of moral cosmopolitans had favored all along.

All together, here we might examine how moral cosmopolitanism of the preand post-Civil Rights eras came to mesh with old and new ideas regarding “melting pot” America. Describing the contemporary sociopolitical climate, James E. Bond delineates a useful dichotomy between “Melting Pot” multiculturalists and “Salad Bowl” multiculturalists.423 Melting Pot multiculturalists see cultural assimilation as central to the American vision, with numerous reasonable provisos for accommodating cultural difference.424 Salad Bowl multiculturalists, on the other hand, are the post-Civil Rights Era celebrators of cultural difference, who have ironically re-segregated American society along ethnic lines,425 with varying degrees of cultural authenticity.426

Bond’s dichotomy has profound implications that partly coalesce with notions of nationalism (“patriots of soil”) and patriotism (“patriots of liberty”).427 I’m using the term “nationalists” to refer to the exclusionary movements that arose during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, particularly associated with Germany, but clearly manifested in the United States and elsewhere.428 This was, perhaps, the darkest aspect of the Romantic period, which otherwise offered many valuable artistic and cultural contributions and aspirations. So “patriots,” in this context, would then mean loyalty to Enlightenment era ideals of universal human rights, moral cosmopolitanism, tolerance, and acceptance of human differences429— hence the concept of “patriots of liberty.”

In one of our greatest postwar ironies, Salad Bowl multiculturalists and nationalists have ended up with a common bigotry that dismisses Melting Pot multiculturalism, the latter embodying a patriotism of liberty, with favorable moral cosmopolitan implications that have always included interracial benevolence. The latter is the historic focus of this study, which contemporary Salad Bowl multiculturalists have concertedly dismissed.

We should briefly consider what is or should be a central virtue of Melting Pot multiculturalism, that of what I call “enrichment assimilation.” Assimilation is inevitable in American culture, yet Salad Bowl multiculturalists use the word as shorthand for discrimination.430 Salad Bowl multiculturalists’ selfconscious creation of segregated, artificial “culture” presents a hindrance to moral cosmopolitan Melting Pot multiculturalism that is almost as formidable as racism and nativism.431 Of course, Salad Bowl multiculturalists are often merely naked opportunists serving their own, more narrow narcissistic ends;432 whereas, nativists and racists served their own socioeconomic ends married to an alarming vision of hierarchical racialized humanity (with them on top, of course).

The only egregious version of assimilation, as far as this study is concerned, was the WASP nativists’ insistence that non-WASPs assimilate to their culture, and their culture only; a sort of domestic version of cultural imperialism consistent with soil patriotism. In equal proportions this effort was naive, discriminatory, and impossible. One of the more astonishing historical relics involves educated people insisting that Asian people could never assimilate into American society.433 In reality, assimilation in American history has been an unstoppable continuous process. What has changed is that the WASP entity is no longer the majority nor the controller of mass culture, and minorities have the legal empowerment to control their own assimilation.434 In the broadest sense, however, minority cultures have constantly contributed to the ever-evolutionary mainstream. This “enrichment assimilation” is a salient feature in a land of immigrants such as the United States, consistent with liberty patriotism. Mainstream American culture today barely resembles mainstream culture of previous decades. For a moral cosmopolitan advocate, this is what makes mainstream American culture so wonderful. Some of the fringe cultures are interesting; some frightening. But the selfconsciously manufactured “minority cultures” are mainly the tools of opportunists who have to invent something that supposedly distinguishes them.

Outside of academia, many people would find enrichment assimilation merely a matter of common sense. The late newspaper columnist, writer and historian Bill Hosokawa offered a sober antidote for the Salad Bowl perspective. Hosokawa unabashedly attributed the great success of Japanese-Americans to a mixture of both mainstream American cultural traits as well as those rooted in the old country, such as filial piety, a strong sense of family and family honor (and, by extension, a strong sense of community) as well an attitude of humility, duty, and making the most of difficult circumstances.435 “Isn’t the melding of cultures what America is all about?” Hosokawa asked.436 No complaining about the model minority stereotype here. Instead, Hosokawa praised the “happy combination of the more admirable of Japanese traits being nurtured in the freedom and openness of American society” as responsible for stellar success of Japanese-Americans.437 Sam Chan expressed a similar pro-assimilation sentiment in a 1943 letter to his congressman, Representative B. Carroll Reece of Tennessee. Chan wrote, “I dislike to boast, but our people in America are loyal, honest, and obedient to your laws. No other race can show such an enviable record.”438 As Huping Ling has demonstrated, there is a deep tradition among Chinese immigrants to America for promoting assimilation into the mainstream through “Americanization” or at least “hybrid” social organizations that helped bridge the two cultures.439 Chinese intellectuals in particular saw themselves as cultural liaisons or cultural agents whose duty it was to help bridge the two cultures.440

 

VI. LIBERTY PATRIOTISM IMPLICATIONS

 

Soil patriots rally around the flag and ignore the ambiguity and potential shallowness of its symbolism. Interviews with various people about the meaning of the Confederate flag illustrate this point quite vividly. Liberty patriots, on the other hand, rally around constitutionalism. They fully recognize the historic mistakes of constitutionalism, both in its formal and populist manifestations. They see constitutionalism as an eternal arena for debate and disagreement, but also as one of the nation’s greatest tools for aspiring toward future ideals. To state the obvious, this is particularly important for moral cosmopolitanism to survive in a nation of immigrants and such cultural variety.

Tribal or clan units are among our oldest social structures.441 Early people, like other mammal groups (lions, wolves, horses, and all primates) banded together out of necessity for survival.442 Native American tribes often had names for themselves that simply meant “the people,”443 meaning us, our group. Group security or insecurity centered around the gathering of and competition for resources. The tribal punishment of ostracism,444 sometimes equivalent with a death sentence since solitary survival was almost impossible, illustrated the profound group-orientation of early people.445 After the historical era arrived, people continued affiliations to clans and developed all sorts of orientations to geographical neighborhoods,446 religions, economic systems, military rivalries, kingdoms, and empires. Nationalism or soil patriotism is a comparatively new phenomenon, not beginning to develop fully until the nineteenth century.447 Particularly with the post-World War II formation of organizations such as the United Nations,448 UNESCO, the World Bank, Amnesty International, Environmental Law Alliance Worldwide, Doctors without Borders (and many other organizations) we have more fully entered a trans-national or supranational era. Moral cosmopolitans may embrace trans-nationalism, but generally do not advocate ending localism or nationalism.449 The point is, “tribalism” in a general sense is part of the human condition, yet obviously we are fully capable of aspiring toward and even realizing the greater ideal of understanding the universality of humanity. The United States would seem to have been a natural laboratory for fostering moral cosmopolitanism in a polyglot nation. But, advocacy and idealism aside, provincialism continues and will continue to manifest itself in soil patriotism mold.450 Still, the liberty patriotism alternative has been demonstrated, and continues to be demonstrated, by the moral cosmopolitan disposition.

Imperialism abroad and domestic racism and nativism live on in the United States, of course. If Indian tribal names mean “the People,” a great many Americans continue to consider themselves the chosen people, still showing the world what it is all about from their city upon the hill.451 But moral cosmopolitans can nevertheless serve their local tribe through education, example, and by discouraging racism, bigotry, and hyper-nationalism. This essay has attempted to make the case for the historic significance of one, loosely-constructed such group.

In the most tolerant and most broadminded sense, perhaps we can forgive the people of the nineteenth century for their notions of race, racial hierarchy, and race supremacy that all seem ludicrously disturbing to us now. They were just discovering the wider world and that was their cosmopolitan moment. Already they had outgrown the Greeks’ ancient concept of cosmopolitanism,452 if for no other reasons than the advancement of transportation, communication, and cartography. Some remained mired in a contradictory Kantian cosmopolitanism which claimed to embrace the world while nevertheless allocating highest status for one’s own tribe.453 But now it is our cosmopolitan moment. Many feel that cosmopolitanism is now “an urgent moral necessity.”454 Will we embrace the best virtues of cultural relativism that cosmopolitanism necessitates? Or will we continue believing the self-righteous parochial myth of the United States as a City Upon a Hill?

 

VII. CONCLUSION

 

If racism derives from ignorance, fear, and hatred, then nonracism must derive from an absence of these negative qualities. Moreover, racists perceive and definitely attempt to impose inequality upon the targets of their discrimination.455 Friendship, as Aristotle and other philosophers have recognized, requires equality.456 Recognizing the place of interracial friendship among Asians and Caucasians amidst a harsh era of prevailing malevolence is an important, if largely ignored, aspect of (Asian) American history. It adds a vital dimension to a subject perhaps rightfully preoccupied, until recent years, with injustice.

Legal dissent is most obviously significant when a later judicial decision relies upon it to overturn the status quo and thus advance a new line of jurisprudence. Within the theoretical framework of populist constitutionalism, the moral cosmopolitans established a populist dissent that remained largely sublimated in the national consciousness until the 1940s and afterward. This is not to argue for determinism in historical causation, nor to commit the presentist fallacy by reading modern values into the past.457 But the fact remains that the moral cosmopolitans were part of enormous (if sometimes amorphous) evolutionary forces that witnessed the gradual interpretation of “all men” created equal meaning landowning white males to then, quite literally, all peoples or at least all citizens and citizen aspirants. The confines of patriotism must remain, and perhaps they always will; but at least it can be a patriotism of liberty. The seeds of universalism were there in the Enlightenment, but obviously it has taken a great deal of time for them to reach their contemporary degree of partial fruition. To say that the moral cosmopolitans were ahead of their time commits the aforementioned historical causation problems. To say they and we share the same values commits the universalist fallacy.458 Instead, the moral cosmopolitans had an ultimately incalculable array of both personal and practical inclinations for defying the predominant racism and nativism of their era. They were braver and lonelier than contemporary cosmopolitan Americans. They were unselfconscious in their benevolence, which they expressed naturally without the influences of political correctness and the absence of even a shadow of affirmative action. They had a conception of humanity that was unusually generous for these earlier time periods. They knew the United States was a land overwhelmingly populated by immigrants, but disagreed that expansionist immigration would harm the country. It is difficult not to view them as heroic people.
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