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INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE_AND METHOD

VAny study of group relations is relevant to today. The advance
1n»modern communications has rendered 1so]ationism'1n6reasingly diffi-
- cult, Ethnic segregation in partfcular is of necessity rapidIy be-
coming a phenomenon of the past. With the present rate of population
growth, the confrontation and intermixture of groups is inevitable.

‘To a world torn by South Afriéan apartheid, the black'power struggle,
~ the Australian aborigine questibn and the problem of minorities in
Easf and West, racial tensions are of special significance. Within
this context 'The Jewish Question' fn Britéin between 1890-1905 is of
interest on three levels.

In the first place, the latter part of last century saw the
emergence-df a virulent political ahti-sem1tism, a prelude to that of
this century. Originating in Bismarck's Germany, it reached a ﬁlimax
in France with the Dreyfus affair of the 1890s. Russia simultaneous-
" 1y inaugurated a séries of bitter pogroms that directly affected
Britain by compelling thousands of Jews to stream acroSs'the‘Contineht.
headed’ma1n1y towards the United States but frequently with Britain
,as‘their goal. , |

In the second pléce. this eruption of anti-semitism {nvigorated
a renewed Zionism, determined to create a Jewish national home. With
- Palestine as its object, modern Z{ionism, inspired by Theodor Herzl and
then Chaim Wefzmann, met complications that germinated the present

~ Arab-Israeli conflict. Though the most crucial events occurred after



6.

1905, the years fmmediately before awakened British political interest
in the movement. The assimilated Anglo-Jewry were now forced to con-
sfder the far-reaching implications of resurgent nationalism while
statesmen, especially Chamberlain and Balfour, gained their first im-
pressions of Zionism and formulated ideas for its advancement.
~ . In the third place, an examination of British attitudes towards
East European immigrants in this period throws 1ight on the country's
?present situation. - It was at the turn of the century that immigrat-
jon became a serfous political issue. The Jews who crowded into the
East End of London seventy years ago met a reaction-similak to that
provoked by the Irish befofe them and the West Indians and Pakistanis
today. The notable difference between. the three incoming groups has
been the replacement of the 'pcor cousin' connotations of the Irish
by the 'historical' associations of the Jews and finally, by the
'colour' of their immigrant successors. But the anti-alien propaganda
in each instance has followed .common’ patterns. Hostile natives have
cited overcrowding, poverty, d1$ease.-uﬁempiqyment'and crime as evi-
dence in their bombardment of Parliament and public opinion with the
cry for tighter immigration control. Just as the Enoch Powell's of
“the 1960s deny racial discrimination, so their predeceséofs, the
Howard Vincents and the Evans-Gordons of the 1890s, refuted the charge
of anti-Jewish motivation. As the immigrants of yesteryeéar have be-
come absorbed into the commnity, so too some recent’invéstigations-
into the present problem have been optimistic.
Considerable research is currently being made in ma;y fields of

~race relations, more specifically in the attitudes between indigenous



and foreign groups. The Institute of Race Relations has several
publications on the question as it affects various parts of the world.

Studies of the British experience itself have been conducted by

1 who has ana]ysed»the psychological makeup of tolerant and

2

J. Robb,
intolerant types; aqd by Shei]a:Patterson, whose enquiry into the
relationship between West Indians anq the local populace of Brikton
in London concludes on a comparatively sanguine note.  Paul Foot3
concentrates on the political aspects of immigration, particularly
as it was exploited by Peter Griffiths in the Smethwick Elections of
1964. According to Foot, the years prior to 1905 were vital, for
anti;semitism in Britain began with the adoption by the Conservatives
in 1905 of the anti-alien slogahs of their extremist minority.

The present work is set in the predominantly Tory Britain at the
end of last century. The thesis is limited to the period from 1890
to ]905; beginning with the renewed burst of Russian persecution and
ending with the Aliens Act of 1905, when Britain endorsed a measure
of control which has developed into one of her most controversial
policies.

Although British anti-immigrant senfiment was essentially anti-
alien rather than anti-semitic, as the 1890s progressed the specific

Jewish cdmp]eXion of the aliens question became increasingly apparent.

Since Jews constituted the bulk of incoming aliens, anti-semitism

1 Working-Class Anti-Semite - A Psychological Stuay tn a London
 Borough, London (Tavistock), 1954

Dark Strangers, Harmondsworth (Penguzn) 1965

3 'IMngratzon and Race in British Polztzcs, Harmondsworth (Pengutn)
1965




inevitably coloured anti-immigrant attitudes. During Parliamentary
debates on immigration, politicians cited Jews more than any other
ethnic group.  They interchanged the terms 'Jew' and 'alien' as

though the two were synonyms. The position of the Jews, unlike that
of other foreigners, provided the basis for the drafting of anti-alien
legislation in 1905.. The aliens problem in Britain thus grew into a
version of the Jewish question. Even though anti-alien attitudes were
not outright anti-semitic they were undoubtedly Jew-inspired and, to
this extent, British anti-alienism developed into a mild form of anti-
semitism.

Conventional economic anfi-semitism played only an insignificant
role. The Shylockean image of the Jew 'as usurer and mahipu1ator of
capital hardly featured in Britain at the time. Though established
Anglo-Jewry controliled finance, they were not associated in this cap-
acity with their poorer, immigrant co-re1igionistS} Economic anti-
semitism flourished only in the Tower echelons, among native workers
vieing with foreigners in the labour market, and among small shop- |
keepers unable to meet the alleged cut-throat competition of their
Jewish neighbours.

Minor instances of racial anti-semitism sometimes arose because
of the peculiar physical features of Hebrews. The growth of Zioﬁism
meanwhile enabled militant gfoups such as the British Brothers League
to exploit the movement's concept of nationalism by stressing racial
differences. |

Although certain religious practices. and dietary habits irritated

some'anti-a1iens, the old form of religious anti-semitism against the
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Jews as the slayers of Christ excited Tittle interest. A new
psychological form of prejudice nevertheless developed to replace it.
The medieval.doctrine of Jews as sorcerers in league with Satan to
that the innate power of the Jews, if unchecked, would inevitably
dominate the world. In its extreme form, this belief in an inter-
national Jewish conspiracy intent upon the subjugation of the rest of
mankind was embodied in fabrications like The Protocols of the Elders
bf Zion.  Though Britain remained immune to this particu]ar publi-
cation until 1920, a similar strain Of irrational fear exudes from
the pages of Arnold White. He predicted that their admission into
Bfitain woufd result in a calamitous takeover of all positions of
influence in press, politics and finance.

Despite the existence of varying degrees of many types of anti-
semitism, politics afforded the root to dnti-a]ienism in Britain.
Emerging in the final quarter of the nineteenth century, political
anti-semitism emanated from a post-liberal age. Throughout Europe
Jews especially seemed to benefit from the fruits of democracy. After
centuries of discrimination, they took every advantage of their newly-
acquired freedom and so furnished a convenient target of onslaught
from those opposed to the new order. Reactionaries who resented the
crumbling of tradition and privj]ege beheld the Jews as a disruptive
force. By associating fhé products of nineteenth century democracy
with the Jews, they-hoped to make modernity despised by an ill-
educated electorate.

Whilst virulent political anti-semitism.found a fertile home in
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Germany and Austria, its moderate counterpart appeared in Britain.
The country had undergone the industrial revolution, evolved the
institutions of democracy; and yet was experiencing a decline in
liberalism. This made possible mass appeal and platform politics,
the pre-requisites of po]iticé] anti-semitism. After the Boer War,
unable to offer a genuine programme of social reform, the Conservat-
ives capitalised on immigration as a potential vote-catcher. Though
the Liberal Opposition foiled their electoral bid by a more positive
approach, the Conser?ative Government, in its attempt to gain seats
through an appeal to anti-alien attitudes, enacted a form of political
anti-semitism.

Anti-immigrants themselves generally protested against being
labelled anti-semitic. They prided themselves as broad-minded
Englishmen, denounced the rampant -anti-semitism of the Continent,
and asserted that Britain's interests alone motivated their stand.
Thdugh_their claim cannot be unquestioningly accepted in all instances,
since rarely do antj-semites acknowledge the fact, their case in gen-
eral must be recognised. Yet the difficulty in drawing definite
distinctions between anti-alien and anti-semite is perhaps best
illustrated in the character and writings of Arnold White. A friend
- and adviser to the famous Jewish phi]anthropist, Baron de Hirsh,
Arnold White was both instrumental in Jewish resettiement schemes and
one of the most persistent advocates of restriction in Britain. -
Whilst he repeatedly denied the charge'of anti-semitism, his books
reveal the irrational fear and xenophobia characteristic of anti-

semites. The thesis nevertheless stresses the comparative mildness
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of anti-semitism in Britain. It makes the fundamental point that the
small band of anti-aliens were primarily anti-foreign and only second-
ly anti-Hebrew; Specific anti-Jewish sentiment was incidental to a
climate of anti-alienism in general.

Britain's tempered view becomes even more apparent when compared
with the prevailing Continental outlook on foreigners. This was the
period when Russian persecution forced Jews in their thousands to seek
a new life abroad, and when the anti-semitic Dreyfus scandal awakened
the conscience of the world. It was above all the time of burgeoning
Austrian and German anti-semitism, the development of the intellectual
framework of Hitler's Nazism, which was to justify a massive éktermin-
ation campaign that e]iminated more than half of the total European
population of Jews.

The British experience pales alongside such examples. Popular
and officially sponsored anti-semitism, measured from today's criteria
with Nazi Germany as a fact of history, found no place in Britain at
the turn of the century; But in 1920 a suggestion of popular anti-
semitism resulted from the publicity accorded The Protocols. The
Times;, The Spectator and the Morning Post debated the advisability
of admitting Jews to full citizenship; for if a secret, all-pervading
organization intent upon world domination actually existed, then every
caution should be adopted. The extension of Jewish power and in-
fluence throughout the civilized world should be suppressed. Yet
after a short-lived period of anXiety The Times was responsible for
the exposition of The Protocols as a forgery. A centre-page publi-

cation on three consecutive days in 1921 conclusively proved The
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Protocols a monstrous sham, contrived from Maurice Joly's Dialogue
aux E%fbrs; an imaginary dialogue between Montesquieu and Machiavelli
as the opposing forces of liberalism against cynical despotism. As
far as Britain and her leadfng newspaper were concerned; this termin-
ated the matter. <f

The aliens questidn in Britain was a party question. Whilst the
Liberals championed the existing’open—door immigration policy, Con-
servatives stood for restriction. EXceptions naturally occurred but
Members generally adobted the official attitude of their party. More
particularly, of the tﬁirteen representatives of the East End of
London, the area which'houSed the bulk of alien immigrants, there
were nine anti-aliens — eight of whom belonged to the Conservative
party, and four pro-aliens.— all Liberal. The East End Jewish
MlP.s divided equally for and against immigration reform; there being
three Liberal pro-aliens and three Conservative ahti-a]iens. But
of the fourteen Jewish Members throughout the country during the
period, the balance clearly favoured a continuation of-the opeh-door,
with ten pro- and only four anti-aliens.

This reflected a general pro-alienism among Anglo-Jewry. At a
period immediately after the reign of a Jewish Prime Minister and-
when respected members of established Hebrew families wielded power
and influence, Anglo-Jdewry advocatéd the existing policy. ‘But they
RCanrohted a difficult problem, fraught with complexities unknown to
the rest of the Gentile community. Torn between their allegiance as
citizens of the empire with a primary loyalty to Britain, and their

duty as practising Jews with a responsibility towards their suffering
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co-religionists, many faced a dilemma. To some the solution lay in '
a tacit support of the status quo but without any active encourageméﬁt
of further migration. In fact they discouraged unsuitable prospective
migrants and occasionally assisted their repatriation upon arrival, or
helped in a.scheme of re-settlement elsewhere. But some among Anglo-
Jewry offered more forthright assistance to fleeing refugees, by
providing limited financial aid and temporary lodgings.

Neither the more aloof, restrained section nor the warmer, open-
handed group minimised the perplexities for new settlers. Nor did
they allow immigrants to rely Upon charity. In some instances, a
maximum of only two weeks accommodation was available, while financial
benefit sometimes depended upon a prerequisite of a minimum living
time in Britain. Thus the immigrants could not trust to an unlimited
period of shelter, nor qualify for financial reiief'till_éfter they
had demonstrated their self-sufficiency for a while immediately after
arrival. Despite an extensive system of Hebrew assistance, at no
stage did the alien immigrant lose his sense of personal responsibility.

Most of thé British press held a 1liberal attitude towards
| Emancipation and the Jews' right to equality. They sympathised with
Dreyfus and joined voice in the denunciation of Russian anti-semitism.
But thié did hot necessarily indicate a pro-alien stand on immigration
at home. In general the balance of daily newspapers apprbved of
restriction; with The Times, the Standard and the Daily Mail leading
the anti-alien press. Their views were nevertheless counterbalanced
by a comprehensive range of pro-alien pub]ications, including dailies

such as the Daily Telegraph, the Daily Chronicle and the Daily News,
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as well as the bulk of the more thoughtful journals and reviews;

Anti-alienism in Britain was characterised only by the typical,
stereotype arguments assailed against all immigrants. Firstly they
were too numerous; England was overcrowded with them. Secondly
they were nearly all destitute and impoverished, thus constituting an
additional burden on the rates. Thirdly their disease and i11-health
posed a serious threat to native hygiene standards. Fourthly they
- perpetuated the sweating system and displaced native workers through
unfair competition on the labour market. Finally, aliens were
criminals and most probably involved in deep anarchist plots. Al-
though pro-a]iens refuted these claims from the evidence, and the
Report of the Royal Commission of 1902-3 constituted a monumental
rebuttal of anti-alien propaganda, the debate continued.

Anti-ihmigrants based their demand for reform upon the fact that
Britain admitted a virtual unobstructed current of aliens at a time
of rigorous restriction abroad. Countries throughout Europe, the
British Colonies and the United States imposed strict barriers against
migrants; A series of particularly stringent measures precluded the
entry of several classes of 'undeéfrab]e' immigrants into Northern
America. Because of the enforcement of 1egi$1ation elsewhere,
restrictionists in Britain complained that they received the refuse
of Europe, that England was becoming the dumping ground for-fhe
'undesirables' of the world. |

The aliens controversy centred around the question of Britain's‘
open-door policy. Why should Britain admit aliens at a time of a]host

universal discrimination and exclusion? But the policy of the open-
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door was enshrined in Britain's heritage; part of her glory and her
vpridé; For centuries she had been renoWned as the sanctuary of
refugees, as the one place where men fleeing from religious or
po]iticél-persecution could find comfort and peace to live as
individuals. |

When in 1905 the Conservative Government adopted the views of .
its extremist minority by enacting anti-alien legislation, they
reversed a long-standing tradition. Though the new Liberal Govern-
ment of 1906 administered the Act with leniency, even to the extent
of being charged with evasion, the mere passage of the Act signified
a change in princip]e; A much-hallowed, centuries-old policy had
been successfully attacked. It is this reversal of tradition which
marks the strehgth of anti-alienism in Britain.

The move towards immigration restriction coincided with a general
waning of confidence in liberal tenets, the growth of protectionism,
the imperia]fst spirit, organised labour, scientific concepts Tike
eugenics, and the development of social-imperialism.

The questiohing of the open-door was part of a widely-based
attack upon many aspects of declining nineteenth century liberalism,
especially the concept of free trade, which implied the unimpeded
flow not'only of goods and ideas but of men;, Avoiding the label
'prdtection', the opponents of laissez-faire insisted upon what fhey
called 'tariff reform'. They pointed to a disintegrating economy,
stiffening foreign competition and the prospect of unemployment.
While European countries 1ike Germany and Austria now challenged the

home market with manufactures which had hitherto been exclusive]y'
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British-made, industry suffered a further drawback in that Britain
remainéd the only country without protective trade barriers; Whilst
admitting that foreign competition had altered the established pattern
of British industry, free traders stressed the undisputed improvement
in trade. Indeed British ekports continued to rise until the 1Ist
World War.

Protectionism had emerged as an explicit policy in the early
1880s with the formation of the National Fair Trade League. For
some time commentators intérchanged the term 'fair trade' with that of
'tariff reform'. But the movement gained in strength and organizat-
jonal support when the Tariff Reform League itself was inaugurated in
1903. Ostensibly for the defence and eXpansion of industry through-
out the empire; it was motivated by the brand of protectionism
advanced by Joseph Chamberlain, and aimed particularly to convert
working classes to the creed. Tariff reform would mean work for all.

The protectionist move came at the height of nineteenth century
impefialism, when Britain not only held vast colonies peopled by her
emigrants; but when she controlled tracts of.land inhabited by under-
developed nations. Imperia]fst ventures were made East of Suez under
Disraeli's Prime Ministership; when Queen Victoria was named Empress
of India, and in Egypt with Cromer as the a]]-powerfu] British Consul
General. But the discovery of gold mines and diamdnd fields in the
1870s and 80s acted as. the catalyst for imperialism. According to
the Tegend of. Rudyard Kipling, the British Isles, béing surrounded by
the seas, was driven to conquer the elements of water; wind and sun.

Having achieved this goal through the invention of the ship, she was
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compelled to civilize the world. It was to her that the mission of
the white man's burden fell.

The Tiberal economist, John Hobson, regarded maladministration of
wealth as the cause of imperialism. In his Marxist interpretation,
he asserted that the only beneficiaries of imperialism were capitalists
with idle funds, manufacturers with war materials and-industrialists
seeking markets; Cecil Rhodes propounded a similar yet more simple
~explanation. The empire to him was a question of survival. The
acquisitioh of new lands not only provided an outlet for British goods
but an area for settling the surplus population. At a time when
native Englishmen were becoming disillusioned by the prospects at
home, and hopes could be revived only through the allurement of distant
pastures, emigration from Britain steadily increased. Throughout the
period emigration far outweighed immigration. Yet the fact that so
many Englishmen sought security overseas yielded a basis for anti-
alien objection to the Government's acceptance of foreigners from
abroad. Migrants were forcing natives out of their own land, ran
the propaganda; On a more general 1eve1; the support for social
homogéheity, encouraged by both Hobson and Rhodes in their differént
ways, strengthened feeling against alien immigration.

It has already been suggested that the numerical preponderance
of Jews entering Britain transformed the aliens prob]em into a Jewish
question; 'This was aggravated somewhat by the Jewish role in South
African imperia]ism; Though Hebrew financiers were not decisive in
the African vehture, they were of vital importance in its early stages

as middlemen through whom European capitalists invested in the gold
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and diamond industries. Even when their importance fell after the
turn of the century, the fact that they played any paft at all in the
operations of the continent excited fury among both anti-imperialists
and anti-semites. The band of Jewish financiers active in the“Rahd.
were totally unconnected with immigrants then seeking refuge in
Britain,.yet in the mind of a prejudiced public, the association of
the two constituted a further small factor to intensify any latent
anti-Jewishness.

Just as Chamberlain led the move towards protectionism, he
initiated imperial thought; Though he opposed religious persecution,
and as Colonial Secretary was paktia]]y responsible for the British |
contribution to Zionism, he personally despised the Jewish race.
Another conspicuous anti-alien, the most tenacious of Conservative
M.P.;, Howard Vincent, also justified protectionism; He in fact
éﬁbraced the doctrine long before Chamberlain succeeded in popular-
ising it. Vincent also founded the United Empire Trade League. To
both men, as to many of the opponents of laissez-faire 1liberalism,
protectionism went hand in hand with imperialism.

Accompanying the cry for protectionism and the growth of imper-
jalism was the emergence of organiséd']abour. The trade depression
of the 18805;'ihcreasing industrial competition from abroad and the
simultaneous lack of employment revived the sentiments of the earlier
nineteenth century; In 1882 Henry Hyndman instituted the Marxist-
based Social Democratic Federation. The decade also witnessed the
birth of the Fabian Society under the Webbs and Bernard Shaw.. In

the 1890s Keir Hardie formed his Independent Labour Party, the first
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popularly-based non-Marxist brand of Socialism. The merger in 1900
of the Social Democratic Federation, the Independent Labour Party and
the Trade Union movement created the Labour Representation Committee,
which six years. later became the Labour Party. But of all the Soc-
ialist organizations, only the Socialist League of William Morris
associated itself with any of the éxtensive number of Jewish Socialist
groups.

With the acceptance of Darwinism ahd'Spencer's concept of 'the
survival of the fittest' dawned the new science of eugenics. Though
opposed by traditional liberals who advocated persoha] liberty, it
found a stfong body of support among imperialists. For Benjamin
Kidd, a leading British sociologist, it afforded the opportunity to
extoll Teutonic racial superiority; His Social Evolution demands
individual sa;rifice in the interests of greater, national, imperial
idea]s; To retain her world position, Britain must improve the
condition of her own people even if at the ekpense of other inferior
nations.

The science of eugenics itself is based on the belief in the
primacy of heredity over environment as a determinant of the human
species. The theory was first propagated in Britain by Francis
Galton, who was supported by the research of the German bio]ogist;
August Weismann. Ga]ton's theory that the national efficiency of
future generations depends upon the strict application of eugenics
was endorsed by some of the leading members of the Fabian Society as
well as by Karl Pearson, the barrister and academic who later held

the Galton Professorship of Eugenics at the University of London. It
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is not difficult to see how eugenics included a barrier against 'un-
desirable' aliens who might pollute the stock.

Attempts to gain protectionism were integrated with the labour
movement in what is known as socia]Qimperialism, an endeavour to build
mass support for imperialism through a programme of social reform.

By seducing the workers into the belief that their interests coincided
with those of other classes, soc1a1;imperialists aimed at national
unity, essential to the development of an overseas empire. Chamber-
lain accordingly maihtéined that the welfare of the workers depended
upon the continuing strength of imperial markets. Only through the
dual policy of tariff reform and imperial preference could Britain
uphold her station. He stréssed the necessity to purchase home
manufactures as the country's prosperity lay in its industrial
capacity. At the same time only <imperial preference could ensure

the empire's potential as a market.

Though critical of British imperialism, the leaders of Fabianism
oppoéed liberal cosmopolitanism and lenf their weight to Chamberlain's
social-imperialism. Adapting themselves to -the rea]ity of the world
at the turn of the century, they denounced the Boers' viewpoint as
outmoded, and argued that small republics should give way to powers
1ike Britain, with an ability to gbvern in the interests of civi]iz-
ation at large. Though most socialist bodies rejected imperialism,
this small but vocal minority officia11y subscribed to the Conservat-
ive attitude in Bernard Shaw's tract, Fabianism and the EMpire;

Just as imperialism divided the Socialists, it created dissention

among the Liberals, though of a more serious nature. The Liberal
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Opposition fell into two camps, the Liberal-Imperialists under Lord
Rosebery, Sir Edward Grey, Asquith and Charles Dilke, and the Radical
Anti-Imperialists under Campbe]l-Bannerman; LToyd George and the maj-
ority of the Liberal Party. In rationalising the Boer War, Rosebery
asserted that part of Britain's responsibility was to give the world
an English-speaking complexion rather tHan that of other nations. It
was her duty to civilization.

Both Liberal-Imperialists and Socialists converged in a demand
for efficiency in their imperialist campaign. The needs of the
empire could be met only through a firm basis of national fitness.
The rearing of an imperial race depended upon preparedness in every
respect; in the navy and mi]itia; as well as in social reform. Out
of this concerted call for efficiency grew the Coefficients Club in
1902; with members such as the Webbs, Shaw, Bertrand Russell,

H.G. Wells, Leopold Amery and the Liberal-Imperialists. But although
the Club united various brands of socialfimperialism it failed to
progress beyond the function of a dining club.

Both Liberal-Imperialists and Conservative-Imperialists stood
for efficiency, the Boer War and the extension of the empire.
Libera]-Imperia]ists personally supported Chamberlain as Colonial
Secretary; and admired the work of the South African representative,
Sir Alfred Milner. Yet despite their common interests; they proved
insufficient to combine the two groups in opposition to the Anti-
imperialist wing of the Liberal Party. Essentially the difference
lay in emphasis; While Conservatives valued the position of industry

despite increasing competition from manufactures abroad, Liberals
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emphasised capital at the very moment when the financial importance
of London was growing.. Thé personality qnd interests of the leaders
reflected this difference. Chamberlain the screw manufacturer from
Birmingham thought predominantly in terms of industry, while Rosebefy,
with his connections with the Rothschild fami]y; emphasised capital
réther than productive capacity.

The most significant variance between the two lay in their stand
on immfgration. Whereas the Conservatives requested protection in
both goods and people, the Liberal-Imperialists joined with the rest
of the Liberals in upholding the laissez-faire principle of free
trade, including the open-foor for alien immigrants. Even the possi-
bility of a union between the two Imperialisms was dissipated in 1902
when Rosebery formed the Liberal League. As its President, he resol-
utely rejected Conservative-Imperialism as seven years lost.

The issue of free trade versus protectionism thus found supporters
on both sides. The Liberal-Imperialists joined force with the Radical
Anti-imperialists, the international Sccialists of the Labour Party
and the organised working class. On the other hand, Chamberlain's
Conservative-Imperialists with a vocal segment of the Fabians demanded
tariff reform and protectionism.

The fact’that Liberal-Imperialists agreed with the Liberal Party
rather than with the Conservatives had vital implications for the
a]iens issue.  Though divided on the Boer War, they stood together
on the policy of the open-door. Lord Rosebery in fact delivered
one of the most memorable recordéd-defences of the status quo in his

rebuttal to Salisbury's proposal for restriction in 1894. Charles
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Dilke, author of imperialist literature, consistently championed the
rights 6f refugees throughout the period. Despite the Liberal-
Imperialists' hold of foreign and military power during the Liberal
reign from 1906, the Radicals directed a revolutionary new programme
of social reform. It was the ministry of this Government; marked
by history as one of the most remarkable for the accomplishment of
social legislation, which constantly battled for the continuation of
the open-dobr. The Jewish question had threatened, though not

destroyed; the British Liberal tradition.



' My principal sources have been Pariiament and the press. . As
immigration grew into a party question, it featured with increasing
prominence in the Paf11amentary debates. As well as Hansard, the
Sessional Papers and the Journals of both Houses, I have used the
" contemporary press, both as a commentary on Parliamentary proceedings
and as a reflexion of attitudes outside Westminster. The sources
have been mainly two rehresentative compendiums, the popular weekly
Pubiie Opinion and the more discriminating monthly of W.T. Stead,
Review of Reviewe. With their divergent styles and appeal, the
selections of each together cover an extensive range of specialised -
journals, general periodicals and fnnumerable newspapers. They thus
_embrace almost all the themes pertinent to the Jewisb question in
Britain.

The BIBLIOGRAPHY falls into tﬁree categories: reference, primary
or contemporary — Parliamentary and”pon-Parliamentary — and secondary.

Because of the vast number of M.P.s who contributed to the aliens
dfscussfon, I have prepared a WHO'S WHO IN PARLIAMENT, which is re-
stricted to Parliamentary figures and their political activity. Al
non-Parliamehtary indfviduals as well as the non-po]itiéal activity
of Parl1auentarians is, where necessary, covered in the text itself
or the fbotbotes. The distinction between pro- and anti-aliens has
been based on their speeches, votes in Parlfament or activity outside
the House. Where Members have revealed an ambiguity in attitude, I
have classiffed them either pro- or anti-alien according to their
overall position throughout the perfod, the stand finélly adopted or

according to views expressed after 1905.
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SUMMARY OF THESIS
. Part One attempts to outline the PROBLEM, for despite formal
- Emancipation, 'The Jewish Question' persisted in Britain in: the: 1890s.

The term 'alfen' was synonymous with 'Jew'. A prejudice clouded the
attitude: of natives towards the East European immigrants, whose fore-
- bears had- recorded a long-and chequered history in their country.

At the same time, proud of Britain's heritage as the land of freedom,

"_ statesmen denounced the rampant anti-semitism of the Continent.  But

a c&mparison between their lenient immigration policy with the austere
regulations governing 'The Jewish Treatment' elsewhere posed the
question: 'was Britain therefore the dumping ground for the 'un-
desirables' of the world? "The Jewish People" considers the Jews
,thémselves and the sometimes tenuous but insoluble bond uniting
established Anglo-Jdewry with their immigrant brethren. The dilemma’
confronting the former as. individuals, in their religion and in their:
approach to Zionfsm, was reflected in Parliament and the Hebrew press.
Part Two, on the clash of ATTITUDE to the problem of immigration,
s an analysis of conventional anti-alien warfare. The stereotype -
propaganda against “"Aliens" alleged overwhelming nunbers, poverty,
disease, diéplacement and crime. A1l serious charges, they were - '
either fodnd‘exaggerated or misleading or they simply evéporated
under scrutiny. "Anti-aliens” and "Pro-aliens" concentrates on the
leaders of the éampaign, in which traditional party roles were
reversed, for Conservatives usually advocated reform while Liberals
upheld the status quo. Although the Unfonist Government showed

initial reluctance to accept the anti-immigrant allegations, they

)vr
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ultimately fought for legislation. On the Opposition'side, whilst
some voted with the Government, the controversy géined virtual
unanimity of support for tradition. \hereas the daily newspaper
' press divided between pro- and anti-alienism, with The ‘Times leading- |
Conservative opinion, the thoughtful journals fell more heavily to-
‘wards the Liberal cause. ‘

~ The OUTCOHE of this conflict in attitude was firstly, intense
and constant pressure for "Legislation"; secondly, "The Aliens Debate"
which disrupted the Sessions of 1904 and 1905; and thirdly, "The ' -
Alfens Act" of 1905. The issue was raised each year from 1890, the
- agitation being excitedAprimarf1y by Howard VinCenf; and from 1898
by Evans-Gordon, whose East End constituency housed the majority of
Jewish immigrants. Despite a barrage of questions, Amendmén;s to the
Addreés_and four proposed Aliens Bills, the Government failed t¢ im-
 plement restriction. - Only}in desperation did they finally decide to
appoint a Royal Commission in 1902, almost as a pact with their '
resolute extremists. In a tacit agreement, the anti-aliens under-
took to quieten their efforts on the understanding that legislation
would result from the Royal Commission. ' '

After what appeared to be an interminable delay, the Commission-
er§ eventually presented a Report of over a thousand pages.” It
constituted a positive exoneration of Jews from the impeachment of
anti-aliens, yet recommended controibbf the most stringent nature.

This contradictory character was mirrored by the Commission's chair-
man.:Lord James of Herefqrd who, before the House'of Lords, refuted

charges of Jewish destitution and crime yet voted for restriction.
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After years of vacillation, the Government seized: the aliens. question
to introduce reform — on the eve of the Elections. = With the force
of the 'guillotine,' they carried a Bill to establish:elaborate and
expensive machinery that opponents demonstrated:would be futile in
excluding: the worst 'undesirables', but which wou!d inevitably operate
_against Jewish. refugees, the bulk of alien immigrants.

The General Eiections of 1906 nevertheless proved an outstanding
vindication of Liberal pro-alienism. With one exception, East End
reformers were rejected for the guardians of tradition. The new
Liberal Ministry was now compelled to administer an Act with few
genuine supporters — principally the outcome of a political manoeuvre

by a defunct Conservative regime.
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ABBREVIATIONS

In the footnote references throughout, I have used these

abbreviations:

HC .
HL
JHC
JHL
Lab.
L.
L.U.

PO

RR
SP

Conservative or Unionist

Hansard's Parliamentary Debates

House of Commons

House of Lords

Journals of the House of Commons
Journals of the House of Lords
Labour |

Liberal

Liberal Unionist

Nationalist

Public Opinion

Radical

Reading of Bi11

Review afuReviews

Sessional Papers
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THE QUESTION

Emancipation. failed to solve the Jewish question. While the
Act of 1858 gave Anglo-dews legal equality with their social peers,
it made 1ittle {impact upon the Russian Hebrews who streahed into
Britain at the end of the century.. If any élien problem perturbed
the 1890s 1t was undoubtedly Jewish. 1In the first place, immigration
from Eastern Europe increased; secondly, the term 'alfen' became
synonymous with 'qéw'; -and thirdly, in the debates preceding the
Aliens Act 1905, Jéwisﬁ refugees excited more controversy than any
other ethnic group.

Nineteenth century {mmigration waves generally moved from East
tb West, from Europe and Russia to the United States and Britain.
Acceptable in principle, the practice was challenged as the rate.of
growth 1ntensif—1ed,1 Between 1861-81 the total population of England
and Wales increased by 20%, while the total foreign population rose
'by 40%.2 Within the alien population, the number of Europeans grew
by 38%, while Austrian, Hungarian, Russfan and Polish immigrants in-
creased by 1354. Between 1881-1901 the total population of the
United Kingdom expanded by 19% while the aliens multiplied by 1123.°
In the final two decades the percentage of foreigners to the total
population moved from 6.39% to 0.58% to 6.68% in 1901. At the
beginning of the century Russfans and Poles constituted 33% of the

1 See "Swarming" in Chapter 4

2 Rep. Sel. Cttee. on Emigration and Immigration (Foreigners), SPHC,
X, 8 Aug 1889 (cd. 311), p. 271

3 Rep. Roy. Com. on Alien Immigration, SPHC, IX, 10 Aug 1903 (Cd.
1741, 1742, 1741-1, 1743), p. 14
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alien populace.

Russfan fmmigration was almost entirely Jewish. The Russians
themselves are not an emigrating people and until the outbreak of
anti-semitism in the 1880s, emigration from the Far East was qegl1g—
ible. The Tzarist government not only disagreed with emigration but
 actively discouraged it through- legal penalties.  Immigration statis-
tics ‘moreover varied -according to the degree of -anti-Jewish. persecut-
fon. - The passage of Russfans to the United States for example was
barely noticeable. Between 1861-71 only about 300 entered annually.
In the next decade this rose to almost 24,000 until by 1892, 79,000
Ruséians_each year sought their fortune in the newAland.4 :within
thirty-one years Russian nationals in the United States numbered. more
than 360,000, of whom more than 300,000 arriﬁed in tﬁe eleven years

5 Residential restric-

from 1881, the beginning of Russian pogroms.
tions, occupational and religious prohibitions as well as other
partisan legislation made expatriation the only possible fate for
thousands of Russian Jews, who found their way to the States, the
Colonies and Britain.

The term 'alien’ became interchangeable with 'Jew'. As one
paper wrote: “Disguise it howwe may, the bulk of our alien immi-
grants are of the Jewish faith, and ths question is essentially a

6

Jewlsh question,” In Parliament, Liberals were aware of the anti-

4 1861-71 314; 1871-81 23,885; 1881-92 79,294; Rep. Alien
Immigration, SPHC, LXXI, 80 Jun 1893 (Cd. 7113), p. 273

5 364,110; 317,948
8 The Shoe and Leather Record in PO, LXXXIV, 21 Aug 1903, p. 228
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semitism underlying the gathering campaign against aliens. "Ths
Ruseian Jews...are...the whole people against whom thie agitation ie
directed,” claimed one M'.P-.7-‘ ' "The foreigner ig a Jew for the most

8 ‘But their opponents emphatically denied

part,"-asserted-anbther.
racfalism, insisting that 'alien' embraced all non-British immigrants.
It was:"a great mistake" to describe supporters. of anti-alien legis~
Iayion aS-anti-Jewish.g . Evans-Gordon, the spearhead of anti-alien
propaganda, neverthéless admitted that whilst London was fnfested .
with the "scum of all nations,” Jews were central tc'the.débateyloﬁ :
.They certainly predominated as the victims or villains in the
anti-alien drama at the turn of the century. In introducing the
Aliens Bi11 of 1905, Prime Minister Balfour referred to them specifi-
caliy and at length, He failed to understand Jewish-opposition to
imnigration restriction and tried to assure.the advocates of the open
door: "I eannét imagine anything more disastrous than that any legis-
_ lation by thie House...shall attempt to join...with the bigotry, the
cppreseion, the hatved of the Jewish race.” !  Though British anti-
~ alienism may not have been outright anti-semitic, it was positively
_Jew-inspired. Almost to refute the accusation, the three-man Board
éf Appeal envisaged by the Aliens Bi1l included a representative of

‘the Jewish Board of Guardians. In fact the initial description of

Dilke, B 4th, CXXXII, 29 Mar 1904, p. 994
- 8 Atherley-Jones, H 4th, CXLV, 3 May 1905, p. 793
9 ‘H 4th, CXXXIII, 85 Apr 1904, p.1110 ' |
10 1bid., 25 Jun 1904, p. 1087
11 ibid., CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 795
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the Board distinguished only this one member.l2

The aliens or Jewish question gained-in\momentum throughout : the
1890s, Constant questions and frequent Bi11s plagued Parliament.
Once mounted; the anti-alien campaign forced the Government to
surrender. In 1905 it formed the principal legislation propoéed in
the King's Speech.

'PREJUDICE
Prejudice-1nev1tab1y.goloured the attitude of both politicians
and the press. - Their outlook on the Jewish question was conditioned

by conventional stereotype: Society in general held certain pre-

 conception while both anti-aliens and pro-aliens used stock arguments

in Parliament. At the same time Russian anti-semitism, the most
éxtreme form of prejudice,'precipitated the aliens question in Britain
and so bred the racfal tensions of today.

English 1iterature ﬁas cons1stent1y'fosiered Jewish stereotypes.
The worldly Jew, the intellectual, the stage villain and the romantic- -
ised good-doer prevailed until the efghteenth dentury.13 Then they
were joined by newer types, the peddler, the Hebrew hero or heroine
and the realistic Jewess. The epitome of these models, Shylock com-
bines many of their hackneyed féatufes. An exotic, hook-nosed,

swarthy usurer, he is familiar with the wa&s of the world, has some

12 1bid., 18 Apr 1905, p. 467

13 Modder, M.F., The Jew in the Iiterature of England to the end
of the nineteenth century, Philadelphia (The Jewlsh Publication
Society of America), 1939, passim




19.

intellectual pretensions and, whilst being the incarmmation of evil,
is genuinely fond of his daughter. Fagin also conforms to this
pattern of the gesticulating, fawning, bowing and scraping Israelite.
The possible danger of such literary conventions is intimated by
E. Rosenberg, when he states they "may exiat independently of his-
torical changee and often in the very tecth of historieal ehange."M
Unlike their fictional counterparts, nineteenth century Jews in
Britain and wherever else possible adapted themselves to their-
environment and became assimilated with the community.

Stercotype attitudeszneverthe1ess persisted. Jews were accred-
1ted with inteﬁse physical ugliness and with overwhelming mental
prowess. Commentators noted an unusual degree of deformity among

15 Anti-semites claimed that with the era's preoccupation with

Jews.
beauty and aesthetics came added repugnance towards the Jews, the
-personification of ug'Hnes.é.‘6 Others felt threatened by their
insidious intellectual strength. Without immigration control, they
foresaw "the cevtainty of the Jews becoming stronger, richer, and
vastly more numerous,” with an inevitable predominance in public
11fe.]7 Arnold White for example, though shocked by Russian anti-
semitism, justified repression on the grounds of Jewish superiority.

Were the laws repealed, he believed that "eight years would not pase

14 From Shylock to Svengali Jewish Stereotypee in English Fiction,
Stanford (Stanford Uni. Press), 1960, p. 10

156 Leroy-Beaulieu in RR, IV, Aug 1891, p. 152
16 'Philo-Judaeus’ in PO, LXXVI, 29 Sep 1899, p.892
17 White, A., The Modern Jew, London (Heinemann), 1899, p. ziii
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before every post worth having outside the army and navy would be .
filled by an official of the Bebrew faith.™®

Examples of popular prejudice abounded.- Depicted on the
p]ayers'ibbaéd of a Victorian parlour game was a villainous-looking
bearded Jew with bulging money-bags. These were central to the game,
“as the object of each player was to conceal the bags wfth his

counters., ‘9

Jews suffered further disquiet from early editions of
Webster's Dictfonary, which defined the verb 'to jew' as "to'cheat,
to play with, ete.” On the request of several influential men, it
failed to appear in later editions. As it expired however, the word
had no-racial connections but was derived from the French 'jeu' and
'jouir', and subsequently corrupted to 'jew'.zo
In official circles, politicians fought with the weapons conven-
tionally used against invading aliens. The Jews, they claimed, were
destitute, diseased and criminal. They took the jobs of honest
Englishmen and disgusted the populace with their foreign habits. As
the imperial jingle rang: "The Bnglish, the English, the English ave
best! I wouldn't give twopence for all offthe rest!"” "It was almost
blasphemous for the Liberal M.P., Charles Dilke, to suggest that immi-
grants were "not of a stock inferior to our own. w2l When he claimed

that "they are of a stock which, when it mimes with our om in course

18 RR, V, May 1892, p. 481

19 Henriques, U.R.Q., "The Jewish Emancipation Controversy in Nine-
 teenth Century Britain"” in Past and Present, no. 40, Jul 1968,
pp. 128-46

20 PO, LXXIV, 30 Dec 1898, p. 862
21 H 4th, CXXXII, 29 Mar 1904, p. 995
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of years, goes rather to improve than to deteriorate the British race,"”
he was overwhelmed by Ministerial cries of "Ohl" '
Jews were attacked both as money-grabbing capitalists and as sub-
versive communists. A typical case. history was that of a destitute
alien who, after a few years thrift, purchased a furniture factory,
equipped it with modem machinery and employed about three thousand
workers, mostly non-Jews. Through personal effort his London busi-
ness- gradually acqu1red an enomous export trade. According to an
official Report of 1894: "The same individual within a feu years
excites the hostility of hia English neighboure for his pauperiem

and their indignation for his wvealth. "2

But antagonism was not
confined to the anti-alien lobbfes. John Burns for instance, one of
the most ardent supporters of pro-alienism, combined sympathy for the
poor Jew with the anti-semite's hatred of his rich brother.2S

Antf-semitism was the most blatant manifestation of anti-Jewish
prejudice. Its most extrené form in -the late nineteenth century
emanated from Eastem Europe and parts of the Contfnent.z4 The
malady affected Britain in two ways. Firstly, the severity of - -
Russian policy provoked migration on a grand scale and hence fhrnished
the seeds of the aliens problem. Se;ondly. ant{-alien agitation was
infused with varying degrees of anti-semitism. Though most advocates
of restriction were basfcally anti-alien rather than specifically

anti-Jewish, anti-semitism as such emerged from their stereotype

22 ibid., CXXXIII, 35 Apr 1905, p. 1071
23 4bid., p. 1168
24 See "Mnti-semitiem” {n Chapter 2
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Jjudgements and from their eamest dental.
Many aspects of anti-semitism permeated the period. The Jews'
alleged financial agility aroused envy. Some contemporaries consid-

- ered that the Jewish question was inherently economic, a drive for.

25

freedom from alien usury and domination. Others. stressed racial

origins, and noted the distinctive peculiarities in skin colouring

26

and facial features. Possibiy-the‘o1dest;fbrm~waszreligious,.the

assault upon the Jews as the slayers of Christ. . As late as the 1890s,

Britain. reported Continental fabrications of ritual murder.27 A

psychological stimulus to antf-sem1tism'accompanied the discovery of
a Jewish world conspiracy, which explained-the French Revolution and

28

all 1ts consequences.’ But of paramount significance was political

anti-semitism,

29 pbliticé] anti-semi tism

. The product of a post-liberal age,
found encouragement in the conditions of late nineteenth century
Britain. The country had experienced the industrial revolution,

developed a demoéfatic framework and, though not anti-liberal, was

25 Smith, G., "The Jewish Question” in Essays on Quest'tons of the
%‘g Political and Soctal, London (Maemillan), 1894, pp. 241-82;
e Monsy Lenders Act 1900 stipulated the registration of money
" lenders, though the Board of Inland. Revenue declared their
 dntention to ignore it. The question of uswry was relatively
wnimportant in tha debates.

26 Wh’bt@, Ao, po 3 . . :
27 PO, LXXVII, 9 Mar 1900, pe 807, See "Britieh Tradition" in
Chapter 3 ’

28 FRR, V, May 1892, p. 481; Cohmn, N. in do Reuck, A. & Knight, J.
(ed.), Caste and Race: C'_o_gpamtive Approaches, London (J. & A.
Churchill Ltd.), 1967, pp. 2340-54

29 Pulaer, P.G.J., The Rlse of Political inti-Semitism in Germany
and_Austria, New York (Jomn Wiley) » 1964, p. 293ff.
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approaching a decline in Vberalism.30

Its institutional strength
permitted the operation of platform politics and mass appeal, two

pre-requisites for po11t1ca11anti—Semﬁtism.: At a tina:of?éxtra— :
ordinary imnigration, with the Conservative Government incapable of

o offering a positive social programme, restrictive legislation was -

"f‘;Seized upon as a popular {ssue..

_Ei_jgiﬂ )

“The:press expandéd in the final decades of the century, as news-
~ papers ‘became a major industry controlled by great commercial corp-
orations. More than. anything else, the abolition of the Stamp Tax
in 1855 and of the Paper Duty in 1860 facilitated the emergence of
cheap dailies. Technology, increased literacy and a new econgmic
basis furthe?ed the process. ' Nhile‘printing'techniqueé‘impfo#ed,l-

' thelaevman Jew, Pau]‘Juiius Réuter,3‘ introduced his‘te1egraph1c“5ér-
vices into Britain in the fifties. The 1870 Education Act enlarged
" the ‘literate public. = Newspapers appealed to those who ‘could read
| at all, not necessarily to those for whom reading was a literary or
1ﬁtelle§tua}7pleasqre; 1 Atvfhé'ﬁama-fime_adVe?tfsing’éééﬁmed'ndvél
dimensions as the financial guardian of the press. ',”4 P

~ From the 18205 the middle classes had been served only by the
Sunday papers, with their "common' style, quick summany of the week's

news and Tively stories of human fnterest. Now they were attracted

30 Dcmgerfield, G., The Strange Dsath of Liberal Eﬁglmd New York
(Capricorn), 1961 (lst pub. 1935), paseim

81 Naturalised British subjeet in 1851
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‘by the revolutionary cheap dailfes, which multiplied in number and
sales at a phenomenal rate. The Sunday press nevertheless retained
its lead'well into the twentieth century. - In 1920 they sold thirteen
milifon copies, almost two and a half times more than the total daily '
newspapers. While The Témes ' and Ths Spactator-o upheld the dig-
nity of the British press, a type of capsule literature infected the
public. Readers were fed on 'tit-bits' of information.

' In October 1861 a new weekly cOmpendium announced its intention
to be the "mixror of Public Opinion....indiepensable to every elase
of réadbrs."34 It aimed to cover every éhade of opinion @h politic-
al, socfal and commercial matters of importance. Most material was
derived from a remarkable raﬁge of published newspapers and reviews,
although some original writing — such as book notes and comments —
appeared. Letters to the edftor revealed a keen interest in topics
of the day. Pybzia Opinion sometimes published segments from another
abstract, Review of Reviews.

The brainchild of W.T. Stead, this latter publjcation had a more
manifest policy. Its opening number in January 1890 deséribed 1tsl
object as an impartial resume of periodical literature, td enable
everyone to be acquainted with the best thoughts of wisest minds.
Each issue cdmprised an editorial survey of the domestic and foreign

scene, a 11st of important journals and books with thefr prices, a

32 Began as The Dally Universal Register in 1785

33 Weekly periodical from 1828, to be distinguished from the 18th
cen. periodical of Steele and Addison

8¢ p0, I, 5§ Oct 1861, p. 1
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condensed novel and a charaeterésketch-of some prominent contemporary.
Though.Public Opinion was equally comprehensive, 1t-Jacked the :avowed
serious and edifying purpose ‘of Review:.of Reviews. A'weekiy.-more_
popular paper, Public Opinion left its editor unnamed énd virtially
anonymous‘ss On ‘the other hand, the monthly Rsview was obviously
under the vigilant direction of W.T. Stead.

~From his fnaugural exaltation of-imperialism and salute to
Eanish-Speaking Men, the editor thrust his personality ‘upon readérs;
They were consciously guided by him.not only in his edftorial "?ro—
'>vgress'of'the World", but in his selection of articles and the moral
bias of his character-sketches. Stead believed in Englishmen &as the
leaders of mank1nd,‘thé'race with a missfon in life. VWhile he’
aggrandi sed the-concept‘of’émpire, he stood for democracy in é010h1al
administration and at home fought for the amelioration of the péoﬁle.
 An energetic man, he involved himself in innumerable causes — Russian
refugees, the Salvation Army, the British navy, Cecil thdes, pacifism,
female amancipation and sbirttuafism." He was immersed in the world
of journalism, being at various times editor of the Néﬁtherﬁ Echo and
The Pall Mall Gazette, a&s well as fodnder and editor of the success-

ful Review of Reviews36 and less successful Daily Paper. = A flamboy-

137

ant radical, he was among the first of the 'yellow journalists.

35 P. White 1880-90, P. Fleher from 1690
86 A. Shaw edited a eubsequent American edition

87 The term derived.from appearance in 1895 of {ssua of New York .
World, in which a child in a yellow drese — "The Yellow Kid" —
vas the ceniral figure of the ecartoon, this being an experimant
in colour printing to attract purchasers.
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Until his death in the Titanic disaster in 1912, Stead wielded con-
siderable influence as an active social commentator.

While the quality of his.journa1 was undoubted, its objectivity
was occasionally open to question. A man of stern morality, he up-
held the inherent wickedness of theatrical personalities, organised a
'sensational exposure of juvenile prostitution and wréte a five hundred-

page, fifty cent book, If Christ Came to Chicago.38

This moral right-
eousness prompted him to présent for example a disparaging account of
the 1ife of Sir Charles Di lkg, one of the foremost pro-aliens of the
period.  According td Stead, Dilke's alleged private immorality
demanded his banishment as a public figure.sg.

In some respects the Review of Reviews was the organ of restric-
tive legislation. To preserve and extend the English-speaking race,
it pressed for knowledge of the language as a requirement for immi-
gration. It depldr_ed the "mon-Bnglish Canker" at.the core of the
empire, and detested Britain's role as "the dumping-grownd for the
overflow éf the Ghettos of Europe...undesirable Continental outcasts
iessTo put it on the lowest ground,” explained the editor, "ve are
‘s‘tooking the ancient breeding-place of our Imperial fd_nily with a
mongrel horde of semi-Asiatics who carmot speak our language, who do
not understand our Zmés, and who have no part in our aiviiization. n40

The difference between Review of Reviews and Publie Opinion was

38 - .S’mith W.S., The London Heretias 1870-1914, London (Conatable),
1967, pp. 260-4

39 RR, VI, Aug 1892, pp. 127-41
40 ibid., III, May 1891, p. 422
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shown by their divergent outlook on the writer Hall CaineAI and his
relationship with the Jewish community. When Caine made a visit to
Russia, the Review commented: "The Jews, bethinking themselves of the
- wisdom of keeping their grievances before the world, have despatehed
Mr. Hall Caine, the well-known English novelist, to Southern Russia,

for the purpose of getting up some loeal colour for a romance which:

they hope will be the Uncle Tom's Cabin of the Russian-Jewish contro-

versy....whether...a maseuline Mp. Beacher Stowe...ie caleulated to lead

42 A year later, when Cafine

to good results ie open to questiom.”
spoke to East End Jews one Sunday night, Public Opiniom reported with
more sympathy. It said that audience reaction to the. speaker's
~narrative, "Scenee on the Ruseian Frontier," indicated a "depth of
feeling that will suraly some day take a ﬁaoz*e practical form than mere
inactive sentiment. n43 '
Despite Stead's own anti-immigraﬁt proposals, he rejected the
restrictive legislation of Parliament. His compendium generally.
gave as faif a coverage in quantity and attitudé to the Jewish quest-
fon as Public Opinion. One edition devoted three entire pages to
the problem. In view of the nature of the publication, these six
columns represented considerable space, while the sybject matter
embraced the whole spectrum of thought from Jewish pro-alienism to

44

~ English anti-semi tism. Though the editor's views permeated its

. 41 1853-1931, author of The Bondman, The Christian, The E’temal City,
The Prodigal Son and others

42 RR, IV, Nov 1891, pp. 442-3

43 PO, LXII, 16 Dec 1892, p. 791

44 Contributores included Baron Hirsch, Rev. S. Singer, M. Leroy-
Beaulieu, Cyrus Hamlin, Major Conder and Arnold White: RR, IV,
Aug 1891, pp. 150-2
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pages, Review of Reviews sought to meet its own challenge fo "endeavour
without fear or favour, without political prejudice or racial intoler-
once, to represent the beet that is eaid on all eides of all
quesi:ians."as .

Russian pogroms of the nineties outraged almost the entire
British press. In a voice they denounced this renewed burst of
anti-semitism. Periodicals Vike Biaokwood’s Magasine and tﬁe Fort-
nightly Review46 joined with the Conservative anti-alien T¥mes and The

Pall Mall Gazette™

48

and the Liberal pro-alien Dally Telegraph and The
Daily News - to condemn this vicious persecution, this "revolting
incarnation of cruelty.” They demanded diplomatic intervention in
the name of common humanity. - Echoing this indignation, the London
evening St. James's Gazette nevertheless observed that of the four
‘mi1lion Russian Jews, about a quarter would be compelled to flee. It
sympathised with the Jewish predicament but queried the refugees'
destination and warned that "any attempted migration of pauper Jews

" to England on an enormous scale would have to be prevented. w9

PARLIAVENT
Conservative rule prevailed in the 1890s. The Liberals enjoyed

but one brief, three-year interlude when Gladstone, under the cloud of

45 RR, I, Jan 1890, p. 14
46 ibid., IT, Oct 1690, p. 350
47 PO, LVIII, 1 Aug 1890, p. 129
48 ibid., 8 Aug 1890, p. 160

49 1ibid., 1 Aug 1890, p. 129
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50

the Parnell case, returned by a slender victory” for his fourth

administration from 1892 to 1894, when Lord Rosebery assumed pover.

51 and then his nephew Arthur

For the rest of the period, Salisbury
Balfour®% led a Unfonist Government. -

The Boer Haé, education and feligiods problems, the development
of Labour and the tariff question dominated the political scene.
Immigratfon fell into the categeny of social legislation and was
eventually 1ncorpofated into a spurious programme of social reform.
ﬂhenever raised fn Parliament, it fmpelled investigation into a range
of topics, the principle of religfous and political asylum, Britain's
tradition as a retreat for refugees and the effeéts of sanction upon
the native poor.

The aliens question undoubtedly became a party question. While
the two Conservative Prime Ministéfs adopted an anti-alien attitude,
both Gladstone and Rosebery opposed restriction. Their conflicting
views became apparent in 1894 when, during Rosebery's premiership,
’Sa1isbuny {ntroduced an Aliens Bill into the-House of Lords, only to
have it rejected by the Liberal Earl. Though Gladstone relinquished
his seat in 1895, his pro-al1én stand was upheld not only by his
party but also by his son Hefbert. who became Home Secretary in 1906.
As such, the younger Gladstone endeavoured to maintain the practice

of asylum despite the Tory Act of 1905, In a similar way, Arthur

50 1892 Electioms: L. - 273, N. - 81, C. - 268

51 1895-1902, 1895 Electioms: L. - 177, L.U. - 71, N. - 82,
C. - 340

53 1002-6
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Balfour continued the policy of his uncle until the country imposed
immigration control. :

Most M.P.s followed the party 11né, anti-aliens being predominant-
1y Conservative and pro-aliens Liberal. As Jewish immigrants tended
to congregate in:the East End of London, representatfves from:these .
constituencies held the most significant vote. " Of the thirteen East:
End Members, Conservative anti-aliens outnumbered Libéral pro-aliens.
Altogether there were nine anti-aliens —: eight Conservative and one
Radical®® — and four pro-aliens — all Liberal.>?

Although the six East End Jews divided their support evenly,
according to party affilfation, the general Jewish outlook was pro-
alien and politically Liberal. Of the fourteen roa] and professing

55 ten favoured the open door and

56

- Hebrew M.P.s throughout the period,
four restriction. While the pro-aliens comprised seven Liberals
and three Conservatives (including one Liberal Unionist),57 all four
anti-aliens belonged to the Governme‘nt'side.58 Sy

In the early years, the Liberal creed of laissez-faire — free
trade and the free flow of goods, men and ideas — sustained pro-

alienism, but as the decade passed a resolute protectionist lobby

58 C. - Colomb, Dewcm, Evans-Gordon, Isaacson, Lawson, Ridley, .
Ritehie and H.S. Sanuel; R. - Bua:tan

54 Bryce, Montagu, S.M. Samuel and Straus
66 They did not all hold seate eimultansously.

- §6 East End Members: Montagu, S.M. Samual and Straus;
Non-East End Members: Heraahell Ieaacs, n.M (Lord) Rothschild
and H. L. Samuesl

§7 Goldemid, F.J. Rothschild and L.W. Rothschild (L.U.)

58 Fast End: C. - Ieaacson, Lawson and H.S. Samuel
Non-East End: C. - Cohen

-
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gathered strength. It ostensibly sought to save the British worker
from inundation by the “"dustheap of Europe“.59 Fear of wholesale
fnvasion grew as exaggerated reports of migration flooded the press
and infiltrated Parliament. The Conservatives were uncertain. They
agreed to scrutinise rumoufs and chéck statistics, but in general
displayed tolerance and claimed there was no cause for alarm. .This
failed to satisfy the ant{-aliens who demanded remedial action rather
than mere submission.

In response, the Government simply pointed to the Report of the
Select Comittee of 1888/9,60 but this offered no sqution.sl
Firstly, it stated the impossibility of obtaining accurate immigrat-
jon statistics. Secondly, it examfned the types and occupations of
aliens in the United Kingdom:. Finally, it made five recommendat-
fons: it called for more exact and frequent alien veturns; stipul-
ated that records be kept at every port; that all passéngers without
‘through' tickets be registered; that British consuls abroad be
instructed to collect relevant information; and drew attention to
the difficulties of enforcing immigration restriction. But while
the Select Committee was not prepared to recommend legislation in thé
late 18805, it contemplated "the possibility of such 1egis1étfng be-
coming necessary in the future."

‘This final clause haunted the Government throughout the nineties

59 H 3rd, CCCXLV, 3 Jul 1890, p. 636

60 Members in 1888 includad: Colomb, Marriott, Montagu, Lord
Rothechild, S. Smith, Tamer and Cremer; In 1889: the
above plus Long and Vincent '

61 Rep. Sel. Cttee., SPHC, 1889, pp. 266-403
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into the new century. It was quoted with monotonous frequency by
the. anti-aliens and vehemently defended by their opponents. = At
first reluctant, the Conservatives could not forever evade the quest-
1on_§osed by their extremist minority: - had the time foreseen by the
Select Conmittee arrived?.:

Despite the Emancipation Act of 1858, the Jewish quéstion'in
Britain grew rather than diminished with the stream of East European
immigrants at the end of the nineteenth century.  Met by a prejudic-
ed attitude from all sides. the néw settlers encountered bitterness
and resentment from hostile natiVes whilst being placed in a special
category by tolerant pro-alfiens, who stressed the Jews® historical
role as the persecuted race. Although the British press in general
decried blatant Continental anti-semitism, it foresaw the difficulties
and intimated the dangers of increased immigratfon. Ultimately un-
able to offer any genuine social reform and constantly plagued by
demands from their protectionist minority, the Tory Government det-

ected in the aliens question an expedfent political {ssue.
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A CRY FROM CHRISTENDOM.

YWHOSE ear is so dull in its deafness, whose heart is so callous and

oold,
As to t:;mlldfrom the cry of the wronged, ringing forth as so often
of old, .
Though uplifted by alien lips ? .
Or what matter whence under Heaven the piteous plaint cometh

forth ;
As of late from the plains of the East, as to-day from the snows of
the North,
Sable-shadowed with Hate’s dark eclipse P

Stay question of race or of creed, let the spirit of Party shrink mute,
ilst a greater than it standeth forth, and espouseth the suppliant’s
suit
In imperative accents and stern ;
For the things that are told in her ears, and in ours, are the records

of shame,
Black stories of slaughter and lust, make the cheek of the coldest to

me,
” And the heart of the gentlest to burn.

‘“Hep! Hep!"”—the old cry has gone forth, and the Hebrew is
hounded again,

In the name of the Cross.
vain,

Can it be that its tenderest teachings are

‘Where its merciful rule is men’s boast P
Oh, out on the Tartuffes of Creed! Let the Spirit of Christendom

speak
Plain words of unfaltering truth for the cause of the helpless and
w ]
In the teeth of brute Tyranny’s host.

For the wise of the earth are but fools, and its mighty but little of

soul,
The Teuton’s grim truculent Chief, striding on to his much-desired

goal,
Would trample a people as dust;

And the Muscovite, mouthing the name of humanity, closes his ears
To the wails from the homes he has wrecked, to the pleadings of
women in tears,
From the revels of murder and lust.

No respecter of race or of faith, let Humanity lift up her eﬁlea,
Like a_Portia who pleads for the Jew, since the wronged and the
hated is he
. ‘Who s0 hated and wronged in the past. .
Put aside all the pitiful plaints, the reproaches, half malice, half

ear,
When the frenzy of rancour is stilled 'twill be time for cool reason
ear, :
And for Justice to settle at last.

But the horrible rage of brute hordes by the slack hand of Power let

slip,
The coldglophistopheles smile on Authority’s cgnical lip,—
These Christendom fearlessly brands :
Tells Emperor, Prince, or dull Peasant ’tis playing a ruffian part,
To shn]rle au:t such revels of shame, with the threb of black hate in the
€ y
And the red stain of blood on the hands.
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- BRITISH TRADITION

- The complete immersion of Jews in English society was but one
manifestation of Britain's traditional role as the sanctuary of
refugees. In5cribéd nowhere as official policy, this principle
commanded respect from both pro- and anti-aliens. Accbfding to the

" Royal Commission of 1902: "Many foreigners sought a homg heras... a -

1

land wherein men could live aceording to their convictionms.” From

2

the sixteenth century Protestants found protection in England,“ where

3

they established a number of colonies.” Similarly, at the end of

the seventeenth century thousands of Huguenots retreated to communi-

ties-a]ong the South coast. Revered as part of the country's "great

né "5 this time-honoured

ll6

and honourable" " heritage, part of her "glory",
custom distfngufshed Britain as "the cTassica1.1and of freedom.
Within this tradition Jewish migrants played an exceptional role,
that transforme& them from a privileged minority, through rejected
outcasts to fully assimilated members of the empire.  From thé time
of the Norman Conquest they made a vital éontribution tb the economy,

‘becoming the bankers of England under the personal aegis of thevking.7

Rep,. Roy Com., SPHC, 1903, pp. 9-10

In 1640 one third of those who paid subsidy to the Ktng in Londbn
were aliens.

8 The Norwick Colomy of Dutch and Walloons monbered 3,993 in
1569.

H 4th, LIX, 20 Jun 1898, p. 736
ibid., CXXXIII, 35 Apr 1904, p. 1108
PO, LXXV 10 Feb 1899, p. 163

In the 12th cen. their tazaman amountad to one seventh of the
total revenus i.e. about £3,000 each year.

N M o
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' But their situation was extremely pfeéarious as it depended upon the
whims of each. individual monarch. Whilst they were protected by
~ Henry I, as his principal source of revenue, they were the victims of
virulent persecution during the Crusading era of Richard the Lion-
Heart. In fact the first recorded accusation of ritual murder in
the medieval world occurred in twelfth century Britain, when‘the
'pedp1e sought to avenge the Crucifixion by attacking the Jewish
infidel at hame.8 With King John a political anti-semitism developed,
as the disaffected nobles identified the Jews with Royal oppression.
At the same time their financial burden was increased until, in the
reign of Henry III, they were almost unable to meet tﬁeir comni tment.
Whep he was succeeded by Edward I in 1272, the once prosperous English
Jewry was impoverished. Weariné the badge of shame — a red disc on
a yellow cloth9 - and restricted by the Statutum de JUdeismo,lq they
were then expelled by the Royal decree of 1290.11

For about four centuries Britain disappeared from the Jewish
12

world of experience. It needed the Renaissance,vCromweli's econo-

mic policy and a growing religious -tolerance to permit their gradual

resettlement. By the séventeenth century however, a Marrano colony]3

8 Altogether four acousations occurred in Britain between 1144-88,
while similar charges reverberated throughout Europe. -

8 Decreed by the 4th Lateran Council in 1215.

10 1275, which in effect foreed them from their customary ocoupattons
into illegal means of subsistence.

11 Edward I thus ignited a series of expuleions throughout E’uz'ape.
12 Referencss in their literature very sparae

13 Crypto-Jews from Spain and Portugal, who outwardly pz'ofessed
Catholicism
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of considerable importance was established in'LondOn; and in 1698 the
practice of Judaism was legalised. Although rélatibns*between Jew
and Gentile improved in the following years, the JéWish Naturalization
Bi11 of 1753 brought an explosion of anti-semitism. As the agitation
died as quickly as it appeared, the final decades witnessed 'a relaxed
assimilation of the Hebrew population who enjoyedivirtuai social
equality. The Napoleonic Mars meant a new era of indispensability

to the Government,14

‘and formal Emancipation naturally ensied:
Nineteenth century Britain not only esteemed fts own Jews but |
valued the rights of those elsewhere. A policy of intervention on
:'. their behalf extended {nto the 1890s. An outbreak of Persian anti-
semitism for example sent Jewish representatives to the Foreign Office,
whereupon the Teheran Minister was immediately alerted. According
to the Jewish Chronicle, this prompt intercession so impréssedfthe
Persian government that it summonsed the Mohammedan priest responsibTe
and averted blbodshed. On another occasion, a report Qf perseCutfon
received on Friday evening was rapidly relayed to the British consul
at fripoli, so that by Monday the Jewish community in Britain wete‘
assured that the threatened massacre at Barbary had been preVented.]s
The annual. naturalisation of aliens further illustrated Britfsh
toleraﬁce towards immigrants. Between 1894-1904 the numbers natural-
ised each year ranged from over five hundred to almost é thousand, the

16

average being seven hundred per year. In 1902 for example seven

14 Goldsmid brothers, Rbthschitds and othere in f%nance and
professions

15 PO, LXXI, 26 Feb 1837, p. 274
16 From 542-974; H 4th, CXLVI, 24 May 1905 p. 1229
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hundred and eighty-eight were naturalised of whom four hundred and

7 A certificate of naturalisation im-

fifty-eight were Russians.
plied vesidence in the United Kingdom or service under the crown for
five out of the last eight years; intention to continue residence or
service; -a payment of five pounds; and the oath of aﬂ‘legiance-.‘8
Anti-aliens believed that the privilege of citizenship was-too freely
available and called for a higher fee. !
- But even the staunchest advocates of restriction could not deny

the historical benefit of migrants. ""That the immigrants in past
times made us their debtore canmot ba controverted,” stated the Royal

20

Commission, Both lords and commoners appreciated their worth...

They referred especially to the Flemmish weavers and dyers of the

21 and the Huguéhots of the seventeenth. A Liberal

fourteenth century
lord claimed that had restrictive legislation been implemented in the
seventeenth century the British nation would not have been so pros-
perous in the nineteenth.22 Despite their objections to alien immi -
gration, the Conservatives could find novsatisfactohy counter to the
simple argument that Jews, like their Huguenot forebears, brought
with them their own skills and trades,  Some noted that °

the scattering abroad of Israelites would be advantageous to

17 The next in order were 156 Germans, 49 Austrians and others;
Rep. Roy. Com., SPAC, 1903, pp. 29-30

18 H 4th, LXXVII, 19 Oct 1899, p. 239
19 1ibid., CVIII, 26 Feb 1903, p. 945

20 Rep. SPHC, 1903, p. 11

21 Introduced by Edvward III

22 Momkswell, H 4th, LVIII, 23 Mar 1898, p. 281
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23

other countries. The anti-semite Arnold White himself calculated

. the direct and immediate loss to the Russian economy, in the event of

" a Jewish exodus, at ten mi11ion pounds sterling avyear..z4

A Politicians sometimes cited the names of destitute aliens who in
the past had been welcomed by Britain but who, under the proposed

legislation, would be classified .as 'undesirable' and hence excluded.

25

The French sculptor Dalou“” who sought.refuge'in the_!B?Os, and the

‘anarchist’ Prince Peteé Kropotkin of Russiaza'would.both‘have been

rejected. An anti-allen policy could, the traditionalists argued,

lead to great national shane¢27

But the question which emerged with the groﬂth of immigration
was: "Can the Alien Immigrant of today olaim to be our creditor,

because our ancestore incurred a debt to the foreigﬂers who sought- -

28 Pro-aliens answered by rebuffing legislation as

"offensive, wnaceseary, and un-English. n29

asylun here?”
Conservatives countered

that the acceptance of Huguenots implied neither a high standard of

.~ civilization nor belief in the rights of conscience. It was mere

o bolitical expediency, whereby England welcomed the dissident subjects

of an enemy monarch. Eventually urged by the necessity to enact an

28 Major C. Conder in RR, IV, Aug 1891, p. 151
24 RR, V, May 1892, p. 481 '

25 1888-1902, noted for extravagant, allegom:cal compoa-ttions, and
- for unaffected studies of common people

36 1842-1921, developed theories of Bakwnin and stressed collectiviet
principle ,

27 H 4th, CXXXII, 889 Mar 1904, p. 994
28 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1908, p. 11
29 H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, p. 1141
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Aliens Bill, Prime Minister Balfour invoked the House to "put aside
thie fanoy picture” that from time immemorial Britain has so favoured

the religiously persecuted of all nations, for 1t has "mo historical

30

basis in faot.” The traditional view nevertheless prevailed. The

Conservative T¢mes — which favoured restriction — described Britain

as "the firet and most generous asylum of the oppressed, the first and

‘most constant champion of the rights o;f"e(,vmwéenee'."3'l

ANTI-SEMITISM

In the nineties the majority of Jews lived where they were most
oppressed. Of the world Jewish population of about eight to nine
million, over a third, approximately three and a half million, resided

32 wore than two million lived amid

undar Russian or Roumanian rule.
the anti-semitism of Austria-Hungary and Germany. In France over
eighty thousand were'affected.by the insidious echoes of the Dreyfus
scandal. In Britain alone they were relatively free from the out-
right anti-semitic attack of Continental Europe.

The most violent persecution occurred in Russia, the pivot of
~ the world's Jews. In some respects this was part of an overall
policy - against all the non-Orthodox. The government instigat-
ed hard labour and banishment for Methodists, Baptists and

33

other Protestants. In the mid-nineties officials hunted

30 ibid., CIVIX, 10 Jul 1905, pp. 156-7

31 PO, LIX, 19 Jul 1891, p. 770

32 Leroy-Beaulieu in RR, III, Mar 1891, p. 264
33 Known as Stundists |
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down and tortured Quake‘rs3~4 for their opposition to compulsory mili-.
tary service. Anti-semitism was officially enshrined in the Police
Constitution or 'May Laws' of 1882, renewed in the 1890s. They.
requlated settlement, ownership, occupation and religion. Jews were
forbidden - to live outside towns and hamlets except in already exist-
ing Jewish colonies. Their claims to property and ownership were
suspended, and their professional and -trade practices restricted in
various ways: they were refused business rights on Sundays, although
compelled by reiigion to close on Saturdays; while actors were pro-
~ hibited from performing outside the Pale.,35 A congregation of fewer
~ than thirty families could not worship in public. Specific rites |
were also prohibited; for example, the administration levied taxes
on ‘animal food obtaineéd through the Jewish method of slaughter and on
candles for sacrifice.

These restraints and petty exactions were complicated by the
lack of uniformity: in administration. Repression altered in temper

and severity from one area to the next, depénding upon the erratic

"~ personality of individual officers. Intolerance reached the point

where for instance the government suddenly announced 1ts intention
to build a church next door to a synagogue. -It simultaneously ad-

vised the Jews to remove their synagogue, as Hebrew places of worship

34 Known as Dookhobortsy

36 The Jewlsh Pale comprised fifteem provinces, altogether
313,608 square miles. '
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were not permitted within éeven hundred feet of a church.36. On-
another occasion, a wrongful accusation of ritual murder resulted‘in
a massacre at Kischineff, and when the Jews tried to defend them-
selves before their assailants, they were assaulted:with the lYoss of
a hundred 11ves.37
As previously noted, the reaction of the British press, people
and politicians to this affliction was horror, shock and sympathy.
Even the anti-aliens expressed indignation at this obvious manifes-
tation of prejudice. They recoiled at the suggestion that through
restrictive legisiation Britain would enact a form of anti-semitism.
Whilst denouncing European racial discrimination, they refused refuge
tO‘Russjan Jews fleeing from persecution during the RusSo~Japanese
War of 1904-5;38 Since Jewish conscripts, unlike their Russian
cbunterparts; received no pension in the event of death or incapacity,
they were menaced by the préspect of leaving their families destituté.
Under these circumstances pro-aliens considered it "odious"?9 to
hinder the eséapa of such men; and desﬁite the Conservative Act of
1905, the new Liberal Government of 1906 made special concessions ' to
relieve them, 40 | |
As the Anglo-Japanese-alIiénce had been formed in 1902, in the

case of refugees from the Russo-Japanese War, it was possiblevto-

86 PO, LXX, 4 Sep 1896, p. 306
37 H 4th, CXXII, 19 May 1903, p. 1093

38 Similar to restrictions imposed upon entry of Jews from Europe
in 19308

39 H 4th, CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 705

- 40 See "Iiberal Vietory" in Chapter 9
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fnvoke Balfour's claim that British tolerance in 1906 was pure
political expediency. But the charge could be refuted on two érounds:
firstly, the Co’nsef‘vatives themselves made the defensive pact yet
persisted in their anti-alien attitude; and secondly; the Liberals.
upheld the tradition of asylum irrespective of forefgn treaties. That
nefther side'raised'the'issue in this instance underlined the sham of
Balfour's argument.

- Contemporaries questioned the personal responsibility of the

u today -

Russian Tzar. Even during the reign of Alexander III,
reputed with the reversal of hfs father's 1iberalism, the Tzar's:
knowledge of the Jewish affliction was sometimes doubted.'- Having
-met Alexander, Lord Tennyson in 1891 told the Russo-Jewish Committee:
n. can scarcely belicve that he is fully avare of the barbarities
 perpetuatad with hic apparent sanction."? The liability of his
successor, Nicholas 11,43 was also disputed. Many writers attributed
ihe pbgroms to the friend and adviser to Alexander III, Constantine |
Pobédonostzeff. In fact Nicholas himself made minor@attémpté-to‘ 
curb persecution, and obliged Pobedonostzeff to command a relaxation
in regulations. He had to issue a mandate reﬁding: "Ageimilation
,‘»of'beatarn frantier papulétibna with eore of Rusaia'being‘aaobmpZish-
ed ~ therefore Minister of the Interior may refrain from taking
extraordinary 8teps."44 Nicholas also encouraged the progress of

41 1881-94

42 - PO, LX, 16 Oct 1891, p. 502
43 Reigned 1894-1917

'44 RR, XII, Dec 1895, p. 480
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Finnish Jews by according the necessary imperial assent to the Jewish
disabilities b1l of.Finland. ¥

-The attitude of the ordinary Russian was also difficult to assess.
Was he conscious of the rampant anti-semitism? - Censors certainly
proscribed most foreign newspaper. comment even faintly tinctured with
criticism of the regime. From St. Petersburg a subscriber to Public
 Opinion complained of the constant blackening out of the journal's
reports of famine for example. In one issue alone three entire seg-
ments were censored. According to the subscriber, this was all part
of the policy of keeping Russians in the dark.46 :
Germany has played a distinctive role in the hiétory of anti-
47 while

‘In his

semitism. The German Wilhelm Marr invented the term itself,
Bismarck initiated its practice in the nineteenth century.48
Review of Rsviewsw.f. Stead reprinted what he described as "an elabor-
ate practical joke,” an article by Arnold White on "Prince Bismarck

w49 Here White presents the preposterous theory

as Moses Secundus.
that Bismarck aroused anti-semitism solely to unite the world forces
of Jewry in wealth, tradition, intelligence and ambition, 30 that they
“might realise a new father]énd.-. Only in extreme stress and torment -
could they recognise their 1rré§3§table powers. With nothing but

hatred for European statecraft, they could lay the foundations of the

45 PO, LXXITI, 25 Feb 1898, p. 243
46 1bid., LXI, 10 Jun 1892, p. 742
47 Pulazer, P.G.J., p. 49

48 PO, LXXIII, 7 Jan 1898, p. 36
‘49 RR, VII, Jun 1893, p. 627
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national Jewish home. - But with Bismarck's premature retirement, the
patter lay incomplete and his actions misunderstood.

The depth>to.wh1ch anti-semitism infected many Germans was re-
vealed by the petition of butchers in the Palatinate town of Landau,
where: they unsuccessfully SOUgﬁt council permission to establish "an

w50 Relating the failure, a correspondent

aﬁti—semitic public-house:
 to the Jewish Chromicle lamented: "The Landau commmity will not enjoy
 the blessing of imbibing beer and other beverages free: from any taint
of Semitiem, How they will survive the cruel decree of théir mmic-
ipal authorities remaine to be eeen,"

At first the British press reported official opposition to
Austrian anti-semitism, in particular the tolerance of the Minister

for Public Worship and Instruction.>!

As the depade passed however,
they observéd the electoral success of the avowed anti-semite Dr;
Lueger. When he was selected as Burgomaster of Vienna for the fifth
time in two years, the pro-alien Moming Post saw his victory as
"another indication of the ominous power of reactionary and Separatist

~ forces in Austria."™?

Viennese anti-semitism actually had a unifying
effect, fusing together all professions — artisans, soldiers, Iawyérs,
traders and loafers - in the one cult of Jew-baiting.ss" But Stead

believed the agitation was directed not so much against Hebraism as

50 PO, LXXIT, 6 Aug 1897, p. 178

51 Dr vom Gautech; PO, LVII, 14 Feb 1890, p. 205
52 PO, LXXI, 16 Apr 1897, p. 480

53 ibid., 19 Mar 1897, p. 355



égainst-“the'man with the.shekels.“s_4 . :
Accusations. of ritual nbrder.founand sympathy.in the British

papers, which treated suehlru¢0uws'with extreme mistrust,  Publie

Opinion recounted acase in Posen, a town with a large Hebrew: popul-

~ation.>®

- A Christian, Max Przychalla, was simply taking a three-year-
otdirelative to his home, and because .the child tired and began to cry
~ he took him in his arms. As Passover was approaching ‘and the man was
somewhat Jewish in appearance,-baSSErs-by in the~stieet jrew suspicious
Cuntil a large crowd eventuaIlyfengUIfEd him, while rumour spread that
.the JewsLWere kidﬁapping'a Christian child for sacr1f1c¢. - Only
‘ afterJhe{had“been viciouéiy'assau1ted, was he ﬁecognised‘and freed by
) . police. A 51m113r?1ncfdent in which a German-Jewish butcher was
arfested on a religious murder Chargé:Was derided: as "\r'id*ic:uleus.~‘-"56
| The press also covered the grewth.of French anti-semitism. = In
| ,bariicu!ar they reviewed the poiitical vicissitudes of “"the redoubt-
able Edouard Drumont,“57:who founded the Anti-Semitic League in 1889,
| and the anti-Jewish paber, La Libre Parole in 1892. From 1893 the "
Dreyfus affair-held the'Stagé and as elsewhere, Britain revolted
against this explosion of injustice. Papers reported the progress
of the Jewish Syndicate, in which Emtle Zola and others worked to

58

prove the fnnocence of Dreyfus, “and expressed relief at his pardon

54 RR, XI, Jin 1895, p. 494

55 PO, LXIII, 31 Mar 1898, p. 405
56 ¢bid., LXI, 15 Jan 1892, p. 86
57 ibid., LVII, 2 May 1890, p. 567
58 ibid., LXXII, 8 Dec 1897, p. 710
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by French ministers.sg

ENGLISH QUTLOOK

The public outcry against anti-semitism included the voice of
ordinary people. When they learnt of the pogroms in Russfathey
gathered in_ their thousands to protest at the Gui1dha11.60 They

61

applauded diverse speakers, ' received letters of support from dist-

inguished men throughout the country62

and passed resolutions condemn-
ing the Russian atrocities with acclamation. So excited was the |
meeting that an anti-alien publication called: "Hands off!...Russia
i8 not an English coZony;"ss But when the scene changed from over-
seas to the domestic front, was this liberal attitude maintained?
How did ordinary Englishnen regard Jews in their midst?

According to the contemporary study of RusseTand Lewis, a toler-
ance prevailed among the working class, where they nofe "the complete
absence of anti-semitic f’eezing."s4 Anti-alienism, they contend,

was more common and bitter in political than in industrial circles.65

59 .ibid., LXXVI, 22 Sep 1899, pp. 348-9
60 tibid., LVIII, 12 Dec 1890, p. 756

61 Duke of Westminster, Bishop of Ripon, Earl of Meath, Sir Joseph
Pease, Sir John Colomb and others

62 e.g. Archbishop of Canterbury

63 Novoe Vremya, which claimed that the protest would: aoht-eve as
. much as a Ruseian convention promoting Home Rule for Ireland;
PO, LVIII, 19 Dec 1880, p. 789

64 Russell, C. & Lewis, H.S., The Jew in London A Study of racial
character and present-dazL conditions, London (T. Fisher Uwin),
1901, p. 41

65§ ibid., p. 86
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{nmigrants of displacing native workers.

48.

Qutside of London, in the Manchester Midland Hotel, a public meeting

66 In seek-

demanded asylum for the victims of religious persecution.
ing modifications to the propbsed Aliens Bi1l of 1905, the meeting
asserted the right of appeal to rejected immigrants. The intellec-
tual leaders of. the working class, the Socialists and Trade Unionists,
in fact supported tradition. '

Anti-semites nevertheless endeavoured to claim Trade Union sup-
port. James Lowther, Conservative M.P. for Kent, pointed to alleged
moves for restriction in Trade Union Congresses, Trade'COUncifs,
forty-three labour organizations, fourteen metropolitan boards of .
guardians, the National Unfon of Conservative Associatiohs and the

67 He also cited the views*of‘dosehh-nrch;asi

London Reform Union.
founder of the Agricultural Union who, he maintained, accused alien
69 ‘Similarly, the ack-
nowledged leader of anti-alien legislation, Evans-Gordon, quoted the
resolution of the Stockton Trades Council in Yorkshire, which appeal-
ed for a cessation in alien immigration. 0 -
Such examples made 1ittle impact however, és the Labour:M.P.s

themselves voted with the Liberals against restriction. Keir Hardie '

66 Meeting supported by both Government and Opposition Members
but detached from party politice; H 4th, CXLVIII, 3 Jul 1905,
ppo 7 90"1 ’

87 H 4th, VIII, 11 Feb 1893, pp. 1167-8

68 1826-1919, salf-educated labourer, founded National Agmcultural
Union 1872, Radical M.P. for N.W. Norfolk 1885-61, 1892, 1895—
1900 but did not feature in aliene debates

69 H 4th, CXVIII, 26 Feb 1908, p. 968
70 ibid., CXLIX, 19 Jul 1905, p. 1266
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fOrfexampié, who inftiated the Independent Labour Party, was.a fore-

most pro-alien.. He agreed that the first duty of the Government was:
to:its own pecplesbut'added'thats,if,theuBritﬂsh-commons proceeded
from this basis,. the spurious Aliens B111: would be replaced by a .
measure of genuine social reform such as the Unemployed: Workmen. . - -
8111.7-1 He :clearly enunciated his opposition to "thie fraudulent
measure," and asserted that "the records of the Trade Uniom Comgress
will be searched in vain for any sign of approval for a measure of .
ﬁhis kind, and the Congrese, and not honourable Members opposite, ie
the mouthpiece of the trade union movement." »

In his Review of Reviews, W.T. Stead anticipated a time when

72 . German

British socialism might adopt the guise of anti-semitism.
and Frenéh socialists had already used racfal and religious rancour
to further the'sacred cause of the disinherited people. As European
ant{-semitism usually took the steamer to Dover, he suggested that
Keir Hardie might eventually be compeiled to raise the ancient cry
‘Hepl Hep!‘73

Stead also contended that British anti-Jewish agitation may
have come from the circuitous route of South Afr1cé. A weighty
article, "A Grave Protest...the Tyranny of the_Modern‘Jew,“".4 implied

that the Kaffir boom and slump had made people wonder about their

71 ibid., CXLV, 3 May 1905, p. 788
72 RR, XI, Jun 1695, p. 495

73 Anti-Jewish slogan with Crusade origine, derived f%um the init—
tals 'Hierosolyma est perdita’ - 'Jerusalem ie lost'

74 ERR, XIII, Mar 1896, p. 239
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indebtedness to astute Hebrew fihanciers. A simi1ar reaction echoed
in Australia, where colonists resented the sacrifice of Australian

B In the House of

1{fe for poss1b1e Jewish gain in the Boer War.
Comﬁons.a half-Jewish M.P. observed that in the debates on South
African affairs, Members:ffequent]y:denounCed German Jews whose main
offence seemed: to have'been their Jewishness. Interrupted by a
shocked response of "No!" the speaker continued: "Otherwise, what
was the point of raising the religion (Hear! Hearl) except to excite
pregudice. "

Observers continued to recognise anti-semitism in Britain, des-
pite affirmations to the contrary.. The pro-alien Charles Dilke
believed that anti-Jewish.fee11ng/had been aroused among.ﬁhe people:
;'It is i@oasible-to close our eyee to that fact. : Those who read
the nswspapers cannot help seeing what. the. tone is.”77\ Another

78 excited by the

Libéral spoke of "a fronkly anti-semitie movement,”
-~ political manoeuvres of anti-aliens. With the Dreyfus affair re-
sbunding throughout Europe, he declared that "there s no use saying
that there ie no danger of this kind in our oom cormmnity.”

In Ireland too anti-Jewish issues erupted.: - Dublin Jesuits

apprehended the increase of "gombeening propensities" among Irish Jews

?5 Penny, B.R., "Australia's Reactions to the Bogr War — a Stﬁﬂy
in Colonial Imperialiem” in The Jowrnal of Britieh Studies,
" vol. VII, Nov 1967, pp. 97-130 |

76 nti-alien Laweon, B 4th, CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 735
77 B 4th, CXKXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1063

78 Trevelyan, B 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1082
79 RR, VIII, Aug 1893, p. 150

79
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In their monthly publication, Lycewn; they propagated a stereotype -
image of the Jews as the salesmen of cheap wares; making enormous -
pfofits&from selling pious pictures and'religious emblems to un-
Suspecting Christians. :They warned their readers of a possible
transfer of land ownership;, and promised to present an account of the
Jew "as he appears amemg the :cit}ilieéd nations of the' "Aryan' races. w80
. This undercurrent sometimes revealed itself oﬁenly; forcing -
politicians to raisé the matter in Parliament. One complained that
Limerick shopkeepers used intimidation.'violence and finally starvat-
jon, by refusing to deal with Jewish custdmer_s.’a1 The authorities
repeatedly investigated such cases of discriminétion, and in -early
1904 instigated ten prosecutions. Though the Irish M.P.s were pre-

c*lg;m'inani:ly1:<:ﬂ'er'am1:*ar)d’m'o-atlien.’82

at least one Natfonalist inject-
ed a Shylockean note into the House, by seeking brotéction'from*
"extortionate usurers” who allegedly reaped two to three hundred per-
cent prcfit.83 '

| If anti-semitism thrived in Britain, its logical breeding-ground
was not Limerick but the East End of London, the occupational and
~ domestic centre of most Jews in Britain from the eighteenth century.
Here the Hebrew population almost doublédibetween 1891-1901 from

58,000 to.'|_00,0005.84 The percentage of aliens — mostly but not

80 ibid., Sep 1893, p. 270
81 Sloan, H 4th, CXXXIII, 14 Apr 1904, pp. 202-8
82 Especially Flymn

83 Joyece, who received no emplanatzan despits a request to Chief
Secretary Wyndham

84 Pelling, H., Social Geography of British EZaations 1885-1910
London (Macmillan), 1967, p. 42
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ent1fe1y Jews — to the rest of the whitechapel‘popuiation:rose from
24.1% tb 31.8%. Corresponding figures for St. George's-in-the-East
were:16.2% in 1891 and. .28.8% 4n. 1901.

. From personal experience in the East End, the Liberal Lord
qukswe]l nevertheless denied the existence of anti-semitism. - On'.
- two occasions he addressed a packed workiggvclasszgu&ience at Toynbee
Hall in Whitechapel, but on each occasion they votéd 2:1 against "any
restriotion whatever to the inmigration of deetitute aliens.”> '
- Steadfastly opposed to Lord Hardwicke's Bi11 9f 1898, " Monkswell was
*ﬁ; convinced that the majordi ty Qf East Enders p1aceé no vaiue:in;thé f
| proposed 1egis1at10n. o '

- But as the aliens question assumed importance, Conservatives

stressed the growth of anti-semitism among workers of the East End.

o Thé_confirmed-anti-a]ien, Forde Ridley, told how two foreign:Jews

were hounded down the street by "hundreds of working men.”™® . Lord:
James of Hereford, chairman of the Royal Commission into alien immi-
'gration. spent two days collecting evidence in the East End Borough

- of Stepney, which housed more than 40% of the total alien population

87

of London.” - He quoted a native inhabitant with threatening:v ¢

 you do not take care there will be bloodshed here, for it ie an in-

tolerable condition of thinge."sa

85 H 4th, LVIII, 23 May 1895, p. 282
86 1bid., CXVIII, 26 Feb 1903, p. 951
87 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 22

88 H 4th, CL, 88 Jul 1905, p. 768
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RESTRICTION
Despite thevopen-door tradition, inaugurated by the Great Charter

- of 1215,%9 the 1890s was heir to a series of immigration Acts. 0 But

'aTthough statutes affecting alien 1ﬁnﬂgrants were passed in almost
every reign since Richard II, they were nearly all abandbned by the

N pnd the principal alien legisiat-

General Repealing Act of 1863.
fon of the nineteenth century, the Aliens Act of 1836 which simply
stipulated registration, had fallen into disuse. The House of
Commons Select Committee of the 1880s claimed it wouid be distinctly
advantageous to implement this Act, but admitted that it was imposs-
ible to verify the statements made by sea captains and hence confirm

2

statistics.”2 As a result of their Report however, the William IV

Act was partially enforced from 1890, though with little rigour or
effect.

The two major provisions of the Act, Sections 2 and 3, obliged
shipmasters to declare the number of aliens on board, and aliens to

1,93

praesent a passport on arriva The statement furnished under

Section 2 constituted the Board of Trade Alien Returns, but the abol-

‘{tion of passports prevented a revival of Section 3.9

89 Granted free ingrese and exit for foreign merchante; Law
Quarterly Magaaine in RR, I, Feb 1890,-p. 131

90 Espeocially Aliens Aot 1798 (33 Geo III c. 4), Aliens Act 1826
(7? Geo IV e. 64), Aliens Aot 1836 (6 Will IV c¢. 11)

91 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 10

92 Rep. Sel. Cttee. on Emigration and Immigratiom (Foreighers),
SPHC, XI, 27 Jul 1888 (Cd. 805), p. 747

93 Penalty for master under Section 2: £20, plue £10 for each
undeclared alien; and for aliens without passports: &2

94 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 15
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Moreover Section 2 was only imperfectly applied, and at only twenty-

95

nine ports of thé Kingdom. At five of -the twenty-nine ports, the .

1ists showed only deck passengers and those who, after landing, pro-

ceeded by third-class rail. ' |
-+ Most East European: immigrants of the 1890s arrived in London

from four ports, three German — Rotterdam, Bremen, and Hamburg — and

96 Upon arrival of the vessels, a Customs

one Russian — Libau.
House Offfcer boarded them to receive the Alien Lists required by the
Willfam IV Act; and to séek information on the means, arrangements
and destination of steerage class aliens. The ships were also sub-
jected to a cursory medical examination, in which officers issued
certificates of health on the personal word of the captain. ' Under
special circumstances, when vessels arrived from ports with the
plague, yellow fever or other'diseases, passengers were examined
individually and where necessary detained or prohibited from landing.
. Contemporaries compared this relatively complaisant system with
the‘rigfd code of the United States, where the complaints against
aliens echoed those in Greét Britain.  But they were more forcible
as the United States received about ten times as nmny‘aliens as her
neighbour.97 This led Parliament to instigate an intensive inquiry

98

{nto the American experience in 1893. It was also examined by the -

95 M ..which, it is believed, inolude all the ports of the Kingdom
at which. Alien Immigrants arrive from Europe.”

96 Four weekly servicss from Hamburg, three from Rotterdam and Bremen,
and ong from Iibau; Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, pp. 16-7

97 H 4th, IX, 9 Mar 1893, pp. 1400-3
98 Burnett & Sohlose; Rep. SPHC, 1898, pp. 87-427
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Royal Commission of 1902. They learnt that within the six years
between 1888-93 the United States government had established at least
| five ﬁajor committees to investigate the problem.Qg-and;that an Aliens
Act was passed as early as 1847. Many others followed, including
four 1n the 18805 and five in the 1890s.'00

Whilé the early measufes were directed more at sanitary standards,
the later ones were prompted by economic considerations. In gen-
eral they excluded those under contract to labour — and hence likely

101 — ghose who might become a>pub11c-charge

and those either mentally or physically diseased.w2 .The Comm-

to displace native workers

issioner-General of Immigration levied a $2 poll tax on new arriv-

103 and held shipowners responsible for the return of rejected:

als,
passengers.. The regulations proved so stringent that the Hanburg-
American Shipping Company found it expedient to establish an expens-
ive institution for the reception and treatment of intending emigrants
from Europe, and so enforce their own method of selection befbre con-
fronting the United States' laws. Only those who met the Company's

health standards were permitted to sa11.‘°4 Apart from the govern-

89 Ford Cttee. 1888, Quen (Chinese) Cttee. 1891, Lehlbach (Chinese)
Cttee. 1891, Stamp Cttee. 1892, Chandler Cttee. 1893

100 1882, 1885, 1887, 1888; 1891, 1893, 1893, 1894, 1895

101 Espectally during a labour dispute; See "Electione" and
"Liberal Victory" in Chapter 9

102 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1908, pp. 40-1
103 50 cents till 1894, $1 till 1903

104 At the Company's 'depot' each immigrant was inspected daily by a
doctor who marked the individual's progress on g card. Eventugl-
ly the card might be exchanged for the ehip’s ticket, but only
where the dootor's report was eatisfactory; Rep. Roy. Com.,
SPAC, 1908, p. 15
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ment, private bodies such as the Immigration Restriction League. in
Boston dedfcated themselves to control.w5
On the Continent, the admission and expulsion of aliens generally

fell under police supervisibn.‘?6

The French Minister of the Inter-
for could order the immediate departure.df foreigners who, from 1893,
were obliged to register if they proposed to engage in anj:Iivé11hood.
Hungary also maintained alien files and expelled those who nﬁgﬁt'
prove dangerous to the state or public safety.. "While Austria, Italy
and Russia had only minor regulations affecting fmmigrants, they -
shared and exercised with other European countrieé the right to
expel 'undesirables'. In Russia where the law permitféd the: free
flow'of aliens with passports, police supervision was so strict and
their powers so extensive that expulsion presented no difficulty.
International Law, treaties and informal agreements provided govern-
ments with considerable authority over aliens. Britain too entered
~_into these arrangements. Under the 1897 Agreement with Belgium, -
within six years sixty-seven British nationals were'depdrted 'in a
state of vagabondége'.

Strict regulations also governed immigration in the COlonies.

107 axcluded paupers, criminals and the

The Dominion of Canada
diseased; and in certain cases held shipping companies responsible

for the first three years' maintainance of alfens who might prove a

105 Benson, L., Turner and Beard Ameyican Historieal Writing
Reconsidered, Illinoie (Free Press of Glencoe), :1960, p. 74

108 Rep- Roy. como, SPHC 19033 ppt 37‘

107 Under Ihmngrutian Act 1886, Amending Imngnatzon Act 1902;
Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, pp. 44-5
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public charge. For any breach of regulations, the master was liable
to forfeit $1,000 plus $100 for each individual immigrant who commi t-
ted an offence during the vessel's arrival or departure. I

- Rigorous legislation Was.énforced elsewhere in the Co1on1es,‘08 ‘
which excluded varying classes of ‘undesirables'. The Cape of Good"
Hope prohibited the entry of "any pereon who from infomzatién offie- .
2ally received...is deemed by the Minister to be undesirable.” Many
Colonfes restricted Asfatic {fmmigration by imposing an education
test, which consisted of writing in a European language. AustraIia‘og
specifically banned those under contract to perform manual labour,
though power was reserved to exempt those with special skill required
by the country. Throughout the Colonies, penalties for infringe-
ment ranged from 100 to §5,000.

Learning of this vast programme of restriction ih other parts of
the world, anti-aliens in Britain were understandably incensed by
their own Government's inaction. They believed that only the worst
tybes remained in Britain, the rejects from elsewhere, An M.P. com-
plained of the pauper aliens who, refused entry 1nto'Amer1ca. were
dumped on the docks of Liverpool, at an annual cdst of L350 to the
Borough of Boot:lca."0 And Members throughout the land made similar

allegations.. While the Government might counter with claims of

108 Acts of Natal 1897, Cape of Good Hope 1902, Commomwealth of
Australia 1901, New Zealand 1698; Rep, Roy. Com., SPAC, 1903,
pp. 45-7 '

108 Apart from the Commomvealth 1901, most statss had statutse of
their own from an earlier date.

110 Sandye, H 4th, IV, 36 May 1692, p. 1916
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exaggeration; or defend itself with proof of the {mmigrants having
been repatriated, they could not deny that generally speaking, the -
better immigrants looked first to the. United States and then to the
United Kingdom.

Ironica11y; much of the anti-alienism in America was directed
not at the Jews, Italiansbor other foreigners, but at the English
themselves. The move for restriction grew as Americans became in-
| _creas1ngly aware of the strength gained by foreign, especially English

M jatives sought to protect their new land from the

d_112

capitalists.
sort of absentee landlordism that beset Irelan They denounced
the predominantly English “foreign land grabbers" with "insidious: -
designs", and advocated discriminatory taxation against those who
refused to become naturalised citizens.

More important than the terms of restriction however were its
effects.. And most evidence indicated that the elaborate machinery
of the United States for {instance was out of all proportion to the
ﬁesults. In'1892 only 2,000 were rejected out of half a million.
imﬁfgrants,“s '

decade. Of the half a millfon who sought entry in 1900 and again in

though this figure increased somewhat over the next

1901, four and a half thousand and under four thousand respectively

were efther .debarred or>returned.1‘4‘ In 1902 about 13% were reject-

111 Troy Daily Times in PO, LVII, 18 Apr 1890, p. 496
112 DNew York Tablet in PO, LVII, 11 Apr 1890, p. 452
113 Pall Mall Gasette in PO, LXIV, 22 Sep 1893, p. 352

114 1900: 448,572 <immigrants — 4,246 debarred and 356 retwrned,
1901: 487,918 immigrante — 8,516 debarred and 363 retwrned;
Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, pp. 42-3

O
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on this ground.
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ed; out of more than 600,000 prospective immigrants, almost 5,000

4. 15

were excluded and over 400 returne Amongst the ‘undesfrables’,

most were excluded for actual or probable pauperismn. But of these

the far largest proportion were the Southern Italians, of whom more

than a thousand were debarred in each year between 1900-1902, 116

During the same period, only 444, 243 and 228 Hebrews were excluded

w7 Though more Jews than any other group failed to

meet‘health requirements;'the actdal figures were in fac’t?sman.“sE
v Despite the complicated security precautions against éonvfcts
and prostitutes, altogether 6nly twanty and thirteen;resnectjvely
were excluded in the three years between 1900-1902. This proved to
be the most serious evidence of the relative futility of restriction.

Moreover, although the Royal Commission recognised the deterrent

~effect of the United States' legisIaiion, it noted "some' wrieatiefac-

tory features" such as the inadequacy of qualifications and blackmail
among inspectors. It stated in fact "that the condition of adminis-

" trative action... ia euch that no sufficient discrimination had been

exercised in that country between the desirable and the undssivable
immigrant."” ‘ ' ' : | '
Pro-aliens therefore asked what was the point of all the fuss?

i

115 648,743 immigrante — 4,974 debarred, and 465 returned

116 1900: of 84,346 Southern Italian immigrante, 1,011 dsbarred
for pauperiem; 1901: of 116,704, 1,292; 1902: 152,915,
3,049 ' '

117 Hebrew imnigrante in 1900: 60,764; 1901: 58,098;
1902: 57,688

118 Jews 1900-2: 114, 49, 107; Southern Italians: 32, 30, 74



60..

They also observed that.desbite the British tradition of asylum, the
United Kingdom had a minute percentage of aliens, less than 1%.‘19
In 1903 the proportion of aliens to the total population 1n the Unit-
ed Kingdom stood at 0.69%, compared with 1.03% in Hungary, 1.38% in.
Germany, 2.66% in France, 2.82% in Belgium, 3.26% in Denmark, 9.58%
in Switzerland and 13.71% in the United States.lzo

If alfen fmigration was the evil depicted by the advocates of.
reform, then Britain suffered frbm it less than any of her commercial

riva}s — despite their elaborate and expensive schemes of_contro!.

. At a time of rampant persecution elsewhere in the world, . .
‘Britafn}s.tradition as the sanctuary of refugées came 1hcreasfngiy="
' under attack. - ‘Although ordinary Englishﬁen deplored reports of
intolerance abroad, their attitude to immigrants -in their midst was
difficult to assess. While some pro-aliens denfed racial and relig-
ious antagonism, anti-aliens, in a persistent campaign for restric-
tion, upheld and indeed promoted popular anti-semitism within Britain.
They badgered the Government for 1ts leniency and failure to perform
its "obvious duty".lz} By closing the door, Britain would simply be
doing in the twentieth century what all other countries had done ‘in
the nineteenth. After all, why should the British alone suffer

~assault from the 'undesirables' of the world?

119 FRep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1908, p. 29

120 Only Spain with 0.20% and Sweden with 0.21% had a emaller pro-
~ portion of aliens; See "Swarming” in Chapter ¢

121 H 4th, CXVIII, 26 Feb 1908, p. 964
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MEN
. dews fell broadly into two main groups, the English and the
~{mmigrant. Generally Liberal in politics, the former were usually
of at least secohd generationvaritish parentage. Manthad:penetrat-
| ed the higher social strata and he]d'proféssionél'or financiai posit-
fons of tnfluence.  Though the English themselves may ﬁa&e denied the
abi]iiy of any'forejgner to become English, the assimilated Jews lost
no opportunity to declare theméelves: "ie have not mervely become
| sojournere with full civil righte, instead of ebjoumem with partial
oivil vights. W have bacoms Englishmen." |
The Anglo-Jews were predominantly of the Sephardim type — from
the Mediterranean or Levantine area — and mostly descendaﬁts of; o
Spanish.ex11es. | Their {mmigrant co-religionists who arrived at?thé“

end of the century were Ashkenazfmz - from Germany, France;lPoiand

3

‘and Russfa. With notable excéptions, they came from lower social

and financial backgrounds, spoke Yiddish,?

observed different relig-
ious customs and rarely 1ntefmarried-with-the Sephardim. The bond .
~ between the two was strong, ghoagh sometimes fraught with perplexity.

- ' Most newly arrived immigrants were extremely poor. - And those
with.a fbw meagre possessfons wére fraquently prey to dockside.profit4

eers who, under false pretence, sought their goods or honour. To

1. Jewish Chronicle in PO, LXXI, 25 Jun 1897, pp. 816-9
2 Term derived from 'Ashkenas' — 'Germany'
8 e.g. Herman Landau

4 Judaso-German, written in Hebrew characters, and with strong
admixture of the sacred tongue in its vocabulary



. combat criminals on: the waterfront.
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§Vercome these difficulties the established Hebrew community helped
~in 1nﬁumerab1e ways. The officers of the Poor Jews' Temporary
Shelter in particular provided an invaluable service. Founded 1in
1885 as a transitory refuge~fbrrinMﬂgrants proceeding .to America, the
Shelter gradually extended its operations until, in the 1890s, it '
assisted ninety-five percent of the immigrants arriving at London.
Some .were merely conducted to friends or relatives but others were
, aétually»ac¢0mmodated1for up to two w’eeks.5 | Between 1889-1902 over
29;000'stayed at the Léman Street Shelter, a yearly average of more
than 2,000, both Jew and Gentile.5 * The Shelter's President was
" Herman Landau, the first immigrant from Poland to became part of -
Anglo-Jewry. Arriving in Britain at the age of twenty in 1864,

* Landau succeeded in finance — as a banker, a member of the Stock
- Exchahge — and in a ﬁumber of«Jewish.organizations; Among otheé
prattical suggestions, he proposed a sjstem of,licenséd'porters to.
7

Two other major 1nstitﬁtions-were theldewishvBoardAof Guardians,

: f:fbundad_in'1859; and the Russo-Jewish Committee, specifically:dedi-

EE cated to the relief of persecuted Jews in Russia, andfsdppérted'by
both Hebrews and Christians, Jews alone contributed to‘thevBoard»of
. Guardians' programne of social gme?ioratioh7among'thé Jewish poor.

8

“ In 1902 it spent more than 14,000 in relieving poverty.” It a]so'

‘54 Maximum allowable pe:iod: 2 weeks; average atay: B;dhys

6 Of the 29,511: 18,287 atated they were 'en route';
Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 17

7 Rep. Sel. Cttee., SPHC, 1888, p. 774
8 = Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 18
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endeavoured to lessen the pressure of alien immigration upon Britain
by warning ‘undesirables' in.Europe not to migrate and in assisting

their repatriation where necessary:after arr1va1;9 .Contrary to:

- anti-alien assertions by Arnold White and others, the Board in no way

_attracted pauper immigrants. In fact by refusing to aid them during
the first six months, they discouraged immigration, and hence worked

somewhat against the po]icy of both the Leman Street Shelter and the

. Russo-Jewish Committee.

The repatriation of aliens by Jewish charities themselves placed
._ pro-aliens in an eitremeiy delicate position, as their opponents
seized this as ‘evidence'. The situation involved the conflicting
lqu]ties of Anglo-Jews, tdrn-between their duty as Englishmen and

.' their custom as Israelites. Obviously they could not meet unlimited .
damahds upon their resohrces. At the United Synagogue in 1891 Lord
Rothschild expressed anxiety when he forecast an invasfon of Russian
refugees but insisted that it would not attain the’proportions some
feared. In the very confidence with which he assured his audience
that the Jews would find sanction elsewhere, he betrayed the Jewish

| predicament.lq o

~ The use of international Jewish finance could also cause em-
barrassment ahd,proVide anti-semites with ammunition. In 1891 the
French Rothschi1ds refused to provide Russfa with f1nanc1al aid, yet

d. mn

a series of pogroms ensue Two years later the Jewzah‘chronche

9 Rep. SeZ Cttea., SPHC, 1888, p. 76‘3
10 PO, LIX, 5 Jun 1891, p. 706
11 RR, III, Jun 1891, pp. 540-1



- mete a deathly blow to the Tzar's credit.’
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appealed to the financiers of Holland, Germany and France to again
refrain, as a religious duty, from supporting Russfa, and thus help
12 The faflure of all Jews
;~to follow this advice enabled'Arnold White to label wealthy Eufopean
Jews anti-semitic, for they provided the government with power to

continue oppress1on.13

He observed that "Jews are not likely to
congider or treat the English with greater tenderness than they have
coneidered and treated their oun brethren under dive persecution.”

Aid and cooperation nevertheless remained the keynote to Anglo-
immigrant relations. Stuart Samuel, a pro-alien Jewish M.P., spbke
for most of the Hebrew fraternity when he rejected Parliamentary’ pro-
- tection ffom "the eongenial task of succouring those not eo

jbrtunate."]4

He drew’attention to the non-religious basis of
many Jewish fnstitutions. As 1n the Sase of the Leman'StreetAShelt-
er, the Jewish donation of new operating theatres at the London Hos-

pital was for patients of all creéds.‘s

The donor's sole stipulat-
ion was that he remain anonymous. |

The Jews consciously maintained a distinctive unity. Apért
from charitable organizations, numerous other ;ocieties dedicated
themselves to the perpetuation of the Jewish way of life. | Hebrews

appealed to the Beth Din, a court with wide powers of jurisdiction,

12 PO, LXIV, 18 Aug 1893, p. 207
13 White, A., p. zitd

14 Distinguieh S.M. Samuel from both H.L. Samuel and H.S. Samuel;
H 4th, CXLIX. 19 Jul 1805, p. 1274

15 PO, LXXXI, 21 Mar 1902, p. 372
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and sought assistance from the Chevras, which combined the functions

&)

6f relig1ohs observance with those of a benefit club. Following the
example of the United States, women too began to emerge: as leaders in
community affairs. The first Conference of-Jéwish Women Workers

" throughout the United Kingdom was hafled as an outstanding suc:t:éss."l6
- Sometimes the status of Jewishness over-intruded into public life, as
~ when Sir Marcus Samuel, Lovd Mayor of London at the time of the
Roumanian atrocities, excluded the Roumanian minister from an offic-

7 Whilst the Jewish Chronicle commended his action, a

18

1al function.
non-religious paber considered it "a little ill-advieed,” for Sir
Marcus had taken a course more honoured in the breach than in the
observance.

Unlike the Sephardim, the Ashkenazim — as migrants from a back-
ward country to a developed one — were predominantly wage~earning.
| employees rather than commercial employers. Clingiqg to their tradit-
fonal practices, they often preferred the independence of barely re-
munerative occupations, such as umbrella mending in private attics,
to employment in the burgeoning mass society. But where they carried
their crafts into modern industry they excelled, both in business
acumen and in technical skill. Britain's development in tailoring,
A'boot and shoe- and cabinet-making was almost entirely due to the
Russfan and Polish Jews of the late nineteenth century.

Despite material brivation, immigrant Jews followed the example

of Anglo-Jdews in their emphasis on education. In the East End alfen

16 1bid., 25 Nay 1902, p. 658
17 ibid., LXXXII, 21 Nov 1902, pp. 643-4
18 The Sun
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school. children gradual]y,butnumbered English. At the Baker Street

_Board.Schooi in Stepney, the enrolment of non-English boys.increased

four-fold between 1895-1901, while the English fell seven—fbld.lg

In

1902 the entire male and female population was eighty-six English and
nearly a thousand aliens. ,Headmaster;ffound thém regular and punct-

ual pupils, persistent'in their efforts.and frequently more success-

ful than the native childfen.zo

In fact their industry, initiative,
scholarship and numerous prizes were envied. One master admitted:
"They ahow better knowledge of Englieh history than the Engl'z.sk child-
ren; They are proud to becoms English. w21
Yet Jews still faced the charge of exclusiveness, of being "sus-
picious, salf-contained, unapproachable and disliked."*? Arnold
White dreaded the growth of a “Jewish ialand in tha sea of English

23. Another anti-semite, 'Philo-dudaeus',-féil victim toithe
24

life."
physical stereotype of the Jew. He cléimd that their failure to
intermarry with Gentiles resulted in the retention of "those facilal
and phyeical pecuZi@itiea'which we dielike more than black blood or
ved ekin, or even yellow complexion. And the strange thmg Z8," he
continued, “that the Jews, otherwiee .open-eyed, are go blind to the

| disastrous effect of these transmitted peculiarities.” ' Together

19 Nom-English: 7?2 to 280, English 206 to 29; H 4th, CI, 29 Jam
- 1902, p. 1274 '

' 20 Rep. Roy, Com., SFAC, 1903, p. 30
21 B 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1073
28 PO, LIX, 5 Jun 1891, p. 76

28 Hhite, A., p. @il

34 PO, LXXVI, 20 Sep 1899, p. 892
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with a prominent academic and commentator of the day, Professor-:
Goldw1n~Sm1th,25 they argued that hostility arose primarily from
Jewish separateness rather than from Gentile intolerance. Arnbld
White believed that the nineteenth century proved the inherent in-

% yntike:

ability of Hebrews to amalgamate with their neighbours.
other ethnic groups, they remained fsolated. detachedvfran the ¢com- -
unity. Although conceding that a few excebtiona1 families in England
had availed themselves of Western tolerance to become assimilated, he
insistéd that history pointed to their steadfast refusal to integrate
with their environment.

History also pointed in another direction which suggested that

27 National decrees

persecution had forced Jews into exclusiveness.
had emphasised their diffErence, compelled them under penalty to wear
distinctive garb, the special cap of the Middle Ages, the badge of
shame and the barefootness of Morocco. Christian prejudice Vikewise
“accounted for the Jewish tendency to avoid intermarriage with non-

| Jews.28 The practice was initially prohibited under pain of death

- by the Roman Catholic Council of Orleans in 533 A.C.E. Only then,
purely in self defence, waé the Jewish hierarchy forced to forbid

29

such unions. The Spectator offered a further explanation. It

acknowledged that the Jews generally marry among themselves, but

25 Smith, G., pp. 241-82

26 Whits, A., p. 274

27 Leroy-Beaulieu in RR, VII, Mar 1893, p. 305
28 PO, LXIT,17 Dec 1897, p. 783 ‘
29 1bid., LXXII, 17 Dec 1897, p. 782
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esbeciaily as theirs is a history of three thousand years.

| prejudice by VOluntar1Iy subuﬂtting themselves to defensive warfare.

70.

observed that this is the custom of all aristocratic castes and the
Jews can no more arrest this national characteristic than others,
30

Though anti-semites insisted that Jews could not become patriotic
Englishmen, the Jews themselves showed otherwise, by cOmbthfng‘what
the Liberal M.P., James Bryce, termed their "pecuziqr 'soZ{dhfity'"
with their "vemarkable 'adaptability’:"' Whilst maintaining tradit-
fonal l4nks with the paét, they adapted themselves to present circum-

-stances and stood for the land in which they lived. Unashamedly

anti-Jdewish, The British Man pronounced that they aroused ant{-

British sentiment and so stimulated wars.32 It'denounéed them éor

their lack of patriotism, avoidance of military Ser@ite and parasitic -
ways. The Jewish Chromicle urged its youth to dispel this soirt of
33

They were impelled by the example of Joshua Montefiore, the

first Jew to hold a commission in the British Army;34

as wéj] as by
the action of Hebrew soldiers who so distinguished themsel?e; in the
war with Greece, that the Sultan of Turkey rewarded them with a.C6n-
siderable donation towards Jewish charities. 3 ~In the South African

war the Anglo-Jdews lost a greater percentage of men than the Englfsh

4

30 By the 19608 hovever, Anglo-Jewa werg to be btolqgically on the
decline.

31 Russell, C. & Lewis, H.S., p. x

32 PO, LXXIV, 2 Sep 1898, p. 292

38 1ibid., LXIV, 22 Dec 1893, p. 783

34 1762-1843, soldier and author, wuncle to Sir Moses

85 PO, LXXI, 4 Jun 1897, p. 722
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36 Reporting the display by the Jewish Lads Brigade be-

themselves.
’ fore members of the British Army, the Jewish Chronicle assured the
sdvereign that his Jewish subjects would never be wanting in “the
sterner obligations of British aitiaenakip-"37
.+ The Jews' patriotism was formally incorporated in their prayer
}' to the Royal family,aa’ That a 'New Form' was published.alongside
- ~ the '01d Form' fndicated a 1ively, vigofous sense of loyalty. Add-
réssed to Victoria in 1897, the.’ﬁew Form' read: "May the supreme
King of Kings in His mercy preserve ths Queen in life, guard hei and
deliver her from all trouble, sorrow and hurt....that they may uphold
the peace of tﬁe realm, advance the welfare of the nation, and deal
kindly and truly with all Israel. In her days and in ours may Judah
be served and Israsl dwell. securely; and may the Redeemer come into
Zion. O that this may be His will, and let us say, Amen."

CREED
Anti-semites based their cry of exclusiveness on the Jews’
devotion to distinctive.sociaI and religious habits. They refused
“to reconcile the adherence to traditional tribal rites with the claim
to be assimilated. Jews should either "return to Jérusaiéﬁ'or forget
it,"” pronounced Goldwin Smith, for so long as they remain aloof from,

whilst absorbing thé wealth of other nations, they will be-detested.39

36 H 4th, CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 731

37 PO, LXXXVIII, 24 Nov 1905, p. 630

38 ibid., LXXI, 30 Apr 1898, p. 563

39 Smith, G., pp. 241-83; Smith, G. in RR, IV, Sep 1891, pp. 266-7
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The controversy surrounding Jewish behaviour was 11lustrated by the
protest aroused by a letter from 'Philo-Judaeus' to Publie Opinion

on "The Uselessness of Israelite Formulas."40?

This outspoken critic
maintained that, as the Lord has already deserted the Jews, it is
senseless to try and perpetuate old customs and a discredited 1iter-
ature. The indignant response from other subscribers to the com-
pendium eventually forced the editor to'insist: "Letters on this
subjeet must now cease. n4

The most contentious issue was Sabbath observance which, for
Jews, falls on a Saturday. The Jewish Quarterly’ Review described
the main objects of Sabbath home services and synagogue attendance.
as: religious — for spiritual development — an attempt to make the
Sabbath different from other days and as a day of rest and happi-

ness¢42 The Christian Age_nerely viewed the Jewish Sabbath as "a

vexatious bunden, n43

Though many Jews passed both Saturdays and
' Sundays in religious activity, some kept only the Hebrew Sabbath and
thus excited the hostility of Christian néighbours for_their violat-
jon of Sunday, the Lord's day of rest. This constituted one of the
specific complaints of witnesses before the Royal Commission in :
1902,44 for by conducting busfness on Sundays, it was alleged that

Jews compelled their Christian competitors to follow suit.

40 PO, LXVII, 3 MNay 1695, p. 649

41 4bid., 17 May 1895, p. 613

42 Ed. I. Abrohams & C.G. Montefiore; RR, I, May 1690, p. 410
43 PO, LXX, 18 Oct 1896, p. 499 '

44 Rev. W.H. Davies & Rev. A.E. Dalton; Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC,
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‘The Jews' Sabbath occasionally complicated everyday affairs, as
when the Registration Bill included a Saturday voting clause: would

4 . This. poss-

reiig1ous Jews be precluded from goingfto.the\poiis?
1bility drew a fine distinction from the Chief Rabbi, Dr Adler, who
advised that voting itself wodid\be permissib1e, though other acts:
such as writing or drawing would be prohibited. - Referring to the
Ballot Act, he noted that the actual marking of papers at the booths
could be performed for Jews by election officers. This naturally
incensed the anti-aliens: after all, if Jews wanted to live in .
Britain, why should they present such complications? ~ But Sabbath
observance raised no probiem for most of the Hebrew population for
the 1890s experfenced something of a decline in both synagogue att--
endance and in religious practice generally.

-Jewish orthodoxy demands that meals be ‘kosher', i.e. all meat
must be obtained through a method of slaughter known as 'shechita’.
Otherwise the food is pronounced ‘trefah' or inedible. The import-
ance of ‘shechita' in this period was Shown by the reaction: of the
Jewiah Chronicle to an attempt by Swiss anti;senﬁﬁes to abolish the
custom- through referendum. rUsually tolerant in the face of bigotry.
the;Journal fdr once failed to maintain its balanced tone and denounc-
ed the move as "a grotesque tllustration of the aelfkdbdeif to which
,.the inherent tendency to religious persecution impels the animal side

46

of human nature.” Almost at the same time in Briiain. the

45 PO, LXV, 25 May 1894, p. 656
46 ibid., LXIV, 26 Aug 1893, p. 239
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Aberdeen Court charged a Jew with haying cruelly slain a bu'llo‘ck.47

Though the case was judged 'not proven', and an onlooker48 acquitted

as 'not guilty!, a member of the Athenaem C'lub49

‘complained .to The.
T<mes of the barbarous, savage means of animal slaughter. . On
~ano€her occasion, a represehtétiVe of the Humane Diet Committee:-'
suggested. that the Board.of 'Shechita' reform the "blundéring methods
of ‘past generations. w0 ‘

The Jews nevertheless justified the process.on hygienic and
humanitarian grounds. They recalled that a Hebrew had béen identif-
| ied with the founding of the Society for the Prévention of Cruelty
to Animals, and added that if mankind heeded the Biblical laws -on.the
treatment of creatures, such-an institution would be'unnecessany.SI
The British Medical Journal agreed with the correspondent to The
i%mea that a blow on the head is the most immediate and painless
manner but refuted his other assertions as inaccurate. In supporting
‘shechita', it contended that the sudden arrest of the blood SUpply
to the brain cannot fail to reduce consciousness very quickly, espec-
ially when effected by the sharp instrument used by Jews.  "The pain
of euch a wound te bwmentaz’y."sz

Such practices as the Jewish Sabbath and 'shechfﬁa’ went un-

47 Rev. James Littman; PO, LXIV, 20 Oct 1893, p. 479
48 Alexander Zamek

49 'M.D., F.R.S.'

50 Joseph Coliinson; PO, LXXV, 19 May 1899, p. 616
51 PO, LXIV, 8 Sep 1893, p. 313 |

52 1ibid., 27 Oot 1893, p. 525
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questioned by the Orthodox. Accepting that the Creation occurred
in 3760 B.C. they recognised 1890 as fhe year 565]53 and celebrated
the New Year each September. On the Day of Atonement they assembled
with co-religionists throughout the world to implore Divine'merqy.s4
Thbugh they.- no longer invariably commemorated all feastdays in the
traditional manner that still prevailed: in Germany forlexampie; they
frequently paraded in motley groups along Whitechapel Road, a colour-
ful téét‘lmony to "Israsl’in London. w95 | '
As with Sabbath observance however; these customs could conflict
with the conventional Christian ways of the West. How should Jews
remember Christmas for instance? Should they send cards? While
Orthodox oﬁinion allowed individual discretfon, it suggested that |
whereas the exchange of cards with non-Jews 15 courteous, between

Jews it is inde’corousas6

In general Jews were counseled not to go
to extraordinary lengths to keep the season, nor to be childish and
refuse outright to join in festivities.

The use of the electric light also perturbed the Hebrew con-
science, for the Orthodoi 6beyed a law forbidding them to kindle
fire or flame on the Sabbath. They abstained from lighting or
touching fire, striking matches and smoking, and from using any sort
of gas or of1 lamp. Could they therefore benefit from the modern

electric 1ight? Fortunately, according to an electrician, the his-

53 ibid., 15 Sep 1893, p. 336

54 d{bid., LX, 16 Oct 1891, p. 494

56 ibid., LXXVIII, 17 Aug 1900, p. 204

56 Jewleh Chroniale in PO, LXIV, 20 Dec 1898, p. 823
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torical sacredness of fire and flame derive from a process now: known

as combustion and hénce associated with purification, whereas the

:‘ modern glow lamp or electric light has no connection, direct or in-

:direct; with fire, flame or combustion.>’ B
- A public controversy iﬁ'ihe mid-nineties raged over»thefuse'of

organs in synagogues.58 Opponents pointed to its piahib%tion-in

- the Talmud.sg-for it involved work for the organ-player. Overseas:

'. experfence — in the Unfted States, Austria and Germany — suggested

. that where the organ was introduced, c0n§regations-dwind1ed; whereas
in Holland which Yacked organ-worshippers, synagogueS'stifl'attractéd
~ large assemblies. When English synagogues accepted Organ-playing
~in 1895, several American papers lamented the end to Judaism in-
England.60 '
These differences of opinfon indicated a gradual diminution iﬁ
Orthodox habits. - The neglect of Hebrew studies concerned the
hierarchy, who believed that prayers lost force in transiatjoh, and
that the general religious welfare of their people consequently.
Suffered.51= -Others regretted the decay of-Yiddish.Gz as well ‘as the

63

decline in Jewish denominational schools. In the twenty years

57 Px'af C’rookea in Po, LXZ‘, 15 Jan 1892, p. 79
58 PO, LXVI, 28 Sep 1894, p. 400

&9 A heterogensous collsction of Rabbinical writinge, secand only
in influence to the Bible

60 dJewish Gasette, Haibri and others in PO, LXVII, 5 Apr 1695
p. 438

61 PO, LXXIX, 17 May 1901, p. 634
82 1bid., LXXX, 30 Aug 1901, p. 278
63 1ibid., LXIX, 17 Apr 1896, p. 497
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between 1876-96 not a single Hebrew religious school was built in
“London.  The reduction of those entering the ministry and the occas-
ional practice of cremation further 111ustratedithis easing of. trad-

64 In 1891 history was recorded when an Ashkenazi Chief Rabbi
65

{tdon,

 de11vered an- inaugural-sermon in English for the first time, But
reports sometimes exaggerated this tendency away from Orthodoxy, as
when an article denied the centuries-old attachment of: Jews to: the
- Bible as "ar irmensa delusion.”®®

Rather than spiritual decadence, these changes reflected a re-.

orientation in religion..: The questioning outlook merely disclosed
the vitality with which the faithful tried to adapt Judaism to a
modern age. By the. 1890s four majorvsecté had emerged: Orthedox,
which diligently exercised the ancient Mosaic code of the Talmud;
Reform, which followed only the spirit of the code, discarding the .
literal authority of the Bible and the Talmud to conform with con-
. temporary standards; Conservative, a Moderate Reform; and Radical,
which clung only to the ethical basis of Judaism.67 They upheld
certain common beliefs such as the unity and spirituality of God,
the%eff1cacy of religious regeneration for ethical improvement,: the
universal law of compensation, the finalrtriumph of truth and frat-
ernity of ail men, and the constitutional priority of the Decalogue.

Not only the content of Judaism underwent innovation but also

64 ibid., 22 May 1896, pp. 857-8
85 1ibid., LX, 8 Jul 1891, p. 22
66 Quarterly in RR, XIII, Mar 1896, p. 239
67 PO, LXV, 23 Mar 1894, p. 360
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its external relations with Protestantism, the process being not -
unlike.that of Roman Catholicism in the 1960s. According to Arnold
White, approximately a dozen societies dedicated themselves to the
conversion of Jews, their work being so extensive that many Hebrews
were more familiar with the New Testamént than the 01d.58 Herman'
Landau testified that the only society that attracted Israelites to
Britain was not Jewish, but one for the Promotion of Christianity
among the Jews. 59 '

A.number of prominent men advocated a closer association between
Jew and Gentile. The Biblical scholar, C.G. Montefiore,m -asked:
"4re Jews becoming Chriotians — or the Christians Jews?"!  Consid-
ering the religious problems unearthed by modern Biblical research,
4he maintained that Judaism could accept and assimilate the results
of criticism as well as the freest Unitarian Christianity; for "be-
ca'usé Judaiem changes, 1t abides.” He called for friendly rivalry
between ‘a "purified Christianity” and a "purified Judaism” in their

72

concerted claim to Jesus Christ.’® - At Manchester New College he

68 States that Englieh Chrietiane epent £130,000 on the attempt
to convert Jews, but does not disclose the period represented;
Whits, As, p. 255 .

69 Rop. Sel. Cttee., SPHC, 1888, p. 765

70 Probably Charlee Joseph Goldemid-Mimtefiore 1858-1938, identified
with educational and philanthropic work, ed. with I. Abrahams
Jewish Quarterly Review, Pres. Anglo-Jewish Association 1896-
1921, Pres. Liberal Jewiesh Synagogus, Pres. Univereity College
of Southampton 1915-34, author Truth in Religion, The Bible for
Home Rsading, Religious Teaching of Jesus and others, awarded
British Academy Medal for Biblical Studies

?1 Jewish Quarterly Review in RR, V, Feb 1892, p. 159
72 RR, IX, Feb 1894, p. 185
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73

spoke of-an alliance between "mitariaiiem and Judaism.” " Hfth but

faint official support, he hoped for a Hebrew College at Oxford along-
side Manchester, with an interchange of religious teaching;' The
American Hebrew typified official reaction to such views, by discard-
"ing the suggestion as impractical, on the grounds that whereas:Jews
~might be prepared to meet Christians, Christians would not concede to
Jews.74
‘. An increasing minority nevertheless continued to support com-
promise, 1f not union. Some stood for a universal Judaic religion
| that embraced all men regardless of petty, historical nationalism.75
Others stressed the common root held by Chrisfians and Jews -in the
01d Testament, despite their divergence on the Talmud76 and the New

7 They maintained the distinct poSsibiIity of cooperat-

fon between Jew and GentiIe,78 and optimistically hailed the Jewish

79

Testament.

Reform Movement.
Oswald John Simon heralded a new era in Jewish thoqght with his
plea for a Missionary Judaism i.e. a Jewish English Theistic Church,

to be restricted by nefther ritual Judaism nor Christian

78 ibid., XV, Mar 1887, p. 256

7¢ PO, LXV, 11 May 1894, p. 691

75 RR, I, Peb 1890, p. 116 | |

76 The Jews adheve to the Babylonian rather than the Jerusalem
veraion.

77 RR, III, Mar 1891, p. 264

78 ibid., IX, Feb 1694, p. 165

79 This permitted individual congregaticne to determina their order
of service and decide whethsr or not to admit girls to membership
through econfirmation; PO, LVII, 21 Feb 1890, p. 287
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Unitarianism 8%  This would inject fresh 1ife into Judaism whilst
attractihg Christians unattached to any particular denonﬂnation.al
He proposed that whilst mafntaining the traditional valug of Satur-
~ days, Sundays would be reserved for public worship. - Rites such as
¢ircumcision would no longer be obligatory, faith alone being re-
- quired.B3 - The author Isrset Zangwin1®* insisted that specifically
Jewish characteristics be preserved in any attempt to transform
Judaism. - As Jews themselves unanimously disagreed as to what are
basic Jewish features, this particular aspect of religious innovation
failed to mature. |

On an official level the Hebrew community enjoyed cordial relat-
fons with Christians.. UWhen cardinaI:Manning85 ce]ebrated=h1$ si1ver
jubilee. a large, infliuentfal deputation of Jews presented*a congrat-
ulatory address at the Aféhb*shop'S'House.asﬁﬂfht thé"death'of Prof-
essor Huxley, the Chief Rabbi paid tribute to the-eﬁihent scientist

{n a sermon at St. John's Wood Synagogua.87' In- 1904 a hospital for

80 RR, VIII, Jul 1893, p. 48
81 PO, LXX, 23 Oct 1896, p. 532
82 RR, XIV, Oct 1696, p. 385
83 ibid., XV, Mar 1897, p. 256

84 1864-1926, born of poor Russian parents in London, author
Children of the Ghetto, Ghetto Tragediee, Ghetto Comedies
and others, active in suffragette and pacifiast movements, .
enthusiastie Zioniet from 1895

85 Henry Edward 1808-92 succseded Wieeman as Arahb-tahop of
Westmingter in 1875

86 Speakers included Dr Adler, Lord Mayor Sir Henry Aaron Isaacs,
- Sir Julian Goldemid, Sir John Simon and Mr Lebag~Montefiore;
PO, LVIII, 7 Nov 1890, p. 5§89

87 PO, LXVIII, 19 Jul 1895, p. 81
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'éonsumptives provided special wards and a kitchen for the Jewish
community, in the belief that forcing patients to eat against thefr
conscience retards their recovery.88 The rabbi of the East London
Synagogue publiciy upheld the "perfect cooperation.with Christians

for the eommon good. 89

RACE

.An.insolubie bond uhited Jdews scattered throughout the gl@be.
With the resurgence of Zionism in the 1890s- this nationalism assumed
new dimensions. = Although the Zionist movement had existed through-
out history, late nineteenth century anti-semitism injected it with
revived strength. European politics revealed that contrary to - .
public opinion, the Jewish problem had not been solved. '

When the Viennese Jew, Theodor Herzl, together with ﬁax Nordau
surmonsed a World Zionist Congress at Basle in 1897, they encountered
a mixed reaction, for "never in the history of Israsl were the chosen
people lad through the wildemess by such etrange guides."’® A
highly assimilated Jew, Herzl knew 1ittle Judaism and no Hebrew. But
as a journalist in Paris, he was compelled by the Dreyfus affair to

9

muster his resources in defence of the Jewish people. His co-

92

leader, the'author and medical practitioner, Max Nordau™“ of Budapest,

88 Brompton Hoepital fbr Consumption, following emumple'of.bandbn;
PO, LXXXV, 27 May 1904, p. 686

89 J.F. Sterm; PO, LXXX, 26 Oct 1901, p. 531
90 RR, XVI, Oot 1897, p. 336

91 1860-1904, author The Jewich State

92 1849-1923
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was equally improbable a candidate for the direction of Hebrew: nation-
alism.. An’ authority: on European culture, Nordau was as critical: of
Judaism as of other religions, but was drawn intp Zionism through-
CHerzl. - |

The objects of Zionism were threefold: in a spiritual sense it
sought to solve the Jewish question by enabling all Jews to particip-
ate freely ih religious worship; 1in a political sense it hoped to
‘overcome'theirestrictions5of'Eastern Europe. as: well as to realise
the dream of national restoration; and commercially: it anticipated
the development of Palestinéi ~ One-scheme alone envisaged the¢fdund-
ation of a Jewish Colonial Bank with a capital bf 120,000,000 to be

23

éaised within fifteen years.”™ - Agricultural colonies were éstablish-

ed from the 1880s and by the mid-nineties, when Herzl and Nordau .
convened at Basle, about thirty comunities existed, each with a
~ population of from one to seven hundred, the entire settlement tot-
alling about ten‘thousand¢?4

Scepticism surrounded the possible outcome of Zionism. Objec-
tive commentators noted the difference between patriotic and cosmopol-
itan Jews: while the'forﬁer were repelled by the movement'skéomparat-
ive disregard for religious Judaism, the latter objected to'its“

95

blatant natfonalism. At least one intellectual, cosmopolitan Jew,

namely the novelist Israel Zangwill, lent his support.-g6 His

98 PO, LXXV, 3 Feb 1699, p. 146

94 ER, XVI, Oct 1897, p. 386

95 Ninoteenth Century <n RR, XVI, Jul 1897, p. 169
96 PO, LIXII, 10 Sep 1897, pp. 387-8
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enthusiasm eventually led him to urge public meetings to cooperate
fully with Herzl's plan on racial, international and economic - -

gr‘ounds..-97

But the weight of public opinion was pessimistic, since
the realisation of Zionism depended upon the wealth of established
Western Jewry, those least likely to inhabit Palestine. Moreover
legal difficulties arose: had Jews forfeited ownership? and what
was the relationship between Jews and the non-Jewish inhabitants?

‘As history has shown, political complexities were td heighten.
At the time, the vagariesvef Tdrkey proved most trying. In 1891 the
Ottoman government restricted the entry of Jews to Palestine to those

98

on a pilgrimage of limited duration. Seven years later, despite

the Jews' loyalty to the Sultan, Turkey again posed difficulties so
that the Christian Commonwealth warned of a conflict between:the

Sultan and wealthy European Jews.g9 At the same time the Arabian

100

traveller and scholar, Herr Eduard Glaser, condemed Zionism as

"wothing but an English catspaw" for the partition of Turkey and for

101

the creation of a petty state to secure the road to India. He

rejected the movement as anti-Turkish, anti-Russian and anti;FEench;-
above all as one which harboured the danger of raising the Eastern

Questibn;loz

97 1ibid., LXXXIV, 30 Oct 1903, p. 552
98 1ibid., LX, 17 Jul 1891, p. 84
99 {bid., LXXIV, 21 Oct 1891, p. 580
100 1855-1908 | |
101 PO, LXXIII, 21 Jan 1898, p. 87

102 Max Nordau deridsd thia Interpretation as nothing but a eeriee
of "Avabic Fables".



- The Jewish Chionicle; the organ of established Anglo-Jewry,:
initially urged caution. but gradually showed more open opposition,
regretting the widespread publicity of=the‘press.1°3 "As the Jews':
freputedlostentation was one cause of antf-semitism, the journal sugg-

ested that Zionists should avoid undue prominence. - By their stress
“upon nationalism they played into the hands of anti-semites Vike:
Evans-Gordon and his racist British Brothers' League, which ardently
Suppurted'lionism;104 Becoming move outspoken in its criticism, it
claimed natfonal restoratioﬁ an impossible hope, for Jews could '

never emerge victorious from a clash with Russian Tzardom: "The
golden dream of Zioniem ie a vieion hamted by the Cossack's jack-

boot md the Holy Synod. It threatens to exchange an oppression

with {ts centre in Eastern Europe for an oppreseion with ite lever

in Asia Minor...to plant a feeble, impovérished little Jewish State

in the centre of flerce Buvopean rivalries and make 1t a shuttlecock
between German and Ruseian ambitioms. n105

Anti-semitism of the 1890s stimulated another large-scale fmmi-

grétinn scheme, the transfer of Russfan Jews to the Argentiné Republic,
Canada and Australia. This was envisaged by Baron de Hirsch,"
described as the "Millionaire Mbses",‘os

great amodus".‘°7‘ In his fifties at the outbireak of the Russian

and the "Napoleon of the

108 PO, LXXVIII, 31 Aug 1900, p. 275
104 ibid., LXXXI, 8 Jom 1902, p. 27
105 ibid., 13 hun 1902, p. 755

106 ER, III, May 1891, pp. 422-4
107 ibid., XIV, Aug 1896, p. 132
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pogroms of the efghties, Hirsch realised the obligations placed upon
him by wea]tﬁ. He fmmediately marshalled his strength, trying at
first to aid Jews within Russfa itself. When this failed he initfat-
ed a massive programme of transmigration, primarily to South America,
to the Argentine Colonies, where individual families were granted
~allotments of land together with stock and basic agricultural equip-
ment. Despite opposition, Hirsch upheld the Jews' ability to exist
on the land and cited the example of Russian Jews, exiled in the past
to Argentine where they quickly transformed themselves from wandering
tradesmen to thrifty farmers.‘os
Press reaction varied. Thé Jewish World showed restraint. It
noted the difficulty of transferring from one occupatioh to another

109 ot the Jewish

‘ and cautioned that success might be slow.
Chronicle, viewing the Baron's plan with greater optimism than it
viewed Zionism, recalled the sociological history of the Jews: how
it took agés to force them from agriculture into commerce; and how
- Medieval law later chained them to the urban life of ghettos.”'0
Some papers criticised Hirsch the man. A provincial daily
questioned the reputation of "this great man...who i8 to lead the
ohildren of Ierasl into the Promised Land,” and intimated that he was

m

prompted by sheer lunacy. W.T. Stead also took a critical

stand." He compared Hirsch to American robber barons and

108 ibid., IV, Aug 1891, p. 150

109 PO, LXIV, 28 Jul 1893, p. 110

110 ibid., LX, 13 Nov 1891, p. 630

111 Birmingham Daily Gasette in PO, LIX, 1 May 1891, p. 548
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dubbed him an "unserupulous speculator. w112

But Arnold White, who
had travelled on the Baron's behalf to investigate the Russian scene,
upheld the character of Hirsch after his death in- 1896 and publicly

‘]3. It was. estimated that in his life

. denfed allegations against him.
the Baron donated about 5,000,000 to charity.''*. - |

Having personally examined the state of persecution in Russia,
Arnold White advocated neither Zionism nor the South American scheme.
Instead he proposed that Jews be transferred to Armenia, an idea

 which Russian ministers already enteN:zdned."5

He suggested this

as an area controlled by the Tzar, inhabited by non-Slavs and separ-
ated from Russia proper by natural barriers. As the Armenians them-
éelves share a Semitic background aﬁd similar racial characteristics
with Jews, Arnold White was convinced that he had discovered the ideal

solution, especially as it harmonised with his demand for restriction.

At once attracted yet repelled by their immigrant co—re]féionists,
Anglo-dews faced a question of {dentity, a conflict between their
English environment and upbringing and their heritage as part of a
world commqnity of Jews. Proud of the nineteenth century'prbgress
towards assimilation, they experfenced a dilemma both in their relig-

ious practice and in their relationship with resurgent Hebrew national-

112 RR, III, May 1891, pp. 422-4
113 ibid., XIII, Jun 1896, p. 624
114 ibid., XIV, Aug 1896, p. 132
115 Eepecially M. De. Glers; White, A., pp. 274-6.
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ism. - The abundance of plans to aid Russian refugees revealed the.
perplexity -of the Jewish question as well as compulsion on the part .
of Anglo-Jews and British statesmen to .overcome . the problem. . :Would
they continue the tradition of asylum? -The contest in attitude
between Conservative reformers and Liberal traditionalists determined

\

the outcome.
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The advocates of restriction not only decried the Jews' aloof-
ness and alleged refusal to assimilate with society, but hurled -
against their opponents all the conventional weapons of anti-alien
~ warfare. Back in tﬁe reign of James I the weavers of London had
complained to the Privy Council 5that Aliens injure trade — employ
men younger than allaved by Statute — live more cheaply — and
therefore sell more cheaply and engross the trade of foreigners. n

Protectionist Jobbies of the 1890s made simﬂlarvassertions. In the
first place, Britain was swarming, overcrowded with the immigrants.

.Second1y, they were almost all destitute, the term 'alien’ being
interchangeable with 'pauper'. They were thirdly diseased and un-
healthy. Fourthly, they perpetuated the sweatingAsystem and dis-

placed native workers. Finally, they increased the rate of crime

and introduced an element of anarchism.

SWARMING | |
When anti-aliens cried "too ményl“ they usually pointed to the

alarming statistics of the Board of Trade. These showed that between

1893-1902 the United Kingdom received an annual average of 44,000

aliens not stated to be 'en route’ elsewherezz

1 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 10
2 ibid., p. 947
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Rusaiane Total AZ{ens (not atated 'en voute').

& Poles fram all ports of Umted Kingdom '

1893 .. 8,194 .. .. .. ., 31.056 o
1894 .. T4 . .. . .. 26,682
1895 .. 10,208 . .. . .. 30528
188 . RT3 .. e .. .. 3,408
1897 . WIS . e ae .. 38,850
1808 .. 15,248 .. .. .. .. 40,785
1699 .. 20,266 .. .. .. .. 50,884

1900 .. 25,633 . .. . .. 62,505
LU0 2901 .. 209% .. o .. .. 55,460
1902 .. 285N . .. .. 66AT1

These figures constituted the Alien Returns, coIlected under the

’f*§f1836 William IV Act. But as the Board of Trade exercised no control

-over their co1lat10n. the Royal COnmission questioned the1r reliabil-

~ fty. ' They stated that these returns "do not af?brd any accurate in-

‘ﬁ)matian a8 to the number of Alien Inmigrants arriving in thie
cbuntty."s' If an "Alien Immigrant” meant "one who comes éo'this

~  country with the object of residing here", the statistics'feprésented

"é-grayg‘distortion of féct;-- They failed to make aIlowahce‘for thqse

. travelling on pleasure or business, those repatriatéd ghbrtiy after’
" arrival, or those proceeding elsewhere though not actué]ly stated to
be ‘en route'. '

The Board of Trade distinguished between those 'en route' and

3 ibido 3 pp’o' " 21
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those not stated to be so. But the latter class1f1cation~refefred-
merely to those who bore no 'through' ticket, nor were passing
through certain, specifiéd pbfts 4{ as'érranged by the Board of Trade
with the shibping companies." It did not differentiate between

those who eventually stéyed.éﬁd those who were {n transit. In the
\seven yearsvﬁetween 1895?1901"thé'Russd¥Jewish Conjoint Committee in
association with the Board of‘Guafdianéhrepatriated almost 9,000
individuals — van averége of'l.270 eaéﬁ year.4 In 1902 the Jewish
Board of Gué?dians aloné'repafrﬁatéd 260 of the 380 newly-arrived -
immnigrants who sought rélief.s The Jewish Shelter estimated that -
about 105006'to 11,000 aliens officfally not ‘en route' in 1902

6

actually paééed on to America or elsewhere. A witness before the

Royal Commission claimed that 8,000 of these had definitely been

7

traced outwards.” This confusion in the calculations of those who

8

stgyed and those who were in transit™ arose from the fact that many

imigrants found it more economical to travel from Europe to the

Unfted States via Britain, rather than directly from the Con‘tinent.9

‘tbtd., p. 85 :

itbid., p. 18

ibi_d.;_, p. 21 v . '

H. Llewellyn Smith, Board of Trade representative, whose evidence
- was highly regarded by the Roy. Com.

8 Home Secretary Akere-Douglas demonstrated thie conmfusion in an

embarrassing situation in 1904, when he-presented the House with

figures multiplied by ten. He was immediately attacked for his

"unpardonable"” mietake, which dogged him throughout the 1904

Segeion and into the next; H 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904,

pp. 1066-76 »

9 FRep. Sel. Cttes., SPHC, 1888, p. 755

NS oo
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This was especially so in 1904 when the 'rate war' resulted in a
greatly increased alien 'traffic', accompanied by an. actual decline
in. alen intake.1”

Both anti- and pro-aliens agreed upon the lack of reliable
statistics, a factor emphasised by all enquiries into the immigrat-
fon question. The Report of 1876 stated: " "Thsse r@coﬁde.ofiemigrat-
ion and immigration ave most incomplete”; the following year: "It
. is important, of' cqu,i*se, to remember that these statieties are in-
complete”; and twelve months later, the Report referred to "the
incompletensse of the st’atiética tkemselvea"." In 1889 the Select °
o Coﬁmittee affirmed: "It is imposatible to etate with acouracy the

12 rourteen

nunber of aliene at present in the Mnited Kingdom".
years later, after.an exhaustive investigation, the Royal Commission-
concluded: ”Wé have no accurate gﬁide as to the rumber of Alien
Irmigrants in this eow‘ztry".u‘ .
Apart from the Alien Returns, the Census provided the other
principal source of evidence. And this too was defective: ‘because
of carelessness on the part of officials, the inability of aliens to
understand the fbrms, and their alleged conscious misnrepveseni:ation'.‘4
Moreover, 11ke_the Alien Returns, the Census 1ncluded‘ﬁassing trav-

ellers and all aliens who happened to be in Britain at the date of

10 H 4th, CXLV, 2 May 1905, pp. 691-4

11 Msmorandum on the Immigration of Foreignmers, SPHC LXXXTX,
18 Apr 1887 .(cCd. 112), p. 233

12 Rep. Sel. Cttee., SFHC, 1889, p. 274
18 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 21
- 14 <bid., p. 20
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calculation. Although the Royal Commission recognised that: "posit-
ive accuracy is not to be found in the Census Returns”, it noted the
extraordinary care taken by Jewish authorities in helping to compile
“the statistics of 1901.'% . On this occasion the Board of Guardians
fssued a cfrCuIaf in Yiddish prepared by the Chief Rabbi, together
with directions on how to compile the forms, and-provided personal,
house-to-house assistance. No one suggested that the figures were
therefore accurate, but the Royal Commissfon neverthéless rejected the
Alien Returns of the Board of Trade as "of little valie” as a guide to
the number of foreigners remaining in Britain, an& accepted the Census
~ as "the nearest approaa?*z"‘t:ovac:cuv‘acy..'6
| According to the Census the total élien population of the Unfted
Kingdom increased by more than 151.000 in twenty years: 17 <

' Aldlens Total Population United Kingdbm
1881 .. .. 1.35,640 “es es  es 34,884,848

1891 .. .. 219,523 .. .. .. 37,732,922
11901 .. .. 286,925 . .. .. 41,458,721 -
-,But the total a11en add1tion fell in the second decade of the period.
Wh11e ‘this 1nd1cated an annual average increase of 8,388.3 aliens |
between 1881-91, it showed a decline of 6,740.2 per annum between
1891-1901.  Within England and Wales — England and éSpeciaIJy London
being the scene of most dispute - thé figures fell froh 8;609.2 to

4,964'5~]8' Throughout the nineties the average gross tota1 of all

15 ibid., pp. 20-1
16 1ibid., p. 21

17 ibid., p. 22
18 1ibid., p. 1004
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aliens entering England and Wales each year was fewer than 5,000. And
this.included aliens ‘en route' officially and unofficially at the
| time of the Census.

‘Other'statistics;.thbse collected.by'dewfsh authorities, also
indicated the relative smaliness of the alien immigrant population.
Between,1889-1902 the Temporany-SheltEr, which offered its services
to all those in need, housed altogether 29,511 immigrants — an
annual average of 2,270 — of whom more than 18,000 were actually
stated to be 'en route"Ig ACCOrding.to calculations based on a
combination of birth and death rates with the Trade Returns; Lord
Rothschild in 1903 stated categorically that the enti;é native and
alien Jewish popu]ationkof London did not exceed 110,000.20
Anti-alfens, disregarding the corrected raw figures, also citéd
~ the enormous proportional increase of aliens in the United Kingdom.
Whereas between 1881-1901 the total population rose by 18.84%, that
for aliens soared by 1i1;58%.2‘ It grew from 0.39% in 1881, through
6.58% in 1891 to 0.69% in 1901. But the percentage of aliens still
remained consfderably smaller than that elsewhefe e.g. 1.38% in -
Germany, 2.66% in France, 9.58% in Switzerland and 13.71% in the

22

United States. Moreover, emigration continued to outweigh immi--

gration. = Official statements constantly showed an 'ekcess outwards'

23

from the United Kingdom. Surely this infinitesimal alien populat-

19 ibid., p. 17 -

. 20 ibid., p. 60; See "Minority Report" in Chapter 7
21 4bid., p. 22 |

32 ibtd., p. 29

23 ibid., pp. 943-4
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fon of less than 1% — smaller than that of all her commercial
rivals — was "a very small matter on which to defend a great depart-
ure” from the tradition of Great Britain.24 | |
~ Aliens nevertheless contributed to a problem out of all proportf

ion to their size — overcrowding. By living together in certain.
'alien’ areas, they aggravated=an ever:jncreasing state of congestion.
Almost half the aliens. in the United Kingdom congregated in the County
of London, Of these more than 40% crbwded into the East End district
--of Stepney. Thus of the.287,000 aliens. in. the:United Kingdom in 1901,
135,000 1ved in London - 54,000 fn Stepney alone.2®  Within Stepney
1:?5 .

.

the alfen population grthh far exceeded the genera
| Alien Ge"néraZ»
1861 .. .. . ...05,998 .. .. ... 282,676
1891 .. .. ..32.28% .. ... .. 285,116
- 1901 .. .. ..54,310 .. .. .. 298,600
| Within the Borough of Stepney the alien concentration varied. 1In
the registration district of Whitechapel in 1901, they constituted -
37.06% of the general population; in St. George's-in-the-East 28.02%;
" and 1n Mile End 0Vd Town 8.44%.%7 o
In 1901 Russians and Poles composed néarly 33% of'thé.total alien
population. Qf the 95,000 in the Unfted K1hgdom, more- than- 53,000

resided 16 London — over 42,000 in the Borough of Stepney i.e. 56.2%

24 Earl Grey, HL, H 4th, LIX 20 Jun 1898, p. 731

25 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 22

26 ibid., pp. 30-1

27 All registration districts within the Borough of Stepney
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of all Russfans and Poles were in London — 77.7% of- whom 1ived in
Stepney. At the same time they constituted 77.7% of the total num-
ber of aliens in Stepney. The aliens question thus resolved itself
" into the Jewish guestion of East End Stepney. ' RIS BRI

This intense concentratfon of foreigners was accentuated by the
fact that much of the East End was in-a state of transition, from a
predominantly residential td a developing industrial zone. In this
procéss comparatively few residential houses were substituted for @
those demolished as sites for factories, warehouses, breweries,
offices, raflway extensions and schools. As workers in the 'new
industrial premises sought accommodation, they-added‘to the natural
native expansion and to the alien immigrant increase.

With this cdmpet1tion'for,a diminishing living area by a'growing
population came overcrowding.”high rents and 'key' money. The
, London County Council estimated that overcrowding in the Borough of

.28 on the basis of "more

Stepney rose by 12.23% during 1891-190
thon two persons living nighiiand day in one room", the'Cbuncii

claésified 99,533 residents as 1iving in overcrowded conditions in

‘1901J The worst instances occurred in the registration sub-districts:29

28 FRep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 32

29 Charles Booth also classified these and other East End areas
under 'Poor' and 'Crowded’, though he applied a different
- forrula; Booth, C., Iife and Labour of the People in London,
London (Macmilian), final vol., 1902, paseim
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Population Percentage Population Overcrowded
Overcrowdsd to total population

Spttalfielde .. .. 15,400 ... .. . 55.1

St. George's-in- . 10,682 1. i 48.0,

thae-North vt
: : )- St. George's-in-the-
St§ JOhn PRPEN PR P 2’730 S PR 3307) . E@t N

Mile End New Tom .. 12,974 .. .. 45.2
Shadoell oo o .. - 3,806 .. .. 35.4
Goodnan's Flelds .. .. 7,818 .. .. 33.6
While rents tended to rfse throughout London in the 1890s, evi-

. - dence suggested that the East End suffered most.S0

Prosbective o
tenants here faced not qniy higher rents but a racket 6f 'key;“money
L a premium payable to tﬁe Yandlord or the outgoing tenﬁnfrdr both -
— exacted befbre they{coﬁld‘také possession of the dwe111ng;3] As
nafive\Eninshmenﬁintént ubon preserving én accus tomed miﬁfmum.stand-
ard, could.ﬁot meef,theseﬁdemands, they were allegedly displaced by
foreigners, prepared to make a greater sacrifice to secure tenement.
Able to cover expenses only through subletting and lodgers, the
a]1ens theveby aggravated the overcrowding. '
‘Resentment arose és foreign ways and customs feplaced the usual
English habits. An alien character permeated public notices,
theatre bflls, timetables and newspapers, as Jews gradually occupied
whole streets in Stepney. In some districts between whftechapel and

Spitalfields, all shops and stalls were run by Hebrews. Foreign

30 Rep. Roy. Com., SPAC, 1903, p. 33

31 The sum varied from an average of £7.17.0 paid by some British
tenants to an average of $11.17.0 paid by some aliens,
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languages, especially various forms of Yiddish, substituted the

“native tongue and "but for the street architecture one might easily

imagine the place to be a busy quarter of an aeastern tawn"’.32 As

remarked by a Conservative, Stepney was, after all, "ot Palestine,

' 33
The Royal Commission neveftheless admitted that "gven 1f there

had beefz no incmqqe of.alien popylétiqn", the Borough of Stepney

‘ Qou]d probably sti1] be'overcrowdeq.sab Due to the prevailing con-

ditionsvof the East End as a zone of transition, overcrowding would

.havev1ntensified«1rrespect1ve of alien migration. While foreigners

undoubtedly contributed towardsvcongestion; two factors indicated
ﬁhat in no case were'they ths primary cause - §n the East End or
elsewhere in London, 3 o .

Firstly, some metropolitan districts experienced an increase in

broportional alien intake, accompanied by a decrease in overcrowding. .

In the registration district of St. Giles, Bloomsbury, the percent-

age of aliens vose from 2.63% through 5.10% to 12.53% from 1881-1901.

. At the same time the percentage of overcrowd1n§ fell from 29.8% in
1891 to 20.6% in 1901, The City of Westminster recorded a similar

pattern, in which forefgners increased from 2.89% through 4.21% to

"©6.46% n the twenty years between 1881-1901, while the percentage of

pVefCrowding dropped from 19.5% in 1891 to 13% in 1901. Secondly,

32 Memo., SPEC, 188?, p. 233

38 Pisher, H 4th, CKXXIII, 25 Apr 1904 p. 1098

'8¢ Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1908, p. 81

35 ibtd,, pp. 33-4
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the worst cases of overcrowding in 1901 existed in areas almost
totally free from aliens: namely 52.1% in parts of St.. Margaret and

St. John, Westminster;36 56% in parts of St. Giles, Blodmsbuny;37

and 60.1% 1n parts of Holborn.®
While antf-aliens erroneously blamed {mmigrants for the.appa1lF

ing state of ﬁrban overcrowding, pro-aliens suggested a positive
remedy. Rather than. discriminate against harmlessrrefugees, they

. advocated the simple implementation pf existing laws against over-
crowding. The bye-laws of the Public Health Act of 1891 not only
stipulated certain spacial dimensions for each occupant of a house;
but required medical.{hea]thAand sanitary inspection at any time, -

39 as administrative

.'under penalty of up fo k5 for the first offénce.
laxity had rendered . these existing'regulétions ineffective, until
they had been tried, nc case could be established for new legislat-
fon. The Royal Commission stated that "many reeponsible and ex-
perienced witnesses" beiievéd the current statutes, if properly and
systematically enforced, would overcome .the problem.4°
" Thus they confirmed the opinion of pro-aliens throughout the
period, for whenever the question of 6vercrowd1ng ardse. Liberals -

reminded Members of exfsting laws, to be obeyed by aliens and natives

368 One of the enumemtion districts of the regietmtion sub-district
of St. Margamt and St. John, Weetminetar

37 One of the enumeration districts of the St. Giles registrutian
distriet

38 One of ths enumeration districts of the Holborn registration
dietrict, where the alten population throughout was only 3.29%

39 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC,. 1503, p. 34
40 ibid,, p. 35
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alike. Should these prove inadequate, then fresh legisiatfon, with
added. penalties, w6u1d be Justified.. "But do not,” pleaded one,
"let us legislate f'or the exclusion of the foreigner on the ground
that our administration is eo hopelessly incompetent that ve are
unable to force the handful of foreigners who live in the United
Kingdom to obey our ZaWQ; I should be very sorry if the House were

to make itself a party to a confession of such ineptitudb."4‘

DESTITUTE

'No one denied that the majority of immigrants arrived in a state
of comparative poverty. What they disputed was the effect of this
near-destitution. The facts showed that most Jewish aliens landed
with very limited financial resources, and thus immediately depended
upon their own labour for a meagre livelihood. Between 1895-1902 A
- 37% of the immigrants arrived in Britain with less than ten shillings
per head, of whom 22% stated that they possessed nothing'.42 But did
this relative destitute state render them 'undesirable’?

This vital qu;stion underlines the entire aliens debate, as the
| policy of restriction referred exclusively to 'undesirables'. - Where-
| as there was a general agreement in designating as 'undesirable’ both -
the diseased (including lunatics and idiots)' and the criminal (other
than political, but 1ncludin§ anarchists and prostitutes), sharp

divisfon occurred over the classification of those without ostensible

41 Earl Grey, H 4th, LIX, 20 Jun-1898, p. 730
42 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1908, p. 20
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means. of support and hence likely to become a’pubiic'charge;ﬁ3

- Though this‘group were broadly discussed as either 'destitute’ .or

'paﬂpér'.a1ieﬁs,_no satisfactory definition'existed as to what con-

stituted 'destitution’ oi'"ipauperism'; Some considered anyone

1ikely to become a public charge as a 'pauper'; "Thg initial want of

44

money ig the teet.” But others rejected this type of probability

and contended that "a 'pauper’ ie'a:pérsan who has already becomé a

publie aharge."45 The fact that all third class passengers were

sometimes tabulated as 'pauper"demonstrated the lack of any
Criterion.45 As politicians ‘failed to agréevonttheaméaning.of paup-
érism,‘they3found'it 1mpo$5151eit0‘detidevwhether=or not pauperism
amounted to 'undesirability'. ’ o
While: anti-aliens .campaigned to exclude paubers'as 'hndesirab}é';

prb-aiiens preséntedfthe case for their admission. Firstly, alien

destitution on arrival was not so widespread as reported. Second-

1y, despite the initial lack of resources, most aliens were skilled
workmen capable of earning a decent'li&ing;' And’ finally, alien
pauper1sm made relatively little inroad upon-the-rafes;

Despite the preva1encevof poverty~émong newly-arrived 1nnﬁgfﬁnts.‘
the Royal Commission found that "destitution i by no means: the
rule."™ A Custom-House official estimated that in the year 1901-2

43. ibid. _

44 Dudley, H 4th, LIX, 30 Jun 1898, p. 741

46 Salicbury, H 4th, LVIIT, 23 May 1898, p. 279
46 Goldsmid, H 4th, VIII, 11 Feb 1898, p: 1198
47 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 19
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each alien ~two children counting as eone person.a- possessed twenty-
four marks, equivalent to about fwenty-four shill#ngs.48i One -
migrant had a cheque‘?qr 500 and another had one for k1,000, - He
Amaintained that the statements made by aliens as to the amount in
their possession could not be verified, but observed their general
.tendency to "ﬁndarstate" the sum.

Although many aliens arrived in a state of apparent destitution,
ﬁhey'brought with them both brain-power and industrial expertise,
60% arriving as skilled workmen, often'with their own tooIs.49 :
After a period of struggle, "these men enter upon a different phase
of exietance”, acquire mnré#khowiedgeanq {ncreased éarhingézsg?

At this stage of their immigratfon, most evidence before the Royal
‘Commission was "favourable™: As; of the 40% wfthout-skills. half:
were women and children and while a 1arggrnumber of the resfdue

were buéiness dealers, very few unqualified aliens competed with

~ natives on the labour market. '

Because of the extensive system of Hebrew charity organisations,
" Jews rarely fell upon the public rates. And applications for aid to
. these Jewish societies declined in the nﬂd~n1net1es.5]‘“ From 1893-97
the Board of‘ Guardians and the Russo-Jewish Committee ex-
perienced a 58% decrease in applications, from 1,409 to 587;

while {ts cases of reldef fell by 61%, from 1,202 to 469.

48 Hawkey; Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 20
49 Rep. Roy. Com., SPAC, 1908, p. 20

50 ibid., p. 80

51 H 4th, LIX, 20 Jun 1898, p. 734
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In Whitechapel, where Russian and Polish Jews constituted 18% of the
population in the early 1890s, ihey'acc0unted for less than 1% of the
pauperism.sz .The Whitechapel Workhouse of 1893 had:over 5,000
..inmates of whom only forty were Jews, while the local Infirmary
housed fewer than sixty Jews out of a total of almost 6,000. The
Bérough of Stepney in 1902 recorded 521 cases of Pbor Law reiief;
but whereas the general rate of pauperism was 7.9%, that for 'aliens
was only 3.7%,%3 |

Between 1870-1900 Britain as a whole underwent a decline in
Poor:Law relief; but while the figures for England and wales.féll
by 23% and those for the metropolis by 19.5%, those for Whitechapel

54 ¢ the'same time,

— the centre of aliens — decreased by 60.8%.
‘whereas - the mean rate of pauperism per 10,000 of the population °

‘throughout the United Kingdom stood at 268 in 1888 and 260 in 1889,

55 By

1902 1t fell to.239. The deneral populace of the London County

the highest figure throughout the nineties was 255 in 1898.

~ recorded 7.9% pauperism, while aliens scored but 2.4%.56. The entire

" cost of allen relief amounted to k295000 4n 1904, but as thé proport-

ion of alien paupers-to thé whole alfen population was only a quarter
the proportion of native paupers to the whole native population, alien

ratepayers in fact contributéd disproportionately to the support of

52 1ibid., p. 733

58 {bid., CXXXIII, 25 Apr- 1904, p. 1118
54 ibid. - o

65 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 960

56 1ibid., p. 25
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British paupers. The exclusion of aliens on grounds of destftution

was- hardly valid.

DISEASED. | |

‘Anti-alfens decried the dirty, uncleanly habits of immigrants,
who alIegedly contandinated the British with their alien diseases.
The small-pox epidemic was attributed to "the scwn washed on to our.
ghores from dirty vater éorm"ng. from foreign drainpipes”. 57
number undoubtedly arrived in a filthy condition, but this resulted

' A'gi'eat

more from the voyage 1tsé1f tﬁan from personal preference. More-
over, 'most evidence suggested a high standard of health despite the
overall uncleanliness and the isolated instances of disease. The
- Jews in"particular,'due to both history and religious cuStom. re-
vealed an immunity to infection and a remarKable degree of physical
fitness, :

The state of aliens arriving on vessels from the port of Libau
'_ vecefved the “strongest eondemmation” frbm the Royal COHndssion_Ss -
They landed in “q filthy verminous condition — their clothes and
bodics infested with lae and fleas.” But this referred only to-
those embarking from Libau, for from 1895 most German shipping com-
panfes, which carried the bulk of the alien immigrants, made extens-

- fve improvements in steerage class accommodation. The Custom-House

official testified that most passengers, after thefr Tong voyage,

§7 Pro-alien Trevelyan quoting prese, H 4th, CXXXIII, 35 Apr 1804,
p. 1077 o :

58 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1908, p. 19
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arrived "tn fairly good oondition....alean." They in no way differ-
ed from the average Englishman after two or three days' travel by sea.
The question.however applied not only to their situation at the
time of arrival but to their general hygféne standafd as accepted
immigrants within Britain. Arnold White believed that of all the

59 . He noted the evidence of a

Jews' faults, the worst was dirt.
factory 1hspector before the Sweating Commission: "Thg habits of
these people are very, very dirty: they seem to almoet revel in
dirt rather than cleanliness....You find a filthy bed...children
perfectly naked...all éom of dirty utenails...everywhera. 60
Realists nevertheless observed”that the only real distinctioh between
- the impoverished alien and_the impoverished native was fhat whereas
‘the English swept the d1r£ under»the bed the Jew threw it out of the
- window.®! | \
Excited by rumours of foreign disease, the advocates of restriction
claimed that the 60untny's leniency in {mmigration could result
in the contamination of tﬁe people., - With some Justification during
the cholera epidemic of'Eastern Europe in the nineties, they demanded
greater port precautioné, their pleas being echogd by the Britiah

62

Medical Journal. The 11lustrated scientific journal, Fature,

assured subscribers that the Local Government Board was indeed pro-

§9 Rep. Sel. Cttee., SPHC, 1888, p. 776
60 Lakeman; HWhite, A., p. 143

61 Trevelyan quoting Canon Bamett, H -4th, CXXXTII 25 fpr 1904
p. 1081

62 Weekly publication of Britieh Medtcal Assoeiatwn, PO, LXII,
23 Dee 1892, 'p. 883 s
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63

tecting Britain from the disease. Though alien victims of cholera

1.64 A stringent

were not rejected, they.were isolated in hospita
policy of exclusion was nevertheless exercixed against immigrants
| isuspected of the plague, and the Government guaranteed anti-aliens
that the prospect of infection was remote.-65

- At least one case of. genuine grievance occurred during the

- perfod.. It was disclosed only after. three separate references in

Parliament, which finally revealed that a female passengeé suffering
from leprosy had been admitted by Britain, though subsequently re-
Jected by the United States. The health inspectors had regarded her
complaint as lupus, not leprosy, until further examination after her
return from the port of Boéton. In defence of their neglect, the
official spokesman66 maintained that the woman was rejected after -
twelve days in America not so much because of the disease but because
her husband, already in the States, could not afford her medical
expenses. But the Government could not escape from this "perfectly

notorious" incident.57

Ten years later the prospect of tuberculosis
caused alarm. . The most persistent of all anti-aliens, Howard
Vincent, claimed that the United States intended to exclude all

aliens infected with the malady: what was Britain's-po11qy?68 The

63 PO, LXVI, 31 Aug 1894, p. 272

84 H dth, XCV, 26 Jun 1901, p. 1406

65 1ibtd., XCIII, 10 May 1901, pp. 1317-8
66 Hicks-Beach

67 H.3rd, CCCXLV, § Jun 1890, p. 65; 12 Jun 1890, pp. 695-8;
16 Jun 1890, p. 1004 |

68 H dth, XCV, 25-Jun 1901, p. 1406
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Government declined to follow the American example,
Despite the agitation of protectionists, evidence before the

Royal Commission vindicated the moderate immigration policy.69

The
; medical officer for the port of London described the health of most
aliens as "fairly good”, and denied that they had introduced much
infectious disease into the country. His opinion found support from
Herman Landau of the Jewish Shelter, In the six years ending 1903
27,000 aliens passed through the Shelter with only one case of i11-

ness.7° According to the Report: - "Thie statement was so remarkable

no,

that ve aoughﬁ for, and obtained, corroboration for it."
The only ai]&ent affécting“immigrqﬁts appeared to be examples of
an eye inflammation, known as 'granu1aﬁ ophthalmis', which prevailed
among poor children geneérally. Even this however was not invariably
contagious and "no' inetance was alleged of the disease being commoni-
cated by them to others.” On the other hand, a 60ctor maintained
that Britain certainly exported diseases, and cited the case of
phthisis or consumption carried to the Riviera ﬁy Englishmen.72"
History has shown Jews to be more resistant than other ethnic

grodps to disease.73

‘In Roman days the plague hardly touched the
Hebrew ghettos; 94n more recent times Jews have suffered from epi-

demics less than other populations; whilst at the ‘turn of the century

69 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, pp. 18-8

'~ 70 H 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1077

71 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 19

. 72 Hutchinson, H 4th, CXLIV, 10 Jul 1905, p. 147
78 H 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1804, p. 1138 '
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_health standards.
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they showed remarkable resistance to cholera. Religious custom

~accounted. for much of their good health.  .Jews generally not only

abstained from alcohol but adhered to a high social morality and to

: the strict code of Mosaic I.aw~.74 - With its prohibition of certain

foods and its regulations regarding others, this anticipated many of

the dictatesAof-modern-science;ahd,,according to contemporary:

theories, contributed to the 1nfréquency of tuberculosis among prac-
75 Th1s'beliefiextended to both non-Jewish physiologists
and to Christian churchmen. In 1894 the Chief Rabbi was invited to
address clergymen of the Church of Englénd on "Sanitation as Taught
by the Mosaic (:ode".'76 |
Their traditional ways constantly resulted in a 1onger life
expectancy than fot the non-Jewish community throughout the world.
In fact with the changed style of 11ving by American Jews came an
fncrease in the death rate i.e. assimilation meant a lowering of
77 But Jews still retained their lead over the

Gentile population;78 A survey of New York yesidents between 1884-

.90 attributed the highest annual death rate to the Irish who died at

the rate of 2.8%4. Next were the English at 2.1%, the German at 1.7%,
the American at 1.6%, the Italian at 1.2% and finally Russian and

Polish Jews at only 0.6%. Investigations ifn Germany and France re-

74 RR, IX, Jan 1894, p. 34
75 PO, LXIY, 30 Sep 1892, p. 430
76 ibid., LXV, 19 Jan 1894, p. 72

77 ibid., LXIV, 28 Jul 1893, p. 107

78 ibild., LXVII, 18 Jan 1895, p. 88
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vealed a similar low death?rate among Jews. . In the Jewish»areé of
St. GeOrge*é-in-the-East, within the Borough of Stepney:in Britain,
the 1905 birth rate was 5.2%, almost double that of London, yet the
death rate was only 1.2%, the lowest ever recordéd in the distkicta79
| Jewish {mmigrants could scarcely be accused of'lcweriﬁg the standard

of 1ife. - o L

- SWEATING

The term 'sweating' referred to a system of sub-contract, in
which middlemen squeezed a profit through the difference between
the contract: price they veceived and the wages they paid. The word
originated among journeymen tailors in their description of those who
‘worked at home, out of hours, aided by their family in specifically
overtime workaso These men.gradually began to complete all their
work privately, and-so deve‘tdpéd a whole new system 6f’ Tabour in
their own homes or small workshops. Employing members outside the.
family, they became 'sweaters' in another sense, deriving their in-
come through the 'sweat' of others, who varied in number from one to
fifty. Among tradesmen themselves, the term was without reproach,
being applied to both the good and the bad; but to the‘public, it
simply meant anyone whose employees were overworked, i1l-paid and
-poorly accommodated.

Anti-aliens alleged that Jews §n particular added more sub-

79 H dth, CXLIX, 19 Jul 1905, pp. 1373-4

80 Booth, C. (ed.), Labour and Life of the People, London (Williams
& Norgate), 1889, pp. 481-2 o
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divisions and contracts, thus flooding the labour market and forcing

competitors to destitut1on. But the sub-divisions themselves gave
rise to the:high quality of Jewish craftsmanship, as each worker be-
came a perfectionist within his division. = "If that is competition’
with ekilled vorkmen -—-wkzch they themselvee do not say it is,”
commented Lord James, chairman of the Royal Commissfon, "I aay>that
to my mind that 18 a benefit to the eonsumers of thie-camtry."’m
Even though the appalling.conséquences of the system could not be
denfed, an investigation into sweating could suggest ho‘atternaﬁive.az

Reporting on the tailoring industry, an enquiry83 in 1887 confessed

_that no other method could meet the demand for cheap clothing; that

without the supply of inexpensive foreignefs, Britain's export trade
would be severely retarded; and finally, that middlemen contractors
were not unduly rewarded for their labour.

Sweating moreover occurred at least fifty years before immi-

grants dominated the industry. Thefr influx towards the end'of the

| century and the adaptability of tailoring to the systéﬁ merely result-

ed in 1ts growth not its creation. The evils in fact prevailed in
trades unaffected by aliens.34 According to the Boardﬁbf‘Trade
Report in 1894, the worst problem confronting Tabour was not'the -

struggle between Englishmen and Jews but the contest between English

81 H 4th, CL, 28 Jul 1905, pp. ?71-2

' 82 Rep. on the Sweating System at the Fast End of Lomdon, SPHC,

LXXXIX, 12 Sep 1887 (Cd.  831), pp. 269-70
83 Conductad by John Burnett
84 H 4th, CXXXIIX, 26 Apr 1904, pp'. 1069-70
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male and. female labour, especially the introduction of married women
at lower than conventional rates. As explained by a young Liberal,
sweating existed among both native and foreign workers: "Some .
- thrive byj. it and rise .out'of the condition; others stick there; .
othera sweat it out and die there”; but under no circumstances would
he stand by and see aliens made "the scapegoat for our oun negleat.”as
In preference to the negative course of {mmigration r?estri ction,
pro-ﬂiens proposed a positive soI_utfon. prported by the leaders
of the Labour movement, they aimed to combat sweating through the
implementation of existing legislation, such as the Public Health
Acts and the Factory and Yorkshop Acts. As the 1887 Report confimm-
ed: "There can be little doubt that a rigid enforcement of the |
Acts...would do much to make life more tolerable to the workers, and
tend to improve also the gensral conditions of the tz'ade.”%
Allied to the charge of sweating was that of displacement, for
by the acceptance of lower standards and wages, aliens could outbid
their English rivals. Conservatives considered it a "diegracs/:i'to
gee 8o many unemployed able-bodied men walking through the etrects of
'London. . .because deetitute aliens vere alloved to come into our midet

in thousands to labour at a price which English workmah could not

87 88

_aecept. " The Royal Commission in some ways justified their. fears.

It found that many newly-arrived unskilled alfens produced "a glut”

85 Trevelyan, H 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1080
86 Rep., SPHC, 1887, p. 259 |
87 Maple, H 4th, CXVIII, 26 Feb 1908, p. 870

88 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 19
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in ‘the labour market'as well as "a very severe compétition in'the
lover: grades of alien labour ttself.™ -« « - . . ol ot
-~ A number of complaints were aived iniParliament. - -In 1892 an.
M.P: from Lancashire claimed that foreigners; mainly:destitute Poles,
had'repIaCéd‘éhemical'workérs»at?w1dnes:89. ‘He ‘alleged' that they -
both worked for Stafvation wages - and:burdened the:rates. - But the.
president ofithe'LocaI'Governmeﬂt“soardgo:Showed:hcw‘distréss’arose“
not from a11énicompet1tioﬁ, buf from ‘the cloSure*of-a.numBerPOffi?i
alkali wovks;-r:He‘reBuffed the réport as exaggerated and misleading:
thg‘varioUS chemical operations employed altogether no‘nbré-than‘“
fifty aliens -é’mostvof whom had resided in Britain for some time;
no single native worker could: positively state thatvhe;had beew;dis—
placed by a foreigner;‘AaQGOrding to at least one of the Targesf-n
organiZafions;‘ﬂnifbrm wages were paid to British. and non-British
alike; and finally, not only did aliens rarely fall upon the rates.
but not a single-Pé1e received velief from the Union.’ |
Conflict sometimes centred on the languégé'broblem? as when -
{mri grants  allegedly delayed hearings before police, because of the

91

lengthy process. of interpretation.” A Nottinghamshiré{Member main-

tained that the inability of Polish Jews to speak English while-work-

ing in British coalmines endangered the 11fé of native miners.”? In
93 '

reply, the Home Secretary’~ assured the House that the aliens had

89 Edward-Moss, H dth, II, 24 Mavr 1892, pp. 1681-2
90 Ritchie o v f

91 H 4th, CXIX, 17 Mar 1903, p. 998

92 Markham, H 4th, CXXX, 19 Feb 1904, p. 446

93 Akers-Douglas
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indeed been fnstructed in their duties, and that there was no such
evidence against them.

- Although unskilled immigrants may have diéplaced natives, the
Royal Commission, after an exhaustive investigation, concluded that
"Lt has not been proved that there ie any "eerious.dimot'dispiaaemt
of skilled Brglish labour.”™® This partly echoed the Select Comm-
- ittee of 1889: "It is urged that no injury is dons by English labour,
sincs. the trade in which foreign immigrante are engaged has been’
mainly created by themselves, and is of a class which English workmen .
would not do. 5 Ltke the Huguenots before them,"Jewish; aliens of
the nineteenth century, far from being destitute, arrived with their
traditional crafts and skills,%® -

Jews particularly excelled as tailors, shoe- and cabinet-makers.
By the late 1880s they had becoﬁe recognised as leading tailors .
throughout Béitain, in London, Birmingham, Leeds, Manchester, -
Newcastle-on-Tyne and Glasgow. In St. George's-in-the-East 80% of
the_' tailoring trade was in non~-English hands, and John Bumettw‘con-
tem;lated the time when the entire industry would be under foreign
control.  Of 25,000 tailors in England in 1903, 19,000 were Russians
and Poles; of 5,000 cabinet-makers 3,000 were Russians and Poles;

and of 5,000 boot- and shoe-makers 4,000 were Russians and.

94 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1908, p. 28
95 Rep. Sel. Cttee., SPHC, 1889, p. 278
96 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p.- 20

97 Labour correspondent and witness; Rep. Sel. Cttee., SPHC, 1889,
p. 272 v
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Poles 58

Although anti-aliens lamented the fact that, of the thousands
engaged in these three industries, so few were "of the Anglo-Saxon’
raae",g‘g most contemporaries noted the. advantéges- gained by the '
codntry. Were Jews expelled, the tradé would pass, not to native
Englishmen, but to thg{r keenest rivals, the Germans.100 British
tailoring fivms spoke highly of their Jewish staff, whose excellent
standard both 'perm'itted the u_sé of home-produced material rather than
that formerly imported from Berlin, and reduced the need for gaﬁnents
from abroad. While the Gerjman press regretted thefr loss of trade
to British competitors, a local business testified: ' "Our caperience
ghows that these foreign tailors do a clase of work which our workere
eannot undertak‘é with success, and that t?gey eamn a high rate of
pay.,,m . L Coy . |

Other examples also refuted the charge of unfair alien competit-
fon. In Leeds for instance. althbugh the Union s“tip'u'lated fivepence
an hour, competent Jewish tallors seldom earned less than sixpence an
A’hour and frequently e'lgl'nt:pence.m2 Despite the influx of allegedly

‘cheap' immigrant labour frem the 1880s, wages in the United Kingdom

98 Tallors: 24,786 — 19,078, -cabinet-makers: 4,615 — 3,032,
" boot- and shoe-makers: 4,671 - 3,5?7?; Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, -
1903, p. 23 .

99 Lowther, H 4th, VIII, 11 Peb 1898, pp. 1160-1
100 PO, LX, 7 Aug 1891, p. 167

101 Spencer quoting Meeers Hitchcock, Williams, & Co., H 4th, CL,
28 Jul 1905, p. 758

102 RR, XVII, Jan 1898, p. 85
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tended. to rise.103' Between 1888-1902 the average level of General
Wages {ncreased, with minor fluctuations, by 16.2%.104' The occas-
fonal unemployment in 1ﬁdustr1e$’su¢h as shipbuilding, engineering
and'iron works could not be attributed to foreign migration, but .
purely to shortage of trade. Rather than penalise prospective, -
hard-working aliens with restriction, the spokesman for Labour, Keir
Hardie, advocated'the-establjshment of a Department of Labour, 19°

Even 1f not directly employed in tailoring, the average English-
man received its immediate benefit, for the cheap clothing trade,
{nnovated by the Jews, placed new clothes: in reach of ordinary people
for the first time in history.: No.longer were the working c¢lass -
obliéed‘to sport the cast-off-wear of their superiors.
E ~~"A11eh industries made a valuable contribution to the export |
trade. Bétween 1893-1902 the value of British-manufactured appafel
rose by £2,000,000 from L425,000,000 to L625,000,000.'% over the
same period the export value of leather boots and Shdes increased by
almost £200,000. The 1888 export Figure of 600,000 pairs of boots
was tripled in 1902 with over 1,800,000, the result of foreign labour
and 1n1t1at1Ve.‘°7 According to the Report of the Royal Commission,
the'development of the three main industries by aliens "has wndoubt-

edly been beneficial in various waye: <t has increased the demand for,

103 Rep. Roy. Com., SPAC, 1903, p. 23
104 ibid., p. 960 " ‘

105 H 4th, CXXX, 19 Feb 1904, pp. ¢51-3
106 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, pp. 971-2
107 H 4th, CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 791
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and the manufacture of, not only goods made in thie country (which
were formerly imported from abroad), but of ths materiale used in

them, thus indireatly giving amployment to mative workers.”'00

CRIMINAL
Al]egations of crime'among aliens intensified with the passage
of the nineties. While the anti- and pro-aliens vied each other
with.remarks Yike: - "I ehould have thought we had enough cviminale of -
our am", 1% followed by the denial that "the home-made thief had
~much to-learn from the aZien",“o foreign criminal statistics showed
a definite upward trend. |
Colonel Sir Howard Vincent, the most tenacious of all Conservat-
ive refbrmers; justified his~oppositfon-to-aliens by hﬂs‘baékground
~as a former Director of Criminal Investigation to the Metropolitan
Police. This experience, he maintained, had convincéd him of the
detrimental effect of foreigners upon the native population. He
systematically plied the Commons for statistics or presented figures
of his own, citing for example the number of aliens charged -at the

m

North London Sessions, =~ or the percentage of forefgners currently

nz

before the London Sessions, or the thousands arrésted»by_the

n3

Metropolitan Police. Having lost no opportunity to harass the

108 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 27

109 Evane-Gordon, H 4th, CI, 29 Jan 1902, p. 1278
110 S.M. Samuel, B 4th, CXVIII, 26 Feb 1908, pp. 961-2
111 280 in 1902; H 4th, CXVIII, 26 Feb 1903, pp.' 843-3
112 20% in Jun 1908; H 4th, CXXIV, 22 Jun 1903, p. 70
113 §,000 in year ending Oct 1902 -
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Government in almost eVery yeaf since 1890, by 1903 his questicns had
exhausted them. .To his 1ncgssant.demand for facts, the Home Secret-
ary, Akers-Douglas, could merely veply: YALl trustworthy. information
on this matter in my possession will be given to" the Royal

Comniagion, n 14

The problem of érinﬂnal.aliens worsened about the turn of the

century, when the statistics steadily increased. Between 1899-1903 -

over 13,000 foreigners were committed to prigon in England and
Wales:ns ' '

Alien Pez'c@ntage of ‘Total .
Prigonsrs Criminal PopuZation

1099 .. .. 208 . . .. 13

1900 .o . e i 2039 .. .. .. '1;.;9

1001, . e .. 2465 . .. .. 1.66
1002 .. .. .. .. 2,880 .. .. ’1.72 i
008 .. .. .. .. 3449 o .. .. 198

i,
¥

6. pien crimin-

-ality grew both absolutely and relatively toﬂpopuléinn; ‘In" 1901 the

percentage of native-born crimﬁnaIs;jh'Eng]énd and Hales stood at’

©0.52%, while that for the foreign-born was 1.16%."7" At the same

114 Aleo wzdez‘took to provide Vineent with a pmvate eopy; H 4th,
CXVIII, 3 Mar 1903, p. 1234

115 Rep. Roy. Com., SPAC, 1903, p. 1021

116 Between 1899-1903 crime among alien males rose by 53%, but that
among alien females by 104%, although the number of oriminal
males continued to exceed that of femalee. In 1908 the ratio of
male to female alien prisoners was 2,984:466

117 Native: 166,579 out of 32,380,085, foreign: 2,880 out of
247,758; Rep. Roy. Com., SPAC, 1908, p. 25
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time the degree of habituality multiplied. Whereas in 1899 231
aliens. convicted 1n the metropolis had been sentenced previously,:in
1903 this figure rose to 4()9.“8 - Within London 1tself, at the
Clerkenwell Sessions, aliens constituted 7% of all those charged in
1892, -11% in 1900 and 13% in 1902.

The types of crime varied from area to area within the metrop-
olis, though burg1any,.h0use-breaking and stealing showed the greatest.
upsurge. On one occasion Vincent referfed.to foreign burglars
equipped with elaborate tools and implements whereupon Gerald Balfour,
President of the Board of Trade, commented: "I have aZwuya under-
astood that a burglw's outfit cost, at the vezy Zeast £100, and I
should Zike to ask my honourable and gallant fnend how he thinke
that any man mth that amowzt of eapztal would come to this country

119 Though Vincent himself merely replied: "I

as a pauper aan "
cannot accept my right honourable friend's statement as correct";
Thé Times observed: "We hould have thought that amy burglar worthy
of the name could enter three-quarters of the houses £n London on a
capital of one hundred pence. n120 :
The number of aliens charged with crimes of violence in Stepney
rose from seven in 1892 to twenty-nine in 1901; with burglary and
housebreaking from four to eighteen; vand with robbery and larceny
from 135 to 181. Soho revealed a similar pattern, though prostitut-

fon rose from 150 in 1892 to 347 in 1902; and for drunkenness froﬁ

118 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 26
119 B 4th, CXVIII, 26 Feb 1903, p. 958
120 PO, LXXXIII, 6 Mar 1903, p. 292
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130 to 237. Prostitution also prevailed in the Jewish area of.
Whitechapel, where the British-born offenders decreased while the
| alien-born increased. -Alien convictions nevertheless remained much
lower than the native, an incredse from thirteen to fifty-two compared
with a'decrease from 331 to 220 for-thé British-born.121 Other alien
- crimes were gahbling, the,iilicit distillation of spirits and bank- .
ruptcy, especially among Germans, Russians and-Poles.122
- The cost of this crimg'pérturbed both anti-aliens and pro-
aliens, though the Government rarely gave satisfactory figures on' - :
expenditure. They usually evaded queStions on the ground that such
facts could be obtained onIy'after elaborate calculations that would
eventually sefve no useful purpose. Moreover, from 1902 they.ex-
plained that all salient facts were being laid before the Royal

' COmmﬁssion.123 Under extreme pressure however the sum of k30,000

]24_ Politicians also enquir-

per annum was mentioned at least twice.
ed about the cost of alien crime prevention but this too remained un-
answered. Although Home Secretary Akers-Douglas admifted that in

| areas such as Soho, Whitechapel and other places with a large foreign
| element, a proportionately larger police'force was maintained than in

districts with relatively few aliens, he emphatically denied that this

121 The Roy. Com. neverthelees stressed that the alien prostitute
: was generally more sober than the Englieh.

122 Rep. Royo Com., SPHC, 1903, ppo 26"7 '
123 H 4th, CXXIII, 8 Jun 1903, pp. 219-20; but the Roy. Com. gave
no statietics on the cost either.

124 1ibid., CXIX, 18 Mar 1903, pp. 1103-4; CXXIII, 8 June 1903,
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was because of a greater tendency towards crime among 1mmigrants.‘25

The position of political anarchists also came within discussions
of criminal ‘undesirables'. In fact the policy of restriction in
the nineteenth century assumed added significance with the Extradition
Act of 1870, by which Britain agreed to deport aliens wénted by
foreign pbwers with whom she had an extiadition treaty. Though most
of the aliens debate between 1890-1905 centred around the question of
_ numbers, poverty, health, employment and straight-forward non-
political crime, it included political anarchism on one memorable
occasion. And in the twentieth century this subject was destined
 to play an ever-increasing role in the immigration 'issue.]26 o
o The controversy over the first Aliens Bf11 of the period, pro-
posed by Lord Salisbury in 1894, resulted mainly from its nihilist
allegations against foreigners. = A storm erupted in the House of
Lords when Salisbury, during the three-year Liberal interlude, sugg-
ested tﬁat legislation be passed to protect Britain fromvbecoming the

hatching-ground for political anarchists,]27

He proposed that the
Home Secretary be empowered to expel "amy foreigner whoée.preaénbe'in
thie eou;ﬁry i’ ¢ither dangerous to the public peace here or {s likely
to promote the commiesion of erimes elsewhere.” Prime Minister
Rosebery 1mméd1ately opposed the motion as “disastrous’, for.no t
other statement, inside or outside Parliament, could possible compli-

cate foreign relations more "than the fact that the late Prime Minister

125 1ibid., CXVIII, 5 Mar 1903, p. 1563
126 Eespecially after Peter the Painter incident in 1911
127 H 4th, XXVI, 6 Jul 1894, pp. 1054-7
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and Secretary for Foreign Affairs has risen in this House and im-
peached his ownm country as a harbouﬁ of foreign assassins. I re-
gret. it — I deplore {t." -

 Thereafter most: anti-aliens, including Salisbury when again
Prime Minister, allowed: the matter to rest. As.a prelude to the
future importance of the anarchist element in British international
politics, Howard Vincent nevertheless raised the:question in 1903.
Having been.a delegate to a recent Anti-Anarchist Conference in
Rome, he maintained that ;he deportation of criminals from one

128 He also

country to another was a subject of general complaint.
‘cited the discovery of an anarchist plot in America to assassinate
rulers throughout the world as a'warning to Britain to forego her
tradition, and so preclude the possibility of such conspiracies
occurring on native soil. 129

Despite the mounting toll of alien crime, and the sporadic
interest in anarchists from abroad, eVidence partially exonerated
from blame the group of aliens against whom most ag1tation was dir-
ected i.e. the'Russian and Polish Jews. Though the most numerous
of the alien population, they made a relatively small contribution
to the criminal statistics. Between 1899-1903 244% of all foreign-
born prisoneés were Americans, 19% Germans and 17% Russians and
Poles.]30

Although all groups joined in their opposition to criminé11tyfof

128 1ibid., CXVIII, 26 Feb 1903, p. 943
129 ibid., p. 947
130 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 35
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any sort, and advocated the exclusion of criminéls-from abroad, the
Liberal traditionalists claimed that the-proportion of crime among
Jews was insufficient to 1égis1ate against them as a whole. Even
Arnold White contended that Jewish criminal tendencies could not

131 In Russia itself, the percentage of Jewish

Justify restriction.
crime was only 0.26%, as against 0.43% fqr the rest'of'the:community.
Lord James stated that most alien criminals resided in Scho, and .

132 His Report praised

other non-Jewish areas of the metropolis.
the industry and thrift of East End aliens and affirmed: “They
certainly are sober in habit, and are as law-abiding as the natives

around them. n133 :

Faced with the urban-social problems of industrialism at a time
of increased alien immigration, agitators saw in the Jews a térget
for their assault. Though many of their allegations 6f,overcrowd1ng,
destitution, disease, displacement and crime among foreigners had-

slight basis in reality, their claims were exaggerated, misleading

and sometimes utterly unfounded. Their weapons. were nothing but the

conventional slogans of anti-alien propaganda, employed in'the mid-

nineteenth centufy against the Irish and in the mid-twentieth century

against the coloured immigrants of London's East End. In their de-

mand for restriction, the anti-alien minority sought reform of an"

131 ER, V, May 1893, p. 481
132 H 4th, CL, 28 Jul 1905, p. 769
138 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 30
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entirely negative character. . Their opponents, arguing from the.

- facts.of the. case, denied: the Jews': responsibility for social 11lls

and propounded a.simple yet positive programme of: remedy: through ‘the

enforcement of existing legislation.. - : . - . o0



HOW THE MONOPOLIST HELPS THE ANARCHIST.

A Voice rroM THE DEEP: Press hard, and when your measure is full it is my turn.






128.

CONSERVATIVE REFORM

The Jewish question being a party question, most anti-aljens
belonged to the Conservative ranks.  Although the stand of East End
Conservatives was frequently the most noticeable, demand for immigrat-
ioh reform came also from non-East End Members, fncluding'Prime
Minister Balfour and Home Secretéry Akers-Douglas. Outside of the
- Government party the two principal exceptions were the Radica1 Sydney
Buxton and the Liberal Henry Norman. Of the four Jewish anti-alien
M.P.s — all Conservative — three represented the East End.. The
greatest non-poiftica1 support for festriction derived fromﬁthe
scholar Professor Goldwin Smith, the social activist Arnold. White
and the corréspondent 'Philo-Judaeus’. | |

The course of anti-alien legislation received new i{mpetus
in 1898, when Major William Evans-Gordon succeeded the Jewish
Tory -Member for Stepney, F.W. Isaacson. Describing him  under
the title "Men Who Make Public Opinion", the compendium
Public Opinion _acc'lairre‘d his "pergonal magnetiem”, and ba‘id
tribute to his effortS"towards army reform during his wmili-
‘taty} career from Sandhurst to the Madras Staff Corps.]

Until Evans-Gordon appeared at Westminster the alfens question
had been but fitfullyv ;ohsidered. |

Thorou9h1y commi tted tdvrestriction, he began to contribute anti-
alfen articles to magaiines and later published the result of persdn-

al enquiries in ‘Russia, Poland and Roumania in a book en-

1. PO, LXXXIV, 21 Aug 1903, p. 232
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titled The Alien Imm:grmt’.z

In this portrayal of the industrious
Jew alongside the native worker in Stepney, the author contends that
the aliens question {is beyond race, creed or party. Yet Evans-
Gordon founded the militant, racist British Brothers' League; and
~in 1902 moved an Amendment to the King's Speech, in which he urged

the necessity for action: "I do not wish to arpear as an 'aZazwm’.st,‘

 butI can . solemnly assure the Government and the Bouse of Commons

that a storm <8 brewing which, if it be allowed to buret, will have
dep lorable results."3

Evans-Gordon justified his sﬁand by the evidence of his own
constituency, Stepney, which bore the greatest burden of aliens. .
He recalled the history of the inmﬁgration problem within Parliament
sinée 1888 and hurled forth all the anti-alien arguments at his com-
mand.  Although he denied the existence of anti-semitism, he claimed
unanimous local support. Following his motion, thevéovernment app-
ointed a Royal Commission, including Evénsfﬁordon as one of its mem-
bers. Three years later the press and the public deemed him res-
ponsible for the Aliens Act and~ﬁé was'knighted>f6r'his‘efforts.'

Dedfcated'to his mission, he knew no restraint.. Dufing the
controversy of the 1904 Aliens Bi11, he submitted what a Liberal?
described as a ‘"monetroue etatement” to The Timee, in which
he advised that all London newspapers under Brﬁtishv"cbntrol

publish ‘the names of “the traitors in Parliament who vote

2 1903; Review in The Lancet, 7 Nov 1903, pp. 1804-5
8 H 4th, CI, 29 Jan 1902, p. 1281 ‘
4 Dilke



" admitted” by Jew and Gentile alikel

‘30.

against thie meaéure.”s Advocating. the exclusion of religious

refugees from Russia, he maintained that they could be considered

‘victims-of'persecutioh,only in the broad sense that everyone under

~ Tzardom was oppressed according to British terms of freedom, for

"what we sometimee call persecution” constituted an entire system of
government ih Eastern Europe.6 . Anti-gemitism being merely incidental
to a whole order of repression, Britain should remafn detached frbm a
problem that. ultimately required the complete redirection of a foreign
power. |

The other three East End Conservatives were Forde R1dley,7

8 9

Thomas Dewar~ and Sir John.Colomb. Forde Ridley, in seconding the

mbtion 6f Evans-Gordon, purported to be "the representative of Brit-
{8h working men in.a working clase constituency in East London. '°
Nefther he nor his associates made any of1ginal contribution to the
debate, contenting themselves with the steréotype propaganda. Des-
pite the fact of Hebrew assimiiation,vkid1ey for example stressed the
distance Of Jews from the rest of society, a reality "univensaily

n

The bulk of anti-alfen agitators held seats outside the East

End. James Lowther represented the Isle of Thanet, Kent. A past

H 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1063
tbid., p. 1085

S.W. Bethnal Green

St. George's, Tower Hamlets

Bow & Bromley, Tower Hamlets

T ® N D™

. 10 H 4th, CXVIII, 26 Feb 1903, p. 950

21 ibid., CXLV, 2 May 1905, pp. 785-6
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Parliamentary Secretary to the Poor Law Board, Under-Secretary for
the Colonies and Chief Sgcretary for Ireland, he battled for legis-
lation throughout the period. After an unsuccessful bid for restric-
tion in 1893, he continued to harass the‘Government ten years later,
when he scorned the Royal Commission as-a "put-up” affair to cause

12 " He found support from Members like Claude Hay13

delay.
criticised the "absolutsly imp attituds” of his leaders,” and
Colonel Pilkington'® who "rejoiced” at the Alens BATI of 1905.76
Two Government Members of vital importance were Arthur Balfour
and Aretas Akers-Douglas who, as Prime Minister and Home Secretary
respectively, guided the controversy from the appointment of the
_Royal Commission to the eventual Alfens Act. ' As Leader of the House
of Commons during Salisbury's premiership and as Prime Minister frbm
1903, Balfour's attitude revealed a strangevambiguity{‘7' A nephew
to Salisbury on his mother's side, he appeared at first to disagree
with his uncle's anti-alfenism. He both doubted the fears of Arnold
White and dismissed Lowther's plea for legis!ation.’ﬁ Yet in'1905
his Cabinet completely reversed the traditional immigration policy

while he himself boasted that restrictive measures in the past had

12 ibid., CXVIII, 26 Feb 1908, pp. 863-4
13 Hoxton, Shoreditch

14 H 4th, CXVIII, 26 Feb 1903, p. 974
15 Rewton, S.W. Lancs.

16 H d4th, CXLI, 14 Feb 1905, p. 146

17 See following discussion on Chamberlain as well as "Politics"
in Chapter 9
18 H 4th, III, 1 Apr 1892, pp. 475-6
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19 TWeTve.years later

been. carried only during Conservative rule.
as Foreign Secretary, his Declaration laid the foundation for the
Jewish national home in Palestine.

- Balfour's young brothef. Gerald, also figured in the aliens
controversy, minly through his position as President of the Board
of. Trade from 1900-5.

Like Arthur Balfour, Akers-Douglas featured throughoﬁt the perfod.
_He had the distinction of moving two significant motiqnskiq British
innﬁgration history. As Patronage Secretary to the Treasury in
1889, he moved that the Select Committee into Alien lnmﬂgratioﬁ be
reappointed; and as Home Secretary in 1905, he introduced the Aliens
Bi11 that found its way to the Statutes.

Joseph Chamberlain occupied a unique position in the aliens -
question. Elected for West Birmingham, his party allegiance moved
from Tory to Republicah, to Radical, to Home Rule to Radical Unionist
and back to Tory. By the time he held his first position in the
Conservative Cabinet as Colonfal Secretary in 1895, the Government

20

feared him while the Opposition loathed him. Regarding himself as

"the apoatle of the Anglo-Saxon race"”, Chamberlain confessed: "There

21 He nevey-

ie, in fact, only one raaé that I despise — the Jews".
theless opposed religious persecution and through the post of Colon-

ia1‘Secretany'in 1902-3 played an important role in the Zfonist move-

19 <bid., CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 794
20 RR, XII, Aug 1895, p. 114

21 Amexry, J., The Life of Joseph Chamberlain, vol. IV 1901-3,
London (Maemillan), 1961, pp. 256-7
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ment. .In his meetings with Herzl .and negotiations with other Zion-
ists, .he sought at.once to end the Jewish question and -advance the -

2 Though .his East Africa or ‘'Uganda’ scheme failed

British empire.?
to materialise, he initiated the=policy to be continued with more
success by Balfour in 1917. '

-Chamberlain's acknowledged dislike of Jews may have prompted
his anti-alfenism in domestic politics. Despite the official pro-
alien stand of the Labour party, he persistently argued that the -
aliens question was .a Trade Union rather than a race issue,. He
maintained that aliens affected his own constituency, though the
number’of foreign paupers in Birmingham actually fell from a hundred
and twenty~-one in 1902 to only eighty-nine in 1904.23 '

In 1905 Chamberlain embarrassed his colleagues by letting the
"oat éut of the bag" and proclaiming the protectionist purpose'behind
tﬁe Aliens Bi11, designed to "protect the waz'king. man in hie employ-

mant:".24

~ As- the Government had officially pledged that no protec-
‘tionist measure would be included in the current Session, Liberals
»1nnediately*poun¢ed upon this revelation while Conservatives seemed
to stiffen in distress. Balfour hiﬁself offered no explanation.
But a week later, when a determined Liberal?> asked whether the Gov-
ernment intended tb-proéeedeith the Bill, in view of its former

~ announcement alongside Chamberlain's claim, the Prime Minister evaded

22 1ibid., pp. 256-70

23 H dth, CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 780
24 4ibid., pp. 767-7¢

25 Lough
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the issue, merely stating that the exclusion of ‘undesirables' is not
".'a branch bf the filecal question”. Undeterred, the Liberal persever-
ed: ‘what was the Government's intention? And again Balfour eluded
the challenge. Finally unable to escape, he agreéd to answer the
Opposition after formal notice.Z®

Although the general public attributed the Aliens Act to the
East End Member, Evans-Gordon, Parliamentarians themselves ascribed
it to Colonel Sir Howard Vincent of Central Sheffield. Through his
constant questions and unrelenting pressure throughout the.period on
every concejvable aspect of the debate, he "bluffed the Government
- into aaﬁrying out his viewe"”, and ought to have been Prime Minister,

28 Vincent

remarked a pro-alien in 1904;27 A barrister and author,
fdunded the United Empire Trade League, chaired the National Union
Conservative Associations, was a member of the London County Council
and British delegate to the Anti-Anarchist Conference in Rome in 1898.
He accounted for his extraordinary interest in immigration as- the
outcome of his termas Director of Criminal Investigation for the
Metropolitan PoIice.zg' This contact with foreign cririinals made him
realise his responsibility to his 6wn people when elected M.P. from |

1885,

26 B dth, CXLV, 10 May 1905, pp. 1485-6
87 Burns, H 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1150

28 Law of Criticiem and Iibel, Law of Extradition, Howard Vincent
Map of the British Empire, Round the Empive in Ten Minutes
~and ather@ ‘ ' ' :
29 1878-84, during which he published Police Code and Manual of
Criminal Law; See "Criminal” in Chapter ¢
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- .In March 1889 Vincent enquired about the reconstitﬁtion of the

30 His reference on.that

Select Comnittee of the previous year.
occasion to "expatriated pauper foreigners” who deluged Britain un-
checked sounded the note he was to repeat for the next sixteen :
years.31- Hengeforth,the-not only sat on the Select Committee but

| played the leading role in anti-alien agitation until accompanied by
Evans-Gordon towards the end of the decade. Apart from his system-
atic questioning, Vincent moved two unsuccessful Aliens 8111532 and-

one Amendment to the Address.33

Despite the evasive attitude of the
Government, who tended to excuse their inaction by lack of time, the
weight of other business and the relative unimportance of the immi-
gration matters raised, his resolute zeal never waned. - Excelling
all otﬁer reformars in his stubborn determination, he lost no opport-
unity. to defy Ministers and harass the Government Qenera1ly. While
he used all the arguments against migrant intruders, he emphasised
their alleged criminality, calling attgntion,for'instanCe to the
recent "furiher murders by aliens”. 34
- Howard VinCent favoqred protectionism in all forms, hav1ﬁg

35

sdvocated the policy long before Chamberlain. His opponents cited

30 B 3rd, CCCXXXIV, 25 Mar 1889, p. 726

31 He raieed the aliens question in every year till 1905, with the
exception of 1895, when thie subject received only ome brief
mention; H 4th, XXXXII, 9 Apr 1895, p. 1256

32 1897 and 1898

33 1908

84 H 4th, CXXIII, 15 Jun 1903, p. 948
85 1ibid., CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1150
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his past protectionist measures as examples of utter futility. They

claimed that his Foreign Prison-made Goods Bill failed in its purpose

36

to prevent competition from overseas. -The entire value of products

excluded by the Act amounted to only L183.4.0 and was, like {mmigrat-
fon restriction, hardly worth the trouble.37 They also criticised
his Merchandise Marks Act on the grounds that rather: than reject

foreign manufactures, it boosted them through pubiicity;sa Similarly,

the Aliens Bill, whilst excluding a few refugees, would seriously

Jjeopardise a flourishing shipping industry, as the various travel :
companies, responsible for the transhipment of aliens who: proved

'undesirable"” would probably redirect their route to other non-

.British ports.

~ - Vincent tended to weaken his: campafgn by the naivitylof some of

~his assertions e.g. when he mgntioned "a new kind of offence...coming

into vogue — via. larcenies by German and other fbreign waitefs."sg

He then proceeded to describe in detail how these aliens stole headed
notepaper from a hotel, obtained a cﬁaracter reference in "fluent
English" and thus secured employment with the sole intent of robbery.
He also testified that many prisoners at first appeared for trial-
w1tﬁ "very strong foreign namee", there being no doubt as to their

European origins, but later reappeared under distinétly‘native names

" Vike "Smith" and seemed to "thoroughly understand all evidence given

36 Bryce, H 4th, CXVIII, 26 Feb 1903, p. 910
37 Spencer, H 4th, CL, 28 Jul 1905, p. 760
38 Seely, H 4th, CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 758
39 B 4th, CXVIII, 26 Feb 1903, p. 947
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in the English Zanguage."4oi This type of naive generalization,

rather than heightening the anti-alien propaganda in the House, :
diminished its significance.

- In his attack upon foreign immigrants, Vincent realised'tﬁat any
legislation would necessarily affect Jewish refugees in particular,
but he insisted that his motivation was neither religfous nor racial.
He regarded the subject entirely as "one of British intereat."4"
With unbounded confidence in electoral support for restriction, in
1905 he boldly challenged the Opposition with an appeal to the

country. He knew what the answer would be.42

Although another M.P.
from Sheffield, Samuel Roberts, also adopted anti-alienism, neither
could justify the policy from the experience of their own constituency.
Vincent claimed that the interests of his electorate mbtiﬁatédfhis~
stand, but the numbér of alfen paupers in Sheffield rose by Sut
three in three years, from twenty-one to twenty-four between 1902-4.
When Kefr Hardie asked the House whether the rate of increasé of one
pauper per year justified a wealthy city's support for restriction,
Vincent for once failed to reply.

‘As in the House of Commons, most anti-aliens in the Upper House
belonged to the Government side, and as the lords were traditionally

more Tory than Whig, they as a group leaned more heavily towards

restriction. As Unionist Prime Minister during the nineties, Salis-

40 1bid., p. 941
41 4bid., p. 989

42 But history was to- call hie bluff; H 4th, CXLI, 14 Feb 1905,
p. 139 :
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bury mirrored the anti-alienism of his party. In 1894‘he moved the
first Aliens Bi11 of the period, only to have it rejected by the Lib-
eralsiled‘by Rosebery. His mission was nevertheless continued by
Hardwfcke.who, fohr_years later, introduced a measure almost identical
to that of Salisbury --thou§ﬁ‘with greater success. ' ‘It passed
éveny stage in the House of Loéds. Their most vocal support came .
from Dunraven, Dudley, Lansdowne and Meath, who variously distihguish—
ed themselves by the absurdity of their pronouncements. - Dudley for
example stated that nobody could claim that the type of Russian and
Polish Jew then entering the country — destitute and undercutting
British labour-— bore any comparison to the ordinary political
refugee,43
Prominent during the final years of the debate was Lord James of

Hereford, chairman of the Royal Commission. A barrister and former

Attorney-General, he represented Taunton and then Bury as a Liberal

. i1 1886 when he became affiliated with the Liberal Unionists until

being created a peer in }895; Like the Report bearing his name,
Lord James: took a‘contradictory stand, He assured the House that
Jews rarely fell upon the rates and that they were not the perpetrat-

¥ Vet he voted for their exclusion.

ors of crime,
Associated with Lord James was Alfred Lyttleton,45 who succeeded

Chamberlain as Colonial Secretary in 1903. A member of the Royal

48 H 4th, LIX, 20 Jun 1898, p. 743

44 ibid., CL, 28 Jul 1905, p. 769; See "Royal Commission” in
Chapter 7

45 L.U, — Warwick & Leamngton 1895-1908 C. — St. Gsorge's,
Hanover Sq. 1906-18
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Commission, he had previously been Legal Private Secretary to Lord

' dame:s46

and from 1894 Recorder of Hereford. He also seemed to lack
political constancy, for whilst being partially instrumental towards
- the influx of cheap Asfan labour into the Transvaé]. against the
wishes of colonials, he opposed the open door at home.47
The Liberal Henry Norman and. the Radical Sydney Buxton deserted
-their party colleagues on the immigration question. Educated in
France and the United States, Sir Henry was a journalist and highly:
esteemed public figure. He initiated the public demand for the
national preservation of Niagra‘Falis which were eventually purchased
by~th¢ New York State; belonged to the editorial §téff‘of the anti-
alien Pall Mall Gazette and thg_pro-alien Daily Chronicle; and pub-
| lished.severallbooks.48 Whilst Liberal M.P. for'South,wQ]verhampton,
he joined Lord James, EvanséGordon and Secretary Lyttleton as a mem-
ber of the Royal Commission. Though hé signed the majority: Report,
he maintained the existence of varying Qiewpoints among the Commiss-
idners, but upheld the necessity for individuals to suppress personal
opinfon in the interest of the group effort.49 Imperfect though he

~ considered the Aliens Bi11, he believed that it provided the best

" avaflable solution.

Sydney Charles Buxton, Radical M.P. for Poplar, Tower Hamléts in

46 When Attorney-Gemeval 1862-6

47 See "Elections" in Chapter 9

48 The Preservation of Niagra Falls, The Real Japan and ALl the
Russians

49 He himself objected to the 'prohibited' areas pmposal H 4th,
- CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, pp. 1107-13
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the East End, held a number of Government posts between 1892-1920 as
Under-Secretary for the Colonies, President of the Board of Trade -
and later Governor-General of South Africa. Initially restrained in
hfs views, he protested against the flow of migrants yet refused to
'véte for Vincent's Amehdment'inA1903a50 He rea!ised-that he was "in
a minority"” on his side of the House, but felt compelled to censure
the Government for its failure to protect the working class. Al-
though his own constituency housed few aliens, he argued that fheir
prevalence elsewhere in East London was a matter of "great magni-
tudb";s‘ As the controvefﬁy'grew he became more defﬁnité1y ant1-
alien until in 1905 he resorted to typical slogans and suggested that
a public notiée read: "In future no rubbieh will be allowed to be
shot heve. "% ” |
OF the fourteen Jewish M.P.s during 1890-1905, four advocated
restriction — all Conservative and three from the East End.
Benjamin Louis Cohen, who represented a non-East End constituency,
- East Islington, argued with an unconvincing logic. President of the
London Orphan Asylum and a former President of the Board of Guardians,
he was 1dent1f1ed with charitable work throughout his life. In '
Westminster he favoured the objects of the Aliens Bi11 as an attempt
to exclude both the criminal and the destitute but doubted that it |

would achieve these ends;53 He referred to the British tradftidn of

50 H dth, CXVIII, 26 Feb-1903, pp. 967-9
51 ibid., p. 976 '

52 ibid., CXLV, 2 May 1905, pp. 762-3

58 ibid., CXXKIII, 25 Apr 1904, pp. 1113-7
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asylum as "the brightest jewel in its crown'” and hoped 1t would be
continued.  Though he diségreed with several aspects of the 1904
measure,_he;fefused to vote against it. - The following year he
again defended Jewish aliens and vindicated religious refuge yet
Qould not oppose the 8111.54~‘ Like Evans-Gordon he was knigﬁtedrin'
1905, A

" As with Cohen, Isaacson and Harry S. Samuel®® appeared to vote
' according to party rather thaﬁ ideological dictates. F.W. Isaacson,

56 offered 1ittle comment in

Evans-Gordon's predecessor in Stepney,
Pariiament and escaped the most controversial years after the turn of
the century. Harry Samuel, representing Limehouse; East End, com~-
bined all the trappings of traditfonal Anglo-Jewry, being a descend-
ent from Montefiore on his mother's side, but was firmly committed to
reform. The most rabid anti-alien of this group was the half-Jdew, -
H.L.¥. Lawson, who claimed to have been elected principally on his
restrictionist platform. He nevertheless dismissed anti—semiti;m as
an obsolete concept, totally unrelated to his fierce antj-immiérant
agitation. Men such as these prompted Evans-Gordon to anticipate
with confidence "the eupport of the leaders of Jewieiz_ opinion in thias
57 ' .

matter, "

The most outspoken non-Parliamentary anti-aliens were GoYdwin

64 dibid., CXLIX, 10 Jul 1905, p. 162

55 Distinguish from pro-alien Jews: Herbert L. Samiel and
Stuart M. Samel :

56 1885-98
§7 B 4th, CI, 29 Jan 1202, p. 1278
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Smith, 'Philo-Judaeus' and Arnold White. As a barrister and an
academic,. Smith was a Doctor of Civil Law and both Regius Professor
of Modern History at Oxford, then later Honorary.Professor of English
and Constitutional History at Cornell University. A prominent social
refbrmer, he published a vast range of material on Ireland, the '
empire, slavery, Canada, literature and other contemporary themes.sa‘
His ideas on the Jewish question appeared in various articles through-
out the ﬁineties but particularly in his Eesays on Quasstions of the
Day. Citing the works of writers who depict Jews as money-lending
parasites and maggots, he argues that the problem was economic rather

59 . As Russia is not traditionally prone to persecut-

than religious.
fon, he attributes the pogroms of the late nineteenth century to the
Jews' own parasitism. The only solution lay with them — their
de-rabbinisation, de-naiiona1isat1on and the termination of the rite
of circumcisfon.

'Philo-Judaeus' was the anti-semitic correspondent to Public
Opinion. He wrote from the Albemarle Club but gave anOther'infor-

60

matfon as. to his identity. Frequently a controversﬁa1 figure who

§8 Irieh History and Irish Character, Three English Statesmen,
The Empire, Does the Bible Sanction American Slavery? .
The Civil War in America, The Political Destiny of Canada,
Cowper, Jane Augten, The United States and others

59 Smith, G., pp. 241-82

60 Correspondsnce with E.J. Clarke, proprietor of the present
Albemarle Club, opened in 1954, raevealed little information.
The original AlbemarZe Club, fomed in 1876 at Albemarle Street,
has moved its site twice: once befors the turn of the century
and again during the Second World War, when it amalgamated with
the Curaon House Club and ceased to exist under ite am name.
The Curzon Club has since changed hands and "ie now ona of
London's popular gambling Clube"; 12 New Burlington Street,
London W.I., 12 Sep 1969 |
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disturbed the pages of the compendium, 'Philo-Judaeﬂs' made nb
attempt to conceal his attitude. Claiming support from Trade Uﬁion-
iSm and Socialism, he believed that to the new schools, "all the
virtues of the Jews are vices...very anti-social viaes."al - He
observed the growth of European and British: anti-semitism and equated

62 In-

the Conservative policy of exclusion with anti-Jdewishness.
1898 he anticipated the anti-semitism of the twentieth' century, '
arguing that a sentiment with a four thousand-years' history was
bound to impregnate scientific and soctalist feeling in the f*‘utuiw.-63
An incongruous note sometimes emerged from ‘Philo-Judaeus', as
when he derided the concept'of a specifically Jewish 'race' or 'nat-
ion' as nothing but a "uanity".64 At the very height of imperial-
fsm and raée consciousness, he maintained that terms 1ike 'race' and
'natfon' were unfashionable. He nevertheless used the expressions
himself. In a reply to another correspondent, 'Anti-Humbug',
'Philo-Judaeus’ disagreed with a theory propounded by Mark Twain:
"No, sir, the prejudice ie somothing more than trade rivalry. The
diglike to this alien race ie ingrained in us, and in my bellef will
never be eradicated."es
Un11ke.'Ph110-Judaeus‘. Arnold White appeared to abproach the
Jewish question with a critical mind, devoid of outright anti-semit-

ism. Though he vfgorously fought against the entry of Jews into

61 PO, LXV, 28 Jan 1894, p. 102

62 ibid., LXXII, 17 Dec 1897, p. 782
63 1ibid., LXXIII, 28 Jan 1898, p. 105
64 1bid., LXV, 26 Jan 1894, p. 102
65 <bid., LXAVI, 22 Sep 1899, p. 360
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Britain and justified Russian pogroms on the grounds of Hgbrew super-
jority, he described the persecution as almost “suicidal crime".ss
Enjoying the confidence of a foremost: Jewish philaﬁthropist, Baron
de Hirsch, he undertook the personal task of examining.the Russian
scene before the Baron devised a plan for relief.: Perhaps the know-
ledge acquired during this mission genuinely convinced him of the
unsuitability .of Jewish migrants to settle in the United Kingdom.

Yet he urged his countrymen to help solve the question by announcing
an international conference: "It {e¢ for England to take the ladd. n87
A stereotype anti-alienism nevertheless pervades his writing.
COnfrontéd by the 1ndisputab1e’fact of Jewish assimilation in;Britain.
he constantly stresses the inability of Jews to become absorbed into
the Gentile world. Jewish aloofness, he claims, has éon¢1usive1y'

proven the impossibility of their assimilation. A dedicated and
much travelled social COnmentator,GB like Goldwin Smith he has a
1ist of publications on topical subjects — démocraqy. 1mperiali§m_
and efficiency. His views on the Jewish question are covered in a

69 Convinced of

number of articles and in his book The Modern Jaw.
the inherent, irrepressible energy of the Jews, Arnold White felt com-

pelled to transmit his anxiety to others, and so contributed to the

66 RR, V, May 1892, p. 481
67 PO, LXXIII, 11 Mar 1898, pp. 292-3

68 Apart from hie miesion to Ruseia, he travelled to the United
States, made repeated vieits to Canada a8 well as a number to
South Africa in connection with coloniaation.

69 1898; Other books include Problems of a Great City, Trics at
Truth, English Democracy, Eff%ciency;and.Empire, Por Efficiency,
Is the Katger Insane?
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anti-semitic panic of the 1890s.

The politicai.attitude of the press changed during the final

quarter of. the nineteenth century when Liberal repneséntation de- .

clined. 70 Whereas 1n 1880, out of seventy-one penny morning papers

in London and the provinces forty-seven were Libera]. by 1902 this

was reduced to only twenty-eight out of sixty-five. Of the most

influential dailies, The Timgs, the Standard, the Morning Post and

Tﬁe Ddily Telegraph, only the last sanctioned. the open door.. -The

other three, especially The Times, advocated restriction and Con-
servative policy in general. |

| In the 1890s The Timee maintained its position, acquired at the
beginning of the century, as the leading British newspapef and‘prbb-
ably the leading paper §n the world. It's circblation had been
overtaken by other papers, at first by The Daily Telograph and then
by the Daily Mzil, but these lacked the authority of The Times.
Predominantly Conservative and High Church, 1£ attracted an educated

middle to upper class. It was anti-Home Rule and to that extent

?0 For thie and the "Press" seotion of Chapter 6, see C'wnbrigge
Bibllography of English Literatuve; Encyclopasdia Britannica
(especially 10th ed.); Oxford Companion to English ILiteratire;
Roy. Com. on the Press 1947-8; Altick, R.D., The English Common
.Reader A Social History of the Mass Readin‘g Public 1800-1800,
Chicago (Uni. of Chicago Prese), 1957; Ellegard, A., "The
Readerahip of the Periodical Press in Mid-Viatorian England”
in Goteborgs Universitele Arsekrift, vol. LXIII, 1957;

Williams, F., Dangerous Estats Tha Anatomy of Newepapers, London
(Longmans), 1957; Williams, R., The Long Revolution, Harmonds-
worth (Panguin), 1965 (1st pub. 1961)
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anti-Gladstone and hence anti-Liberal. As a prd-Boér paper, it was
Conservative. In 1890 it published a letter from Arnold White on
"The Invasion of Pauper Aldens", n and for the next fifteen years
ardently supported the cause of anti-aliens.

When Lowther woved his fruitless Amendment in 1893 The Timee
acknowledged that the scheduled programme for the Session précluded
any further Bills. But it noted an awareness among Members of “the
ively interest felt in this subject by a large and influential section

of the working alass commmnity”. 72

It assured Lowther that the
~ wishes of such powerful bodies as the Trade Union Congresé would not
remain ignored. The following year it attributed industrial unrest
to the irrational tactics of Trade Unions and admitted that pauper
aldens contributed less than one-tenth to the problem of labour.’3
At the same time it hailed the new powers embodied in Salisbury's
measure as "neither uncalled for nor excessive”.

As the aliens debate assumed'political intensity, The Times.
adopted a more anti- 1mmigrant posture. It was reduced to the
' propagatien of stereotype. ' On the occasion of Vincent's. Amendment
in 1903 it proqlaimd: f’:Z’heae hordes of foreign paupers work and.
live in conditions of overcrovding and bestial filthiness, which could
not be pardlleled in the worst of wnregulated British slums. '.>. . They

. bring new diseasee and new crimes, which mock our elaborate improve-

ments, yet the f:hing goes on, year qftef year, unchecked, and the

71 H Srd, CCCXLVII, 17 Jul 1890, p. 71
72 - PO, LXIII, 17 Feb 1893, p. 12
73 ibid., LXVI, 13 Jul 1894, p. 36
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Britieh ratepayer pays."m :In 1903 1t observed that. the Royal: - -
Commission at least served "to.define ths evil and to indicate some
stepa that might be taken to abate it!, but forecast disappointment
for the advdcates of restriction:. "So the thing goes on, and eo, we
fear, it will go on. until Zafger reforms are insisted upon than any
that the Commissioners have ventured to suggest.."75
Diverging from the conventional anti-alien line, Ths Times
recognised the ability of Jews to assimilate. UWhere they have
enjoyed complete liberty and equality with Gentiles as in England,
"their tendency has been towards amalgamatiom...and towards what may
be de_saribed a8 a softening dowm of the salient points of their nat-

ional character." 76

Though the paper stood for restriction, though
it realised the Jews would:be most affected by legislation, 1t.dén1ed |
anti-semitism. It regretted the fact that the Jewish qugstion as
such had been raised in the Commons, but warned the Liberal Opposit-
ion that "if they had their way and could prevent legislation of thie
kind, there would very ehortly be plenty of the spirit they deprecate
among the pecple in this aomtry.”77
The :Standard sought to be a cheaper version of The Tmes. -
Appearing within three years of the removal of the last newspaper
tax, it was the same sige as its established model, and in some res-

pects appealed to a similar audience, though i1ts readers were usually

74 ibid., LXXXIII, 6 Mar 1903, p. 291
75 4bid., LXXXIV, 21 Aug 1803, p. 227
76 1ibid., 11 Sep 1803, p. 523

77 ibid., LXXXV, 2 Apr 1904, p. 536
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the lower-middle to middle Conservative class. - It cr1ticised Prime
Minister Rosebery as "unpatriotic” and "immoral” for having supposedly
. withheld a confession that anarchists from abroad abounded in London
to: conspire against foreign. c:oum:ries..-78 - "Bvery candid person kncwe
that it represents the fact at the present moment”, it claimed in
Salisbuhy's support. It attacked G1adstone79 for having observed

the difficulties' in defining 'undesirability' and pointed té the
American example:: "In plain words, they will not allow rubbish to

be ehot upon theiy shores, and why should Englwzd do \so ot therp®0

‘Readers of the Momning PbatBI

were principally upper class -
Tories, many living in the country and affiliated with the High - .
Church,  Though usually for the status quo, they: demahded immi grat-
ion reform. Their paper considered Salisbury's Bill an¢ jmportant

82 - 14 regarded : the

duty and reproached Rosebery for his opposition.
1905 Aliens Bi1l as “a eimple, commonsense measure, and lenient in
comp-mvison’with restrictive legislation which hos been ' adopted alse-
whém."83 ‘ .

In contrast to the Morming Post, the Morning Advertiser
A appealed to a lower-middle class public of shopkeepers and ‘inn-
keepers with 1ittle educational baékgrou‘nd; - One of the oldést ‘

London newspapers, it was founded in 1794 as the:organ of the

78 4bid., LXVI, 30 Jul 1894, p. 61

79 William Evart

80 PO, LXIII, 17 Feb 1898, p. 192

81 Amalgamated with The Daily Telegraph in 1937
82 PO, LXVI, 20 Jul 1894, p. 61

83 ibid., LXXXVII, 21 Apr 1905, p. 486
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Licensed Victuallers. - Though politically Liberal in most attitudes,
its trading-intérests prompted an anti-alien policy. It expressed
concern over-the delay in thé‘Commission‘s Report.. In early 1903 it
contended*thaﬁ,'afteﬁtforty-nine sittings and a hundred and eighty- -
four witnesses, the Commissioners must surely have been saturated
| with the subject;84- If they intended to meet the expectations of
Parliament and the people; they should hasten to present "a businese-
lika documsnt, offering a éz'oper solution of a very pressing problem.”
Three months later 1t criticised the Commission's "precious recommend-
ationa”, as expensive and ineffective-.a-s . 1t therefore offered its
own solution: - refuse enﬁry to all migrants unless they either have a
contract to labour or sufficifent means of support. In many ways ' a
reasonablé-suggestion, this-ref]ected the commercial bias of the -
Morning Advertieer, more repfesentative of-the‘employeh than the
employee.86

Both thé'DuiZy-M@iZ and the Daily Express took an anti-alien
stand. The attitude of the Mail was of particular importance since
from the mid-nineties 1tAsold more than any other English dafly.
Beginning as a halfpenny paper in 1896, it revolutionised the world
of journalism, both in appeal and management. Uniike the older,
~established papers, it was not a private, family concern, but a public

company inviting investment in shares as a commercial proposition.

84 1bid., LXXXIII, 20 May 1903, p. 675
85 1ibid., LXXXIV, 21 Aug 1903, p. 228

86 The working clase opposed aliens arriving under contract to
labour; See "Elections" in Chapter 9
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~ Among the first of the sensational 'yellow' press in Britain, it
sold below production costs and placed new emphasis on the value ‘of
advertising. Aiming alvays at increased circulation, by the 1920s
and 30s it literally bought its readers through grandiose insurance
schemes, competitions with up to k5,000 prize-money and the lavish
distribution of gifts. ~Its sales skyrocketed. For forty years
from 1856 The Daily Telegraph led the dailies in sales. But in
1896 it was overtaken by the new Daily Mail, which maintained its
po;ition till the mid-thirties. Within only two years its circulat-
~ fon doubled from two hundred thousand in 1896 to four hundred thous-
-and in 1898. In 1900 its sales exceeded nine hundred thousand, more
than twice the combined total of any other two da111es.87

Directed towards the white collar lower-middle class with the
buying power to attract advertisers, the Daily Mail introduced the
concept of press interpretation. In the past newspapers had merely
presented facts; _now"they were interpreted for readers. ' Favouring
Vincent's Améndment. the Mail explained to its audience of business-
men, clerks and artisans: "It 4e not to the natianaz’intéreét'to
exclude an alien eimply because he is an alien, but fzi'l‘:.ie very mich
to the national intereet to exzolude Wim if he ;ila an 'zézdéairable' 58
Pro-aliens agreed but the failed to elicit the paper's support.
-The Daily Express also made newspaper history, as the first

Britfsh paper to print news on fts front page. Founded in 1900 it

87 Though the Sunday press, with- ita dtfferent audience, eontinued
to eell more thon the dailies.

88 PO, LXXXIII, 6 Ma 1903, p. 291
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combined political comment with magazine miscellany.: 1Its sales

grew until they overcame the Mail 1n 1932.89

The Express published
the number of aliens charged with offences.in every North London

Session for:1902.: According to Vincent, it devoted considerable.

attention to the aliens question "with great public spirit. n20

In Vincent territory itself, the Sheffield Dally Telegraph:
declared: "Thie 'wmas‘brictéd and ever-inéreasing i@ort of foz'eign-
ers, mainly destz{tute and largely criminal, ie a posiiive'aea’ndal. 1

The bi-weekly East Enmd Newe expressed similar hackneyed views.
It decried alien immigration as a "dangerous aviz.f'- 92 It regarded
the Report of the Royal Commission as a personal triumph for Evans-
Gordon: | "He boldly championed East London'e demand, ond ve
wnhesitatingly bear testimony to the self-sacrificing energy with
which he has pursued the matter.” To enable him to complete his \
task of legislation, 1t suggested that it might be "a graceful act"”
for both Liberal and Conservative competitors to stand aside at the
next Elections and thus in no way jeopardise his political career.

The Pall Mall Gazette began in 1865 as a Conservative organ
written "by gentlemen for gentlemen”, the educated middie to upper
class of the West End. It combined the features of both newspapers
propar and literary reviews. Though it became Liberal-
and even Radical-orientated under the editorship of W.T. Stead

89 But was later overtaken by the Dally Mirror
80 H 4th, CXVIII, 26 Feb 1908, p. 942

91 PO, LXXXIII, 6 Mar 1903, p. 291

92 ibid., LXXXIV, 21 Aug 1903, pp. 227-8
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93 §¢ revealed a distinct anti-alfen bias. in the hiﬁeties{

~{n the 1880s,
"The fact remains,” it contended, "that many thousande of pauper
~aliens are shot upon the East End rubbish heaps every year, that these
immigrents live in squalor and poverty, and that ihey degrade the
tndustrial conditions of fhe East Ehd."94
hilst the anti-alien newspaper press outweighed the pro-alien,
most journals of the period tended to favouf the open door. Only
two specialised pub]icatjons, the Law Journal and the Army and Navy:
Gazette, and two noteworthy monthlies supported anti-alienism. A
disinterested publication, the Law Journal defended Jewish usurers
‘and condemned rigid legislation such as the Chinese Exclusion Act

95

" of the United States; but as Spain had recent]y-eﬁiled alleged

anarchists to the Unfted Kingdom, the journal noted the country's
~ vulnerability in the event of a crisis. Without moderate reform,

it observed, Britain would remain powerless against any possible

abuse of her tradit‘lon.g6

The Army and Navy Gazette voiced a blatant anti-alfenism. It

proudly noted that the navy deliberately discriminated against the

employment of foreigners.97

98

In an article on “The Invasion of the Alien",”™ the Naw~Cbntury}

Raviewgg drew attention to unfair competition on the labour market.l

93 Assistant editor 1880-3, editor 1883-8
94 PO, LXVI, 20 Jul 1804, p. 61

95 1ibid., LXIX, 31 Jan 1896, p. 147

96 ibid., LXXII, 6 Aug 1897, p. 179

97 ibid., LXXV, 20 Jun 1899, p. 819

98 By Maltman Barry

99 Momthly betwsen 1897-1900
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and suggested that prospective immigrants be required to present a
bi11 of good health and assurance of moderate means before being ad-
mitted. Claiming Trade Unfon and working class support, it demanded
1mmediate»reform.1°° _ |

- The most obvious anti-semitism issued from The British Man, a
monthly journal which began as The Young Man and Woman in 1888. Its
editor, a prolific writer, F.A. Atkins, contributed to many Jjournals
and published a number of works that reveal a concern with moralfty

0 The British Man directed its assault primarily

and the spirit.
upon the rich established Jewish community, rather than the poor
newly-arrived immigrants. With all the prejudice of tradition, it

denounced Jews as parasites and trai t‘.oi'-s.m2

It accused them of
avoiding probate duty on inherited income, paying only a quarter to
one-tenth the appropriate amount,” It disparaged the Jewish press
as anti-British, and Jews themselves as unpatriotic aliens who
dodged military service. The journal bitterly assailed "the Chosen

Ongs that live so luzuriously upon the British aborigines.”

100 Yet wanted to retain asylum for refugees; See "Press" in
Chapter 6 ' ’

101 Moral Muscle A Book for Young Men, Firet Battles and How
- to Fight them — Some Friendly Chats with Young Men,
Aspiration and Achievement, Life Worthwhile, The Durable
Satiefactions of Life, Who Laughe Last and others

102 PO, LXXIV, 2 Sep 16898, pp. 201-2
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LIBERAL TRADITION

‘ Liberals adopted a pro-alien stand, defying Conservative attempts
at;reform. Wthereas the Boer War sharpiy divided Liberal opinion,
the aliens question gained virtual unanimous support for tradition.
Both the pro-Boer Campbe]]-Bannerman,and the 'Liberal Imperialist’
'Lbrd Rosebery advocated the open door, aided by other leaders such. |
as Gladstone and Asquith as well as forthright ﬁpeakers 1ike Charles
Dilke. An Irish M.P., the then Conservative Winston Churchi1l and
thé Labour party also opposed restriction, while the small group of
Liberal lords joined in the cause. Of the fourteen Jewish Members,
ten — seven Liberal and three Conservative (including a Liberal
Unfonist) — favoured the tradition.of asylum. '

Campbell-Bannerman, as Liberal leader from 1899, made no dog-

matic pronouncement on the subject yet left no doubt as to his. atti-
tude. In 1904 he observed that the Aliens B111 had been introduced
"to the great dalight of the honourable and gallant Member for Central
Sheff%eld."‘ He also pointed to the incongruity between the Gov-

ernment's colonfal and home management of foreign fmmgrants.? The

following year both Evans-Gordon and Lawson mentfoned a non-party
appeal by East End Merbers, seeking Campbell-Bannerman's withdrawal

of official opposition to the measure.?‘ -The only Liberal response

1 B 4th, CXXIX, 2 Feb 1904, p. 128
28 Ses "Elections" in Chapter 9

3 Lawson referred to "qll" East End Membara except one, but Evane-
Gordon to only "two" East End Members; H 4th, CXLV, 2 May 1905,
pp. 706-7, 738 |
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to this reference came from William Cremer4 vwho claimed that he, as

one of the petitionees, actually opposed the Bi11, but had simply
wanted it discussed so as to "shaw the hollow mockery of the whole
thing."S Though Campbell-Bannerman himself offered no explanation,
his Yater administration of the Tory Act, as Prime Minister from 1906,
revealed a positive pro-alienism and suggested that he had {1gnored
Vthe petition.

Herbert Asquith noted the reversal of conventional party roles
in the aliens question, in which Liberals rather than Conservatives

7 and

~ defended a national 1nstitut10n.6 A former Home Secretary
| statesmah destined to lead cne of the most momentous Liberal
Ministries in British history.8 Asquith was criticised by a Con-
servative Member as one-wﬁg,'"hot in of?iae", naturally considered
the task of Government mqré‘simple than it 1s.]

. William Ewart Gladstone's ‘years o? office, ‘as Prime Minister
for the fourth time between 1892-4, did not coincide with the most
vital periods of the fmmigration 1ssue, though his views were re-
flected by his Parliamentary successors and by his son, Herbert John.

Urging restraint, Giadstone himself regarded the question in terms of

4 Haggerstom, Shoreditch in North East London; Reesived Nobel
Peace Prize 1908, knighted 1907 -

6 B 4th, CXLIX, 17 Jul 1905, p. 931

6 Stated at a public meeting. at Leicaster; PO, LXX, 27 Nov 1896,
p. 678 . »

7 1892-5
8 1908-16
9 Long, H 4th, CXXXIII, 35 Apr 1904, p. 1099
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free trade; contingent upon international treat1es.1°

" He emphasised:
the difficulties of vestrictive legislatfon, in particular of arriv-
ing at a.séiisfactory definition of 'undesirability'. Indeed, his
discretion called forth the scorn of the anti-alien pr's‘.a»ss‘.»'lJ
.Herbert Gladstone, representing West Leeds, held office during
‘»his father's premfership as Under-Secretary for the Home Office.
From 1899 he.was Chief Liberal Whip until appointed Home Secretary
in 1905. : In this capacity he personally relieved the: severity of
the Aliens Act, carried against his will, and tried tq retain soﬁe
measure of religjousﬂasyium,jz : |
| ‘~Ather1ey-aones'and Jamesznyce also voiced étrongipro-alien

13 agreed with other Liberals in the exclus-

vieWs.l‘ Atherley#dones
~ ion. of the diseased and the criming} bqt‘argded for the admission of
healthy aliens with a-skiiled'trad;; ‘When the passage of the Bi11]
~ seemed. imninent;: he Unsuccessfully: sought to have the proposed Board
of Appeal replaced by a tribunal or Judicia'l'aﬁthority'.14 ’
A foremost man of his time, James Bryce believed that the pro-
posed remedy far exceeded the evil. - At various times Under—Secret-~
ary of State for Foreign Affairs, President of the Board of.Trade,
chatrman of the Royal Commission on Secondary Educatfon and Chief

Sécretary for Ireland, he received many honorary doctorates .from

10 B 4th, VIII, 11 Feb 1893, pp. 1180-1

11 Standard in PO, LXIII, 17 Feb 1893, p. 192
12 Ses "Iiberal Victory" im Chapter §

13 N.W. Durham _

14 B 4th, CXLVIII, 28 Jun 1905, pp. 459-70
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universities throughout the-wobld, including Edinburgh, Glasgow,
- Michigan, Buda Pest, Harvard, Oxford, Buenos Aires, Adelaide -and
Brisbane. Between 1907-13 he was His Majesty's Ambassador at

Washington. As.an Opposition Member for Aberdeen till 1905, he

15

stressed the prejudice behind Conservative designs'® as well as.the

 futility of their legislation, which embraced only‘steeragé class

immigrants arriving in groups of twenty or moreé‘s

Other pro-aliens included Mundella and Trevelyan. While .
Anthony Mundella, President of the Board of Trade under Gladstone,

like his leader adopted a free trade approach to the question.‘7 the

yoﬁthful Trevelyan‘a.opposed what he termed indiscriminate "panic

ZegisZagian",19 and seconded two Amendments for the retention of-

religious asylum.?o

Against the»anii-alien.cny of sweating among
{mmigrants, he argued that Britain should control hér own ménopolﬂsts
‘7rather than “bully atiens"»in ordeh-td conceal thefr own "neglect,
indifference and bad Zams."z‘ ,
The outstanding pro-alien of the period was the veteran states-
man Sir Charles Wentworth Dilke, who entered polfthS'at the age of
twenty-six in 1868.. He held the posts of Foreign Under-Secretary

between 1880-2, Président of the Local Government ‘Board between

- 15 1{bid., CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, pp. 1138-42
16 1ibid., CXLIX, 17 Jul 1905, p. 906

17 ibid., VIII, 11 Feb 1698, p. 1212

18 1870-1859 N '

19 H.-4th, CXEXIII, 25 Apr 1904, pp. 1075-82
20 Moved by Dilks in 1904 & 1905 |

21 H 4th, CXLIX, 19 Jul 1905, p. 1263
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18825 and chairman of the Royal Commission into the Housing of the
Working Class between 1884-5. Though one of the most prominent
Liberals. of his time, the divorce case Crawford v. Crawford and Dilke
in 1886 virtually denuded him of political 1nfluence;f

Five years later a number of journalists refuﬁéd‘to'achept Dilke

22. From the moral

" as a possible candidate for the Forest of Dean.
pen of W.T. Stead: "Sir Charles Dilke stands accused of monstrous
erimee againet nature and against the ldv...now he is. asking' you, not
merely to condome hie offenoes, but to give him a certificate that he
18 an innocent man. * Sinee the days of the Tichborne Clalmant them
" has been no such {mpudent imposture prdctised on the British publie.
Before you send him to the House of Commons let him at ledst prove in
court that hie proper place is not in the House of Correction.”
 Undeterred, Dilke continued life at Westminster where he dist-
fngdished himself as bbth realist and idealist. A§ a realist, he
observed that the COnservatives had raised "a devil which they wilz
find it difficult to lay. n2 The Government's apparent change in
attitude in 1904-5 had occurred without "a change in facts. where
| 1g no increase in danger, but a change in the way in which that supp-
osed or apprehended danger ié regarded.” He demonstrated how restric-
tion would retard the shipping 1ndustry, at a time when Britain's
'through' traffic had attained its highest recorded figure., He

noted aiso that what had‘begun as a Socfalist measure was now repud-

22 PO, LIX, 13 Mar 1891, pp. 820-1
28 H 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, pp. 1063-7
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fated by Socfalists,
As an {dealist, he fought valiantly for the case of "a hopeless
minority,"24 When he moved the first of his two Amendments for the
rétention of religious asylum, thé admission that he was "not going
to divide the House" gave rise to an uproar of 1ron1ca1'1aughter.
He provided an easy target for anti-aliens. According to Evans-
Gordon: "It {8 all very well for the right honourable Gentleman,
eafe in ths sylvan aéelusion of the Forest of Dean, to phi ioso’phtee
on the traditions of England and extol the beauties of free and =~
umstz'tatéd asylum to all and sundry....the open door {8 a very fine
thing 8o long as it 1e somsone ellse ’s."z 5

6 categorically

The Irish Nationalist, James Christopher F1ynn,2
denied any demand.for legislation‘in Ireland. As a former Secretary
to the Evicted Tenant's Association and an.ex-prisoner'under the
Coersfon Act in 1888, he represented the Irish people who opposed
~ the Alfens Bi11. They saw it as a threat to the unimpeded flow of

Irtsh Americans back to their home]and.z? The only class of “un-
desirables' in Ireland were "British Minésteréfand British place-
hunters.."” A | |

1 Conservative support came from Major Seely and Winston
{éhurch111, . Seely opposed the inherent class discﬁimfnatjon'df‘iﬁe
Bi11, atmed "to keep out a Jew when he is poor, and to admit a Jew

34 1ibid., CXXXII, 20 Mar 1904, pp. 992-5
25 {bid., CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1088
26 Cork Co. -

27 H 4th, CXLVIII, 28 Jul 1905, pp. 403-6
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when he is riéh;"zs- Churchill, first elected in 1900, stressed the
controversial nature of the aliens debate, which bristled with sub-
jects ke police, race and religion — “questions of prejudics and

29 " He ‘unsuccessfully sought modifications to the Aliens

passion.”
Bil1l, to conform with the vesolutions passed at a non-party meeting
in Manchester. These urged the maintainance of religious réfuge,
the right of appeal to Cdurts of Law and the‘exempt1on of shipping
eompanies from the responsibility of-fejected aIiens;3o ‘Both Seely
and -Churchill became officially aésociated with pro-alienism in 1906,
when they transferred to the Liberal partygs‘ “ '

From the ranks of Labour, Hardie and Burns championed the open

o door. The founder of the Independent Labour party, Jamés Keir

Hard1e32 of Scotland, pledged unanimous Labour oppositicn'to restric-
tion and denied support from the Trade Union Congress. 'Hé~rejected
the Aliens BI111 as a "fraudulent, decsitful and dishomourable”
measure, dangled before the electorate as a sham remedy to'labdur:'
117,33
ered it preferable to protection, which would diminish rather than
34

‘ Though free trade offered no viable alternative, he consid-

increase emquyment. As the spokesman for the working‘clasé, he

. 88 ibid., CXXXV, 8 Jun' 1904 pp. 1109-10

30 ‘He raceived no answer as the Speaker ruled that the queetion
' ‘wag raised at an inappropriate time; H 4th, CXLVIII, 3 JuZ 1005,
Pp.790~1

81 Though Churchill reverted to Conservatism in 1024
32 Merthyr Tydfil

38 H dth, CXLV, 2 May 1905, pp. 776-82

34 1ibid., CXXX, 19 Feb 1904, p. 458
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fought especially for the Contract Labour clause, but without
success.>> _
 An outspoken advocate-of tradition was the Labour M.P. for

Battersea, John Burns. = Described as "the moderm Tory" who "out-
| Krugered Kruger",36 he proved-himself a practical man ofy”unaompramie—
ing severity",37 an intellectual compound of "the tarrier and the
buzz—dbg;"ag “An eéarly member of the Social Democratic Federation,
and Yeader of the Dock Strike in 1889, he moved from Socialism to
Liberalism. . Though he waged a fierce battle againét.the Aliens B11]
and favoured fhe average Jewish fmmigrant, he held an undying hatred
for the rich Jew, whom he denounced with an almost anti-semitic fer-
vour. So vehement was his onslaught that a Conservative accused
~him of suffering from "Jew on the‘brain."ag

0f the Liberal minority in the House of Lords, Rosebery, as
Prime Minister from 1894-5, furnished the most memorable defence of
the status quo. Related by marriage to the Jewish family of
Rothschild,*® he rebuffed SaliSburyis proposal in 1894, "Hhat I
wvant to point out,” he explained, "i{s that the whole -cd‘ae-’ i8 e:wsed—.
ingly emall, far too emall fér ZegiaZa;bion'naw', and not Ukely to
becoms great enough fér legislation in the future....No one oan ey

35 See "Electione” & !'Libaral,l{ict_ary" in Chapter 9 .v
36 H 4th, COXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1162 '
' 87 BRR, XI, Mar 1895, p. 215

-38 1ibid., Apr 1895, p. 353

89 Rasch, H 4th, CXXXIII, 35 Apr 1904, p. 1158

40 He married Homah (1851-90), only daughter and heiress of Mayer
Amschel de Rothsehild (1818-74) and Juliana Cohen (-1831-77)
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that the influx of a few thousand aliens can do any harm to the pop-
ulation of this country, aeither in the way of competition or of ass-
octation, or even of degrédatic’_:h, ad |

~ The other.pro-aﬁen lords - included Mendip,: Kimbet?ley,f Spencer,
Stamford, Monkswell, Hobhouse, Ripon and Reay — all of whom voted
against Hardw‘i'cke's Bill in 1898.%2 Lord Ribblesdale considered it
"a bad and unsavoury": measure.4-3 while Lord Thring emphasised the-
industry of Jewish immigrants admitted to Brita‘lni.“ " He refuted the
allegation that “immigration was injurious,” for as a member of the.:
Select Committee into Sweating, he claimed: "We drew exactly the
coﬁtrcu'yi oonolusion.”  Lord Herries observed that while a small -
section of London might favour restrictidn. other areas such as
Lancashire and Yorkshire might be retarded by the loss of foreign
artisans.®®  As the problem belonged not to Westminster but to the
Jocal authorities, he denounced the aliens measure as nothing but "a
'aounty Council BLLL."

l The majority of Jewish M.P.s supported the Liberal tradition
| and so evoked Balfour's d‘lsapproval- "I do not think they are be-
having with wiedom in ranging themelvee in oppoaitwn to this BLll,

a@ if vio had uholly different aima from those ulich they have. %0

41 H dth, XXVII, 17 Jul 1894, pp. 211-2
42 ibid,, LVIII, 23 May 1698, p. 290
48 ibid., LIX, 20 Jun 1898, p. 785

44 1ibid., pp. 745-6

45 1bid., IX, 5 Jul 1698, p. 1091

46 ibid., CXLIX, 19 Jul 1905, p. 1263
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" Whether their stand arose from party, racial or pure disinterested
ideology, the fact remained that of the ten pro-alien Jews, seven
were Liberals. In the House of. Lords, Herschell upheld the cause
of religious aéyium and voted against Hardwicke's proposal.47"

- The most . prominent of aII.Hebrew statesmen was Lord Rothschild,
whose father, Lionel Nathan,48 became the first Jewish M.P. in 1858,
Nathan Mayer himse]f49 entered as the Liberal representative for

Aylesbury in 1865 and retained his seat for twenty yeérs until
\created the first Jehish peer in 1885. The leader of Anglo-Jdewry,
Lord Rothschild held innumerable posts in organizations suéﬁ“as‘the
Jewish Board of Guardfans and other non-Jewish ihstftutionsfsuch.as
the British Red Cross Society. As such, he experienced the dilemma
of established English Jews, faced with the'possibie conflict between
Toyalty to their co—religionists and to their fellow countrymen.

. Just -as the Board of Guardians would not encourage wholesale migrat~
fon yet aided aliens in an extensive philanthropic programme, Lord

Rothschild made no violent protestations against anti-aliens but
quietly supported the open door. | . |
| ‘ In 1904 Rothschild led a deputation which objected to the Alfens
 BiV1 "4n moderate. but pow;rfht teyma, "0

Commission, he disagreed with the Majority Report and with

As a member of the Royal

47 ibid., LVIII, 28 May 1898, p. 290
48 1808-79
49 1840-1915
50 H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, p. 1110
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Kenelm Digby submitted a Memorandum;51<

"I am opposed to the adop-
tion of reetrictive measures,” he stated, "because even 1f they are
directly aimed at the so-called 'wndesirables’ they would certainly .
afféct’ dseerving. and hard-working' men, whose impecunious position on
their arrival would be no eriterion of their incapacity to attain to
independence. The undoubted evil of over@aadflng ean, in my opinion,
be remedied by less drastic measures.”

In: 1885 Nathan Mayer was succeeded in»Aylesbqny by his Conserv-
ative cousin, Baron Ferdinand Jaﬁes,sz who sat on the House of
Commons Select Committee of 1888/9. - After his death in 1898, the
seat was taken by Lionel Walter,? the son of Lord Rothschild.. \As
Government Members, neither the Baron nor Lional Walter made signifi-
cant, individual contributions to the debate though Lionel Walter
voted against restriction in 1905.° 34

The third Government Member was Sfr-Julian Goldsmid, 55 president
of the Russo-Jewish Committee'and’oeputy Speaker: of the~House of
Commons. Direct in the cause of pro-alienism, he petitioned Parlfa-
ment on behalf of persecuted Jews in Russia.>® |
 The Liberal Jewish commners — Isaacs, Montagu, S.M. Samuel,

H.L. Samuel and Straus — all stcod for the retention of asylum.

51 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 60
52 C. -~ 1889-98 :

53 L.U. — 1866-1937

54 H dth, CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 808
56 €., — 8. St. Panocras

56 PO, LXV, 19 Jan 1894, p. 72
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57

Rufus Isaacs®’ and BertramStraus,s8 as new Members elected in 1904

. and 1906 respeétively, were less vocal than the others., Sir Samuel

M.-Montagu;sg

a financier and Orthodox Jew active 1n¢;ommuna1 affairs,
adopted a resolute stand. ' As M.P. for Whitechapel, Tower Hamlets in
the East End, he s;ressed the relative low rate of pauperism among

a?iens.so

In 1900 his seaf was taken by Sir Stuart Montagu Samue‘,ﬁ’ a
member of the Board of -Guardians and a J.P. for London. A determin-
~ed pro-alien during the most contentious: years of the discussion, he

62 Having successfully disposed of

argued with ease and conviction.
the stock anti-alien arguments, he maintained that the Jewish commun-
ity were perfectly willing to undertake the burden of supporting
their less fortunate brethren.63 Just as the Labour Members repudiat-
ed the Aliens Bi1l on behalf of working men, he renounced it on be-
" half of the Jewish community.%? B

Herbert Louié Samuel not only opposed restriction but actively
supported Zionism. The First professing Jew to be a menber of a
British Cabinet, he held office in the Liberal Government of 1905-16.

His Memorandum to the Cabinet in 1914 on a British trust for the

57 1860-1985, er. Lord Reading 1914 N

58 Defeatad Lawson for Mile End, Tower Hamlete in East End
59 1832-1811, er. Lord Swaything in 1907

60 H dth, VIII, 11 Feb 1898, pp. 1218-9

61 1856-1926

" 62 H ¢th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1804, pp. 117-8

68 1ibid., CXLIX, 10 Jul 1905, p. 161

62 ibid., 19 Jul 1905, p. 1274
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Jewish Home prepared the way for the Balfour Declaration three years
later.

| Outside of Parliament, no advocate of tradition compared with: -
efther Arnold White or Goldwin Smith, though several correspondents: -
to Public Opinion attacked the: anti:semitism of *Philo-Judacus' .55
And at-the beginning of the ninetfes, with the renewal of Russian
pogroms,'pro-aliené-p1eaded: "Rumanity must overcome p:udbﬁce} - and
heretofore; Bngland must velcoms the victims cu’pereecuﬁién; her ;
shores must still be a safe and reliable asylum fbi' those who have
no alterative. 66

PRESS -

.iMost of the British press held a liberal attitude towards
Emancipation and the Jews' right to equality. Almost'all papers
sympathised with Dreyfus and denounced Continental anti-semitism.
But this did not necessarily indicate a pro-alien stand on {mmfgrat-
fon. - The Timee, the Standard, the Morning Advertiser and the Daily
Mzil in particular demanded restriction. Their views were neverthe~'
less counter<balanced by a comprehensive range of pro-alien publicat-
fons, embracing both popular dailies and the more circumspect reviews.

The Daily Telegraph led the pro-alien dailies. The first
London penny paper and the first to accept Reuter's telegraphic ser-
vice, it was born of the abolition of the last newspaper tax in 1855.

65 Ineluding W. Fletcher & Jesse Thomas in PO, LXXTIT s 7 Jan 1898,
p. 16

66 PO, LVIIX, 8 Aug 1890, p. 166
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Its: 1iveliness inaugurated a new era in popular journalism. - Appeal-
ing to a lower-middle to middle class audience, within a year it sur-
passed The Times in ¢irculation. - It held 1ts precedence ti1l the
mid-nineties when 1t had multiplied sales to three hundred thousand.
Although typographically convéntienal compared with the Sunday papers,
among dailfes it was vigorous, fresh, novgl.

. Founded by Joseph Moses Levy,67

68 from 1888. Nefther Edward nor his

The Daily Telegraph was managed

successors were professing Jews and the paper had no affiliation with

69 In fact it showed considerable

the consciously Jewish press.
restraint in comenting on immigration. It simply claimed that those
who had studied free trade realised that the advantages outwefghed
any drawbacks,‘and that if foreigners proved?more'benefﬁcial than
harmful to the country, they too should be allowed entry.7°
More outspoken in their attack upon anti-alienism were The Daily
Chronicle and The Daily News. In 1894 the Chromiole derided Salis-
bury for his ignorant, unenlightened attitude. It considered his
statistics "inacourate” and his facts "hon-amistant".71 -When the
paper changed from pro-Boer to anti-Boer in 1900, 1t retained its pro-
alien views.  Though it recognised certain dangers in the current

practice of immigration, 1t affirmed that "the evile of reaction would

67 1811-88
68 Lord Buxnham 1833-1916

69 The family retains ite newspaper interests today but ie not
assoctated with the Jewish community.

70 PO, LXIIX, 17 Feb 1898, p. 193
71 ibid., LXVI, 20 Jul 1894, p. 61
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in the end be more eerious both to our national charactsr and

resourcag....it wvould be a step backward for England to adopt a

repressive policy now. n12

ing Report in 1903, It supported his belief that existing legislat-

"The. paper concurred with Digby's' dissent-

ion, 1f 1mplemented, would solve: the. problem of overcrowding; and
agreed with Lord Rothschild that the majority recommendation of

'prohibited' areas would merely.give local authorities an excuse for

73

- "latting things alone.”’~  During the controversial debates on the

Aliens Bi11, it maintained that foreigners were being made "the
74 Without any reserve it upheld the

. tradition of asylum for refugeés.75 . N

saapaegoat . for our own nagleot, "

The Daily News began as a Liberal‘organ, founded by Charles
Dickens in 1846.76. Whereas it appealed to an upper—middje-class
including Démncrats and Radicals, The uuiZy‘ChroniaZe.attﬁacted a
Liberal audience of lower-middle class'shdpkeepers.- The News diff-
ered from the Chronicis in another way. Throhghout the nineties it
| was pro-Milner and hence anti-Boer, but when taken over by a syndicate
influenced by Lloyd George in 1900, it reversed its policy and adopt-
ed the attitude held earlier by the Chroniecle.

Though The Dally HNews dubbed Jewish aliens 1in typical
tones as "bands of destitute refugees", and "pauper

‘72 1ibid., LXXXIII, 29 May 1903, p. 675
73 ibid., LXXXIV, 31 Aug 1908, p. 228

74 -ibid., LXXXV, 29 Apr 1904, p. 536

76 ibid., LXXXVII, 21 Apr 1905, pp. 486-7

76 In 1930 it absorbed The Daily Chromiale and became Ths _News
Chrvniale.
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immtgranta",77 it endorsed pro-alientsm. 'Déspfte-their'poverty,
the paper-argued, Jews were not a public charge. - It regarded

Salisbury's proposal in 1894 as both useless: and dangerous: "use-

~ lese” because it would not lead to the detection of criminals, and

"dangerous” because 1t would fnvolve constant recrimination between

78 Despite Prims Minister Rosebery's objec-

one state and another.
tions ‘to the measure;, the paper rebuked him for having given what it
termed "a rather too favourable reception” to the Bill.

When Vincent moved his Amendment to the King's Speech in 1903,
before the Royal Commission had reported, T%e Daily News varned its
veaders: ‘“The obvious danger is that the short and easy method of
summary exclusion will be preferred to the more difficult policy of

79 It hoped the

distinguiehing between various types of irmigrante."
Commissioners would not concede to "the prejudices of men like Mr.
Arnold ‘White and Siv Howard Vineent, who insiet upon treating the
Jews a8 if they belonged to a lover ovder of’béihg@."ao It took a
side-glance at Evans-Gbrdon and his League and continued: "We have
usually found that the poorer Jew takes at least as intelligent a
view of etatesmanship as hie 'Britieh Brother'."

It assumed a relatively neutral position when the Report was ‘
'finaTiy presented. Making'its own analysis, the Newe considered
that the principal problem was urban housing, for which 1mm1§rants

could not be blamed. Rather the fault lay in the land system itself,

77 PO, LIX, 1 May 1891, p. 548
78 <bid., LXVI, 13 Jul 1894, p. 36
79 ibid., LXXXIII, 6 Mar 1903, p. 291
80 ibid., 39 May 1903, p. 675
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which artificially 1imited the house supply and gave rents.a monopoly
value. - The paper opposed the attempt to meet oppression with opp-
reésion.-: As a possible solution to the Jewish question, it suggest-
ed that an internatfonal conference draft a charter of common Jewish
Hberties.m |

‘During the Allens BN controversy The Daily News regretted that .
| Britain might "join in thaé unholy sport of elosing the door on the
poor man which is genaibly increasing the eum of himan. misery from
China to Peru. B2 It inadvertently forecast the country's political
" future, The Bi11, it wrote, "wtll make no diffevence to the lot of
. the poor, the sweated; and the overarcwded. If this ie all the
Conservative Party has to offer in the 1;7@ of Social reform, then,
indeed, it <8 tims to turm for inspiratiaﬁ élswhere.”aa

At least three provincial newspapers also supported Liberal .
opinionf The tri-weekly Leeds Mercury, which profoundly affected
the political and moral outlook ‘around Lancashire and York, predict-
ed the failure of Salisbury's Bi 11.84 The Nottingham Daitly Exprese
agreed. "Theﬁa ig no need for pante legislation,” it calmly stated,
"because thera is not a vestige of panic. 85 But the principal
Liberal organ outside London was The Manchester Guardian, the one
pro’vincia'l paper to develop an international reputation. Founded as

2 |

81 1ibid., LXXXIV, 21 Aug 1903, p. 228
82 {ibid., LXXXV, 29 Apr 1904, p. 586
83 1ibid., LXXXVII, 31 Apr 1905, p. 487

84 1ibid., LXVI, 20 Jul 1894, p. 61
85 ibid.
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a weekly in 1821, it became a daily in 1855, and was edited by

C.P. Scott in the nineties. In 1906 a Tory Lord mafntained that the
Gudndian "has always been noted no laess fbé its unrelenting hostility
to the late Government than for its overpawering affection for aliens
‘of all kinds, from Mad Mullohs damwards.”™® It regarded the Aliens
Act as "the lowest depths of political depravity."

More than any other publication, the Star censured rural labour-
ers;for the depressed labour condition of the towns. Founded in
1888, 1t was the first modermn evening newspaper. It drew uﬁon‘the '
lower-middle class with Liberal to Radical sympathies. In advancing
the techniques of the cross-heading and the {interview, the Star

~ widened the scope of the existing press. It defended Jewish {mmi-
grants who, unlike their {mmigrant counterparts from.the country,
competed only in.a very limited market and rarely fell upon the rates.
Were politicians really concerned about labour, the paper argued,
they would help restore the workers to the land. Instead, they in-
flated a "bogus scare about pauper‘immigrants."87

Many of the leading perfodicals published articles that extolled
the virtues of Jews and promoted the pro-alien case. Amng these

was The Spactator, the'ﬁeekly organ of educated radicalism. From
fts inception 1n 1828, it appealed to an upper-middle class reader
with Whig~Liberal tendencies. Discussing "The New Hep! Hep!" The

Spactator summarised the wave of anti-semitism sweeping the

86 Newton, H 4th, CLIV, 22 Mar 1806, p. 546
‘87 PO, LIX, § Jun 1891, p. 708
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Conti'nent.ssi Persecution often arises, 1t explained, from no con-
crete reason. = Man seems .compe'lled simply through. tradition to
ostracise Jews. -Justice will dawn only with the embrace of Christian
morality by all Christian people. The journal rejected the anti- - -
semitic myths of Arnold White. It questioned his supposition that
Russian pogroms were motivated by fear of the inevitable and invinc-
ible power of Jews who,. {f unrestricted, would overtake the land and
_completely displace the native peép'le. M"Could a more weak and im-
potent pretext for persecution be found,” it asked,. for: "if the Jew
1a really so terrible a person ae he 1é painted, it would be: useless
to try takeep —kim under by disabilitiaa;"agv R ‘

" In the Liberal Fortnightly Review,.go Lucien Wolf addressed an
educated public on the Dreyfus affair.”! - He claimed that Drumont
built up a feeling of insecurity just prior to the acc’:ysation of
Dréyfus:f I'Jy conductih_g a campaign against Jewish commissioned offic-
ers in the army; and by warning France of the intrinsic treachery of
Jews. According to W.T. Stead, neither Lord Sa;lisbnry, Arnold White
nor Joseph éhamber't'ai'h would “apiprét:‘iate an aﬁ1c1e in the Foftnightly

% In a succinct manner, it disposed of anti-alien

by Geoffrey Drage.
~ objections and painted the positive features of immigration. The

author extolled the Jews' abi1ity to suft their 1dsa of: comfort to-

56 ibid., LXXII, 17 Deo 1897 pp. 781-3 . -
89 1bid., LXXVI, 15 Sep 1399 p. 328

9d Began as a fortnightly in 1865, but subaequently publisked
' monthly :

91 PO, LXXIII, 14 Jan 1898, p. 40
82 RR, XI, Jan 1895, p. 83



174.

material circumstance, but noted that the virtue of sefzing every
opportunity for self-betterment ‘was despised as a Jewish vice.
" Other monthly publications also carried essays on the:Jewish

question. = Rabbi S. Singer summarised the pro-alien‘case in an
94

article’ in the Bnglish Illustrated Magasine.?d: The National
Ebviewgs included a paper by C.B. Roylance Kent who favoured {mmi-
gration and explained "Why They Leave Russia”;gGv 'The Countess of

Desart, in the Ningteenth Céntury,97 advocated the protection of the
labouring poor, but her article, “Tzar v. Jew",98 was'basicaIIy a -
protest against the "revival of medieval barbariem.” - In a similar

9 advocated the presér-

vein Maltman Barry, in the Few Century Review,
vation of natives from unfair foreign competition but added: ‘of
course, care would have to be taken to exempt political refugées from
the operation of the measure, but that goes without eaying. n00
The Jewish press had a threefold role in the aliens question: .
it championed the tradition of asylum; it streSsed'theiEnglishness-
of’assinﬁlated_dews; and recorded the persecution of Hebrew brethren
throughout the world. On a more general level, both the Jewish World

and the Jewieh Chronicle reported'all manner of religious and other

98 PO, LX, 7 Aug 1891, p. 167

94 Founded 1883

85 Also founded tn 1883

96 RR, IV, Aug 1891, p. 162 _

87 Founded 1877, became Nineteenth Century And After .
98 PO, LIX, 19 Jun 1891, pp. 775-6

99 See '"Press" in Chapter §

100 PO, LXXII, 8 Oct 1897, p. 453
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Jewish activity. - The Chronicle in particular sought tofpfesent
Jewish-Gentile relations in the most favourable light. Its editor

was Leopold Greenberg, who acted as Herzl's representative in -

101

London. His paper. took every advantage to express optimism and

| the‘possfbility of improvement in any predicament. When Pobedonoszeff

denied responsibility for Russfan anti-semitism on the grounds that it

-waé a social rather than a religious problem,. the Chronicle reported
~ the statement with sceptism; but hastened to interpret thé:fact that

Pobedonoszeff had offered any explanation at all as symptomatic of
"the paverful influences at work on the eids of vight and justice.™ 2
Also with but s1ight evidence, it enthusiastically noted the "stren-
uous efforts” beihg-made to remove Jewish disabilities in the
Transvaal.103
An impartiality prevailed in the'JEwish Chronicle, in that al-
though directed at a Hebrew public o? both assimilated English and
newly-arrived imm1grant Jews, it was not a narrow, sectarian publicat-
fon. It exercised restraint in the cause of religious refuge. It
discreetly avoided party association. In-answer to political propa-
ganda, it denied the existence of a special '‘Jewish’ vote, claiming
that 11ke other citizens, Jews voted according to their judgment and
views as Englishmen. As a hypothetical case it predicted with accur-
acy that restrictive legislation would find supporters "even among

Jews, though the feeling of the bulk of the commmity would be as

101 Amery, J., pp. 266-70
102 PO, LXX, 14 Aug 1896, p. 209
103 tbid., LXXII, 18 Aug 1897, p. 210
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decidedly épposed to it....At the present fimctuve,™ it continued in
1892, . "the éZem‘f:si of this exceptional. confliet: betwcen racial
sympathies 'md-éivic regponsibility ave entirely ,absent;’-'wa: The
operatjéetwonds~were Texeeptional conflict". - They epitomized the

aewish,dilemma;' DT

104 1bid., LXI, 24 Jun 1893, p. 804 .






House of Lords, Iriday.—Peers not
habitually given to tears. To-night the
MARKISS g_lunged them (especially Ministersg
into condition of abject woe. Only sal
that England was the head-quarters of the
Anarchist operations, the laboratory in
which all their contrivances were hatched.
RoSEBERY jumped at opportunity with in-
tuition of Old Parliamentary Hand. En-
larged upon it with skill of born debater.
MAaRk1ss saw his mistake., Hadn’t meant
anything ; only his way of putting a case.
But here was RosEBERY pitilessly making
it clear how the Leader of the Patriot
Party had given his country away to the
Paris gossigs ; how he had assumed a state
of things which, set forth on authority of
ex-Prime Minister and ex-Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs, would be made much
ofhliy the enemy abroad.

ARK1ss for once so singed by his own
blazing indiscretion that he did not wait for
ScHOMBERG MACDONNELL'S convenient cor-
respondent, but forthwith endeavoured to
explain away his remarks. This led only
to tears coursing more rapidly down Rosk-
BERY’S pained face, whilst SPENCER forlornly
shook his beard as if it were the flag of
England droopins uncéer the shamed skies,
and KinMBERLEY dolefully dropped his head.
A pretty scene, admirably staged and acted.

Business done.—The Markiss puts his
foot in it.
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PARL IAMENTARY PRESSURE

. Between 1890-1905 anti-aliens wage& a campaign in both Houses of
Parliament. Confronted by vacillating, unresolved and even pro-
alien leaders, this dedicated minority fired all the conventional
weapons of anti-immigrant warfare. Plying the Government with
innumerable questions, they-refused to be silenced and demanded an

- answer. In the House of Commons the {ssue erupted in each of the
sixteen years. . In the Lords a restrictive measure passed every
stage of legislation. | ’

Howard Vincent commanded’the batallion. Referring to an in-
crease in immigration in the past twelve months, in April 1820 he
promised:‘ "I ghall take a further opportunity of calling attention
! Théreafter he sought the implementation of the

3 queried the fate
5

to thie question.”
William IV Act,’

of American a11enArejects

cited an alleged case of leprosy,
4 and upheld the views of Arnold White.
The 1891 Session opened with a further enquiry from Vincent about

6 At least ten others, mainly Conservative, subse-

the 1836 Act.
-quently raised the question on at least thirteen separate occasions..
~ In April Vincent specifically asked the President of the Board of

Trade, Michael Hicks-Beach, to consider the possibility of legislat-

1 H 3rd, CCCXLII, 9 Apr 1890, p. 128
2 ibid., CCCXLIV, 16 May 1890, p. 1107
3 ibid., CCCXLV, 16 Jun 1890, p. 1004
¢ ibid., CCCXLVI, 27 Jun 1890, p. 218
5 tbid., CCCXLVII, 17 Jul 1890, p. 71
_ 6 4bid., CCCXLIX, 27 Jan 1891, p. 1145



180.

ing against "the importation of pauper and destituts aliens.™ In

the face of Government inaction, anti-aliens accelerated their efforts.

8

They drew upon American and Colonial :examples' of restric;ion and

pointed to the "strong feeling” within Britain for similar laws

against "foreign paupers".g With the renewal of Russian anti-

10

semitism, fear of invasion grew. -When a Russian paper  circulated

the rumour that a Baltic steamship company might carry so many .
passengers from Libau and Riga to London that sixty thousand Jews
were likely to ‘land together on the Thames, panic overcame them.l]
Although investigations disclosed ﬁhe.reﬁort as unfounded, agitation
cont‘inued.12 : |

By 1892 a- tacit agreemént existed between tﬁe Conservative Gov-
ernment and its extremists. References in Parliament suggested that
a Bill hung in the air. In answer to Lowther, Arthur Balfour as
Leader of the House, announced that-legislation was in "an advanced
- gtate of’preparu$ién;"]3 - Yet ten days later, when Lowther again -
enquired about the~vaernnent's:assurancé to deal with ‘immigration,

14

the Home Secretary' = could name no precise date for'"it”qu’thought-

necessary to institute inquiries not only at homs, but abread, before

7 1ibid., CCCLII, 9 Apr 1891, pp. 137-8
ibid., CCCLIII, 28 May 1891, pp. 1190-2
9 1ibid., ¢ Jun 1891, p. 1617
10 Vedomosti ' '
11 H 3rd, CCCIII, 4 Jun 1891, p. 1617
12 ibid., § Jun 1891, p. 1722; 1bid., CCCLIV, 9 Jun 1891, p. 23
18 H 4th, IV, 20 May 1892, p. 1447 ‘
14 Matthews
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giving definite shape to the measure,” an explanation somewhat con-
tradictory to that given by Ba1four.]5 Next-month,the Home Secret-
ary repeated that the flow of migrants did not warrant imnediate
action and again refused to desighateva day for introducing "the
 moasure dealing with this. subject.”'°

- Unable to accept the Government's apathy,?Lowther»fook?thei¢
earliest opportunity to move an Amendment demanding restriction.
In the Queen's Speech of 1893 he aroused a lengthy, involved debate
which' finally rejected his Amendment by 234:119.17 - This fierce con-
test between anti- aﬁd pro-alien factjons‘a included all the argu;.
ments that were to be refterated throughout the perfod.’ In response
to Lowther's reference to official promises of 1892, Charles Dilke |
rebuffed the: ’!dea‘. "that any Bill on the subject was ever drafted, or
if itvas, that it vas submitted to the Govermment."?

But some concern was shown by the appointment of the Burnett

and Schloss cohmisSion to investigate policy in the United States.
As Chief Labour Correspondent to the Board of Trade between 1893-1907,

JOhanurnett-was=a former General Secretary to the’Ama1gémated Society

15 H 4th, V, 30 May 1892, pp. 215-6
16 1ibid., 13 Jun 1892, pp. 892-3
17 ibid., VIII, 11 Feb 1693, pp. 1154-70

18 Anti-aliens: Vineent, Wilson, Stock, Marriott and Edbouchere;
Pro-aliens: W.E. Gladstons, Goldsmid, Mundella, Montagu and
F.J. Rothechild

19 H 4th, VIII, 11 Feb 1893, p. 1185; It is difficult to know
whether or not an Aliens Bill was in fact drafted in the Parlia-
mentary Seseion of 1882. An enquiry at Whitehall has revealed
that after "a careful search of the Home Office records for the
period...in the papers etill available,"” no further information
can be traced; ESG/69 404/1/63 6 Oct 1969
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of Ehgineers and had already reported on the sweating system in the
East End.  David Frederick Schloss, a barrister, was active in both
industrial and Jewish circles. A member of the Board.éf Guardians
and of the Anglo-Jewish Association, he was the first Director of

the Census of Production for the Board of Trade and one of the
British Commissioners to the International Congress on Unemplqyment_
in Paris. in 1910. His publications included treétises on the labour
question as well as contributions to Charles Booth's study of London.

Though at least one Conservative objected to the Jewish back-
20

21

o ground of Schloss, most dissatisfaction arose from the delay in

the actual Report.”’ When finally presented, its outline of the
vast programme of restriction in the United States excited anti-
aliens to attack the éomparative inéptitude of their own system;
and undoubtedly influenced the action of Salisbury in 1894,

In introducing his Bil1 to the lords, Salisbury relied heavily
upon the American example, claiming that protectionism elsewhere
resulted in an increased proportion of 'undesirables’ 1ikely to

22 H4is proposal differentiated between destitute

enter Britain.
prospective immigrants and dangerous resident aliens. His latter

classification provoked vehement controversy, as Salisbuty3§1rtually
~indicted his fellow countnymen.with harbouring fofeign criminéls who,

on English soil with English instruments, plbtted abarchist operations

20 Iowther, H 4th, IX, 21 Feb 1893, pp. 49-50

21 B 4th, XIV, 8 Jul 1893, p. 674; ibid., XV, & Aug 1693, p. 1339;
 4bid., 8 Aug 1893, p. 1562

22 ibid., XVI, € Jul 1894, pp. 1047-51
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detrimental to peace abroad.-

Appalled by this arraignment, Prime Minister Rosebery rejected
the measure. In particular he demonstrated how immigration in 1894
had fallen below the figures earlier in the decade when the Conser-
~ vatives themselves, as the Government party, had denied the need for .
restriction;23

less justiffed now. Though the Bi11 passed 1ts Second Reading by

From their own arguments then, legislation was even

89:37 it progress no further.
Anti-alienism had no more success in the Commons. In 1895 it
received only a brief mention when a copy of statistical tables was

d.24

ordere But the following year, under Salisbury's premiership,

the Queen's Speech promised a measure "for checking the importation
of destitute aliens."z-5 After this initial flourish however, the
Government again disappointed its extremists and nothing eventuated.
In January 1897 Vincent resolutely introduced an Aliens 8111.
only to have its Second Réading rebeatedly-&ef’erred.z6 ‘Undis-
couraged, he then suggested the resurréction of Salisbury's lost
measure, to pe further frustrated. The Conservative President of
the Board of Trade, Charles Ritchie, merely replied: "I am afraid
~ that I cannot hold out hope of the Bill referred to being introduced

27

during this Session.” Anti-aliens then lobbied to move yet another

38 ibid., XXVII, 17 Jul 1894, pp. 117-8
24 1bid., XXXIII, 9 Apr 1895, p. 1256
25 1ibid., XXXVII, 11 Peb 1896, p. 6
26 ibid., XLV, 26 Jan 1897, p. 304
27 ibid. |
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motion for restriction unti} R1tcﬁfe hastened to claim that the Gov-
ernment indeed "pledged” itself to "some legislation on.the subject”
and intended to uphold the promisesalready»made.28 ~After this ."very
.satisfhctory‘assuranae". the agitators agreed to withdraw their pro-
posed motion. .

But their confidence gradually waned as the Government continued
- to neglect them. .Unable to abide official delay, Vincent once more
tried to force the issue and so initiated yet another Bi11 in 1898_.29
And again, after constant deferment, it failed to be read a second
time. NMeanwhile the Tory '.lords had greater success, as an Alfens:
Bi11. from Hardwicke passed all stages. Although substantially the
same as that proposed four years earlier by Salisbury vhen Leader of
the Opposition, 1t stressed economic rather‘.th‘an' poliﬁéal' injury and

received overwhelming support.30

" 81:19 votes. 3!

The vital Second Reading gained
- The most controversial aspect of Hardwicke's measure revolved
around the definition of 'undesirability’, an. issue'that later per-

plexed the Commons when they debated their own:Bills in: 1904 and
1905. . - While all the lords advocated the exclusion of _criminals\'and

jdiots, a small group of Liberals led by Earl Grey32 questioned the

28 Vincent & Lowles, H 4th, XLVI, 10 Feb 1897, p. 67
29 SpEC, I, 11 Peb —8 Jul 1898, pp. 91-9
30 H 4th, LVIII, 23 May 1898, p. 268

31 Those opposed were Ripon, Carringtom, Chesterficld, Kimberley,
Spencer, Stamford, Aberdare, Herechell, Hobhouse, Leigh,
Mendip, Monkswell, Reay, Ribblesdale, Wandsworth, Creve,
Barnard, Burgholere and Welby.

32 Dietinguish from both C. — anti-alien E. Gray and L. — pro-
alien E. Grey (later Viecount Grey of Falloden)
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rejection of those "Iikely to become a public charge"33"and those

"without means of support”.>®  But though they lost their Amend-

, ments,rtheir Government opponents ultimately fared no better as their

:”Bill was not debated in the Lower House. Despite Vincent's requests
that Hardwicke's measure be introduced into the Commons, A.J. Balfour
persistently declined on the grounds that, due to an agreement al--

—ready made, no "controversiaZ" Bi1Y could be presented without pre-

35

vious notice. Though he refused to promise legislation for: the-

next Sessfon, he still maintained that the subject engaged "the -
earnsst attention of the Government. n36
Though Ministers furnished such encouraging replies to the
- torrent of queries posed by anti-aliens, they failed to commit them-
selves unequivocably to restriction. - Ritchie, dogged by‘his promise
- of 1897, evaded reformist pressure by pointing to the insurmountable
difficulties surrounding legisiation. As Home Secretafy in 1900 he
refused absolutely to deal with the subject, ignoring references to
his pledge as former President of the Board of'Trade.37'
By 1901 the hopes .aroused by the Queen's Speech of 1896 and by
| Ritchie's declaration the following year still remained unfulfilled,
while anti-alfens continued to seek action in vain. The new Secret-

‘ary of the Board of Trade, Gerald Balfour, merely stated that the

38 'H 4th, LIX, 20 Jun 1898, pp. 747-8
34 ibid., LX, 5 Jul 1898, pp. 1088-99
35 See "Polities" in Chapter 9
86 H 4th, IXI, 8 Jul 1898, p. 337
37 ibid., LXXXI, 26 Mar 1900, p. 331
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absence of the matter in the Address for the Sessfon in no way indi-

38 When Vincent therefore.eﬁquired

| cated the Government's policy.
about the date for 1ntroducibg the long-awaited measure, he received.
no.reply.  Similarly Lowther elicited a negative response from the
President of the Local Government Board, Walter Long,.who‘simplyf
sald: "I have nothing to do with aliens, ewespt so far.ae they

39

touch the publie health." Requests for statistics also mis- -

earvziéd, as- Long perpetually provided: excuses for. de'lay;4°, .

But thé following'year'achiéved one positive move even thoqgh it
entafled actual postponement of any.legislation, for fn January 1902
évans-Gordon émerged as the leader of Conservative reform: 'In an
Amendment to the King's Speech;, he considered the "urgent neceseity"
for restriction, outlining tﬁé'yéars of vacillation since Ritchie

pledged the Government to action. 4!

"Nothing could have been more
definite than that promiee,” he argued, "yet five years have elapsed
«o.and va ave still vaiting.” Though Gerald Balfour denied the need
for control in viéw of the country's small percentage of aliens and
indeed refuted the effect of restriction elsewhere, he agreed to

42

institute an fnvestigation on behalf of the Government. - Next

month he announced: "It {s proposed to entrust this inquiry to a

38 1ibid., LXXXIX, 15 Feb 1901, p. 178
39 1ibid., XCIII, 10 May 1901, p. 1318

40 d4bid., p. 1317; 1ibid., XCV, 13 Jun 1901, p. 281;
ibid,, CXVIII, 26 Jul 1901, p. 224

1 1ibid., CI, 29 Jan 1902, pp. 1269-83
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Royal Cbnmﬁseion."as

- ROYAL COMMISSION

Evans-Gordon withdrew his Amendment on the understanding that

an enquiry would lead to {mmediate legislation. But not all anti-
aliens were satisfied with the Governmant'sAresponsé to their demands;
nor were they convinced of the need for an exhaustive examination be-
fore the introduction of an appropriate measﬁre. Vincent in partic-
ular wearfed of the lengthy time taken by the Commissfon, criticised
its proceedingé and accused the Government of 1ntentiona1 delay;

He believed that past enquiries into the subject made a further
| inﬁestigation totally unwarranted. When finally forced to accept
~ the decision, he attempted to 1imit the study to the question of
time: had the date foreseen by the Select Committee of 1888/9 now

a Thwarted in this effort, he continued to barrage

arrived?
Ministers about aliens and the progress of the Commission but without
success, as the Government usually evaded the issue by claiming that
ihe matter was probably being currvently examined. As the Seésion

' passed, Vincent's 1mpatfence mounted. He noted the {rregularity of
meetings by the Commissioners as well as the indisposition of the
chairman, Lord James of Hereford: perhaps he should be repTaced?45

But Gerald Balfour consistently pleaded his inabflity tb comment until

a Report was presented. As to the chairmanship, he was reluctant to

43 ibid., CII, 18 Feb 1902, p. 1350
44 . ibid., 4 Feb 1902, p. 363
45 ibido, mv, 6 NOIJ 1902’ ppo‘,140—1
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interfere.

When nothing had eventuated by February 1903, Vincent renewed
his attack. With Forde Ridiey he moved an-‘Amendment demanding legis-
Tation to overcome the "grave national danger, seriously affecting
the employment, the welfare, and the housing of the working-classes."46
After the promises of 1895-7 he "empected eormething better”. than a.
Royal Commission "¢o hush up the whole thing.” - In'defence of the
enquiry, Gerald Balfour upheld the competence--and sense of public -~
duty of the Commissfon's chairman, informed the House that it had -
held more than twenty sittings and examined over eighty witnesses. |
Such a grave problem necessitated a full and {mpartial investigation.
He observed that Vincent's attitude differed from that of Evans-
Gordon and other reformers who appeared to realise that until a
Report was made, under no circumstances could the Government make a
decision. |

Unsilenced, Vincent insisted that they had not asked for a -

Royal Commission but had demanded legisliation and wanted action.

Henry Norman, the Liberal Commissioner who later voted for restric-
tion, tried to resist the ons'laugh?:.47 He claimed no authority to
spéak for the Commission as such, but felt bound to reveal Lord
James' concern to te;'minate the enq~u1'ry and report as soon as poss-
ible. He repudiated the suggestion that it was: 'i_n any way a "put-

up job", for the members in fact devoted their own time and conven-

46 1bid., CXVIII, 36 Feb 1903, pp. 838-77
47 ibid., pp. 694-5
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ience in the Commissfon's service.

Vincent and Ridley finally agreed to withdraw their motion on

-the understanding that, as: soon as the Commission reported, the Gov-

ernment would seriously consider legislation. They received some
consolation from the Board of Trade: Secretary, Bonar Law, who con- .
fided that they "fully realieed the evils veferred to" and were

"moat anxious to be in a position to comsider the. matter. n48

"Huryy up” then commented an ant'l-al'ien.49

~ TiN mid-year the agitators bided their time by constantly
seeking information until, in June, they learmt that the Commission
had completed 1tsevidence.50 But two months later when -the'Repo‘rtﬁ
was finally presented, further dissatisfaction arose. In the first
place, the press published extracts before M.P.s themselves had
access to 1t; and secondly, the Government still hesitated to com-

51 Home Secretary Akers-Douglas

mit themselves to {mmediate action.
assured the House that the Home Department was not responsible for
the leékage to the press, but frate Members demanded a searching
investigation into what they regarded as an infraction of their
Parliamentary privilege. At the same time; Akers-Douglas r-"easoned
that as he himself had' only received the Report two days ago, he

52

could not as yet indicate the Government's intentions.”™™ = Vincent

46 1ibid., p. 977 |

49 Bartley, H 4th, CXVIII, 36 Feb 1903, pp. 970-1
50 B 4th, CXXIII, 15 Jun 1803, p. 948

51 ibid., CXXVII, 12 Aug 1903, pp. 1017-8

§2 Gerald Balfour olaimed that he himself had not eeen the Report
at all.
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nevertheless pressed for a definite promise of legislation during
the autumn Session, but received only a curt retort: "Most certainly
not. " |

: . 'The twelve hundred-page Report examined the character and extent
| of alien immigration in Britain, reviewed the 1egis1atioh in foreign
countries and the Colonies and made seven major recommendations.
| Altogethey the Commnissioners had held forﬁy-ninevpublic'sittings and
questioned a hundred and seventy-six witnesses, while Evans-Gordon
had visited Russfa and Poland for information. Although the early
sections of their Report virtually disproved the anti-alien

charges,53

the ‘latter part suggested rigorous restriction.

- In forming their recommendations, the Commissionéré realised-
that Russfan and Polish Jews constituted the bulk of alden {mmi-
grants. At the same time they sought to reject *undesirables'.
But when they proposed the establishment of elaborate'machfnery to
exclude these 'undesirables' they acted against their ownACOﬁclusions;
for whilst the "fmmigronts...from Eastern Europe”, due to their
numerical preppnderance. would necessarily be affected by legislat-
fon more than any other‘group, they, according to the Report, were
not ‘undesirable’.

Noting the increase in alien immigration over the pést twenty

years, the Commission stated: "The excess te mainly composed of

Ruseiane and Poles who belong for the most part to the Jewish fhith.”54

58 See Chapter 4 "ALIENS"
54 Rep. Roy. Com., SPAC, 1903, p. 48
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It continued: "Wa do not think that any case has been established
for the total exclusion of euch Aliens, and it would certainly be
undsairable to throw any wnnecessary difficulties in the vay of the
entrance of foreigners genarally into this country.” - The Report
then: drafted seven str1ngent recommendations to regulate the entry
at once of "'wndesirables'” and "eertain classes of Immigrante...from
Eastern Europe.” | , B

-According to the Commission's own arguments, East European Jews
fell into neither of the two categories of ‘undesirables'. The
| first class were‘thcse,about'Whem witnesses agreed in designating as
‘undesirable’.%® They included 1) criminals other than political
— and Russfahs.and,Po1es-committed 17% of alien crime as against -

19% by Germans and 231% by Americahs;s6 2) prostitutes and those

. 1dving from 1ts proceeds — and foreign prostitutes predominated in

the non-Jewish Soho area rather than in the Jewish Whitechape1;57

~ 3) anarchists and other persons of notoriously bad character — and
Jews were considered as "sober in habit, and as lav-abiding ae' the
natives around them";ss 4).th05e.w1th infectious of-contagious dis-
ease — and witnesses observed their health and 1mmﬁnity to diSease;Sg
and §) lunatics and idiots — Jews.were remarkable for their mental

health. Thus, although both pro- and anti-aliens agreed that this

56 ibid., p. 20.
56 1ibid., p. 26

67 Soho 1892/1902: 160/347, Whitechapel 1892/1902: 13/52;
Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1903, p. 26

58 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1803, p. 30
59 See "Diseased" in Chapter 4
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class- of 'undesirable' should be»exc;luded. the evidence before the
Royal Commission -exonerated Jews from the classificatfon.

.- The second group were those about whom witnesses disagreed in-
- classifying as 'undesirable', those without ostensible means of:
support and thus likely to become "a charge upon public funds or:’
private charity".-@ Within the actual recommendation section of -
vthe Report, the Commissioners referred merely to those "iikely to
become a charge upon public funds" as 'undes‘irab!e‘.m "As Jews
rarely fell upon the rates, while alien pauperism as a whole was
substantially less than that for the general population, Jews‘tould
not be termed destitute, without means. of support and hence 'un-
desirable’ .52 .
| Yet in an attempt to control the entry of ‘undesirables' into
Britain, the Royal Conmi.ssi on ouﬁl‘lnéd an elaborate and experi'sivei
scheme that -would fnevitamy; affect the majority of immigrants, the

63 . The first recommendation merely referred to

East European Jews.
| the i'egu'lation of" "ée’zrta.in classee of Aliems”. The second called
for the establishment of a Department of Immigration, either as part
of the Board of Trade and the Local Government Board, or of an in-
dependent character. The third suggested the replacement of the
1836 Aliens Act by a new Statute, enabling the Bd'ard of Trade:‘td .

secure'correct, statistics and other information. The fourth covered

80 Rep. Roy. Com., SPAC, 1903, p. 30

61 <bid., p. 49

62 See "Destitute” {n Chapter ¢

63 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1908, pp. 48-51
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eight points on the role of the proposed Immigration Department:
Section (a) empowered the new Department to make and {mpose
regulations: governing immigration generally; Section (b)-called for
"a sufficient staff of officers”; Section (¢) authorised the offic-
ers to determine the ‘desirability' of immfgrants on arrival; Sec-

tion (d) both required the Department to "act upon” information of

‘undesirables' and provided for a Court of Summary Jurisdictibn to

,detérmine proceedings; Section (e) made transport companies res-

ponéibie for the trans-shipment of aliens who provedv'uqde51rable'
within two years of arrival; Section (f)'calléd for-coﬁmliante'with
international agreements in deportation; Section (g) required a
medical examination on arrival and again held shipping companies
responsible for rejected"aiiens;- and (h) bound {mmigrants to give
accurate information under penalty and the threat of repatriation.

The fifth recommendation concerned overcrowding: (a) more
stringent enforcement of existing laws; (b) enquiries into the
prevalence of ovércrowding in certain areas; (c) the declaration
of 'prohibited' areas — where aliens had substantially. contributed
to overcrowding and where therefore no fﬁrther‘new1y-arr1ved { neni -
grants could settle; (d) public notification of ‘prohibited' areas;
(e) the circulation of such lists in foreign languages; (f) the

_ registration of aliens and notice of their address for two years

after arrival; and (g) the removal and charge of alfens settling in

areas within two years of their having been declared ‘prohibited’.

The sixth reconmendation embraced the deportation of aliens con-

victed of a felony or nﬂsdeueanour;' whilst the seventh suggested
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control of regulations and accommodation on immigrant vessefs.»

In submitting their Report, the Cormissioners realised that their
recommendations might not necessarily exclude the 'undesirableé' as
R 1ﬁtended,'but they emphasiééd the déterrent effect of legislation,
especfally in the form of. greater care in selectfon by the shipping
companiés themselves. - Though some suggestions such:as number (3)
relating to more accurate information. and number. (6) COncérning con- -
victed criminals aroused 1{ttle Opposition\several.stirred heated
controver'sy-.64 In particular, sections of the fourth and fifth
reéommendations, on the role of immigration officers and the problem
of overcrowding, gave rise to endless debates

- Signed by all seven Commissioners, the Report reflected their
polﬂtica1 bfas towards Conseérvatism and the inconsistency of their
chafrman. Of the five members with distinct party affiliation, .
three belongad to the Government — chairman Lord James, Colonial
Secretary Alfred Lyttleton and Evans Gordbn — and two to the
Opposition — pro-alien Lord Rothschild and anti-alien Henry Norman.65
Just as Lord James declared in Parliament: "I do not think there ie
much in the case either for erime or for pauperism', 66 yet then voted
for the Aliens Bill, the Report refuted anti-alien charges yet upheld

restriction.

64 See Chapter 8 "LEGISLATION"

65 The two 'mon-party’ members — without a vote in Parliament —
wexre Sir Kenelm E. Digby, Permanent Under-Secretary at the
Home Office and WiZZtam Vallanaa, Clerk to the Guardians of
Whitechapel.

66 H dth, CL, 38 Jul 1905, p. 769
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MINORITY REPORT

éut accompanying the Majority Report was an efght-page Memorandum
of sound logic from Kenelm E. Digby and Lord Rothschild.67 A barris-
ter and former Vinerian Law Reader at Oxfor‘d,es Sir Kenelm Digby was

a County Court Judge69

and from 1895 Permanent Under-Secretary at the
Home Office until 1903, when he submitted his Minority Report. |

His Memorandum opeﬁéd‘: T regret that while agreeing in the
main with the comclusions of fact arrived at by my colleagues, I am
unable to conewr with some of the recommendations made by the majority
of the Commigsion.” He maintained that these recommendations re- - .
ceived no support from either the evidence placed before the Commiss-
ion or the conclusions "unanimously” veached by its members. While
he upheld the object of excl‘u'qing 'undesirables', he believed that
legislatfon carrying out the recommendations in question would prove
"inpraatiézble" and "fail to accomplish" their purpose.

Digby then systematically related the evidence of fact with the
Commission's recommendations. Referring to aliens classified as
‘undesirable’ on grounds of health, crime or poverty, .he defended
Jews by claiming: "No stromg case ie made for legislation excluding
any of the above claases eo far as concerns the bulk of immigrants
from Eastern Europe." Firstly, as there was little i{1lness among

them, as they introduced no contagious dfsease and fncluded no

lunatics, no case exiéted for special measures to exclude them at -

87 Rep‘ Ray- C'Om., SPEC, 1903, ppo 53""60
68 1866-74
69 1893-4
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port. Secondly, he showed how the criminal element infiltrated
"through chamels entirely different from those through uhich tha
great tide of i;zmégratiM' from Eastern Europas flows.” .Thi rdiy, ,he’ |
dealt with those 1ikely to b’ecoma- a public charge, "where the enqmry

o , i8 only as to what may probably happen in the future.” . ‘From the

experience of the United States, he thought that “the test.of. the
possession of money i)‘auldvpmbably work wunjustly." - He submitted

. thaﬁ. apart from the problem of crime, the evils of a‘lien {mmi grat-
- ionA could be overcome "by Zees elaborate machinery than is suggeeted
in the recommendations." '

Though he recognised the grave question of criminal aliens,
Digby regarded the attempt tb arrest them at the port of entry as -
"wholly ,ﬂtiw", for neither criminals nor prostitutes would bé
Hkely to make admissions whilst the process of interrogation might
prove extremely difficult. Moreover, a system of identification
. wbulld perhaps benefit the criminal ¢lass, who, more than others,
could obtain cerﬂﬁ cates by‘rsurrEptitious means. Drawing again
from the American example, the numbers who would be rejected on
proven grounds of criminality at the time of entry hardly justified
|  the proposed legislation. ' '

The only effective way to meet alien crime was out'l.ined in
recommendation (6) — the deportation of convicted criminals as part
of ,thei r senterice. Both the Commissfoner of Metropolitan ‘Policem:

and the Chief Magistrate of the Metropo'lis” favoured this as the only

70 Sir Edvard Bradford
71 Sir Albert de Rutzen
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possible solution. It would both eliminate the foreign criminal
population and act as a deterrent
Digby'objecteﬁ too to the clauses on 'prohibited’ areas for:
(1)1t would be almost impossible to prevent or detect those about to
enter a congested zone; (2) actual vacancies within the area would
increase difficulties; (3) the large staff of officers needed would
be a financial burden even {f they failed 1ﬁ their task; and (4) the
nev. plan had 1itt1e-adv§ntage over the thorough administration of ex-
isting regulations. He maintatned that no witness invited to com-
ment favoured the proposal. According to the highest authorities
before the Cormissfon, he maintained that the enforcement of the
ordinary sanitary law, with certain alterations and additions, would
solve the matter.
| In concluding his Memorandum, Digby stated his agreement with
sections (3), (4f), (5a), (6) and (7) but withheld assent from (4),
(5) and (2). Moreover, as the aliens question was essentially a
local problem, he considered the establishment of a separate Depart-
ment unwarranted and regarded the existing Public Departments suff-
fcient.  He drew "thse trus conolusioms” from the evidence of the
Royal Commission: |
(1) Existing regulations in the East End had never:yet -
been fully exercised.” | |
(2) tere theyiimp1émented; they could control oVércrowding.
~ notwithstanding the influx of alfens. |
~ (3) The thorough administration of the existing laws, with

the addition of a number of inspectors, would.attain
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the objects of the Commission without the un-
- necessary burden of néw. elaborate and expensive
machinery. -

In a brief statement, Lord Rothschild concurred with the reser-
vations expressed by Digby and made two further observations. He
both noted that the policy of proscribe_d areas would discourage local
bodies from attempting to solve the housing problem through the erec-
tion of superior buildings, and po‘lrﬁ:ed to the stress placed upon the
inaccuracy of statistical retums.n '

Rsquith spoke for pro-aliens when he described the Memorandum as
"the only Report which ecems to me to be founded wpon the evidence."n =
As viewed by the Jewish Chronicle, the recommendations of the Commiss-
' idn were either "an extraordinary non sequitur, or...a remarkably
elaborate vemedy for an dbeurdly emall evil.”? In the words of
The Daily Hews: "There ie only one remark to be mads on Siv Kenelm
~ Digby'e minority report. It disposes finally and eomclusively of

the recommendations of the majority of the Aliens C’omﬁaaion. n?5

7?2 See "Liberal Tradition" in Chapter 6
73 H 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1097
74 PO, LXXXIV, 21 Aug 1903, p. 288

?5 1ibid.
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THE_BILLS
After the Report of the Royal Commission in August 1903 and
»after further pressure in Parliament, the Government entered into
the second stage of its pact w1th anti-alien reformers. In the
King's Speech'of Februany.igoa the Conservatives promised to.intros
“duce a measure against'thé "Immigration of Criminal and Destitute
atiens™.]  But as this BI11 was lost ‘upstairs' ‘in a Grand Cﬁnnﬂttee,
renewed agitation forced the Government to initiate fré§h~1égislation
in 1905, . | | |
Home Secretary Akers-Douglas introduced the first BT 4n March
1904.2 -Based on the recommendations of the Royal Commission, it .
sought to repeal the William IV Aliens Act; and to empower the Home
Secretary to appoint officers, regulate the entry of aliens, expel
" foreign criminals — with due regard to treaty obligations — and to
enforce the ;prohibited‘ areas clauses through Local Government
'. Boards ., The'progress'of the measure was doomed however when a
majority voted to send it to a Grand Committee, where the lengthy
procedurés compejled the Government to abandon hope of its paséage
thatASession._3 Within Liberal circles this admission of failure
1qtgnsified vspe;u]aﬁon ébout the real intentions of the Conservative
pafty, whilst among Tories there-prEVailed the bé11ef_that Opposition
Members of the Committee had employed deliberate obstructionist

tactics.

1 B dth, CXXIX, 2 Feb 1904, p. 4
2 ibid., CXXXII, 29 Mar 1904, pp. 987-91
8 See "Politics" in Chapter 9



201.

Opening the 1905 Session the King again announced "4 BZ11 to
mitigate the evile arising out of alien immigration into the United
K’ingdom."4 -Un1ike its'predeceésar, this measure, after being intro-
duced into the Commons on April 18th, received the Royal Assent on
August 11th. But those four months were not unperturbed. - Between
June 27th and July 18th alone, during the Committee and Consideration
stages, . Members proposed a hundred and forty-nine Amendments. As
| the Government or its supporters moved ninety-five Amendments and the
Opposition only fifty-four, the original draft appeared to arouse
tWice as much dissatisfaction among Conservatives as among Libera]s;s
| The Government in fact became alarmed by the fime-éonsunﬁng
debates excited by sections of the Bill. GrédualIy-convinced of the
political possibilities of restriction as a popular drawcard at the
forthcoming Elections, they regarded the tong drawn-out analysis of
the Bil1l with apprehension. Should they again fail their party
extremists, they began to fear public disfavour. After three sitt-
ings of the Committee Balfour consequently used the-'guﬂlot‘lne‘.6

On the basis that this Muncontroversiat”

measure had already occupied
a disproportionate amount of the Session, he proposed a procedural
motfon that restricted further debate to an extremely tfghc schedule,
allocating a number of days for each stage of 1eg1s]atfcn and stipul-

ating the number of clauses to be considered on each occasion.

4 H 4th, CXLI, 14 Feb 1905, p. 4

§ ibid., CXLIX, 19 Jul 1905, p. 1267

6 ibid., CXLVIII, & Jul 1906, pp. 1266-60
7 See "Politice" in Chapter 9
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. This motfon to restrict debate on the Aliens Bi11 {ronically in-
volved a protracted discussion{occupying a hundred and eleven columns

in: Hansard, While six Amendments8

“were unsuccessfully moved to this
long and complicated proposal, the arguments as to the merits: and
demerits of full, firee deliberation dragged from the Afterncon into
the Evening sitting. At twenty-two minutes to two in'the morning,
Ba!four‘s Resolution was eventually carried by 149:113 — an unpopular
measure on both sides of the House.’ Opposition to the Aliens Bill
{tself was henceforth rendered ineffective.

The 1905 Aliens Bill was composed of two parts: the first con-
cerned prospective immigrant 'undesirables'; and the second, resi-
dent alien 'undesirabigs'i Part one covered only those arriving at
specifiéd ports with officers of the Home Department in. attendance.

It proposed that aliens be examined by at least two officials, in-
cluding a medical inspecior..and provided a Board of Appeal for those
rejected.  The Bill designated.as 'unde;irab]a‘ those without means
of support, lunatics, idibfs. the diseased and infirm or those other-
wfse 1§kely to become a public charge, those sentenced abroad for
extraditable d}imes and those previously expelled from Brita1n. But
it éxpressly exempt those avoiding prosecqtion for political offences.

Referring to res1den£ 'undesirables', Part two empowered the
Home Secretary to enact the expulsion order of courts, including a

Court of Summafy Jurisdiction.  Grounds for expulsion were criminal

8 & lost and 1 withdram '
9 H 4th, CXLVIII, 5 Jul 1905, pp. 1149-1260
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eonvfctions,‘destitﬁtion,»insanitany 1iving conditions and the com-
mission of extradition crimes abroad. The expense was to be borne -
by the Home Department but recoverable: from. the shipping company
carrying such undesirab]es é

Whilst the second section provoked relatively 1ittle dispute,
parts of the first gave rise to prolonged debate. As a recognition
of the protest against éegments of the 1904 Bill, the 1905 draft was
considerably modified. The Government abandoned the idea of 'pro-
hibited' areas, qualified fhe powers of the Home Secretary and pro-
vided for a Board of Appeal.‘o

On the 19th July the House of COmmons carried 1ts Third Reading
by 193:103.11 The B{11 passed to the Lords the following day to be
read a Second time a week later.12 After its Third Reading, it re-
~ cefved the Royal Assent and was incorporated into the Statutes of the

Realm on 11 August 1905.

THE VALUE
In opposition to Conservative reform, Liberals chéllenged fhe
effect of legislation. Even though the Aliens 811113 envisaged a
revolutionary change in tradition, it would not, they maintéined,-

ultimately exclude 'undesirables’'. Whilst proving ineffective

10 ‘ibid., CXLV, 3 May 1905, pp. 740-4
11 14bid., CXLIX, 19 Jul 1905, pp. 1293-6
12 ibid., CL, 28 Jul 1905, pp. 749-75

13 As the two Bille of 1904 and 1905 were substantially the same,
they are treated as one, except where indicated.



204.

against the unanimously recognised'class'of 'undesirables; - crim-
inals — it ﬁou]d-operate against the refugees of religious persecut-
ion. At a time such as this humanity alone dictated support of the

bpen 'door-.'4

Basing their stand upon the inherent weaknesses of the
Bi11, they enumerated the loopholes for evasion. |

In the first place, an 'immigrant ship' referred only to ohe with
"more than twenty steerage passengers...to be landed in the United

15 Consequently any group of up to nineteen aliens arriv-

Kingdom."
169 £Ogethér could demand unqualified admission. The Home Secretary
himself confessed that "to,bé perfectly frank" the clause did allow
the infiltration of a few 'undesirables’, but claimed that this did
not detract from the pbipcipal object of the Bill — to restrict a -

k'16

certain class of aliens aﬁriving in bul Yet the fact remained

that in a'hypbthetical case of say fifty immigrants being rejected
from a group of five hundred, an enterprising agent could divide them

7 To overcome

fnto small pérties and land them without question.1
the possibility of this ev&sion. a Tory lord in 1905 suggested that

the number constituting an 'inmigrant ship' be lowered from twenty to
twelve. '8 Though thé motion failed the later administrators of the
Act adopted hié-proposal. But this caused;unneCessany difficulties

as when more than twelve onion-sellers from France encountered com-

14 H 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, pp. 1081-2

15 Aliens Act (5 Bdv VIT o.13) 1905

16 H 4th, CXLVIII, 27 Jun 1905, pp. 294-§

17 ibid., 28 Jul 1906, p. 424

18 PNewton, H 4th, CLIV, 22 Mar 1806, pp. 543-53
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plicated procedures before being admitted to conduct a trade to which
few objected. This type of incident compelled the new Liberal Home
Secretary‘g in 1906 to revert to twenty and so arouse new anti-allen
protests.zo |
The limited number of ports with inspection provided the second

major loophole, as aliens could enter at officially non-immigrant
ports and avoid examination. A Liberal ship-owner predicted that
“the Bf11 would not only fail to exclude ‘undesirables' but would bufld
up trade at non-scheduled ports at the expense of the scheduled

21

ones. But an Amendment to have officers at every port was re-

jected as an additional financial burden. 22
The principal fault was the Bill's inability to restrain the
majority of criminal 'undesirables' at the port of entry. Before
this class even entered the scope of the measure, they had to enter
as steerage passengers with at least nineteen others at a specified
fmmigrant port. Then arose all the complications of charactér det-

23

ection outiined by Digby. Despite the elaborate provisions of the

19 4.J. Gladstons -

20 In 1909 Hay called for a reduction to five, H 5th, I, 18 Feb
1909, p. 229; and cited examples of evasion, ibid., 25 Feb 1909,
p. 970, But Gladstone maintained that he had received ecomplaints
from foreign (especially the Prench) govermmente which compelled .
him to stipulate twenty as the number of an 'immigrant ship';
ibid., p. 981. According to Hay: "It ie notorious...that ehip-
ping agents 1esued advertisements, according to which they under-
took to bring aliems into this countyy free from inspection....
two-thirde of the alien immigrants...camg in non~-immigrant ships";
ibid., p. 865

21 Bright, B 4th, CXLVIII, 28 Jun 1906, pp. 398-9
22 MNoved by Hay, H 4th, CXLVIII, 28 Jun 1905, pp. 4321-8
23 See "Minority Report" in Chapter 7
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measure, it had no accurate gauge of criminality, nor a safeguard :
against such 'undesirables' pleading political asylum.24 :

| .Controversy also grew from the executive power granted to the
1904 Alfens Bill, which virtually left interpretation of "the vague

25

and dangerous. ..regulationa” to the Home Secretary. It proposed

that decisions of 'undesirability’' be made by officers appointed by

26 Pro-aliens considered this auth-

and responsible solely to him.
orityiexcessive for any single Minister, especially as the Royal . -
Commission had suggested that hesblutions be subject to a Court of
Summary Jurisdiction. Tﬁe'Governnent admitted their departure from
- the recommendation of the Commission, explaining that they had orig-
fnally incorporated:1tiinto their drafted 1egislation-but'had eveht-
ually abandoned it in the interests of the aliens themselves. Uere
cases referred to another body such as the local police magistrate
the difficulties and delay would cause "much greater trouble and in-
eonvenienee to these péopze."27 Morenver.they argued, the powers
weré not too great for a single Minister as his conduct came ynder
Parliamentary scrutiny.ZBA | 4

 The 1s$ue‘f§1$gd two questions: ‘'undesirability' and the {mmi-
grant's right of appeal. "The first query arose throughout the .

period and anfomatically prevailed in aﬁy discussion -of restriction.

24 H 4th, CXLIX, 19 Jul 1905, p. 1260
25 ibid., CXXXII, 29 Mar 1904, p. 992
26 ibid., pp. 989-90

2?7 4bid., CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1103
28 ibid., p. 1147
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Though the Government guaranteed that its officers would experience
no difficulty in distinguishing 'undesirables' as classified by the
Bi11, the Opbosition required more assurance. To prevent haphazard
indiscrimination at the port.of entry, they insisted upon the Royal
Commission's recommendation that decisions be certified by a Court of
Summary Jurisdiction. They observed the complexities confronting
individual officers in haQing to determine whether or not single
aliens in each group, many unable to speak English, fell into any of
the 'undesirable’ categor’les.29
Conservatives nevertheless minimised the complications. Evans-
Gordon for instance claimed to have witnessed a medical examination
on board an imnigrant vessel, in which three officers thoroughly in--
spected eighty-five aliens within an hour as the ship sailed from
Gravesend to doék.3o But a doctor in the Commons®' declared this
one of "the most extraordinary medical histories it had been hie lot
to hear." When the 1904 Bi11 included as ‘'undesirable’ the wide-
ranging category of {mmigrants of a "n&toriously bad character”,
Walter Long casually countered objections to its practicality with:
"y funéy <Lt would not be diffieult” for officers, with police aid,

29 Before admitting an wmtgrant the officer had to sm‘:iafy himself
that the fareigner (a) had the means of decently eupporting
himself and his family, (b) was neither Lunatic or idiot nor
likely to become a charge upon the rates or otherwise detrimental
to the public through disease or infirmity, (o) had not béen
sentenced for an extraditable crimeg of a non-political character
and (d) had not previously been expelled under the proposed
Aato )

30 H 4th, CXLVIIX, 237 Jun 1905, p. 318

81 Dr Hutchingon, retired as phye'ieim in 1902 to enter Parliament
in 1903
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"to satisfy themselves on that paint."32

. But: the. Government subsequently acknowledged the difficulty and
sometimes impossibility of>¢eterm1n1ng ’undesirab111tyi by omitting
certain classifications from the 1905 Bill. Prostitutes, those
Viving from fmmoral earnings and those of "motoriously bad chéraater"
were unnamed in the new draft, not~because~thévaére"desirable? -
both pro- and anti-alfens desired to exclude them — but because of

33 The Conservat{ves

the problems of recognition and confirmation.
thus acquiesced in the Liberal contention that obvious ‘undesirables’,
especially criminals and prostitutes, would remain comparatively
unaffected by restrictive legislation at the port of entry and could
.be cqntrolled'ohly-by expulsion.

.The immigrant's right of appeal was the SeCOnduquestion'raised
byAthe’HomeiSecretary's power td pronounce 'undesirabilityf. - 0b~
Jections to this proved so strong during thg 1904 Session that the
Government in 1905 conceded somewhat by providing a Board of Appeal,
to. include a magistrate. a Poor Law. administrator and a representat-
ive of the. Jewish Board of Guardians.34 But two Amendments to the
clause were lost: one to §ubst{tute the Board of Appeal by a Court

of Summary Jurﬂsdiction.35

36

and another to include a Justice of the

Peace. The Government also refused to place the onus of proof

32 H 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1105

33 ibid., 29 Mav 1904, p. 980

84 1ibid., CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 745

35 Moved by Coleridge 68:16, H 4th, CLI, 8 Aug 1905, pp. 7-12.
' 86 Moved by Davey 75:16, R dth,.CLI, 3 Aug 1905, pp. 23-8
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upon {nspectors rather than immigrants. Liberals maintained that
English legal procedure favoured the practice of officers having to
prove a!iené guilty before excluding tﬁem rather than, as proposed: by
the B111, the aliens having to prove their innocence before being
admitted. ¥ '

But the provision of the Board of~Appga1 in itself indicated
the strength of pro-alien opposition to reform, The final draft
moreover allowedlfor notification of both the master of théfshipAand
of the rejected alien himself of the grounds for his exclusion and of
his right of appeal. Also in answer to Liberal protests against the
unqualified authority of the Home Secretary over resident alien

» 38

‘undesirables',” as envisaged by the 1904 Bi1l, the new measure made

an expulsion order effective only on the certification of a Court of
Law, including a Court of Summary Jurisdiction.39
Following the recommendations of the Royal Commission, the
Aliens B111 made shipowners responsible for the trans-shipment of
aliens either rejécted on arrival or expelled within six months of
sétt]enent.40 4

fatled in:both Houses.

Amendments to relieve the companies of this burden

! Liberals particularly feared the loss of

. 87 Moved by Bowles (C'. — 1892-1906, L. — 1906-10) lost 210:161,
4 4'bh, CXLVIII, 3 Jul 1805, pp. 794-802

38 {.e. previausly admitted aliens, as distinot from as yet wunad-
mitted aliens at the port of entry

89 Aliens Act 1905

40 The Report in fact suggested that ahipping companies be held
responsible for two years.

41 Moved by Emmott 221:172, H 4th, CIH}IX, 11 Jul 1905, pp. 301-6;
~ and by Spencer 60:15, ibid., CLI, 3 Aug 1905, pp. 4-8
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'through' traffic as vessels; deterred by the expense, trouble and
iine-involved in examination, would take passengers directly to
their destination;' Though 'through' passengers were outside the
scope of the Bill, they had to satisfy the authorities of their
fntention to proceed.elsewhere, while shipowners were held respons-
- ible for their conduct on shore. Just as the Merchandise Marks
act??

belfeved that the Aliens Bill would harm the trans—shipuent trade in
43

proved detrimental to the transport trade in goods, pro-aliens

people.
Irish M.P.s not only opposed restriction in genera’l44 but feared
that 1t might work against Irish Americans in particular, that on
their réturn to Iveland they would be regarded as aliens and hence be
subject to the regulations of the Aliens Bi1l. But a proposal to
exclude Ireland from the terms of the legislation ignited a bombshell

45 Should the Bi11 apply to "Great Britain”

'amqng Irish Members.
only and ndt the "United Kingdom”, they feared that Ireland would be-
come the receptacle of all 'undesirables'. The Government eventual-
1y agreed to meet their problem by exempting from the poverty tést

any immigrant born in the United Kingdom, "hie father being a Britieh
eubjeat."46

The definition of the term 'immigrant' provoked constant dis-

42 Advoeated by Vincent
43 H 4th, CXLVIII, 28 Jul 1905, pp. 308-9

4¢ They claimed the only 'undesirables' were the ones who governed
them; H 4th, CXLI, 28 Feb 190§, pp. 1491-2

45 Moved by Fiynn, H 4th, CXLVIII, 28 Jun 1905, pp. 408-12
46 AlienalAct 1905 - 4
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agreement mainly because legislators blatantly discriminated between
rich and poor. In the final form, the Aliens Bi11 defined an 'immi-

grant' ‘as "an alien eteerage paseenger” to be landed in the United

47

Kingdom; even though the Royal Commission showed that this

"absurd dietinction” was abolished in the United States where from

48

1902 the law embraced both steerage and cabin passengers. = . . But

Liberal attempts: to reduce the class consciousness of the measure

failed: a motion to substitute "Zrmigrant” by %paseenger"ag

50

-and
another to omit the word "steerage” ‘were both lost. |

On an extreme level therefore a hard-working intelligent immi-
grant, iikely to become a good, honest citizen was rejected for lack
of means at the time of arrival while his complete opposite, an ig-
norant worthless man of no use to the country, was admitted simply

51. On a more

because he had a 11ttle money at the port of entry.
general level, first and second c]asé-passengers could enter without
inspection although npthing suggested that they were Tess diseased |
~ or criminal than the steerage. : In fact these groups might weil in-
clude the most 'undesirable', the prostitutes and expert criminals.>2
Liberals thus'obposed what they considered "q Bill for the convenience

| .Qf'thé vich, and...the inconvenience of the poor”, legislation which

47 ibid.

48 Rep. Roy. Com., SPHC, 1803, p. 42 B , o
49 Moved by Dilke 227:196, H 4th, CXLVIII, 27 Jun 1905, pp. 276-308

50 Moved by Fuller 144:117, H 4th, CXLIX, 11 Jul 1905, pp. 329-40
51 H 4th, CXLIX, 19 Jul 1905, p. 1276 '

52 ibid., 11 Jul 1905, p. 332
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penalised the industrious class forced through ecénomic-circumstance
to travel by steerage.53
A Liberal M.P. observed how this distinction extended through to
Hest and East End aliens.54 _While the former provided pleasures for
the rich the latter §erved the poor:with cheap clothes. He describ-
ed a typical evening passed by a man of means. On entering a West
End hotel for dinner he is received by a French cashier, a German
1ift attendant and a Swiss porter. A German waiter serves his dinner
prepared by a French cﬁef. He then hirgs a vehicle with a French
chauffeur and visits an Italian opera, where the overture is played
by a basically foreign group with only one‘Englishman -~ on the -
iriang]e. After the evening's entertainment by C@ntinental artists,h
he hgs supper at an Italian restaurant.: As he strolls home enjoying
a Tufkfsh cigarette he is accosted in one street by a French
courtesan, in another by an Austrian demi-mondaine and in a'third by
a German prostitute. The M.P. concluded his i1lustration with the
claim that none of the above aliens would be affected by the proposed
Bi11 with the possible exception of the last — who woh]d'dfspTate~
native labour. '
Anti-aliens tried to defehdvthe charge of c]éss discrimination
~ yet rejected attempts proposed in both Houseé/go remove the poverty

55

~test.”™™ Similarly a motion to include a member of a working men's

' 53 ibid., CXLVIII, 3 Jul 1905, p. 865 |
54 Hutchinsom, H 4th, CXLVIII, 3 Jul 1905, p. 869

66 Moved by Emmott 215:158, H 4th, CXLVIII, 3 Jul 1905, pp. 828-73;
and by Coleridge 78:17, ibid., CL, 28 Jul 1908, pp. '772-4
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organization on the Board of Appeal was lost by 217:168; 'even though
‘Liberals showed how such a representative would help administer the

Bi1l, how hé in particular could afford the time and how he was inla

56

position to judge fellow working: men. The Daily News commented:

"ha vich Jew can come in and the vicious woman can come in; but: the
poor man who hae nothing but hie industry and his misery is shut

out. w57
| The question of religious asylum constituted the major contro-
versy throughout the aliens debate. In 1904 Dilke and Trevelyan
proposed an Amendment to retain the tradition of sanctuary whilst
recognising the need to legislate against "law-priced alien labour"

58

which might extend the sweating system. After a prolonged discuss-

ion calling forth seventeen speakers, seven for and ten against the

measure, the motion failed by a large majority.59

Despite their rejection of the motion, the Government obviously
realised the importance of the issue, for the 1905 Bill exempted from
the poverty test those seeking admission "solely to avoid prosecution

60

for an offence of a political character." But this failed to

56 ' Moved by Cremer, H 4th, C‘XLIX_; 18 Jul 1905, pp. 1145-56
57 PO, LXXXVII, &§ May 1905, p. 547

58 They moved that ""This House, holding that the evils of low-priced
alien labour can best be met by legislation to prevent sweating,
desires to assure itself before aseenting to the Aliens Bill that
sufficient regard ie had in the proposed measure to the retention
of the principle of asylum for the victims of persecution”; H 4th,
CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1082

59 241:11?; Pro-alien: Dilke, Trevelyan, Asquith, S.M., Samuel,
Atherley-dJones, Bryce and Burns; Anti-alien: FEvans-Gordon,
Figher, Long, Norman, Cohen, Ridley, Buxton, Pesl, Vincent
and Akers-Douglas

60 H 4th, CXLV, 2 May 190§, p. 704
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satisfy the Opposition, for they revealed the practical weakness of
the clause and again demanded refuge from persecution.el When Dilke
once more lost his'Amendment;62 he sought fo widen the existing terms
of exemption to include aliéns seeking asylum simply "for political
reasons”, but again without succeSs.63
Immediately after this Opposition failure however, the Govern-
ment proposed an Amendment in the pro-alien cause. The House agreed
to grant refuge to those seeking to avoid "puniehment on religious
grbunde".an " Conceding even further to contentious Liberal demands;
the Home Sehretany moved to exempt alsc those avoiding ’@ersecution,“
involving danger of imprisonment or danger to life or limb, on

65

account of religious belief™. Though Evans-Gordon endeavoured to

reduce its effect by inserting the word "imminent" before "perseccut-

66

ion”, and though pro-aliens™ tried to liberalise the Bi1l.more by

exempting aliens whose property was confiscated, whose "Iiberty” was
endangered, and who were threatened because of "political opinicns’,

the Amendment passed in its original form.67

61 Hardie showed how euch aliens had to convinece the officer and
the shipmaster that they desired to enter "solely"” to avoid
political prosecution, a task made more arduous by the fact

".that the shipmaster was responsible for any mistake. How would
an immigrant suspected of Socialism for example fare? H 4th,
CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 782

62 H 4th, CXLV, 2 May 1905, pp. 705-6
63 <bid., CXLIX, 18 Jul 1905, pp. 943-56
64 1ibid., p. 955

65 <bid.

66 Norman, Dilke and Isaacs

67 H 4th, CXLIX, 17 Jul 1905, pp. 956-76
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The Government thus conceded somewhat to the Opposition demand
for the preservation of a long acknowledged custom, an implied admiss-
fon of the validity of the Liberal stand. That this clause was
'nevertheTess insufficient was demonstrated in 1906, when the newly-
elected Liberal Minisfry-explicitly incorporated the continuance of

religious asylum in their policy.

,TﬁE EXPENSE

The Liberals demonstratéd the weakness of the Aliens Bill.

They showed how 'undesirab]es' of any type could enter the country
simply by arriving at an uninspected port, by travelling any class
other than steerage, or by being in the company of no more than
eighteen other prospective immigrants. But if the measure were to
attain even its potential v;lue‘inreffect ~ if it were to exclude
those ”alien~steerage pagsengers" ﬁho, despite health, intelligence
and industry, could produce no tangible evidence of independence on
arrival — if the Bi11 were to succeed in this limited objective, it
had to be rigorously enforced in every detail. Was the financial
value of administration worth its potential vglue in effect?

The compilation of accurate immigration returns required officers
to check statistics forwarded by shipmasters as well as to keep gen-
eral records. As for financial resodrces, the Report stated: "There
are no means of teating the statements of these aliens as to the

amounts possessed by them."§8 Only officials with great skill and

68 In gensral they tended to understate the sum: Rep. Roy. Com.,
SPHC, 1903, p. 20
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batience'cou1d therefore be entrusted with the complex task of judg-
ing desirability on a monetary basis. ‘Qualified medical staff, in-
éTuding‘eXperts=on-mental health, were required to examine passengers
to detect the possibility of disease, contagious or otherwise, mental
or physical, as well as to ascertain the general health of each
patient. :Others, possibly policemen or lawyers, had to decide on
criminality, whilst upholding both extradition treaties with foreign
countries and the exemption clause for political offenders. The
claims of 'through' passengers as welf as those of destitute British
imigrants from abroad had also to be verified, while prosecution for
false information and other offences under the proposed Act involved
heavy legal expenditure. | N

The salaried offiéers of the Appeal Board were another buf&en
on expense. The time demanded of each, if decisions were to be
fairly contested, outruled the possibility of their being honofary_%j )
members. The terms of the Bi1l needed full-time professional offic-
‘ers. Moreover, as shipmasters were held responsible for accepted
_éiiens durfng their sfx months ‘probation’ beriod. c]er1c61 records
were required on the character and circumstance of each individual.
The administration of the Bi1lltherefore ﬁecessitated a vast number -
of officials, specialised professional inspectors, lawyers and clerks.'
 As alien pauper reliéf cost téxpayers no more'than £29,000 annually,
did restriction warrant this excessive expgnditure?‘

The vaemment seemed to ignore the colossal staff re-
quirements of the Aliens B{11. Rather than present a care-

fully prepared estimate for debate, they merely proposed that
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the Commons sign "a blank aheque",69 on the grounds that expense -
would not be extensive. Either the Conservatives suffered.from
administrative ignorance or they tacitly confessed to the Liberal
charge that they had'no real intention of executing the Bill, if
ﬁassed. - As 1t needed a "Zarge army of expensive officiale”, Asquith
contended that tbe Government's reckoning was efther "untrustworthy’,

or "the BLll would be a dead letter”, simply intended for "gallery

purposes”. 70

men from the Home Office could implement 811 the regulations was "a

To suppose, as did Akers-Douglas, that a few gentle-

’ mamlfast absurdity”.

A wide sweeping proposal that.neither specified sums nor imposed
: linﬁtaﬁions. the Resolution on Expenses sought to authorise Parlia-
ment to cover the salaries, expenses and other costs of th§ proposed

n. The Opposition both resented the omission of the Res-

72

Aliens Act.

.and criticised the Government for failing
73

olution from the Agenda,
to supply a financial schedule. Almost all prominent pro-aliens
debated thet1atter'issue, as in some respects it called for the most
vital vote dh the entire aliens question. It embiaced-the.matter of
official staff and hence the practical policy of the measure;74 They

desired a detailed estimate of expenses, information on how, where

69 H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, pp. 1131-71
70 ibid., p. 1140

71 ibid., pp. 1131-2

72 ibid., p. 1133

78 ibid., pp. 1138-9

74 ibid., pp. 1134-5
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and by whom they would be 1ncurred, and altogether resisted what they

75

regarded as nothing but a Yieap in the dark”. Even the noted

Liberal ant?—alien, Sydney: Buxton, spoke against the Resolution.76
He drew attention to the need for female personnel to work among
women and children, and strongly censured the Government for having
introduced a measure obviously in "a crude state, not properly thought
out”, |

I defence of'the;Governmenf. Akers-Douglas claimed it was "im-

77

possible to say what the expense would be', Though a few addit-

“ional staff might be required, he envisaged'no large; expensive

establishmenﬁ. - More specifically, he believed that the experienced

!

personnel of the Home Officé. aided by Customs and Police officers

together-with a small number of extra inspectors, could adequately

perform all the duties of the Bi11. But as existing Iegisfation on

aliens — overcrowding and sweating — had lapsed into disuse partly

because of the staff shortage, pro-aliens remained unconvinced.
Other M.P.s nevertheless supported the claims of the Home Sec-

retary. One Liberal maintained that the recently-appointed corn

78 Another argued that an

exact estimate was impossible at that stage as the Government did not

75 ibid., p. 1143 .

.76 Also claimed that he would not have voted for the 2nd r. had he

known about the Grand Cttee; See "Politics"” in Chapter 9; H 4th,
CXXXv, 8 Jun 1504, pp. 1135-6

77 H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, pp. 1139-40

7?8 C.E.H. Hobhouse; Added that in the United States a large number
of officere had proved ineffective; CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, p. 1138
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know which clauses would be accepted and which rejected or amanded.79

Moreover he distinguished between resolutions. voting a sum of money

~ unlike this motion — and those which simply authorise the Comm-

‘ittee responsible to implement clauses involving expenditure. A

third accused the Opposition of being "too impatient” in their
desire for an entire scheme,8° while walter'Long'simply repeated the
claim that "thé Bill could be effectively applied without much
cost".sl | '

"In accordance with Conservative pretensions therefore, Lloyd
George, futgre President of fhe Boa¥d. of Trade and Chancellor of the

E: chequer, proposed a E5,000 limit to annual- expenditure on the
82

measure. But after only three Members had spoken to the Amend-
ment,83 and just as a fourth began to Speak,..Akers-Doug'las moved
84

that the question be put. Having successfully arrested debate of.
vital relevance to his own assertion of smallness of staff and hence

of expense, he hastily proposed Lloyd George’s_Amendment which failed
by 187:133.85 Without more ado, the main question was put, and the
House of Commons with a majority of fifty-two virtually signed "a

blank cheque™ for the administration of the Alfens 8111.86

79 Bowles, H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, pp. 1136-7

80 Powell, H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, p. 1148

81 H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, pp. 1152-3

82 ibid., pp. 1154-7

83 Whitley, Buxton and Fowler R

84 Carried 179:128, H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, pp. 1157-64

85 E 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, pp. 1165-6

86 192:140, H dth, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, pp. 1166-74
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As the 1204 Aliens Bill itself was abandoned, a new Resolution
on Expenses was introduced to cover the 1905 measure. Under pressure
to provide some sort of estimate,87 Akers~Dougias mentioned the sum
of 24,000 per annum.%8  This allowed £3,000 at the port of London,
k2,000 for each of the other ports included in the scheme and k1,000
for central staff. But this was qnly'a rough estimate mentioned
under pressure. The Government at no stage committed themselves
to a definite schedule of éipenditure, while the ‘Quillotine' virt-
ually eliminated debate over Expenses in 1905.89

‘The motion was no ‘sooner made than the question proposed that
"it being after Eleven of the clock, the Chaiyman proceeded to put

forthwith the Question. "go

The following day when the Resolution
was Reported, an Amendment to 1imit expenditure to £10,000 per annum
failed.gl Without imposing any limitation therefore, the House

resolved to "authorise the payments, out of monays to be provided by

' Parliament, of the salary and remuneration of any officers, inspec-

tors, or persoms appointed under any Act of the present session to

amend the Law with regard to Aliens, and of any eapensea incurred in

carrying such Aot into Effedt. n92

87 E’speaialty from Bright, H 4th, CXLIX, 11 JuZ 1905, p. 278
88 H 4th, CXLIX, 11 Jul 1905, p. 278

89 Vineent's suggestion that Britain follow the United States and
charge aliens who gained entrance an administrative fee equivalent

to 82,00 (U.S.) was not debated; H 4th, CXLIX, 19 Jul 1905, p. 1275

90 Carried 214:152, H 4th, CXLIX, 10 Jul 1905, pp. 208-8
91 Moved by Whitley 244:157, H dth, CXLIX, 11 Jul 1905, pp. 273-90
92 H 4th, CXLIX, 10 Jul 1905, p. 208
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POLITICS -

After more than fifteen years of frustrated effort, anti-aliens
~ eventually succeeded in forcing an Aliens Bill through Parliament.
But several factors suggested that the Aliens Act 1905, far from
representing genuine conviction by the Government, was nothing more
than a political manoeuvre — ﬁaft of the Conservative platform in
" the forthcoming Elections. The Government's procrastination despite
constant pressure, its extraordinary treatment of the 1904 Bill - in
sending 1t to a Grand Commﬁttee — its rejection of a measure to ex-
clude criminals only and its failure to provide an estimate of expend— |
- ituwe all 1nt1mated an underlying intention to maintain the status
quo. On the other hand, i1ts apparent reversal of policy in the -
Election»year of 1905 was accompanied by claims of popular support
fbr restriction. :

What motivated the outward change in the dominant Conservative
attitude? From 1890 the Government encountered agitation for con-
troi in every Session except 1895,].three Amendments to the Address2
and five Aliens 81115,3 yet anti-alien demands remained unanswered
tin i905. In the first half of the nineties Conservative Ministers
emphatically denjed many of the charges alleged by their extremists.
In fact Government spokesmen at this period revealed a distinctly

pro-alien outlook which persisted in their words and action til1l the -

1 Aliens question raised only once, 9 Apr 1895
2 Lowther 1893, Evane-CGordon 19023 and Vincent 1903

3 Salisbury 1894, Vincent 1897, thaent 1898, Hardsicke 1898 and
Government 1904
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early 1900s. Though pressure occasionally compelled them to com-

pronﬁse'by conceding somewhat in principle to the cry for 1eg1s]ation

‘e.g. Ritchie's pledge in 1897, they consistently refused to commit

themselves in practice.

" The Government's failure to honour promises was one of the major

~anti-alien complaints. Even when Hardwicke's Bi11 passed all stages

in the Lords it was not debated {n the Commons. 0n1y with the appoint-
ment of the Royal Commission in 1902 did they seem to acknowledge the

_possible need for restriction. And to the dfémay of reformers this

apparently positive move incurred further dejay. The Government now
had an added excuse to eVade»questions: they could not discuss the
matter while it was being investigated~by'the Commission.

After these long years of vacillation the Conservatives never-
theless transferred to a policy of reform. But if their decision
arose from a genuine conversion by the Report of the Royal Commission,
why did they overlook important aspects of the Commission's recommend-
ations? For a Ministry which persistently claimed that immigration
did not warrant legislation, the complete reversal of Britiﬁh tradit-
fon incorporated in the recommendations must surely have been revol-
utionary — more'rev01utionary>to a Tory Government than to an innovat-
ing Liberal Opposition. Yet-the Conservative reformation was so
strong that -they attempied to legislate beyond the térns of the.
Report. The 1904 Bi11 gave the Home Secretary far greater powers
than those enviséged'by the Commission and é]so failed to embody the '
stipulated Court of Summany’Jurfsdiction. . They more than compensat-
ed fbr possible neglect ih thé past.
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The second feature which belied the Conservatives' anti-alien

pose was their decision to send the 1904 Bill to a Grand Committee

4

N O W

i.e. a miniature Comnmittee preserving relative party strengths of

the Whole House. In the fiery debate on the motion, Winston
Churchill argued that the proposal to send the Bi1l 'upstairs’' demon-
stréted how the Government neither expected to carry the measure nor
"even desired that it ehould eventually take its place on the statute-
boo ."4 The Bill was obviougly "ot in earnest” but simply designed
'fto deal with certain constituencies in the East End of London, at

W next election.”

In moving that the Bill be referred to a Grand Committee,
Akers-Douglas stressed its alleged uncontroversial character. He
ciaimed that its Amendments were non-contentious.while the measure
jtself conceded to Liberal opinion by allowing political asylum.5
He believed that it would be more thoroughly examined in a Grand
Committee of eighty-two Members than by a Committee of the Whole
House.

Prime Minister Balfour and other Conservatives supported the
Home Secretény. But whereas Balfour insisted upon the uncontroversial
nature of the 1904 8111.6 six years earlier he had cited the "econtro-
versial” quality of Hardwicke's Bi1l as an excuse for fefusing‘to
have it debated in the Commons, even though it had passed all stages

7

in the Lords. Chamberlain also favoured the motion. And once

H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, p. 1110
tbid., pp. 1093-6

tbid., p. 1094

ibid., LXI, 8 Jul 1898, p. 337



226,

again he embarrassed his colleagues — this time by claiming that a

- Grand Committee would hasten legislation and avoid obstruction.8

But Liberals reacted with astonishment. They were "agkasé"g

10

at this "outrageous” idea, = this "mew and most dangerous proposal".n

Not only Liberal pro-aliens but Liberal anti-aliens objected. Hénny

12

Norman urged the "thZeet and freest public discussion”. - Sydney

Buxton reasoned that the principaI Bili of the King's Speech and thus

the most 1mportant of the Session deserved better treatment than a

Committee of eighty-two Members.]3

In the first place they considered it an "abuse of language" to

14

describe the Aldens Bill as non-contentious. It was "bitterly and

kaenly opposed and resented on practical, eentimental, and historic-
al groundb".ls It was far preferable to debate a measure thoroughly

and reject it than to hurry it through without i:houghi:."6 If sent
to an inferior discussion ‘upstairs', the Bill would have only one-
eighths chance of fmprovement.

Secondly, the Opposition claimed that if the House was in fact

!

8 He éarlzer let "the cat out of the bag" by raising the protec-
tionist aspects of immigration restrtation, H 4th, CXXXV,
8 Jun 1904, pp. 1112-5

8 H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, p. 1103

10 ibid., p. 1088

11 ibid., p. 1118

12 ibid., p. 1106 | .

13 <bid., CXXXIX, 2 Aug 1904, p. 566

14 1ibid., CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, pp. 1109-10
15 ibid., p. 1092

16 1ibid., pp. 1097-9 -
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congested with.business, then some other genuinely non-contentious

- Bi1l should be relegated to a Grand Conmﬁttée.]7

The Scotch Educat-
fon Bi]l for example would receive adequate.debate under such con;
ditions. 18 .
Third1y,.they‘n6ted»the customary use of Grand Committees.]9  A
From the beginning of the seventeenth century, the Standing Committ-
eées on Law, Courts of Justicé_and legal procedure as well as on trade,
shipping and manufactures had become known as Grand Conmittees.
And as the Aliens Bi11 fell into neither category the Government's
proposal was improper.20 Although Grand Committees had assumed new
meaning from the 1880s when the preséure of Irish obstructionism
during Gladstone's rule compellad the House to submit certain other
Bi1ls to Standing Committees — some of which were called Grand
Commi ttees —Q-a.tacit agreement existad that no controversial measure
would be referred to them. Liberals therefore protested against the
Aliens Bi11 being "smuggled out of the House by a dishonest use of a
' procedure intended for totally different purposes’. 21 |
The stand taken by Prime Minister Arfhur Balfour on this quest-
jon was of the utmost significance. His views on the role of a

Grand Conmittee ‘showed an inconsistent understanding of the term

17 ibid., p. 1086

18 Since Dec 1957 the Scottish Standing Cttea. in ite plenary form
has been known as the Scottish Grand Cttee., while a Welsh Grand
Cttee. was established in Apr 1960.

19 An Encyclopaedia of Parliament, by N. Wilding & P. Laundy, London
(Cassell), 1961 (1st pub. 1958), pp. 273, 602

20 H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, p. 1084
21 1ibid., p. 1108
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"eontroversial”., An M.P. qubted him with having said that he had no
~objection to Grand Committees so long as "mo comtroversial business"
was submitted to them.22  Another recalled how in 1902 Balfour had
declared: "Grand Committees were intended for Bills of great detail
and of no great controversial character”. 23
Balfour himself refused to comment specifically on the Grand
Committee as employed for the "controversial” or otherwise Aliens
Bi1l.  On being bombarded with this "shot taken from his am
arsenal” he simply disappeared.z4 Hisvﬁmntruordinary abgence” at a
crugial moment when Members sought his personal explanation was con-

25 yhen he eventually returned he

sidered an "insult to the House'.
failed to reconcile his contradictory position and merely claimed of
the Liberals: "They oppose thisAMotian because they do not want pro-
gress, and I support it because I do want pmgress."26 And the pro-
posal was subseqdently carried by a majority of ninety.27

The "progress"” of the Aliens Bill in the Grand Committee never-
theless favoured the Liberals. Belying the predictions of Chamber-
lain and the apprehenéions of the Opposition that the measure would
be hurried through, the Grand Committee provided an unequalled opp-

ortunity for obstructionism. HWithin a month there circulated rumours

22 Roberteon, H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, pp. 1101-2
23 McKenna, H 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1804, p. 1100

24 E 4th, CXXXV, 8 Jun 1904, p. 1107

25 <bid., p. 1120
26 1ibid., p. 1127
27 1ibid., pp. 1130-2
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that the Bill had been abandoned, Assailed by disconcerting quest-
ions in Parliament, Balfour was uneasy, uncertain and uncomfortable
v-;hﬂe interruptions from Members and Orders from the Speaker pre-

8

vai 1ed.2 He was unable to clarify 'the sftuation.

Four days later the House was officially notified of the Toss.
It was now "absolutely imposeible to carry it" that Sessﬂm.29

. Anti-aliens 1nunéd1ate'ly turned upon the “emall body” of Liberal

30 31

obstructionists™ whose tactics had been “gross, open, and palpable".
By constantly repeating each other's arguments at increasing length,
they had retarded the “progress” of the Bi11 to between half a line

32 In one sense therefore the Opposition

to two lines per day.
succeeded for it thwarted the Government, but in another sense both
triumphed over the anti-alien extremist minority. In sending the
Bi1l to a Grand Comnittee, the Government "was pwcaZZy sighing
its death wdrrmt";as for afiger all, it was nothing but "a shop+
window Bill...never intended to be passed”.3® Despite initial Lib-
eral opposition to the proposal of the Grand Cormmittee and the Con-
servative emphasis on "pmgresé", the fact remained that the Grand
Committee facilitated obstructionism that resulted in the abandon-

ment of the Bill.- As Churchill observed: "The Government decided .

26 1ibid., CXXXVII, 7 Jul 1904, pp. 980-2 .

29 1bid., 11 Jul 1904, p. 1220

30 bid., p. 1221

31 4bid., CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 665

32 ibid., CXXXVII, 11 Jul 1904, p. 1221

33 Churchill, B 4th, CXXXIX, 2 Aug 1904, p. 570
34 Buxton, H 4th, CXXXIX, 2 Aug 1904, p. 566
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to make a show,. and on the very first excuse made haste to drop it. n33

‘In. announcing the failure to the House, Balfour agreed to try and
re-introduce. the Bi1l in the 1905 Sessfon but added: "0f course it-
would ba quite impossible for me to go beyond the general terms of - -
that pledge and to give dny detalled pledge on the subject. n36 Only
-under pressure from Evans-Gordon who asked if the House could inter-
pret that to be "the definite intention of the Govermment?" did- the
Prime: Minister venture more precisely: "The Government do propose
to introduce a BLll on thie subject early nsxt Session.” Had Bal-
four undoubtedly meant to re-intvroduce anti-alien legislation, why - :
did he hesitate? Aware of the concerted agitation with1q his party,
he must haVe realised that an announcement of failure of the 1904
B111 could only but be accompanied by a definite promise for the.
following year -~ if the Government really intended reform. But as
Buxton claimed in 1905: "Experience shows that at the time the Gov-
ernment did not very much care whether the Bill passed or nof. n37 "

The Conservatives moreover refused to take advantage of the
limited opportunity for restriction offered by the Liberals. As
criminals were unanimously regarded 'undesirable', the Oppositidn.
advocated their exclusion at the port of entry. They questionedv-
only other categories of 'undesirability'. But when the 1904 B{11
became strangled in the Grand Cormittee a Bill designed to exclude

38

crinﬂnals only was blocked by Governmeht Members. Introduced by

35 H 4th, CXXXIX, 2 Aug 1904, pp. §70-1

: 1 1.7 90MA w“onn e
3¢ ibid., CXXXVII, 11 Jui 1804, pp. 1280-1

37 1ibid., CXLV, 2 May 1905, pp. 759-60
38 ibid., p. 700
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Vincent, it failed to satisfy all anti-alien demands but at least
covered one avowed.aim and-would theoretically prohibit the worst
type of 'undesirable'. Despite unanimous support from Liberal Mem-
bers of the Grand Committee, Conservatives rejected the proposal.

,‘ Fih&lly, the fallure to present a detailed estimate of adminis-
tratiie éxpenditure on the proposed Aliens Act placed further doubt
-upon the'Government's official policy of restriction.sg Their
entire approach to the prdblem was unrealistic. They persistently
declined to elaborgte upon possible costs. Only under compulsion
could the Liberals elicit from Akers-Douglas the tentative sum of
L24;000; '0bv16us]y within such financial bounds, even the limited

 potential of the Bill in excluding a small number of 'undesirables'

could not be realised.

ELECTIONS |
The Aliens Act 1905 did not indicate an unqualified anti-

alienism on the part of the Government. In forcing legislation
through Parliament, Balfour and his colleagues were motivated more
by political than by ideological or social issues. They considered
the electoral poésibilities of restriction. While the Conservatives
themselves claimed popular, working class support for the measure,
fhe Liberals accused them of pandering to the prejudice of the East
End.

Although anti-aliens referred to working class cries for legis-

38 See "The Expense" in Chapter 8
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Norman also alleged working class interest in restriction.
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lation throughout the nineties, after the turn of the century this
claim strengthened.  In 1902 Lowther maintained that "the great mass
of the people” demanded reform énd were "getting heartlily sick of ths
déZayﬁ.40 They would not tolerate much more and despite official

vacillation "publie opinion would force its way”. Commissioner Henry

41 During

the 1905 debate, Forde Ridley predicted that opponents of the Bi1l

would "stand condemmed by the working-men of this eount‘.ry."az

Events seemed to substantiate the theory. Lawson the half-

Jewish anti-alien claimed to have won his East End seat principai]y

43

through his immigration stand. Though Liberals noted that he had

only managed to scramble into the»House by frantic and desperate
efjbrts".with a_fall'of a thousand in the Conservative major'ity,44
the indisputable fact was that he represénted-the Mile End constit-
uéncy. Election propaganda bills also played on the aliens contro-
versy. A Liberal M.P. reported how in Chichester a huge placard,

45

eight feet by four, was on publicAd1sp]ay. It had a 1ine drawn

down the middle: on one side the Opposition leader beckoned with a

40 H dth, CXVIII, 26 Feb 1903, p. 964
41 ibid., CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1113

42 Ironically, in view of later events, he said of the

Liberals: "They will find when they ask for the suffrages

of their working-men supporters that they will get an

answer very different from that which they have prophesied
- in this House"; H 4th, CXLV, 2 May. 1905, p. 788

43 H 4th, CXLV, 2 May 1905, p. 733 | o
44 ibid., p. 701 °
46 BHutchinson, H 4th, CXLVIII, 3 Jul 1905, pp. 863-4
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pleasant smile to a long perspective of alfens, while on the other
side the Member for East»Fife46 was depicted with an army of British
workers carnyihg tools on their shoulders. The legend read: '"We
have no room for theee British working men; we want the men on the
other eide of the picture." |
Pro-aliens pointed to the ulterior mntfves behind legislation.
They condemne¢ restriction as "uselses and short-'-eighted...inhwzan",u
nothing more than "pandering to a strong prejudice in certain limited
locuZitiea."ds_ The Labour Member, John Burns, more specifically
denounced "a front shop window Bill, prepaved for the general elee}
tion, and for the East End constituencies, and perhaps for the East

8 14 his view, complaints emanated not so much

End of Manchester.”
from the working class as from "factious poZitieians-nerbaue*about
their seats.” '

Insincerity uh&ér]ay the Government's forceful passagé of the
1905 Bi11. Whilst being.too small to satisfy the expectations it
aroused, it far exceeded justice. 'If aliens dispfaced workers and
degraded social 11%@ the Bi11 was obviously too lenfent; excluding
,sokfew could not improve economic or social conditions. But if the

accusations were false then the regulations were unnecessarily strin-

gent. To depart from traditional practice on a national scale in

" 46 Asquith
47 Trevelyan, H 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1143
48 Campbell-Banmerman, H 4th, CXLIX, 19 Jul 1905, p. 1277

49 In 1906 A.J. Balfour lost his seat for East Manchester to a
Liberal; See Footnote 83 in "Blections"; R 4th, CXXXIII,
25 Apr 1904, pp. 1149-53 -
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~

order to meet an essentially local problem, to implement new and ex-
pensive machinery to prohibit a small pércentage of aliens from
entering the country was "as absurd as engaging an elephant to kill a
f?ea,”so ' '
neither sapient nor dignified for Britain.

This "sort of ecarecrow to frighten alien immigrants" was
51

A further discrepancy arose in the Government's attitude to

Sbuth Africa. On the request of industrial magnates, the.Conser-
vatives sanctioned a proposal to import indentured Chinese labour

into the Transvaal. This made CampbeII-Bannerman question the real
52

Asian immigration was per--
mitted despite outraged opposition at home, hostility from unemployed
British workers on the Rand and the protests of Canada, Australia

and New Zealand — all principal contestants in the African vfctory’

. - who objected from experience to Chinese slavery.

Thus the Government simu1taneously formulated an elaborate
scheme to exclude refugees tgaditidnally welcomed, whilst organising
a new system 6f Asian serfdom in the Colonies against all informed
opinfon. Dilke accused Alfred Lyttleton, Coloniél Secretany-and a
member of the Royal Commission, of taking "advantage of his cwm
wrong” in supporting the Aliens 8111.53 Dilke maintained that any
possible support for the present measure was due to the excitement

aroused over the labour policy of the Rand mines. This was the

60 Straus, H ¢th, CLIII, 14 Mar 1904, p. 1828

51 Bryce, H 4th, CXXXIII, 25 Apr 1904, p. 1142

52 H 4th, CXXIX, 2 Feb 1904, p. 128
§3 ‘ibid., CXXXII, 2 Mar 1904, p. 992
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height of political cynicism.

The rejectiqn of the Contract Labour clause proposed by Labour's
Keir Hardie also demonsfrated the lack of genuine interest in social
legislation. The amendment sought to exclude as 'undesirable’ those
entering the country under contract to replace workmen during a trade

d1spute554

Without such a provision, employers could always gain
the‘upper hand simply through importing foreign labour. Though not

initially %ncorporated in the Unfted States' legislation, popular

~ demand forced it into later Acts.. But as a Liberal observed, it was

"a eurious thing" that the British. Government should oppose the one
Amendment mbved in the interests of labour by Labour Members.ss,
Though leading quernment spokesmen made no specific claims to
overcome working class difficulties through restriction, they de-
clared 1t would help alleviate social and econamic distress. In
defining these evils as overcrowding, labour displacement, pauperism,
disease and crime among the lower income group of the East End, they
implied working class benefit through- the Aliens Bill. And the
Government certainly concurred when Conservative reformars advocated
legislation in the special interests of the labouring poor. But the
basic lack of concern for the workers was manifest by the rejection
of the Contract Labou} clause, the immigration*po!1qy fn South Africa

and the extremsly limited potential of the proposed measure. In en-

couraging the belfef that restriction would protect natfves from

54 Lost 215:148, H 4th, CXLIX, 10 Jul 1905, pp. 131-43;
Lost 230:1638, ibid., 17 JuZ 1905, pp. 821-42

56 Trevelyan, B 4th, CXLIX, 17 Jul 1905, p. 932
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foreign 'undesirables' the Aliens Bi11 was nothing but a "Parliament-

ary manoeuvre for electioneering purposes. n56

LIBERAL VICTORY

The Elections of January and February 1906 indicated over-
whelming support. for Liberal policies. Altogether the Ministerial
side gained 512 seats and the Opposition — the former Conservative
and Unionist Government — only-158.57

of 387 Liberals, 84 Natfonalists and 41 Independent Labour Members —

The Liberal side — composed

- was thus swept to power with a majority of 76%. Without the added
streﬁgth of their Nationalist and Independent Labour assdcfates; the
libera1s alone held a good working majority of 58%. The total non-
Liberal M.P.s constituted 42% and the official Opposition only 24%.
After more than ten years, the Liberal party returned to office with
a clear'majority of 387 seats against 283 non-Liberal.

This Qutstanding success did not necessarily indicate complete
rejection of the Conservative platform. In particular it did not
demonstrate an unqualified objection to anti-alienism. But the fact
that most anti-alien Conservatives lost their seats to pro-alien
opponents denoted that no great demand for restriction existed in the
most alién-infected area. To the contrary, results showed a dist-
inct endorsement of Liberal pro-alienism.

In his Soetal Geography of British Electione, Henry Pelling

56 FPetstok, H dth, CXLIX, 19 Jul 1905, pp. 1387-8
§7 Whitaker's Almanac 1907, pp. 136-47
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places the East End of London in Category C i.e. constituencies with
a predominantly poor and working class electorate. In this region,
Pelling maintains that the immigration question was of considerable

58 Between

po1i£ica1 significance, especially from the 1890s.
1885-1910 there was a general tendency towards Liberalism, though

the separate Elections of 1886, 1895 and 1900 revealed a slight pref-
erence for Conservatism and hence possibly for anti-alienism. But
1906 confirmed that; despite some anti-immigrant encouragement in 1900
and despite the increase in foreign residents over the following six
years, reports of anti-alien agitation had been exaggerated and mis-
.leading. At the very least, the ordinary Englishman of the East

End cannot have regarded alien immigration as detrimental as the
former Government had supposed.

Apart from the aliens issue itself, two further factors influenc-
ed the Elections. Firstly, the Liberals spent much less on their
campaign than the Conservatives. Secondly, the Jews' large residen-
tial population belied their small voting'&oice. As only naturalised
citizens were enfranchised, East End Jews méde a relatively minor
fmpact upon the Elections.  The electorate of the Hebrew area of
Whitechapel for example was only 6.4% of its population in 1900 — the

lowest figure in Britain.?

Had the opposition more extensive funds
and had the Jews nnre’voting power, the‘fgos Elections may have dis-

closed greater preference for Liberal attitudes.

58 Pelling, H;, pp. 63-4
§9 ibid., p. 44
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- With but one exception, Liberals either retained or won seats
over their East End Conservative competitors. The one exception was
Evans-Gordon himself who defeated his opponent by over six hundred

60

votes.’ This undoubtedly evinced anti-alien support in Steﬁney but

restriction was not his sole drawcard, for Eyans-Gordon promised a
wide programmefof social reform in general.61 - In the similar case
of the anti-alien Liberal, Sydney Buxton, who retained his seat in.
Poplar, Tower Hamlets, by over two thousénd voteszaz' in a predomin-
antly Liberal victory, was his.success due mainly to his party affil-
1at10n.or to his unorthodox immigration stand? Apart from Evans-
Gordon and Buxton, the six East End anti-aliens were defeated by
Liberal pro-aliens. - Evans-Gordon‘was in fact the sole Conservative
elected in the East End.%3

A1l other East End Conservative candidates lost. - The half-
Jewish anti-semite, Lawson, was overthrown by Straus in Mile End,64
while another Jew, H.S. Samuel, was ousted from Limehouse by the
Liberal William Pearse by almost a thousand 85 At the same time
Dewer and Forde Ridley, for St. George's-in-the-East and South-West

 Bethnal Green respectively, unsuccessfully contested Vagaihst

60 D. Stokes, 2490:1853
61 Pelling, H., p. 46
‘62" G.0. Berwick, 4546:2235

63 Though another C. — anti-alien Hay retained his seat for Hoxton,
. Shoredztah 7489:2753; this being counterbalanced by L. — pro-
alien Cremer returned for Haggerstone, Shoreditch 2?72:2371 _

64 22956:2169
65 2981:2007
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Liberals, Wi114an Benn®® and Edward Pickersgi1.57 The other Lib-

eral M.P.s were S.M. Samuel, the Hebrew Member for ldhitechape],68

G. Stopford Brooke for Bow and Bromiey, Tower Hamlet369 and Sir Edwin

A.~Cornwa11ffor North-East Bethnal Green:7o-

Outside of the East End, the advocates of tradition also re- -
tained their seats.. Sir Charles Dilke was returned unopposed for
the Forest of Dean while C.P. Treve!yan defeated his opponent by ‘more
than three thousand.7] Other pro-aliens returned were John.Burns,72
Keir Hardie,73 Asqu‘lth,74 AtherIey-Jones,75 Bryte76 and Seely.77
The successful Jewish M.P.s were Lipne] W. Rothschild, é Liberal
Un1onist,78 Sir Rufus Isaacs, a Liberal first elected in 19047% and
Herbert L. Samuel, who was Under-Secretary of State for the Home -

80

Office in the new Liberal Government. Among anti-aliens outside

66 1685:1064.

87  3543:2064 |

68 Defeated D.H. Kyd 1925:1569

69 Defeated A.P. Du Cros 4696:8974

70 Defsated M.M. Bhowmaggree 4127:2130

71 T.H. Brooke-Hitching for Elland, Yorks W.R. 7609:8962
72 Battersea 7387:5787

73 Merthyr Tydfil, elected as Socialist 10187, together with
L. = D.A. Thomas 13971

74 East Fife 4723:3279

75 N.W. Durham 9146:3992

76 S. Aberdsen 6778:2334

. 77 Aberoromby 2938:2734 ,
78 ' Aylesbury, Bucke 5875:4463
" 79 Reading 5407:4710

80 Unopposed Cleveland, Yorks
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the East End, Howard V1ncent,8] Akers-Dﬁug]as,82 Arthur Ba‘lfounr',=83

Joseph‘Chamberlain84

Normanss were returned; while Pilkington

— all Conservative — and the Liberal Henry

8 and cohen® 1ost. -
Although prominent advocates of both restriction and the open

door retained seats, the ba1énce clearly favoured the latter. : In

_particular Jewish Conservative anti-aliens Tost88

‘whereas Jewish pro-
aliens gained;89 while almost a1l Conservative reformers in the East
End were rejected for Liberal pro-aliens. As Trevelyan stated in
1906: "There was no support for the Bill in the country; and there
was no support for ite principles among the working-class, and the
Government would be perfectly justified in doing everything in their
power to miiigate the severity ofAthis firet piece of Protectioniet
legielation. n30 |

- In accordance with their 'out of offfce' principles, the Lib-
erals first attempted to amend the Aliens Act by a Contract Labour
clause, again proposed by Labour. Known as the Aliens Bi1l 1906,

this sought to prevent a stream of .cheap forefgn labour from displac-

81 C. Sheffield 4217:3290
82 St. Augustine's; Kent 7655:4794

83 Elected at Bye-election, City of London 27 Feb 15474:4134;
after having lost seat for E. Manchester 6403:4423

84 W. Birmingham 7173:2094

85 S. Wolverhampton 4833:4137

86 C. -~ HNewton, S.W. Lanies 6434:5898.

87 C. — E. Islington 4477:3710

88 Lawson, H.S. Samuel and Cohen

89 L.W. Rothechild, S.M., Samel, H.L. Samuel and Isaacs
90 B 4th, CLIIT, 5 Mar 1906, p. 136 |
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Ing natives during a trade dispute. Although it passed all stages
in the Commons, almost as a "white BLll without any kind of blot upon

91 92 pnd until the Parlia-

it", ' the Lords rejected it "with scorn”.
ment Act of 1911 there was no way to overcome such obstruction.

The administration of the Act itself also concerned the new
Government. The Home Secretary, Herbert Gladstone, promised to "do
justice'i to the meevs.m'eg:'3 for despite his oppositioﬁ in principle, he
recognised the law of the Yand and undertook tb "oive 1t a fair
tﬁal".ga But confronted by complaints of sseverit,y,,95 he endeavour-
ed to liberalise the Act. He admitted the press to meetings of the
Imnigration Board, circulated terms of the immigrant's right of appeal
in foreign languages and insisted upon a form of religious refuge;%
Officers were instructed to give "the benefit of the doubt, where any
doubt exists” to aliens who claimed to be fleeing from religious or
political persecution "in disturbed districts".

While Liberals upheld this "act of justice...popular all over
the country”,w Evans-Gordon protested against such "drastic and
fundamental changes”, which amounted to the repeal of an Act not

98

three months in operation. But although Gladstone's provisfons

91 1ibid., CLVII, 17 May 1908, p. 593
92 ibid., p. 702

93 ibid., CLIII, 5 Mar 1906, pp. 163-60
94 1ibid., 14 Mar 1906, p. 1322

95 1ibid., § Mar 1906, p. 141

86 1ibid., 12 Mar 1906, pp. 916-7

97 ibid., 14 Mar 1906, p. 1328

98 1ibid., p. 1312
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enabled over five hundre&’aliens to enter Britain on the grounds of
political or religious persecution in 1906, this fell dramatically in
1907 to only fbrty-three.gg Thereafter twenty in 1908, thirty in
1909 and five in 1910 pleaded asylum. Yet anti-aliens continued to
harass the Government for leniency in its administration of this and
other sections of the Act. They forecast the day when such evasion

would arouse agitation to the point of blatant anti-semitism.m0

In ‘the initial years of office the Liberals relaxed the terms

of the Aliens Act whilst the Conservatives harangued Parliaﬁent with
their familiar anti-alien slogans.  Although the Tottenham-murders
of 1909 and tﬁe:?eter the Painter incident of 1911 intensified the
campaign for restéiction, nefther affair actually resulted in tighter
control. But the chauvinism accompanying the outbreak of war in 1914
instigated a hurriedly conceived and executed measure, the Aliens
Restriction Act. - Absorbing the 1905 Act, it gave the Home Secretary
all-embracing powers against foreign immigrants. . After the war in
1919, in an atmosphere of bitter ant{-German sentiment — with anti-
‘semitism to follow in the twenties and thirtfes — the Government
passed the Alfens Restriction (Amendment) Act, to continue and extend
the emergency regulation of 1914, which had become law almost without

debate. In each successive year this has been perpetuated through

99 H 5th, XXI, 17 Feb 1911, p. 1511 -
100 Hay, H 5th, I, 36 Feb 1909, p..970
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the Expiring Laws Continuance Act. While the Jewish question itself
seems to have. dissolved — a tribute to alien assimilation — the
immigration controversy persists in a new form, the 'colour’ of :

Commonwealth countries.
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_GLADSTONE, H.J., pro-alien (L. - ¥. Leeds) son W.E. Gladstone, Home

Sea. 1905-10 _ 1854-1930
GLADSTONE, W. E., pro-aHen (L - Midlothian) 4 P.M., 1892-4 1809-1898'
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LAWSON, H., anti-alien Jdew (C. - Mile End, Tower Hamlets East End)
LEIGH, pro-alfen (L. - HL)

LLOYD-GEORGE, D.D., pro-alien (L. - Carmarvom Boroughs) Pres. Bd.
Trade 1905-—8 Chan. Exchequer 1908-15, P.M. 1916-32 1863-1945

LONG, w H., anti-alien (C. ~ W. Derby, Liverpool 1892-1800, S.
Bristol 1900-6) Mb. HC Sel. Cttee. 1889, Pres. Loeal Gov. Bd.
1900-5 1854-1924

LOUGH, T., pro-alien (L. - K. Islington)
LOWLES Jey anti-alien (C. - Haggemtan, Shoreditceh 1895-1900)
LOWTHER, J.. ant‘l-alien (C. - Isle of Thanet, Kent) Under-Sac.
Colonice 1874-8, Chief Sec. Ireland 1878-80, m. Amdt. 1893]840 1904
. AN . g

LYTTLETON, A., anti-alien (L.U. - Wawick & Leamington 1895-1906,
C. - St. George's, Hamover Sq. 1803-13) Lagal Pr., See. Lord James

- 18682-8, Recorder of Hereford 1894, Mb. Roy. Com. Immigration 1902-3,
See. Colontea 1903-5 1857-1913’

- McKENNA, R.,pro-alien (L. - Mommouth)

MAPLE, J.B. anti-alien (C. - Camberwell, Dulwich)

" MARKHAM, A.B., anti-alien (L. - Mansfield, Nottingham)

W\RRIOTT, W.T., anti- alien (L. - Brighton 1880-4, C. ~ 1884—-93)
Mb. BC Sel. Cttee. 1888/9

MATTHEWS, H., anti-alien (C. - E. Birmingham) Homs Sec. 1891

MEATH, anti-alien (C. - HL) Alderman Lomdon County Coun. 1889-82,
1898—1901, lgt Chair. London Parke Cttee., let Préa. Church Reform
Ass., let Pres. Brit., Inst. Soe. Service, f Empire Movement,
Senator Parl. S. Iveland. ~ 1841- 1929

MENDIP, pro-alien (L. - HL)

MONKSWELL, pro-allen (L. -~ HL) Mp, HL Sel. Cttee, 1888
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- MONTAGU, S.M., pro-alien Jew (L. - Whitechapel, Tower Hamlete East

. End 1885-1900) Mb. BC Sel. Cttee. 1888/9 - 1832-1911
MUNDELLA Ad., pro-aHen (L. - Bz'tghtside Sheffield) Pms. Bd.
Trade 1892-4 . 1825-1897

NEWTON, ant1 a'Hen (c. HL)

v

- NORMAN, H., anti-aﬁen (L. - s. Wolverhanq:tm 1900—10, BZackbum
oo 2910—-23) Mb, Roy.. Com. Immigration 1902-3 1858-1939

0'GRADY, J., pro-a'ﬁen (Lab. - 'E. Leeds) Bzzz 1906, 1911 1912 Zat:er
Gov. Tasmania

PEASE, J.A., pro-alien (L. - Tynea%de 1892-1900 Bésex Saffz'an Waldan
1901-10, Rotherham. 1010-7) ‘

PEEL, W.R., anti-alfen (c. - s. Manchester)

PILKINGTON R.» ant‘i-aHen (C. - Newton, S.W. mes.) ' §
’Pwmn. W.R., anti-al‘len (c. - Nezaaastle-—on-!l’yne)
POWELL, Fas anti-a'lien (. - W«igan) _ -

| .. RASCH, .» anti- aHen (c. - S.E’. C’hsbnaford Essew) |
REAY, pro-a'l‘ien (¢. - HL)

‘ v'RIBBLESDALE, pro-alien (L. - BL) o
| RIDLEY, M.W., anti- aHen (c. - u. Norf:?umberlmd 1868-85, Blackpool

1866-1900)
© RDLEY, F., anti-alfen (c. - 5.V, Bethnal, Graen East End)
'RIPON, pro-aHen (L. - HL)

e et "RITCHIE. c.T., anti-alien (c - St. George 's, Tover Hamlets East End

- 1874-92, Croydon 1895-1905) Pres. Local Gov. Bd. 1886-82, Pres. BEd.
-Trads 1895-1900, Home. See. 1900-2, Chan. E‘wchequer 1902-3 1838-1906

ROBERTSON, E., pro=alien (L. - Dundee)

© ROBERTS, S., anti-alfen (¢. - Feoleaall, Sheffield)

.~ ROSEBERY, pro-allen (L. - HL) Homs Under-Sec. 1881-3, Com. Worke

1883~5, Lord Privy. Seal 1885, See. For. Affairs 1888 & 1892-4,
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ROTHSCHILD, F.J., pro- a'Hen Jew (C. - Aylesbury, Bucks 1885-98) -
© cousin Lord Rothschild, Mb. HC Sel. Cttes. 188/9 1839-1898

ROTHSCHILD, L .W., pro-alien Jew (L.U. - Aylesbury, Bucke 1899-1910)
son Lord Rothsehild - 1868-1937

- ROTHSCHILD, N.M., pro-alien Jdew (L. - Ayleebury, Bucke 1865-85, HL)
Iet Jewish peer, Mb. Roy. Com. Immigration 1502-3 1840- 1915

SALISBURY, anti-allen (¢. - HL) Ssc. For. Affmrs 1876-80, P.M, 1885-
6, 1686-92, 1895-1902, BLll 1894 1830-1903

- SAMUEL, H.L., pro-aHen Jew (L. - Cleveland, Yorks N.R.) Memo on
Brtt. Trust for Jewtsh Eome 1914, Leader L. HC 1931-5 Leader L.
HL 1944~55 ' . 1870-1955

. SAMUEL, H.S., anti-aHen Jew (C. - Iimehouse, Tower Hamlets East End)

| 1853-1934
| SANRIEL S.M., pro-alien Jew (L. - Whitschapel, Tower Hamlets East End
1900-16) 1856-1926

. SANDYS, T.M., anti-alien (C. - Bootle, S.H. Lanes.)

SEELY, J.E.B., pro-alien (c. - Isla of wght 1900-6, L. - Abercromby,
Iftverpooz 1906-10)

SLOAN, T. H.. pro-alien :c. - 8. Belfast)
SMITH, S., anti-alien (. - Flintehire) Mb. HC Sel. Cttee. 1888/9

© SMITH, W.H., anti-alien (C. - Strand, Westminster) lst Lord Treas. &
" Leadsr HC 1866-91 |

SPENCER, pro-a‘l'ien, (L, ~-HL) . .
" STAMFORD, prb-aHen (L.U: '~ HL)
| srocx J.H., anti-alien (c. - Walton, Liverpoot)

: STRAUS. B.S., pro-alien Jew (L. Mile End, Tower EamZeta East End)”
. 1867-1933

TANNER, C.K.D., anti aHen . - Cark Co., Md.) m. HC Sel. Cttee.
1888/9

- THRING, pro-alien (L. -~ HL)*

. TREVELYAN, C.P., pro-alien (L. - Eumd Yarks W.R 1899-1918, Lab
. €. Neweastle 1833-81).
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VINCENT, C.E.H., anti-alien (C. -~ C. Sheffield) Dir. Crim. Investi-.
gation 1878-84, f. United Empire Trade League 1891, Chair. Nat.
Union Con. Asa. 1895, Mb. London County Coun. 1889-96, Del. Anti-

" Anarchist Con. Rome 1898, Mb. HC Sel. Cttee. 1889, Bill 1897 &
-.1898, m. Amdt. 1903 o 1849-1908

WANDSYWORTH, pro-alien (L. -vﬁ“

WELBY, pro-alien (L. - HL)

'v WHITLEY, J.H., pro-alien (L. - Halifax)

~ WILSON, J.H., anti-alien (L. - Mddlesborough)
- WYNDHAM, G., anti-alien (C. - Dover)
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CHRONOLOGY

PARLIAMENT, PRESS AND PREJUDICE

'"The Jewish Question'
in Britain 1890-1905

1793 Aliens Act
1826  Registration of Aliens Act
1836 Registration of Aliens Act
1858 Removal of Jewish Disabilities Act
1870 Extradition Act
1887 Memorandum Immigration Foreigners
Report Sweating System (Burnett)
1888 HL Select Committee Sweating
HC Select Committee Immigration Foreigners
1889 HC Select Committee Immigration Foreigners
1892 A.J. Balfour claims measure in preparation
1893 Lowther's Amendment Queen's Speech — lost
Report Alien Immigration (Burnett & Schloss)
1894  Salisbury's Bill (HL) — 2r HL
Trade Report Effect Alien Immigration on Labour
1896 Promise legislation in Queen's Speech
1897 Ritchie pledges Government to legislation
Vincent's Bill — 1r HC
1898 Vincent's Bill — 1r HC
Hardwicke's Bill (HL) — 3r HL
1902 Evans-Gordon's Amendment King's Speech — withdrawn
Appointment Royal Commission Alien Immigration
1903 Vincent's Amendment King's Speech — withdrawn
Report Royal Commission Alien Immigration
1904 Aliens Bill — 2r HC, Grand Committee
1905 Aliens Bill/Act
1906 O0'Grady's Bill — 3r HC, 1r HL
1909 Hay's Amendment King's Speech — lost
1911 Churchill promises legislation
Goulding's Bill — 2r HC, Standing Committee
Aliens Bill (Criminals) — 1r HC
1912 0'Grady's Bill — 1r HC
1913 0'Grady's Bill — 1r HC
1914 Aliens Restriction Act
1919 Aliens Restriction (Amendment) Act
1923 Crook's Bill — not put
1925 Yerburgh's Bill — withdrawn
1938 Ramsay's Bill — withdrawn
1962 Commonwealth Immigration Act
1969

Expiring Laws Continuance Act
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