A FLAPPER'S APPEAL TO PARENTS BY ELLEN WELLES PAGE
The following article by Ellen Welles Page appeared in Outlook magazine on December 6, 1922.
The illustrations which accompany this piece did not accompany the original article, but are
added here for your viewing pleasure. Also, please note: the term "make love" meant to "sweet
talk" someone in the 1920's - it did not have it's current meaning. Language, like fashions and
music, has also changed over time.

If one judge by appearances, I suppose I am a flapper. I am within the age limit. I wear bobbed
hair, the badge of flapperhood. (And, oh, what a comfort it is!), I powder my nose. I wear fringed
skirts and bright-colored sweaters, and scarfs, and waists with Peter Pan collars, and low- heeled
"finale hopper" shoes. I adore to dance. I spend a large amount of time in automobiles. I attend
hops, and proms, and ball-games, and crew races, and other affairs at men's colleges. But none
the less some of the most thoroughbred superflappers might blush to claim sistership or even
remote relationship with such as I. I don't use rouge, or lipstick, or pluck my eyebrows. I don't
smoke (I've tried it, and don't like it), or drink, or tell "peppy stories." I don't pet. And, most
unpardonable infringement of all the rules and regulations of Flapperdom, I haven't a line! But
then--there are many degrees of flapper. There is the semi-flapper; the flapper; the superflapper.
Each of these three main general divisions has its degrees of variation. I might possibly be placed
somewhere in the middle of the first class.
I think every one realizes by this time that there has been a marked change in our muchdiscussed tactics. Jazz has been modified, and probably will continue to be until it has become
obsolete. Petting is gradually growing out of fashion through being overworked. Yes,
undoubtedly our hopeless condition is improving. But it was not for discussing these aspects of
the case that began this article.
I want to beg all you parents, and grandparents, and friends, and teachers, and preachers--you
who constitute the "older generation"--to overlook our shortcomings, at least for the present, and
to appreciate our virtues. I wonder if it ever occurred to any of you that it required brains to
become and remain a successful flapper? Indeed it does! It requires an enormous amount of
cleverness and energy to keep going at the proper pace. It requires self- knowledge and selfanalysis. We must know our capabilities and limitations. We must be constantly on the alert.
Attainment of flapperhood is a big and serious undertaking!
"Brains?" you repeat, skeptically."Then why aren't they used to better advantage?" That is
exactly it! And do you know who is largely responsible for all this energy's being spent in the
wrong directions? You! You parents,and grandparents, and friends, and teachers, and preachers-all of you! "The war!" you cry. "It is the effect of the war!" And then you blame prohibition. Yes!
Yet it is you who set the example there! But this is my point: Instead of helping us work out our
problems with constructive, sympathetic thinking and acting, you have muddled them for us
more hopelessly with destructive public condemnation and denunciation.
Think back to the time when you were struggling through the teens. Remember how spontaneous

and deep were the joys, how serious and penetrating the sorrows. Most of us, under the present
system of modern education, are further advanced and more thoroughly developed mentally,
physically, and vocationally than were our parents at our age. We hold the infinite possibilities of
the myriads of new inventions within our grasp. We have learned to take for granted
conveniences, and many luxuries, which not so many years ago were as yet undreamed of. We
are in touch with the whole universe. We have a tremendous problem on our hands. You must
help us. Give us confidence--not distrust. Give us practical aid and advice--not criticism. Praise
us when praise is merited. Be patient and understanding when we make mistakes.
We are the Younger Generation. The war tore away our spiritual foundations and challenged our
faith. We are struggling to regain our equilibrium. The times have made us older and more
experienced than you were at our age. It must be so with each succeeding generation if it is to
keep pace with the rapidly advancing and mighty tide of civilization. Help us to put our
knowledge to the best advantage. Work with us! That is the way! Outlets for this surplus
knowledge and energy must be opened. Give us a helping hand.
Youth has many disillusionments. Spiritual forces begin to be felt. The emotions are frequently in
a state of upheaval, struggling with one another for supremacy. And Youth does not understand.
There is no one to turn to--no one but the rest of Youth, which is as perplexed and troubled with
its problems as ourselves. Everywhere we read and hear the criticism and distrust of older people
toward us. It forms an insurmountable barrier between us. How can we turn to them?
In every person there is a desire, an innate longing, toward some special goal or achievement.
Each of us has his place to fill. Each of us has his talent--be it ever so humble. And our hidden
longing is usually for that for which nature equipped us. Any one will do best and be happiest
doing that which he really likes and for which he is fitted. In this "age of specialists," as it has
been called, there is less excuse than ever for persons being shoved into niches in which they do
not belong and cannot be made to fit. The lives of such people are great tragedies. That is why it
is up to you who have the supervision of us of less ripe experience to guide us sympathetically,
and to help us find, encourage, and develop our special abilities and talents. Study us. Make us
realize that you respect us as fellow human beings, that you have confidence in us, and, above
all, that you expect us to live up to the highest ideals, and to the best that is in us.
It must begin with individuals. Parents, study your children. Talk to them more intimately.
Respect their right to a point of view. Be so understanding and sympathetic that they will turn to
you naturally and trustfully with their glowing joys or with their heartaches and tragedies. Youth
has many of the latter because Youth takes itself so seriously. And so often the wounds go
unconfessed, and, instead of gradually healing, become more and more gnawing through
suppression until of necessity relief is sought in some way which is not always for the best.
Mothers, become acquainted with your children. Be the understanding, loving, happy comrade of
your daughter. Become her ideal. And strive to live up to the ideal you set for the woman who is
to become your son's wife. Be his chum. Be young with him. Oh, what a powerful and wonderful
influence you are capable of exerting if you only will!

Fathers, find out what is within the minds and hearts and souls of your children. There is a
wonderful, an interesting, and a sacred treasure-house there if you will take the time and pain to
explore. The key is yours in return for patient understanding, sympathetic encouragement, and
kindly wisdom. Make love [sweet talk] to your daughter if necessary! Make her realize the depth
of your love and make her feel that you have confidence in her ability to live up to your
standards of upright womanhood. Be your son's best pal. Make his interests your interests.
Encourage him to formulate a workable philosophy of life. And remember this: A little merited
praise means so much! A little encouragement goes such a long way!
Oh, parents, parents everywhere, point out to us the ideals of truly glorious and upright living!
Believe in us, that we may learn to believe in ourselves, in humanity, in God! Be the living
examples of your teachings, that you may inspire us with hope and courage, understanding and
truth, love and faith. Remember that we are the parents of the future. Help us to be worthy of the
sacred trust that will be ours. Make your lives such an inspiration to us that we in our turn will
strive to become an inspiration to our children and to the ages! Is it too much to ask?
Source: http://www.geocities.com/flapper_culture/appeal.html

Why I Bobbed My Hair, by Mary Garden (1921)
Why did I bob my hair? For several reasons. I did it because I wanted to, for one thing;
because I found it easier to take care of; because I thought it more becoming; and
because I felt freer without long, entangling tresses. But above and beyond these and
several other reasons I had my hair cut short because, to me, it typified a progressive
step, in keeping with the inner spirit that animates my whole existence.
In one way, whether I wear my hair short or not is of little importance. But viewed in
another way, bobbed hair is not just a trivial, independent act of hair-dressing separate
and apart from my life itself. It is part and parcel of life—one of the myriad things which
by themselves may apparently mean nothing, but which in the aggregate help to form
that particular complexity of expression which is myself.
This sounds a bit cryptic; but let me elucidate a little. Whether we know it or not, every
single thing we do has a relationship to our lives as a whole, for the simple reason that
what we do is the expression of what we think—consciously or unconsciously. You may
say that it matters very little whether a woman wears her hair long or has it cut short, but
that is really not true.
Bobbed hair is a state of mind and not merely a new manner of dressing my head. It
typifies growth, alertness, up-to-dateness, and is part of the expression of the élan vital!
[spirit] It is not just a fad of the moment, either like mah jong or cross-word puzzles. At
least I donʼt think it is. I consider getting rid of our long hair one of the many little
shackles that women have cast aside in their passage to freedom. Whatever helps their
emancipation, however small it may seen, is well worth while.

Bobbing the hair is one of those things that show us whether or not we are abreast of
the age in which we find ourselves. For instance, can you imagine any woman with a
vivid consciousness of being alive, walking along the street in 1927 with skirts trailing on
the ground, wearing elastic-side shoes, a shawl, and also a mid-Victorian bonnet? If you
saw such a sight you would instantly put her down as one who had ceased to grow, as
one who was passé [out of style] and very far from being an up-to-date woman.
***
When I consider the achievements of women in the past few years in the field of
athletics I find it impossible to do so without taking into account the tremendous
freedom-giving changes in fashion that have accompanied them. And enjoying the
blessings of short hair is a necessary part of those fashion changes. To my way of
thinking, long hair belongs to the age of general feminine helplessness. Bobbed hair
belongs to the age of freedom, frankness, and progressiveness.
This is my view of the situation, but I should like to state most emphatically that I have
no desire to lay down any fixed arbitrary rule for any one else to follow. Whether a
woman wears her hair long or short, is her individual affair. I only know which I prefer. I
can see nothing but what is progressive or beneficial in bobbed hair for women, altho I
must admit there is one very tragic situation that is the direct result of women bobbing
their hair, and that is, of course, the sorry plight of the hairpin manufacturers.
***
Source: Irene Castle Treman, “I Bobbed My Hair and Then—,” Ladies Home Journal, October 1921, 124; Mary
Garden “Why I Bobbed My Hair,” Pictorial Review, April 1927, 8; Mary Pickford, “Why I Have Not Bobbed Mine,”
Pictorial Review, April 1927, 9.

The Case Against the "Reds" by A. Mitchell Palmer
A powerful reaction against "radicalism" in various forms swept the country immediately after the end of the war. One
of the leading progenitors and sponsors of the "Red Scare" was the Attorney General of the United States, who
summarizes his fears of Bolshevism and his methods of extirpating it.

In this brief review of the work which the Department of Justice has undertaken, to tear
out the radical seeds that have entangled American ideas in their poisonous theories, I
desire not merely to explain what the real menace of communism is, but also to tell how
we have been compelled to clean up the country almost unaided by any virile
legislation. Though I have not been embarrassed by political opposition, I have been
materially delayed because the present sweeping processes of arrests and deportation
of seditious aliens should have been vigorously pushed by Congress last spring. The
failure of this is a matter of record in the Congressional files.
***
Like a prairie-fire, the blaze of revolution was sweeping over every American institution
of law and order a year ago. It was eating its way into the homes of the American

workmen, its sharp tongues of revolutionary heat were licking the altars of the churches,
leaping into the belfry of the school bell, crawling into the sacred corners of American
homes, seeking to replace marriage vows with libertine laws, burning up the foundations
of society.
***
Upon these two basic certainties, first that the "Reds" were criminal aliens and secondly
that the American Government must prevent crime, it was decided that there could be
no nice distinctions drawn between the theoretical ideals of the radicals and their actual
violations of our national laws. An assassin may have brilliant intellectuality, he may be
able to excuse his murder or robbery with fine oratory, but any theory which excuses
crime is not wanted in America. This is no place for the criminal to flourish, nor will he do
so so long as the rights of common citizenship can be exerted to prevent him.
***
Behind, and underneath, my own determination to drive from our midst the agents of
Bolshevism with increasing vigor and with greater speed, until there are no more of
them left among us, so long as I have the responsible duty of that task, I have
discovered the hysterical methods of these revolutionary humans with increasing
amazement and suspicion. In the confused information that sometimes reaches the
people they are compelled to ask questions which involve the reasons for my acts
against the "Reds." I have been asked, for instance, to what extent deportation will
check radicalism in this country. Why not ask what will become of the United States
Government if these alien radicals are permitted to carry out the principles of the
Communist Party as embodied in its so-called laws, aims and regulations?
There wouldn't be any such thing left. In place of the United States Government we
should have the horror and terrorism of bolsheviki tyranny such as is destroying Russia
now. Every scrap of radical literature demands the overthrow of our existing
government. All of it demands obedience to the instincts of criminal minds, that is, to the
lower appetites, material and moral. The whole purpose of communism appears to be a
mass formation of the criminals of the world to overthrow the decencies of private life, to
usurp property that they have not earned, to disrupt the present order of life regardless
of health, sex or religious rights. By a literature that promises the wildest dreams of such
low aspirations, that can occur to only the criminal minds,, communism distorts our
social law....
It has been inferred by the "Reds" that the United States Government, by arresting and
deporting them, is returning to the autocracy of Czardom, adopting the system that
created the severity of Siberian banishment. My reply to such charges is that in our
determination to maintain our government we are treating our alien enemies with
extreme consideration. To deny them the privilege of remaining in a country which they
have openly deplored as an unenlightened community, unfit for those who prefer the
privileges of Bolshevism, should be no hardship. It strikes me as an odd form of
reasoning that these Russian Bolsheviks who extol the Bolshevik rule should be so

unwilling to return to Russia. The nationality of most of the alien "Reds" is Russian and
German. There is almost no other nationality represented among them.
It has been impossible in so short a space to review the entire menace of the internal
revolution in this country as I know it, but this may serve to arouse the American citizen
to its reality, its danger, and the great need of united effort to stamp it out, under our
feet, if needs be. It is being done. The Department of Justice will pursue the attack of
these "Reds" upon the Government of the United States with vigilance, and no alien,
advocating the overthrow of existing law and order in this country, shall escape arrest
and prompt deportation.
It is my belief that while they have stirred discontent in our midst, while they have
caused irritating strikes, and while they have infected our social ideas with the disease
of their own minds and their unclean morals we can get rid of them! and not until we
have done so shall we have removed the menace of Bolshevism for good.
Source: A. Mitchell Palmer, " The Case Against the Reds," Part III Peacemaking, 1919-1920, Radicalism and the Red
Scare, World War I At Home: Readings on American Life, 1914-1920. John Wiley and Sons, Inc.: New York, pp.
185-189.

“Shut the Door”: A Senator Speaks for Immigration Restriction (1924)
At the turn of the 20th century, unprecedented levels of immigration from Southern and Eastern Europe to the United
States aroused public support for restrictive immigration laws. After World War I, which temporarily slowed
immigration levels, anti-immigration sentiment rose again. Congress passed the Quota Act of 1921, limiting entrants
from each nation to 3 percent of that nationalityʼs presence in the U.S. population as recorded by the 1910 census. As
a result, immigration from Southern and Eastern Europe dropped to less than one-quarter of pre-World War I levels.
Even more restrictive was the Immigration Act of 1924 (Johnson-Reed Act) that shaped American immigration policy
until the 1960s. During congressional debate over the 1924 Act, Senator Ellison DuRant Smith of South Carolina
drew on the racist theories of Madison Grant to argue that immigration restriction was the only way to preserve
existing American resources. Although blatant racists like Smith were in the minority in the Senate, almost all
senators supported restriction, and the Johnson-Reed bill passed with only six dissenting votes.

It seems to me the point as to this measure—and I have been so impressed for several
years—is that the time has arrived when we should shut the door. We have been called
the melting pot of the world. We had an experience just a few years ago, during the
great World War, when it looked as though we had allowed influences to enter our
borders that were about to melt the pot in place of us being the melting pot.
I think that we have sufficient stock in America now for us to shut the door, Americanize
what we have, and save the resources of America for the natural increase of our
population. We all know that one of the most prolific causes of war is the desire for
increased land ownership for the overflow of a congested population. We are increasing
at such a rate that in the natural course of things in a comparatively few years the
landed resources, the natural resources of the country, shall be taken up by the natural
increase of our population. It seems to me the part of wisdom now that we have
throughout the length and breadth of continental America a population which is
beginning to encroach upon the reserve and virgin resources of the country to keep it in
trust for the multiplying population of the country.

I do not believe that political reasons should enter into the discussion of this very vital
question. It is of greater concern to us to maintain the institutions of America, to
maintain the principles upon which this Government is founded, than to develop and
exploit the underdeveloped resources of the country. There are some things that are
dearer to us, fraught with more benefit to us, than the immediate development of the
undeveloped resources of the country. I believe that our particular ideas, social, moral,
religious, and political, have demonstrated, by virtue of the progress we have made and
the character of people that we are, that we have the highest ideals of any member of
the human family or any nation. We have demonstrated the fact that the human family,
certainty the predominant breed in America, can govern themselves by a direct
government of the people. If this Government shall fail, it shall fail by virtue of the
terrible law of inherited tendency. Those who come from the nations which from time
immemorial have been under the dictation of a master fall more easily by the law of
inheritance and the inertia of habit into a condition of political servitude than the
descendants of those who cleared the forests, conquered the savage, stood at arms
and won their liberty from their mother country, England.
I think we now have sufficient population in our country for us to shut the door and to
breed up a pure, unadulterated American citizenship. I recognize that there is a
dangerous lack of distinction between people of a certain nationality and the breed of
the dog. Who is an American? Is he an immigrant from Italy? Is he an immigrant from
Germany? If you were to go abroad and some one were to meet you and say, “I met a
typical American,” what would flash into your mind as a typical American, the typical
representative of that new Nation? Would it be the son of an Italian immigrant, the son
of a German immigrant, the son of any of the breeds from the Orient, the son of the
denizens of Africa? We must not get our ethnological distinctions mixed up with out
anthropological distinctions. It is the breed of the dog in which I am interested. I would
like for the Members of the Senate to read that book just recently published by Madison
Grant, The Passing of a Great Race. Thank God we have in America perhaps the
largest percentage of any country in the world of the pure, unadulterated Anglo-Saxon
stock; certainly the greatest of any nation in the Nordic breed. It is for the preservation
of that splendid stock that has characterized us that I would make this not an asylum for
the oppressed of all countries, but a country to assimilate and perfect that splendid type
of manhood that has made America the foremost Nation in her progress and in her
power, and yet the youngest of all the nations. I myself believe that the preservation of
her institutions depends upon us now taking counsel with our condition and our
experience during the last World War.
***
Source: Speech by Ellison DuRant Smith, April 9, 1924, Congressional Record, 68th Congress, 1st Session
(Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1924), vol. 65, 5961–5962.

“The Eruption of Tulsa”: An NAACP Official Investigates the Tulsa Race Riot of
1921
The years following World War I in the United States saw devastating race riots around the nation: in small cities like
Elaine, Arkansas, and Knoxville, Tennessee as well as in larger ones such as Chicago, where a four-day riot in 1919
left two dozen African Americans dead and more than 300 injured. But the Tulsa race riot was perhaps the worst. In
fact, white Tulsans' 24-hour rampage was one of the most vicious and intense race riots in American history before or
since, resulting in the death of anywhere from 75 to 250 people and the burning of more than 1,000 black homes and
businesses. Walter White, an official of the NAACP, traveled to Tulsa in disguise to survey the damage caused by the
1921 race riot. His report, one of many articles on the riot, was published in the Nation in the summer of 1921.

A hysterical white girl related that a nineteen-year-old colored boy attempted to assault
her in the public elevator of a public office building of a thriving town of 100,000 in open
daylight. Without pausing to find whether or not the story was true, without bothering
with the slight detail of investigating the character of the woman who made the outcry
(as a matter of fact, she was of exceedingly doubtful reputation), a mob of 100-per-cent
Americans set forth on a wild rampage that cost the lives of fifty white men; of between
150 and 200 colored men, women and children; the destruction by fire of $1,500,000
worth of property; the looting of many homes; and everlasting damage to the reputation
of the city of Tulsa and the State of Oklahoma.
This, in brief, is the story of the eruption of Tulsa on the night of May 31 and the morning
of June 1. One could travel far and find few cities where the likelihood of trouble
between the races was as little thought of as in Tulsa. Her reign of terror stands as a
grim reminder of the grip mob violence has on the throat of America, and the everpresent possibility of devastating race conflicts where least expected.
***
So much for the setting. What are the causes of the race riot that occurred in such a
place? First, the Negro in Oklahoma has shared in the sudden prosperity that has come
to many of his white brothers, and there are some colored men there who are wealthy.
This fact has caused a bitter resentment on the part of the lower order of whites, who
feel that these colored men, members of an “inferior race,” are exceedingly
presumptuous in achieving greater economic prosperity than they who are members of
a divinely ordered superior race. There are at least three colored persons in Oklahoma
who are worth a million dollars each; J. W. Thompson of Clearview is worth $500,000;
there are a number of men and women worth $100,000; and many whose possessions
are valued at $25,000 and $50,000 each. This was particularly true of Tulsa, where
there were two colored men worth $150,000 each; two worth $100,000; three $50,000;
and four who were assessed at $25,000. In one case where a colored man owned and
operated a printing plant with $25,000 worth of printing machinery in it, the leader of the
mob that set fire to and destroyed the plant was a linotype operator employed for years
by the colored owner at $48 per week. The white man was killed while attacking the
plant. Oklahoma is largely populated by pioneers from other States. Some of the white
pioneers are former residents of Mississippi, Georgia, Tennessee, Texas, and other
States more typically southern than Oklahoma. These have brought with them their anti-

Negro prejudices. Lethargic and unprogressive by nature, it sorely irks them to see
Negroes making greater progress than they themselves are achieving.
One of the charges made against the colored men in Tulsa is that they were “radical.”
Questioning the whites more closely regarding the nature of this radicalism, I found it
means that Negroes were uncompromisingly denouncing “Jim-Crow” [railroad] cars,
lynching, peonage; in short, were asking that the Federal constitutional guaranties of
“life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness” be given regardless of color. The Negroes of
Tulsa and other Oklahoma cities are pioneers; men and women who have dared, men
and women who have had the initiative and the courage to pull up stakes in other lessfavored States and face hardship in a newer one for the sake of greater eventual
progress. That type is ever less ready to submit to insult. Those of the whites who seek
to maintain the old white group control naturally do not relish seeing Negroes
emancipating themselves from the old system.
A third cause was the rotten political conditions in Tulsa. A vice ring was in control of the
city, allowing open operation of houses of ill fame, of gambling joints, the illegal sale of
whiskey, the robbing of banks and stores, with hardly a slight possibility of the arrest of
the criminals, and even less of their conviction. For fourteen years Tulsa has been in the
absolute control of this element. Most of the better element, and there is a large
percentage of Tulsans who can properly be classed as such, are interested solely in
making money and getting away. They have taken little or no interest in the election of
city or county officials, leaving it to those whose interest it was to secure officials who
would protect them in their vice operations. About two months ago the State legislature
assigned two additional judges to Tulsa County to aid the present two in clearing the
badly clogged dockets. These judges found more than six thousand cases awaiting trial.
Thus in a county of approximately 100,000 population, six out of every one hundred
citizens were under indictment for some sort of crime, with little likelihood of trial in any
of them.
Last July a white man by the name of Roy Belton, accused of murdering a taxicab
driver, was taken from the county jail and lynched. According to the statements of many
prominent Tulsans, local police officers directed traffic at the scene of the lynching,
trying to afford every person present an equal chance to view the event. Insurance
companies refuse to give Tulsa merchants insurance on their stocks; the risk is too
great. There have been so many automobile thefts that a number of companies have
canceled all policies on care in Tulsa. The net result of these conditions was that
practically none of the citizens of the town, white or colored, had very much respect for
the law.
***
Source: Walter White, “The Eruption of Tulsa,” Nation 112 (June 29, 1921): 909–910.

“Chicago and Its Eight Reasons”: Walter White Considers the Causes of the 1919
Chicago Race Riot
As U.S. soldiers returned from Europe in the aftermath of World War I, scarce housing and jobs heightened racial and
class antagonisms across urban America. African-American soldiers, in particular, came home from the war expecting
to enjoy the full rights of citizenship that they had fought to defend overseas. In the spring and summer of 1919,
murderous race riots erupted in 22 American cities and towns. Chicago experienced the most severe of these riots.
The Crisis, published by the NAACP, responded to the Chicago race riot with a major article in October 1919,
“Chicago and Its Eight Reasons.” Author Walter White, then assistant executive secretary of the NAACP, described
eight causes of the riot and concluded that tensions had increased in the city partially in response to the influx of
African Americans. Though sympathetic to the new migrants' plight, Whiteʼs article criticized both African-American
newcomers to Chicago and the cityʼs black politicians. White also concluded, approvingly, that some black citizens,
with a newfound spirit of independence, chose to retaliate against the pervasive attacks by white Chicagoans rather
than remain passive victims.
In this October 1919 article in the Crisis, the NAACP national magazine, the organizationʼs assistant executive
secretary, Walter White, asserts that the black population had been made the scapegoat in the wake of the violence.
He lists eight causes for the riot, with “race prejudice” being the foremost.

Many causes have been assigned for the three days of race rioting, from July 27 to 30
in Chicago, each touching some particular phase of the general condition that led up to
the outbreak. Labor union officials attribute it to the action of the packers, while the
packers are equally sure that the unions themselves are directly responsible. The city
administration feels that the riots were brought on to discredit the [William Hale]
Thompson forces, while leaders of the anti-Thompson forces, prominent among them
being Stateʼs Attorney Maclay Hoyne, are sure that the administration is directly
responsible. In this manner charges and counter-charges are made, but, as is usually
the case, the Negro is made to bear the brunt of it all—to be “the scapegoat.” A
background of strained race relations brought to a head more rapidly through political
corruption, economic competition and clashes due to the overflow of the greatly
increased colored population into sections outside of the so-called “Black Belt,”
embracing the Second and Third Wards, all of these contributed, aided by magnifying of
Negro crime by newspapers, to the formation of a situation where only a spark was
needed to ignite the flames of racial antagonism. That spark was contributed by a white
youth when he knocked a colored lad off a raft at the 29th Street bathing beach and the
colored boy was drowned.
Four weeks spent in studying the situation in Chicago, immediately following the
outbreaks, seem to show at least eight general causes for the riots, and the same
conditions, to a greater or less degree, can be found in almost every large city with an
appreciable Negro population. These causes, taken after a careful study in order of their
prominence, are:
1. Race Prejudice.
2. Economic Competition.
3. Political Corruption and Exploitation of Negro Voters.

4. Police Inefficiency.
5. Newspaper Lies about Negro Crime
6. Unpunished Crimes Against Negroes.
7. Housing.
8. Reaction of Whites and Negroes from War.
Some of these can be grouped under the same headings, but due to the prominence of
each they are listed as separate causes.
Prior to 1915, Chicago had been famous for its remarkably fair attitude toward colored
citizens. Since that time, when the migratory movement from the South assumed large
proportions, the situation has steadily grown more and more tense. This was due in part
to the introduction of many Negroes who were unfamiliar with city ways and could not,
naturally, adapt themselves immediately to their new environment. Outside of a few
sporadic attempts, little was done to teach them the rudimentary principles of sanitation,
of conduct or of their new status as citizens under a system different from that in the
South. During their period of absorption into the new life, their care-free, at times
irresponsible and sometimes even boisterous, conduct caused complications difficult to
adjust. But equally important, though seldom considered, is the fact that many Southern
whites have also come into the North, many of them to Chicago, drawn by the same
economic advantages that attracted the colored workman. The exact figure is unknown,
but it is estimated by men who should know that fully 20,000 of them are in Chicago.
These have spread the virus of race hatred and evidences of it can be seen in Chicago
on every hand. This same cause underlies each of the other seven causes.
***
Source: Walter F. White, “N.A.A.C.P.—Chicago and Its Eight Reasons,” Crisis 17 (October 1919): 293–297.

“Shall the Fundamentalists Win?”: Defending Liberal Protestantism in the 1920s
Urban as well as rural Americans flocked to fundamentalist and evangelical churches in the 1920s. “Liberal”
Protestants sought to reconcile faith and science and to slow what they saw as the reactionary tendencies of
fundamentalism. Harry Emerson Fosdickʼs influential 1922 sermon, “Shall the Fundamentalists Win?,” called for an
open-minded, intellectual, and tolerant “Christian fellowship.” Though the sermon cost him his post at New Yorkʼs
First Presbyterian Church, his views represented those of an influential Protestant minority, and Fosdick enjoyed a
long career at Riverside Church, built for him by John D. Rockefeller. Following the Scopes trial and a well-publicized
scandal involving well-known pastor Aimee Semple McPherson and a mysterious lover, fundamentalists began to
lose the prominence they enjoyed in the 1920s. But religious fundamentalism would remain a vital political force in
American life.

***
Already all of us must have heard about the people who call themselves the
Fundamentalists. Their apparent intention is to drive out of the evangelical churches
men and women of liberal opinions. I speak of them the more freely because there are

no two denominations more affected by them than the Baptist and the Presbyterian. We
should not identify the Fundamentalists with the conservatives. All Fundamentalists are
conservatives, but not all conservatives are Fundamentalists. The best conservatives
can often give lessons to the liberals in true liberality of spirit, but the Fundamentalist
program is essentially illiberal and intolerant.
The Fundamentalists see, and they see truly, that in this last generation there have
been strange new movements in Christian thought. A great mass of new knowledge has
come into manʼs possession—new knowledge about the physical universe, its origin, its
forces, its laws; new knowledge about human history and in particular about the ways in
which the ancient peoples used to think in matters of religion and the methods by which
they phrased and explained their spiritual experiences; and new knowledge, also, about
other religions and the strangely similar ways in which menʼs faiths and religious
practices have developed everywhere. . . .
Now, there are multitudes of reverent Christians who have been unable to keep this new
knowledge in one compartment of their minds and the Christian faith in another. They
have been sure that all truth comes from the one God and is His revelation. Not,
therefore, from irreverence or caprice or destructive zeal but for the sake of intellectual
and spiritual integrity, that they might really love the Lord their God, not only with all their
heart and soul and strength but with all their mind, they have been trying to see this new
knowledge in terms of the Christian faith and to see the Christian faith in terms of this
new knowledge.
Doubtless they have made many mistakes. Doubtless there have been among them
reckless radicals gifted with intellectual ingenuity but lacking spiritual depth. Yet the
enterprise itself seems to them indispensable to the Christian Church. The new
knowledge and the old faith cannot be left antagonistic or even disparate, as though a
man on Saturday could use one set of regulative ideas for his life and on Sunday could
change gear to another altogether. We must be able to think our modern life clear
through in Christian terms, and to do that we also must be able to think our Christian
faith clear through in modern terms.
There is nothing new about the situation. It has happened again and again in history, as,
for example, when the stationary earth suddenly began to move and the universe that
had been centered in this planet was centered in the sun around which the planets
whirled. Whenever such a situation has arisen, there has been only one way out—the
new knowledge and the old faith had to be blended in a new combination. Now, the
people in this generation who are trying to do this are the liberals, and the
Fundamentalists are out on a campaign to shut against them the doors of the Christian
fellowship. Shall they be allowed to succeed?
It is interesting to note where the Fundamentalists are driving in their stakes to mark out
the deadline of doctrine around the church, across which no one is to pass except on
terms of agreement. They insist that we must all believe in the historicity of certain
special miracles, preeminently the virgin birth of our Lord; that we must believe in a

special theory of inspiration—that the original documents of the Scripture, which of
course we no longer possess, were inerrantly dictated to men a good deal as a man
might dictate to a stenographer; that we must believe in a special theory of the
Atonement—that the blood of our Lord, shed in a substitutionary death, placates an
alienated Deity and makes possible welcome for the returning sinner; and that we must
believe in the second coming of our Lord upon the clouds of heaven to set up a
millennium here, as the only way in which God can bring history to a worthy
denouement. Such are some of the stakes which are being driven to mark a deadline of
doctrine around the church.
If a man is a genuine liberal, his primary protest is not against holding these opinions,
although he may well protest against their being considered the fundamentals of
Christianity. This is a free country and anybody has a right to hold these opinions or any
others if he is sincerely convinced of them. The question is—Has anybody a right to
deny the Christian name to those who differ with him on such points and to shut against
them the doors of the Christian fellowship? The Fundamentalists say that this must be
done. In this country and on the foreign field they are trying to do it. They have actually
endeavored to put on the statute books of a whole state binding laws against teaching
modern biology. If they had their way, within the church, they would set up in
Protestantism a doctrinal tribunal more rigid than the popeʼs.
***
Source: Harry Emerson Fosdick, “Shall the Fundamentalists Win?” Christian Work 102 (June 10, 1922): 716–722.

