





























attacks fell pon Catholic schools and churches. The
most frigl ul flare-up occurred during 1844 in
Philadelph , where the Irish Catholics fought back
against the threats of the “nativists.” The City of Brotherly
Love did not quiet down until two Catholic churches
had been burned and some thirteen citizens had been
killed and fifty wounded in several days of fighting.
These outbursts of intolerance, though infrequent
and generally localized in the larger cities, remain an
unfortunate blot on the record of America’s treatment of
minority groups.

Immigrants were undeniably making America a
more pluralistic society—one of the most ethnically and
racially varied in the history of the world—and perhaps
it was small wonder that cultural clashes would occur.
Why, in fact, were such episodes not even more frequent
and more violent? Part of the answer lies in the robust-
ness of the American economy. The vigorous growth of
the economy in these years both attracted immigrants
in the first place and ensured that, once arrived, they
could claim their share of American wealth without
jeopardizing the wealth of others. Their hands and
brains, in fact, helped fuel economic expansion. Immi-
grants and the American economy, in short, needed one
another. Without the newcomers, a preponderantly
agricultural United States might well have been con-
demned to watch in envy as the Industrial Revolution
swept through nineteenth-century Europe.

A group of gifted British inventors, beginning about '

1750, perfected a series of machines for the mass pro-
duction of textiles. This harnessing of steam multiplied
the power of human muscles some ten-thousandfold
and ushered in the modern factory system—and with it,
the so-called Industrial Revolution. It was accompanied
by a no-less-spectacular transformation in agricultural
production and in the methods of transportation and
communication.

The factory system gradually spread from Britain—
“the world’s workshop”—to other lands. It took a gener-
ation or so to reach western Europe, and then the
United States. Why was the youthful American Repub-
lic, eventually to become an industrial giant, so slow to
embrace the machine?

For one thing, land was cheap in America. Land-
starved descendants of land-starved peasants were not
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going to coop themselves up in smelly factories when
they might till their own acres in God’s fresh air and sun-
light. Labor was therefore generally scarce, and enough
nimble hands to operate the machines were hard to
find—until immigrants began to pour ashore in the
1840s. Money for capital investment, moreover, was not
plentiful in pioneering America. Raw materials lay
undeveloped, undiscovered, or unsuspected. The
Republic was one day to become the world’s leading
coal producer, but much of the coal burned in colonial
times was imported all the way from Britain.

If labor was scarce, consumers were not. But the
young country had difficulty producing goods of high
enough quality and cheap enough cost to compete with
mass-produced European products. Long-established
British factories in particular provided cutthroat
competition. Their superiority was attested by the fact
that a few unscrupulous Yankee manufacturers, out to
make a dishonest dollar, stamped their own products
with fake English trademarks.

The British also enjoyed a monopoly of the textile
machinery, whose secrets they were anxious to hide
from foreign competitors. Parliament enacted laws, in
harmony with the mercantile system, forbidding the
export of the machines or the emigration of mechanics
able to reproduce them.

Although a number of small manufacturing enter-
prises existed in the early Republic, the future industrial
colossus was still snoring. Not until well past the middle
of the nineteenth century did the value of the output of
the factories exceed that of the farms.

Samuel Slater has been act .imed the “Father of the
Factory System” in America, and seldom can the pater-
nity of a movement more properly be ascribed to one
person. A skilled British mechanic of twenty-one, he
was attracted by bounties being offered to British
workers familiar with the textile machines. After memo-
rizing the plans for the machinery, he escaped in
disguise to America, where he won the backing of Moses
Brown, a Quaker capitalist in Rhode Island. Laboriously
reconstructing the essential apparatus with the aid of a
blacksmith and a carpenter, he put into

1791 the first efficient American machinery

cotton thread.





































































