‘Inhibited but not “crowded out”’:
The Strange Fate of Soccer in the United States
NATHAN D. ABRAMS

Yet the early history of football in the United States would repay serious study.  Like the British economy in the 1980s, the game there was always threatening to turn the corner but never quite managing to do it.

Tony Mason

In the historiography of American sports, soccer has been overlooked.  There are a few pages and scattered references devoted to it in a number of books; some have even written whole books on the subject.  But those books which have dealt with soccer have done so in one of two ways.  Firstly, as Adelman notes, writers have been largely content to point out soccer where it existed, rather than why it didn’t.
  And secondly, soccer has been dealt with as a precursor to American football.  Both of these approaches, however, have demeaned soccer’s significance, marginalizing and overshadowing it in the wake of the great onslaught of the most popular sports of baseball and American football.  The aim of this article is to rescue soccer from obscurity.  My starting-point shall be the essay by Andrei S. Markovits which appeared in the International Journal of the History of Sport (September 1990) entitled ‘The Other “American Exceptionalism”:  Why is there no Soccer in the United States?’
  As I comment on his piece, I shall note its limitations and suggest new ways forward for future research.  Due to a dearth of evidence of soccer in the late nineteenth century, this study will only propose where information might be found and will provide a few illustrative examples.
In his piece, Markovits aims to show that some of those features unique to American society which created an American ‘exceptionalism’ regarding socialism also account for the lowly position of soccer in the United States.  Firstly, he suggests that the essentially bourgeois nature of America’s development produced a unique identity based on its otherness from the Old World of Europe, especially that of Britain.  Secondly, he argues that the ‘space’ which soccer could exploit in order to develop into a mass sport had already been occupied by other genuine ‘indigenous team sports’, namely, football and baseball, with the effect that soccer was ‘crowded out’ in the United States.
  But in developing his argument, Markovits expends so much of his energies on expounding the development of baseball and football that he runs out of steam, with the result that the development of soccer after 1872-73 is neglected.  This article will examine the fate of soccer in the last quarter of the nineteenth century.  Soccer did not just disappear, nor was it ‘crowded out’.  It was pushed aside as a college sport and as a mass spectator sport in the era of commercialization and professionalization, but proved to be fiercely resistant to interference from above and below.  Consequently, soccer was (temporarily) driven out of the campuses and the ball parks, but it remained on the streets and in the parks as a popular immigrant and schoolboy pastime well into the twentieth century.
The origins of football in America are obscure.  There is evidence that the native Americans had developed some sort of kicking game.
  Clearly, however, the game which developed into association football (soccer) around the world in the nineteenth century was imported into America by British immigrants in the seventeenth century.  The settlers brought with them their indigenous customs and pastimes that they had once enjoyed in England.  There is documentation of the game as early as 1609 in Virginia.
  John Allen Krout states that ‘the English colonists in America were 
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enjoying mild variations of the sport’ which they had brought with them from England.
  He carries on to say that although football did not appear to catch on as a popular pastime, ‘here and there in the records of the colonial days one catches glimpses of boys and young men, occasionally young women, playing a game known as football’.

As in England, football was played on the streets and in open squares, often leading to riot-like disturbances, which, in turn, led the authorities to forbid the game on a number of occasions.  These folk forms of football probably fulfilled very similar roles to those played in England.  According to Dunning and Sheard, it served as a medium through which ‘violent tendencies could be directed, a kind of ritualized fight in which groups could pit their strength against local rivals and secure release of the tensions generated by the inevitable frustrations of day-to-day life’

The accounts explaining the displacement of football as the national game in the United States hitherto are inadequate.  Many of these accounts hinge around the supposedly ‘inexorable’ rise of baseball.  Undoubtedly, the contemporaneous rise of baseball was an important event in the history of soccer in the United States.  Indeed, for many Americans, baseball came to occupy the place which soccer did in Britain and later Europe.  As Markovits states:  ‘Baseball had become the sport of the lower classes’ having ‘developed into America’s “pastime” populated by the country’s masses’.
  The supremacy of baseball as the national game, however, has been inadequately explained, for the very same factors which facilitated the rise of baseball in America could also have so easily allowed for the development of soccer into a mass spectator and participatory sport.  The success of baseball has been explained in terms of its construction upon familiar traditions, its inexpensive and simple-to-play nature adaptable to any environment, and its lack of equipment.
  All of these factors, however, are equally applicable to soccer.  What is more, baseball developed into America’s summer sport (similar to England’s cricket), meaning that soccer could have easily been accommodated as America’s winter sport, especially since American football did not gain mass appeal until the 1920s.  Thus America’s sporting space was not ‘crowded out’.
Consequently, we must look to alternative factors in our explanation.  The development of soccer was inhibited, but not ‘crowded out’ by the rise of baseball as the latter sport developed into the uniquely ‘American’ game.  Baseball’s rise to prominence as the game for Americans led to the relegation of soccer into a marginal sport of immigrants, aliens, ‘outsiders’, and youngsters among the masses for the remainder of the century.  Furthermore, the formalization of both baseball and football coincided with the historical period that was very fertile in producing ‘invented tradition’.
  Baseball was deliberately invented as the mass American sport just as football was invented as the sport for middle- and upper-class Americans.  In producing these invented traditions, we can note a dual process that led to the exclusion and marginalization of soccer.  On the one hand, the elites sought to establish their social exclusiveness within the American body politic.  And on the other, there was the search to define and bind together a heterogeneous and diverse mass population.

According to Hobsbawm, the invention of tradition is the process of formalization and ritualization of a cultural form, characterized by reference to the past.  The peculiarity of ‘invented tradition’ is the attempt to establish continuity with the past, which need not be lengthy or even historical, so long as it is suitable.  This period was so fertile for the invention of tradition because it was an era of profound transformation in Western Europe and the United States, which necessitated new constructions to ensure and express social cohesion and identity.  Increasing immigration raised the problem of how to assimilate a heterogeneous mass of people who were not Americans by birth; a unique American identity had to be constructed out of these diverse constituent elements.

The invented traditions of this period were designed to achieve this aim.  The kicking game, at this time, was a well-known pastime which had been played in America for centuries.  It closely resembled the game played in Britain.  Consequently, those shapers of the American identity could have invented the tradition of football as a rallying point for the American masses as it provided those links to an historical past.  Football, however, was rejected in favour of baseball because the creation of this sport coincided with an intense wave of political and cultural nationalism that swept the United States during the middle decades of the nineteenth century.  The influx of immigrants spawned a nativist and chauvinistic anti-foreigner sentiment with the effect that football could not be utilized as the sport of America because its origins were so closely linked with England.  Moreover, football (in its soccer form) was later linked to the incoming immigrants which further stigmatized it in the eyes of the masses.  Intense American nativism combined with pride and patriotism ensured that the game be indigenous untainted by English origins.  Like soccer in England, baseball operated on both a regional and national level so that the topic of the day’s games would provide common ground for conversation between virtually any two male workers, and a few celebrated players provided a point of common reference for all.  As a result, the tradition of baseball as the national game was invented in the 1850s and 1860s thus pushing soccer aside altogether and denying it any room to grow in the process although that space did exist.
A quite separate but dual process occurred within the ranks of the upper echelons of United States society.  The folk game of football thrived within the academic communities.  The little attention which is paid to football/soccer by American sports historians is devoted to noting its existence within the elite college campuses.  In the nineteenth century football was transferred from the streets and shores to the fields of the college campus.  It developed into a ritualized medium for the initiation and integration of freshmen into college life.  It became the means for hazing and fagging, whereby sophomores could assert their superiority over the incoming freshmen.  This closely corresponded to the development of modern football in Britain, as noted by Dunning and Sheard, whereby

the folk antecedents of modern football were taken up by boys in the public schools, elaborated in certain respects and adapted to their characteristic forms of social organization, in particular to the ‘prefect-fagging’ system, the peculiar system of authority relations which grew up in such schools.

In the United States, as in England, football was integrated into the system of ‘self-rule’ in the colleges, often in defiance of the masters, who were powerless to control their students’ leisure activities at that time.

Football adapted well to this system of authority relations.  Its violent and physical nature meant that it was a superb opportunity for the older college students physically to assert their predominance over their younger peers.  For the former, it was partly recreation, and partly a means for emphasizing their superior status.  For the latter, it was also partly leisure, but mostly a duty, which painfully reinforced their lowly position.  This annual event became known as ‘Bloody Monday’ when the two youngest classes would meet on the first Monday of the autumn term.  The first of such clashes occurred in Harvard in the early 1880s.  This experience did not only occur at Harvard.  Football was played at Dartmouth, Yale, Princeton, Columbia and Wesleyan in the mid-1830s.  by the 1850s it had become an entrenched ritual at most American colleges.
Early college football was a violent, unorganized and anarchic clash between two sides.  There was little formalization:  numbers of players are unclear and rules are non-existent.  It closely resembled the folk-game played in England, but not that played on the fields of Eton, Rugby and Harrow.  The ball was not exclusively kicked and there was no prohibition on the use of the hands.  Early football’s violence and brutality, however, alarmed the faculty and, harking back to the prohibitions of the colonial period, they sought to banish it from the campuses.  The edict of abolition at Harvard was greeted with much dismay and was followed by a mock burial ceremony.  Harvard’s action was soon copied at Yale, Brown, Williams and West Point.  The action of the various faculties can be explained by reference to what had already occurred in Britain.  Football in its folk form was both ungentlemanly and uncivilized, and the faculty desired to eradicate it in favour of an education that was simultaneously gentlemanly and civilized.  Nonetheless, football continued to be played whether prohibited or not.
Meanwhile, contemporaneous and parallel to the rise of college football, football was adopted by schoolboys.  This has been largely overlooked by historians of American sports.  One graduate of Roxbury Latin reminisced:  ‘In the way of sports and games, we were on our own.  We played football at recess, with a rubber ball, spherical in shape.’
  In the autumn of 1862 a group of boys primarily from the Dixwell Private Latin School in Boston established the Oneida Football Club.
  Led by Gerrit ‘Gat’ Smith Miller and R. Clifford Watson, the team contained the names of some of Boston’s most influential families.  Inspired by their motto, ‘Defeat With Honor Is Better than Victory with Dishonor’, the Oneida Football Club defeated teams from Latin, England and Dorchester High Schools, and never lost a game in the three to four years (again the dates are in dispute) that they played.

Up until this point, college football had been intracollegiate rather than intercollegiate.  The differences in styles of play between the various colleges made the latter course virtually impossible hitherto.  The period from late 1860s onwards, however, witnessed the development of intercollegiate football in America and launched the beginning of the process whereby football (in its American guise) would become the primary college sport.  Deriving from the history of competition between Princeton and Rutgers, it was agreed that a football game would be a good way of measuring each school’s prowess against one another.  The two schools met in New Jersey on 6 November 1869.  The sets of rules which both sides employed stood somewhere between Association and Rugby Football.  The Princeton Tarquin pointed out the differing styles of play:  ‘a fly, or first bound, catch entitles to a free kick at Princeton.  We bat with hands, feet, head, sideways, backward, anyway to get the ball along.’
  Each side contained twenty-five players who could kick or bat with their hands or fists, the round, inflated rubber ball towards a goal eight paces wide on a large pitch.  Players were not allowed to run with the ball or throw it, and neither could they hold or trip up players.  It is notable that these rules were remarkably similar to those formulated and codified in Eton in 1849:
(i)
The ball may not be caught, carried, thrown, nor struck by the hand.

(ii)
The goal sticks are to be seven feet out of the ground and the space between eleven feet.  A goal is gained when the ball is kicked between them, provided it not be above them.

Rutgers won the first intercollegiate football game, but, due to Princeton’s differing style of play, lost the second.  The third was never played.  None the less, interest had been sparked off and the early 1870s saw the emergence of other college football teams in Yale, Stevens, Columbia, Cornell and Pennsylvania.  Although the local rule variations continued, it was widely agreed that the ball could not be picked up with the hands, caught, thrown or carried.  Yet there was an exception, one which would prove costly for the association football game.

In 1872 Harvard revived its football club after nearly ten years of inertia.  Unlike its counterparts, however, Harvard did not opt for the kicking game, but for the running game (otherwise known as the ‘Boston game’).  While Princeton and Yale drew up rules which resembled association football, presumably influenced by the publications of Charles Alcock’s The Book of Rules of the Game of Football, as Adopted and Played By the English Football Associations (New York, 1871),
 Harvard, with its running game in mind, drafted a different set of rules.  They allowed for fewer players on each side and, significantly, they permitted any player to catch or pick up the ball and run with it if pursued by an opponent.  It was this last clause that was to be decisive.  As Smith suggests:  ‘The opportunity to run with the ball was a key to the development of a non-soccer-type game in America’.
  Harvard’s decision to remain with the running game caused its absence from the convention of October 1873 in New York City in which Princeton, Rutgers and Yale drafted a common set of soccer-like rules; Harvard chose to persist with its independent rules, in spite of the intercollegiate pressure to conform so as to ensure a steady flow of competition.
In choosing independence, however, Harvard also chose loneliness; it had no other partners to play with.  In order to find an acceptable sporting partner, Harvard looked north of America’s border to McGill University.  Subsequently, Harvard met McGill University on 14 and 15 May 1874.  The first match was played according to Harvard’s rules and unsurprisingly Harvard won easily.  The following match, however, introduced the newly codified rules of Rugby Union which had been developed in Britain:  each side had ten players and they played with an oval ball.  Dunning and Sheard cast light on this innovation:  ‘Since an oval ball lends itself better than a round one to carrying, it is plausible to suppose that the adoption of such a ball may have been connected with the emergence of a game-pattern in which handling and carrying began to be emphasized at the expense of kicking.’

The game received a positive reception.  In contrast to its earlier harshness towards football, Harvard’s faculty gave permission for the football team to travel north to Canada to play against the Montreal Cricket Club, missing three days of school in 1874.  This can be directly related to the desire to ban football and replace it with a gentlemanly and civilized sport:  permission would never have been given a decade earlier for football, but now it was.  The first American college to meet Harvard on its own ‘turf’ was Tufts in June 1875.  Yale followed soon after, agreeing to play by Harvard’s rules because Yale desired the prestigious competition with Harvard.  Yale thus switched to Harvard’s game, leaving Princeton out in the cold.  Since the most socially acceptable sporting partners were now playing the running rather than the kicking-game it was only a matter of time before Princeton, and the other colleges also transferred their sporting allegiances.
In explaining Harvard’s decision, Markovits suggests that Harvard abandoned the kicking game for the running game as a conscious emulation of the elite Oxbridge universities in Britain.
  The working-class appropriate of what was once the sport of the upper class had stigmatized it causing it to be spurned by the British elite.  This view is partially useful, but it is not complete.  Lawrence Levine has noted a conscious emulation of Europe in the expressive arts, but not in sport.
  While looking eastward for leadership in their theatres, art galleries and museums, however, America was not looking to the playing fields of Britain for sporting examples.  Just as baseball was adopted rather than cricket, so was (American) football adopted over association and rugby football.  In order to explain Harvard’s decision and those of the other Ivy League colleges to follow it, therefore, we return to Hobsbawm.
The period beginning with 1870 was characterized by the search of the American bourgeoisie for a mode of cohesion and identity.  The middle classes required a device to stratify a theoretically open and expanding system by selecting acceptable social partners.  This was achieved primarily through sport.  The selection of acceptable partners was achieved through the elite pursuit of sport, which became ‘transformed into a system of formal contexts against antagonists selected as worthy on social grounds’.
  In the United States, the elite (Ivy League) universities were defined, at least in the dominant north-east, by the selection of colleges choosing to play each other at soccer.  Soccer provided that device for bringing together persons of an equivalent social status who were otherwise lacking any organic social and economic connections.  Paralleling a similar process in Britain, the elite thus marked itself off from the masses by playing its own forms of sport which remained socially exclusive.  Consequently their sporting activities were purged of their socially ‘contaminating elements’ which carried lower-class or folk associations; they were distanced from the ‘vulgar’.
  This is very important in the development of elite sports.  Their bodily exercises had to be severed from the ordinary socio-religious occasions and functions which had originally generated the folk game, such as agricultural and religious feasts.
At the same time, Harvard’s decision betrayed strong parallels with the innovation of Rugby school.  Dunning and Sheard suppose ‘that Rugby boys evolved a game in which handling and carrying were central in direct opposition to this wider trend’ of the kicking game.
  The incorporation of an oval ball, running and handling, therefore, were ‘part of an attempt to develop a game radically different’.
  Harvard’s decision thus manifested a desire for ‘status exclusiveness’ within the elite fold.  They desired to assert their superiority and leadership over the other colleges via the development of a form of football peculiarly their own.  Consequently, American football ‘bears little resemblance to any of the other football codes, and is the one in which kicking is the least important.  On all points it is the game furthest removed from soccer.’
  In the running game, kicking is marginalized and diminished to the mere functions of the kick-off, the punt (when the team have failed to accrue enough yardage), the field goal, and the conversion following a touchdown.
  Thus Harvard (and later the rest of the elite fold) had developed a game that clearly distinguished it from not only that of the masses but the rest of the world too.
As football was rationalized, it was accompanied by the development of ‘philosophy’.  This was the elite notion of ‘fair play’ or amateurism – the characteristic way of playing the game by those who do not get so involved as to forget that it is merely a game.  Football was to be a ‘disinterested practice’ or a ‘finality without end’, it was to be played purely for its own sake and for the values it could inculcate.
  The exclusiveness of football was ensured by its elitist control; by the amount and high cost of equipment (which when compared to any other sport necessitated a great deal of equipment); and the rigid separation between amateurism and professionalization.  Thus, football became the sport of the elite while baseball had developed into that of the masses.

Why did Harvard’s leadership prove to be so decisive?  Smith has suggested that the answer lies in Harvard’s prestige.  Undoubtedly, this was important but it does not fully account for the switch of allegiances.  As the nation’s oldest college, Harvard was indeed prestigious, but at that time it was also a leader in the field of physical education.  The faculty at Harvard had internalized Henry Cabot Lodge’s maxim of sport as training for social leadership.  Great emphasis was placed on sport and athletics:  Harvard pioneered supervisory structures for their management; gave academic status to physical education; attracted the outstanding physical educator Dudley A. Sargent; poured financial resources into well-equipped gymnasia and approved of sport for the mass of students.  Thus if any college was to produce the stratum of individuals capable of leadership they would have to match Harvard for sports and resources.
Meanwhile, soccer did not disappear altogether.  It is here that Markovits is particularly weak.  Although his subject is ostensibly soccer, his lengthy devotion to the ‘national game’ and the ‘king game’ has led to the virtual exclusion of played soccer in the United States after 1873.  The reader is left with the impression from such statements as:  ‘Rugby’s triumph over soccer at American Colleges was so thorough that soccer did not reappear on American campuses on an intercollegiate level until 1902,’
 that soccer dropped dead on the spot.  Although he notes that soccer continued to be played and watched in America well into the twentieth century as the exclusive preserve of recent immigrants and foreigners, strangely he does not discuss soccer in the period after 1872 when it was overshadowed by baseball and football.  There is a discontinuity in his article, and it is this gap which not only Markovits needs to fill, but also the historians of American sports.
In a telling phrase, Levine notes that we have become prisoners of our own constructs.
  Markovits is just this sort of prisoner, trapped within the invented tradition of the nineteenth century.  Markovits’s complicity in the invention of tradition is clearly evident when he states:  ‘By the time Britain’s own mass sport, soccer, had been successfully exported all over the world, America’s sport “space” was already occupied by former British imports now converted into genuine American games.’
  This implies that the market for America’ sport was monopolized by American sports with no suggestion that it was manipulated such that, once driven out, soccer could not re-emerge.  In addition, Markovits implies that soccer came ‘too late’ to America, as if it had not existed there in the first place; he has denied soccer’s long history in the United States and its remarkably similar growth, parallel but distinct to that in Britain.  These conditions differentiate America from Europe in many crucial respects.  Whereas soccer was imported into Europe in the late nineteenth century, the kicking game grew in the United States alongside its British association football counterpart.  The distinct similarities and parallels between the two games have been demonstrated here.  Soccer, therefore, was not an ‘artificial import’, but an ‘indigenous sport’.  Football was denied its chance to develop into the association football of Britain by the invention of tradition which displaced it from America’s sporting space.  Markovits is thus a victim of the invention of tradition.
Soccer did not die, as we have seen, it was continued to be played by the young people of America.  While the students of America’s elite colleges were transforming football, the schoolboys of Boston had developed a game remarkably similar to Britain’s association football.  They often played in the autumn months on Boston Common with a pig’s bladder encased in calfskin and to the envy of their peers, sometimes a ball made from rubber.  The teams ranged from fifteen to twenty per side and each team endeavoured to move the ball over their opponent’s fence by kicking, throwing, hitting or ‘dribbling’.  ‘Dribbling’ or ‘puggling’ closely resembled the style of play associated with association football:  in a highly individualized manner, each boy moved the ball forward in short bounces by tapping it with his foot.  The innovation of Britain’s Rugby Football – running with the ball – was barred.  It was agreed that the long kick and short dribble were the most expedient tactics.

This early competition was neither rigidly structured nor scheduled, but organized schoolboy leagues soon emerged.  Hardy writes that ‘by the mid-1890s, several parks were the scene of scheduled football matches’.
  In June 1888 schoolboys from the Boston Latin, Roxbury Latin, Cambridge High and Latin Schools, together with several smaller preparatory schools formed the Interscholastic Football Association, which the English High School joined in 1889.  Students from Harvard acted as team advisers and they also devoted a ‘valuable cup’, to be awarded to the championship winners.  In order to guarantee the availability of a pitch and thus their arranged fixtures, the Interscholastic FA successfully petitioned the parks commissioners to cordon off an area on Franklin Park, reserved ‘for schoolboys only’.  Several years later, it had developed a written constitution and had reproduced itself in the form of the Junior Interscholastic Football Association, which embraced Dorchester High, Cambridge Manual Training, Newton High, and several other private schools.
  It is remarkable that these pioneering leagues were organized and run by the students themselves, with assistance and encouragement from school alumni now attending college, and with very little interference from the school administrations.
  According to Hardy, ‘the enthusiasm quickly spread to the suburban areas, affording successful teams the opportunity to compete for and lay claim to Greater Boston and even New England supremacy’.
  These games were so popular that by 1895, 45,00 people watched English High School defeat Boston Latin School for the City Championship in football.
  And by 1911, over 100,000 people watched Massachusetts schoolboys compete on Thanksgiving Day.

Football was also played in the south.  ‘We decided to try football which some of us had read about’, remembered J. J. Propps of Arkansas, ‘so we made up a pony purse and ordered a ball from a catalogue.  We had no official rules and had never seen a game.’
  Like the association football game, the ball was placed on the ground and kicked towards the opposing goal which ‘resulted in a grand melee.  The ball was never thrown or carried.’
  Another lad from Salisbury, North Carolina, recalled that a friend’s father had brought a football back from New York, which they played with ‘a good many evenings’.
  A teenager in Hartsville, South Carolina, was delighted that the ‘Foot Ball Bladder came and we have been kicking Foot Ball today.’
  Thus, football in its kicking form survived in the south among the young.
Soccer, in the north, however, was largely confined and marginalized to British immigrants.  It became the ‘exotic’ domain of amateur immigrant working-men.
  Berthoff writes:

Since by this time soccer was as well known in Scotland, Wales, and Ireland as in England, men from all corners of the United Kingdom played it.  No sooner did a new mill go up than English or Scottish operatives organize an eleven.  During the 1880s clubs took the field in New York and in Fall River, Newark, Paterson, and other textile centres; they battled annually for the championship of the American Football Association.  In 1890 there were about twenty-five clubs in Fall River, where 2000 persons might turn out to see a game, and Philadelphia had seven clubs made up almost entirely of British immigrants.

Soccer continued to be played because it fulfilled concrete needs.  It provided a sense of community among immigrant industrial workers.  Immigrants brought with them with symbols of their rural past which would familiarize their new lives rendering them intelligible.  They drew upon the body of culture which they imported from the Old World as a device for rendering meaning and understanding in a world which they were powerless to direct.  Immigrant culture, taking the form of soccer in this case, was both resilient and functional serving to reinforce group identity and to explain to the host society who they were.  As John Bodnar states:  ‘Folk culture was simultaneously transformed and revitalized in urban America, as immigrants sought to enter capitalist society on their own terms and formulate their own definition of their status and condition.’

Undoubtedly, soccer clubs provided a point of contact for alien immigrant workers, helping them cope in a communal fashion with the alien host culture.  Clubs offered camaraderie with those who spoke the same language, shared the same past, knew the same customs and understood the same frustrations.  This associational culture or ‘ritual of mutuality’, therefore, provided the immigrant working class with a sense of comfort and autonomy thereby overcoming the alienation which overtook the ex-peasant workforce on the Continent.
  Soccer allowed immigrants to forget momentarily the alien American environment and recreate an idealized vision of their homelands.  Soccer, therefore, proved to be a powerful example of immigrant self-help.  Common rituals bound the community together as British immigrants ‘banded together to uphold the popular culture of the homeland’.
  In a close parallel, it has been noted that the purpose of Caledonian clubs among Scottish immigrants was the perpetuation of ‘the manners and customs, the literature, the Highland costume and the athletic games of Scotland, as practised by our forefathers’.
  Ethnic football clubs thus served to remind their members that they must not totally forsake their ancestral heritage.  Football clubs were an integral part of what Gutman describes as a ‘model subculture’ which ‘powerfully affected the everyday texture’ of immigrant communities.
 What is more, these ethnic  ties stretched ‘far beyond local boundaries’, uniting British immigrants all across America.
  Soccer provided what Kathleen Neils Conzen et al. call a ‘symbolic umbrella’ which served to unite an immigrant community that was otherwise divided along regional, dialect, class, political and religious lines.
  And since soccer was so different from the American sports of football and baseball, it constituted a part of the process of ‘ethnicization’ that ‘symbolically constituted a sense of people-hood vis-à-vis outsiders’.
  It facilitated group solidarity and manifested self-assertiveness whereby British immigrants demanded a more explicit place in the American body politic by demonstrating the value of its qualities.
  In a closely comparable fashion, the arrival of the all-Jewish Hakoah soccer team in New York in 1926 ‘imbued New York Jewry with a hitherto unknown sense of pride and self-esteem’.
  The visit of the Israeli team, Hapoel, was watched by 43,000 spectators at New York’s Yankee stadium in 1947, and although there is no crowd analysis or data, it is likely that many of those who turned up to watch were drawn from New York’s large Jewish community.
  Consequently, soccer clubs sprang up across America during this period.  Clubs were established in Denver and St Louis in 1898, and in Cincinnati; in New York, the American Football Association was inaugurated on 12 October 1884, the first match being played in Central Park, followed by the Californian Football Association 14 years later.  It is worth noting here the defiant refusal to drop the neologism ‘football’ for that of ‘soccer’ despite the American’s appropriation of the term as an example of immigrant self-assertiveness.
Fall River is a case in point.  Mysteriously and inexplicably, Cumbler does not refer to soccer explicitly (which is indicative of the historiography in general).  But since the working-class community of Fall River, Massachusetts, was dominated by immigrants from Lancashire, there can be little doubt that they must have brought football with them.  It is no coincidence that the professional Football League in England was pioneered in Lancashire in 1888, in which six of the twelve teams originated from that particular region.  Indeed, Cumbler writes that:  ‘The community they built and the institutions they supported had a distinctive Lancashire flavor’ to the extent that they were merely outgrowths of their Manchester institutions.
  When the Corinthian Football Club visited Fall River during 1906, they suffered a 3-0 loss at the hands of the Fall River soccer team.  Incidentally, it was the only defeat that the Corinthians were to suffer in their tour of America and Canada.  By referring to the records of the Corinthian Football Club we can note that soccer continued to be played mainly in industrial towns.  The club visited Chicago, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Philadelphia, New York, New Jersey, Fall River and Fore River.  Similarly, if we analyse the lists of team players for the American clubs we can detect a continuing immigrant domination of soccer.  The diarist for the game against Cincinnati records that, ‘The Cincinnati team was composed mostly of Scotchmen, and though they played hard, had little knowledge of the finer points of the game.’
  This trend was replicated over all of America.  Soon a relationship between the success of a team and its proportion of foreign players emerged:  ‘Every time there was a migration the most recent group fielded the best team and had the largest following, then they gradually fell into the same mold.’
  Players with Irish, Scottish, Hispanic and Italian backgrounds dominated the American teams:  in 1894 Baltimore’s professional team imported eight foreign players and the 1914 championship team, Bethlehem Steel, was composed primarily of former Scottish professionals.
The soccer club also played a role within the larger process of assimilation and acculturation.  In a process which encompassed all strata of American society, ethnic groups sought to establish subcommunities within the larger society to replace the communities which they had left behind.
  The extent to which they facilitated or inhibited integration, however, is not fully clear.  Ethnic sporting clubs in general reflected both segregative and assimilative tendencies.  Rather than being a force for acculturation, in a study of ethnic soccer clubs in Milwaukee, John C. Pooley concluded that ‘involvement in ethnic soccer is not conducive of furthering assimilation, and that more specifically, club policies of ethnic soccer clubs inhibit the structural assimilation of members’.
  Indeed, there can be no doubt that a club which bonded its members around an activity that was not fully accepted by the mainstream of the host society could not but be a force for segregation.  In part, this segregation was self-imposed for the reasons that we have examined earlier.  On the other hand, it was also a response to attitudes of reception on the part of the host society which undoubtedly contained rejectionist tendencies.
At the same time, however, soccer clubs facilitated acculturation.  Competition and participation led to closer contact between immigrants and the ‘native’ Americans, helping to break down cultural barriers.  Gary Ross Mormino, in his study of two generations of Italian-Americans, suggests that ‘sport played a galvanic role in the acculturation of Italian-American youth’ through the participation of intra-city teams which mixed nationalities in team play, and provided an ‘outlet’ for ethnic players to compete outside the sheltered locality.
  He does, however, acknowledge that the accentuated character of the un-American sports played by the Italian immigrants (soccer) actually slowed the rate of assimilation.  Soccer, therefore, played a conflicting and complex role in the integration of ethnic minorities into American life.
There is extremely little written about the reception of American soccer among its participants and spectators, such that this area is largely guesswork.  The literature of soccer in Britain, however, can provide many clues as to how it was experienced among industrial workers.
  It was an expression of ethnic pride and identity manifesting an attachment to place indicated by the appropriation of a place name for their soccer teams.  Thus the soccer team contributed to the intensity of local consciousness by evincing a sense of local belonging.  Soccer also provided release.  The experience of immigration and urbanization had eroded traditional constraints and customary forms of behaviour, and soccer provided an opportunity for expression.  Soccer matches became ritual opportunities for delight and dramatic encounters reaching high levels of intensity.  They were reminiscent of ancient popular festivals in small, local communities.  The intrinsic excitement of the soccer match and of the team’s power to represent people of a quite particular locality and ethnicity heightened the sensations of those who watched.  The restraints and inhibitions of everyday existence were seemingly forgotten in what appears to have been a reaction against a society which increasingly scorned such boisterous behaviour.  Furthermore, the soccer match may have provided a break from the increasing tedium and boredom of the work-place, especially in the twentieth century when working methods became increasingly depersonalized, humanizing relations in an increasingly impersonal work and urban environment.  What is more, in soccer, some skilled artisans must have found a means by which they could distinguish themselves more clearly from their unskilled peers.  Soccer provided excitement, discussion, argument, a sense of common achievement, fun, the freedom to complain, and the ability to behave as one liked.  Despite the lack of evidence here, the Annals of the Corinthian Football Club again reinforce these suggestions.  The writer notes that:  ‘There were some 3000 people present in the grand stand, who seemed to derive immense excitement from the game’; and for the game against the All Philadelphia XI, a crowd of 7000 was recorded.

Gutman points out a way forward for the historian of soccer in the United States:  ‘Much remains to be written about these cross-class but predominantly working-class ethnic subcultures common to industrializing America.  Relations within them between skilled and unskilled workers, for example, remain unclear.’
  There is a dearth of research of soccer in the last quarter of the nineteenth century and of its reception and attitudes towards it, and particularly of class and age analysis of those who played and watched football.  Gary Ross Mormino feels that ethnic sport history is a largely uncharted area that should be further navigated:  ‘Future ethnic scholars might well address themselves to the unexplored seams of sport history and immigrant community, for the study of athletic voluntary associations provides a microcosmic portrait of the immigrant group.’
  Also nothing has been written on soccer among American-born schoolboys in the south in this period.  The way forward is clear.  American sports historiography needs to break out of the constraints of invented tradition, and the myth of its sports’ exceptionalism.  To paraphrase Markovits, we must find an answer to the question, ‘why is there no serious soccer scholarship in the United States?’
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