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ABSTRACT 

 The proximity and simultaneity of World War I and Prohibition pose questions of a 

shared and connected relationship. The current historiography falls short to connect these two 

seminal events and their impact on German-American communities. This study expands the 

existing literature by analyzing the reactions of two German-American communities (New 

Ulm, Minnesota, and St. Louis, Missouri) to Prohibition against the backdrop of anti-German 

sentiments of World War I. Using a diverse range of sources (anti-German war propaganda 

material, Anti-Saloon League posters, material from the United States Brewers’ Association 

and US Senate investigation, as well as German and English-language newspapers from New 

Ulm and St. Louis), this thesis reveals that anti-German war rhetoric played an instrumental 

role in the Prohibition campaign by targeting German-American cultural traditions. 

Furthermore, the demographic background of these two German-American communities and 

their levels of assimilation also influenced their reactions to Prohibition.  
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Introduction 

 The centennial anniversaries of the outbreak of World War I (the Great War) and the 

passage of the Prohibition Amendment have brought them to the forefront of renewed 

interest. While both events had a significant impact on American society, they especially 

impacted immigrant communities, and in particular, German-Americans. From the beginning 

of World War I and the United States’ so-called “Neutrality Phase” to the official entry of the 

US into the war to the Armistice, German-Americans were subject to virulent and often 

violent anti-German campaigns. German-Americans were automatically suspected of being 

spies, traitors, and unpatriotic. Anti-German war propaganda helped paint the picture of the 

disloyal and treacherous “Hun” who needed to be defeated not only in the trenches of France 

and Belgium but equally on the home front.  

 The outbreak of the Great War and the subsequent entry of the United States also 

provided additional impetus for Prohibition supporters. Scholars have researched and alluded 

to the influence of World War I on Prohibition, particularly in respect to the efforts of the US 

government to save grain for food production instead of alcohol use. Anti-immigrant aspects 

of Prohibition have been researched with the focus on ethnic groups coming from southern 

and eastern Europe. Research on the impact of Prohibition on established ethnic 

communities, particularly German-Americans, is sparse. Coincidentally, German-Americans 

dominated the US beer brewing industry. While scholars have examined anti-German World 

War I sentiments in the US and the anti-immigrant aspects of Prohibition, little research has 

been done to show how anti-German World War I attitudes in the US impacted the 

Prohibition campaign. For the most part, historians have been studying and analyzing World 

War I and Prohibition separately, despite their coterminous overlapping occurrence. Thus, 
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the proximity and simultaneity of both events also pose questions of a shared and connected 

relationship.  

This thesis demonstrates the connection between anti-German World War I 

propaganda and Prohibition propaganda and the impact both campaigns had on two German-

American communities, in New Ulm, Minnesota, and St. Louis, Missouri. It examines the 

questions: What role did anti-German attitudes during the Great War play during the 

Prohibition debate; and how did the anti-German atmosphere impact German-Americans’ 

reactions to Prohibition? I argue that the Prohibition forces under the leadership of the Anti-

Saloon League (ASL) expanded and exploited the prevailing anti-German sentiments by 

targeting German-Americans and by attacking the German-American dominated beer 

industry.  

The Prohibition forces used the crisis of World War I, and the impact of the war is 

reflected in Prohibition’s anti-German attitude. Strengthened by anti-German war 

propaganda, Prohibitionists specifically targeted German-American cultural traditions with 

the aim of eliminating German-American social and cultural traditions like the beer garden. I 

argue that prevailing anti-German attitudes were a driving force for Prohibition and steered 

its direction during the war years. Prohibition forces extended these sentiments to not only 

the German-American dominated beer-brewing industry but also to German-Americans in 

general and continued portraying them as un-American.  

Confronted with anti-German propaganda that went beyond the battlefield enemy of 

World War I, the two German-American communities examined in this thesis did not sit by 

idly. I argue that anti-German war propaganda also influenced how German-Americans 

framed their opposition to Prohibition. The founding of New Ulm was an intentional decision 
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to create a safe home for like-minded Germans. In this tight-knit German community, 

maintaining German traditions and preserving “Germanness” was simply a way of life for the 

New Ulm Germans. In contrast, the St. Louis Germans were just one of many ethnic groups. 

St. Louis was already an established and ethnically diverse town when the first German 

immigrants arrived in the 1820s. While they held on to their German traditions, St. Louis 

Germans became more integrated into the polyglot St. Louis community. They represented 

what historian Frederick Luebke called “stomach Germans,” who spoke German at home, 

read German-language papers, and enjoyed the conviviality of the beer garden but otherwise 

were assimilated into American society.1 

 Both communities used as case studies in this thesis were aware of their precarious 

situation and used different arguments to oppose Prohibition. German-Americans in New 

Ulm, despite being closely watched and under general suspicion from the Minnesota 

Commission of Public Safety (MCPS), used their newspapers to forcefully attack Prohibition 

as being un-American and the antithesis of the American ideals of individual freedom and 

liberty. German-Americans from St. Louis, Missouri, a more diverse and longer established 

community, focused more on the economic consequences of Prohibition. Of course, German-

Americans did not represent a monolithic bloc of anti-Prohibition proponents. Albeit a 

minority in the German-American community, some of them supported temperance and 

prohibition legislation. 

While German-Americans generally opposed Prohibition, they did not speak with one 

unified voice against it. This difference is particularly evident in the two German-American 

 
 1 Frederick C. Luebke, Bonds of Loyalty: German Americans and World War I (DeKalb: Northern Illinois University Press, 

1974), 27.  
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communities analyzed in this thesis. I argue that the differences in these two communities’ 

backgrounds and levels of assimilation also influenced their reaction to Prohibition. While 

both communities relied heavily on the beer brewing industry, both economically and 

culturally, they differed markedly in their expression of their German heritage and traditions. 

Not only did the majority of New Ulm Germans share a common geographic German home 

area, they were also bound by common values and ideals. The founders of New Ulm were 

fierce defenders of the Turner principles of individual liberty, religious and political freedom, 

and equality.  

Influenced by the Enlightenment and the American Revolution, the Turner movement 

originated in early nineteenth-century Germany to fight not only against the 

French/Napoleonic occupation but also against the oppressive political system of the German 

states. While the Turners stressed physical education (Turner means Gymnast), the 

movement also emphasized a sense of national unity, patriotism, fighting for one’s 

fatherland, and nationalism.2 Turner ideas played a critical role in the 1848/49 revolutions 

across the German states that called for democratic reforms, parliamentary elections, and the 

unification of Germany. Many of the Turners were persecuted, jailed, executed, or fled into 

exile. It is in this context that the founding of New Ulm and the persistence to maintain its 

“Germanness” must be approached.  

 I am approaching my research questions by using a wide variety of sources, both in 

English and German. To gain a greater understanding of the beer brewers’ approach to 

counter Prohibition during the war years, I examined the Yearbooks of the United States 

Brewers’ Association (USBA) from 1916 through 1920. I also used the findings of the 

 
2 Annette R. Hofmann, “The American Turners: their past and present,” Revista Brasileira de Ciências do Esporte 37, no. 2 

(2015): 120. 
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1918/1919 US Senate investigation of the relationship between the brewers and the National 

German-American Alliance (NGAA) that led to the revocation of its charter to show that 

Congress’ anti-German war bias extended into the Prohibition legislation. To further 

highlight the connection between anti-German war propaganda and Prohibition, World War I 

propaganda posters provided a fascinating resource. While anti-German war propaganda 

posters were an obvious choice to examine the development of anti-German sentiments in the 

US, material by the Committee on Public Information (CPI) also proved to be invaluable. 

Created by President Wilson through executive order in April 1917, the CPI’s main task was 

to “sell” the war to the American people and create a unified home front. The Committee 

produced a variety of war-related material, from pamphlets, articles, advertisements, films, 

speeches, to posters that were distributed throughout the nation. The CPI had over twenty 

bureaus and divisions across the US to ensure that its material would reach every corner of 

the country. 

The diversity of US propaganda material shows how anti-German sentiments ran like 

a pervasive thread through all aspects of American society. From recruitment posters urging 

American men to enlist and fight the “Hun” in the French trenches to “eyewitness” reports of 

German atrocities to warning Americans at home of the dangers of the “hyphenated 

Americans,” the CPI employed a plethora of strategies to not only ensure American society 

supported the war effort but also knew who the enemy of democracy, freedom, and liberty 

was. The CPI’s reach into every aspect of American society also ensured that remnants of its 

anti-German propaganda found a receptive audience with the Prohibitionists’ agenda. For 

this project, I examined posters and cartoons published by the Anti-Saloon League (ASL) to 

see how pervasive anti-German war sentiments appeared in Prohibition propaganda. While 
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the majority of ASL material did not specifically use anti-German images, the material that 

did, made a strong connection between the German war enemy and alcohol producers and 

drinkers in the US.  

 Founded in 1893 as the Ohio Anti-Saloon League, the League quickly expanded 

across the nation and became a powerful, non-partisan organization that focused on the single 

issue of Prohibition. While the ASL was monolithic in its objective to prohibit alcohol, its 

supporters came from diverse backgrounds and joined the League for different reasons. The 

ASL’s single-issue campaign offered a unifying platform to these diverse groups and was 

able to focus and advance its goal of Prohibition. In addition, the ASL helped provide a 

national public stage for women to voice their concerns not only about alcohol and its effects 

on the family, but also to bring women’s rights issues to the forefront. While this thesis 

acknowledges the positive aspects of Prohibition, its focus is on the anti-German aspect.  

 To gauge German-Americans’ reactions to anti-German sentiments and Prohibition, I 

looked at German and English language newspapers in New Ulm, Minnesota, and St. Louis, 

Missouri. By using German and English language newspapers, I was also able to compare the 

reporting of and reaction to anti-German sentiments and Prohibition to see if there were 

marked differences in their approach. Both German-American communities used as case 

studies in this thesis published newspapers in German. Were the German language papers 

more radical and outspoken, or were they more careful and subdued considering the anti-

German sentiments of the time? Both German and English language newspapers provided 

invaluable information. These papers offered insight into what these specific German-

American communities felt comfortable to publicly voice about a contentious issue 

(Prohibition) as an ethnic group whose culture and traditions were under attack. 
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This thesis is organized into three chapters that follow a thematic structure to better 

explore the multifaceted connections between anti-German war propaganda and Prohibition. 

Chapter I sets up the context of the conflict between German-American drinking customs and 

Prohibitionists by exploring ideas of creating and maintaining German identities while at the 

same time assimilating into a majority society and the resulting conflicts. The chapter 

provides an essential background analysis of the diverse German immigrant population and 

its search for and creation of a shared German-American identity, as well as the development 

of the Prohibition movement. The chapter takes a closer look at the role leisure habits and 

public drinking venues played for German-Americans, how these customs clashed with 

Prohibitionists and contributed to the downfall of the once highly regarded immigrant status 

of German-Americans. The chapter also examines the role prominent German-American 

organizations like the National German-American Alliance (NGAA) and United States 

Brewers’ Association (USBA) played during the war to fight not only Prohibition but also 

accusations of disloyalty and treason. 

The second chapter focuses on the theme of anti-German propaganda in greater detail 

with the help of visual material. It examines a diverse range of anti-German US war 

propaganda and Prohibition posters to show the relationship between them. While the 

percentage of anti-German propaganda material in both campaigns was small, its effect 

cannot be underestimated. It is evident that the ASL adopted the CPI’s anti-German war 

message and applied it to its campaign against German-American beer brewers in particular 

and German-American social customs and traditions in general. While the Prohibition 

material was limited to posters and cartoons, the CPI material included a diverse range of 

sources, with the most visual ones (and perhaps most effective) being anti-German war 
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propaganda posters. The variety of the CPI material served as a blueprint for the 

Prohibitionists to wage a successful war against the drinking habits of German-Americans.  

The last chapter synthesizes the themes from the previous chapters and uses the two 

German-American communities in New Ulm, Minnesota, and St. Louis, Missouri, to analyze 

how their responses to anti-German propaganda and Prohibition depended on their 

demographic makeup and their levels of assimilation. Using German and English language 

newspapers, the chapter examines the balancing act in which they engaged to manage their 

precarious position during the war. The chapter devotes a more in-depth discussion on New 

Ulm, as the town’s Turner heritage and the MCPS surveillance during the war places it in a 

unique context. Thus, the history of New Ulm must be acknowledged to emphasize the 

differences between the Germans of New Ulm and St. Louis. For New Ulm Germans, 

Prohibition was un-American as it restricted the American ideals of liberty and freedom, 

which were also Turner ideals. They believed that Prohibition meant they had to give up their 

Germanness, thus eliminating their rights to maintain their German heritage. In contrast, the 

St. Louis Germans saw that Prohibition represented a threat to not only German-Americans 

but to the overall economy. In essence, the responses by the two communities reflected their 

level of assimilation into American society.  

 My questions and approach to them occupy a unique place in the historiography. Not 

only does this thesis draw on different historiographies from a wide range of topics – 

Prohibition, World War I Propaganda, anti-German sentiments, immigration and German-

American identity, Progressivism – but it aims to connect these different historiographies and 

synthesize them into a coherent whole. This project is unique in that it does not look at 

Prohibition and German-American reactions to it as isolated events but explores both against 
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the backdrop of the anti-German sentiments of World War I. National Prohibition did not 

develop in isolation but must be approached taking into account the backdrop of World War I 

and its anti-German propaganda. To understand the complexity of Prohibition, we must pay 

attention to the experiences that accompanied it. Anti-German war propaganda, Progressives’ 

impact on transforming immigrants into Americans, and the German-American experience 

during World War I are significant factors that affected and shaped Prohibition. In this thesis, 

I am carving out another space by bringing these historiographies together. 

 

Historiography 

 The historiography of the influence of anti-German propaganda during World War I 

on Prohibition is limited and sparse at best. Thus, these limitations force a separate review of 

the historiographies of anti-German World War I sentiments and propaganda and Prohibition 

to illustrate not only their current state but also analyze their shortcomings, and highlight 

their inadequacies in showing a connection between anti-German World War I sentiments 

and Prohibition. The scholarship of German-American identity during World War I and 

Prohibition can be divided into two major schools of thought: those who claim that German-

Americans eagerly and voluntarily abandoned their culture and traditions because of World 

War I, and those who argue that German-Americans initially united during the onset of the 

war to combat anti-German hysteria but then were forced to distance themselves from their 

ethnic heritage, thus losing their cultural traditions. While this is an important debate, one of 

its main shortcomings is its approach. German-Americans in the existing historiography have 

been examined with little regard to their differences in demographic makeup, educational, 

religious, and political background, and their time and place of settlement in the US. What is 
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missing from the debate is a more nuanced analysis that takes into account the influence the 

demographic heritage of German-American communities had on their approach to anti-

German sentiments and Prohibition. While some historians acknowledged that German-

Americans were not a homogeneous group, they focused their analysis on and relied in their 

research on material from the leadership elite of major German-American associations like 

the National German-American Alliance (NGAA), prominent business people, German-

American intellectuals, and politicians. This approach results in a very limited view of the 

German-American experience and neglects to discuss the diversity within the German-

American communities. 

 

German-American Cultural Identity 

 Published over four decades ago, Frederick Luebke’s Bonds of Loyalty: German 

Americans and World War I remains one of the most relevant studies of the German 

immigrant experience during the Great War in part because it emphasizes that German-

Americans did not represent a homogenous ethnic group. Luebke challenged older works by 

Carl Wittke and Clifton Child, who argued that German-American organizations like the 

National German-American Alliance spoke for all German-Americans. He disagreed with 

historians who addressed the issues of German-American loyalty during World War I by 

relying on material from so-called leadership sources like the NGAA and prominent German-

American business people. Instead, Luebke argued that the diversity of German-Americans 

in economic, social, political, religious, and even cultural matters must be considered if one 

is to analyze the German-American experience accurately.3  The German-American 

 
 3 Luebke, Bonds of Loyalty, 33-34. 
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community was so diverse because German immigrants came from very different 

backgrounds: not only did social and educational differences play a role, but even more so 

regional differences and thus religious divisions continued to influence German-Americans. 

Luebke astutely pointed out this important distinction. This distinction is evident in my 

project, as the demographic background of the New Ulm Germans and their Turner 

philosophy strongly influenced their reaction to Prohibition. Still, while Luebke’s in-depth 

analysis of the differences within the German-American community is commendable, he paid 

little attention to how anti-German sentiments influenced the Prohibition debate. Instead, he 

attempted to explain why American society lashed out against one of the most desirable and 

assimilated immigrant groups during World War I.4 He traced the roots of anti-German 

sentiments to the post-Civil War German immigration. However, he also seemed to fall into 

the generalizing trap by claiming that German-Americans’ reaction to anti-German hysteria 

was defeat and abandonment of their cultural habits and customs.5  

 LaVern J. Rippley argued that while German-Americans were already assimilated 

well before the outbreak of World War I, the war served to briefly revitalize all things 

German and brought the German-American community together. Rippley based his 

assimilation claim on the high percentage of Germans taking out naturalization papers.6 

Without providing clear evidence, he also maintained that the use of German in the US was 

decreasing rapidly after 1900, despite a high number of German-language publications 

(especially daily and weekly newspapers), German-Americans still operating their own 

schools (mostly parochial), and German being the number one foreign language taught in the 

 
 4 Luebke, Bonds of Loyalty, xiii.  

 5 Luebke, Bonds of Loyalty, 206. 

 6 LaVern J. Rippley, The German-Americans (Boston: Twayne Publishers, 1976), 180. 
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US. His approach makes it difficult to accurately assess the degree of assimilation. German-

Americans could certainly become naturalized US citizens but still maintain their German 

cultural traditions, speak German, and send their children to German schools. It seemed that 

for Rippley once they were US citizens, German-Americans lost their “Germanness.” Using 

naturalization rates as the standard to define assimilation is problematic in that Rippley 

ignored German-Americans who did not naturalize. He implied that non-naturalized 

Germans were not assimilated at all and that German-Americans, through the act of 

naturalization, abandoned their German heritage. Contrary to Luebke, Rippley treated 

German-Americans more as a homogenous group but came to a similar conclusion as 

Luebke. Once the US declared war on Germany, German-Americans were just too eager to 

throw away their Germanness as an embarrassing possession.7 Rippley’s claim not only 

simplified a complex issue, but it is also very generalized. He did not take into account the 

diversity of German-American communities and relied too heavily on the NGAA’s claim to 

be the official voice of all German-Americans. By neglecting to explore the diversity of 

German-American communities, Rippley treated all German-Americans the same, regardless 

of their citizenship status, demographic background, and their settlement communities in the 

US. As my research shows, there are distinct differences in the German-American 

communities that are crucial to explain their different reactions to Prohibition.  

 To a degree, Luebke and Rippley both subscribed to, and expanded upon, John 

Higham’s argument in his 1955 work Strangers in the Land. Higham’s larger study on 

Nativism also touched on anti-German sentiments during World War I. In it, Higham pointed 

out that Germans in the US represented a conundrum for Americans and Nativists alike. On 

 
 7 Rippley, The German-Americans, 185. 
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the one side, Germans were seen as thrifty, industrious, and honest, but “… they insisted 

belligerently on their right to amusements … to beer gardens, to Sunday frolics …” that 

shocked white middle-class reformers and stood in direct opposition to Anglo-American 

Protestant sensibilities.8 Higham claimed that German-Americans’ social drinking habits, 

coupled with the belligerent demands of strict neutrality by the spokespersons of various 

German-American associations, contributed to anti-German sentiments during the war. 

Higham, and later Luebke and Rippley, correctly pointed out the questionable strategy of 

German-American associations during the first three years of the war. However, Higham 

completely left out the role anti-German war propaganda played in fanning the flames of 

anti-German war hysteria. 

 Paul Finkelman’s analysis of German-Americans and anti-German war sentiments 

provided a more nuanced conclusion. He did not address German drinking customs but 

claimed that the climate was already favorable for the emergence of anti-German sentiments 

because Germans had been associated with Socialism, radicalism, and anarchy for decades.9 

While he disagreed that Germans were well respected and already well assimilated, he 

supported Higham’s analysis that the “100% Americanism” campaign attempted to rid 

American society of all things German and that the remaining vestiges of German culture had 

to be destroyed.10 Finkelman focused on the disappearance of the German language in the 

American public sphere and did not discuss in greater detail whether German-American 

 
 8 John Higham, Strangers in the Land: Patterns of American Nativism, 1860-1925, 2nd ed. (New Brunswick: Rutgers University 

Press, 1988), 25. 

 9 Paul Finkelman, “The War on German Language and Culture, 1917-1925,” in Confrontation and Cooperation: Germany and 

the United States in the Era of World War I, 1900-1924, ed. Hans-Jürgen Schröder (Providence: Berg Publishers, 1993), 177. 

 10 Finkelman, “The War on German Language and Culture,” 182-183; Higham, Strangers in the Land, 208. 
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assimilation was well on its way before World War I or if German-Americans consciously 

abandoned their traditions once the US entered the war, as Rippley argued. 

 German historian Katja Wüstenbecker’s 2007 study about German-Americans during 

the First World War is the latest work on the subject. Similar to historians before her, she 

attempted to answer the question: did World War I cause the disappearance of German-

American cultural traditions, or did the war strengthen German identity? Wüstenbecker 

argued that to appear loyal and “100% American,” German-Americans had to dissociate 

themselves from their ethnic heritage.11 The anti-German sentiments of the war only 

accelerated German assimilation and the loss of cultural traditions. While Wüstenbecker 

provided an in-depth study, she limited the German-American experience to the war years 

and throughout much of her book followed Luebke’s analysis. She also focused her research 

on four large midwestern cities, thus leaving out smaller communities with distinct German 

heritage. In addition, Wüstenbecker‘s analysis did not go beyond the German-American 

experience during World War I, thus she left out an important aspect of the effect of anti-

German sentiments on German-American cultural traditions like the beer garden.  

 Although these studies deal with the German-American experience during World War 

I and provide an overview of the historical development of anti-German sentiments, it is 

equally important to take a closer look at anti-German propaganda in assessing the 

historiography. Several historians have analyzed the role of the Committee on Public 

Information (CPI) in the evolution of wartime anti-German propaganda. In addition, 

numerous publications also provided excellent insights into the role of perhaps the most 

important World War I propaganda tool – posters. In Picture This: World War I Posters and 

 
 11 Katja Wüstenbecker, Deutsch-Amerikaner im Ersten Weltkrieg: US-Politik und nationale Identitäten im Mittleren Westen 

(Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2007), 13, 21. 
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Visual Culture Pearl James argued, “Posters nationalized, mobilized, and modernized civilian 

populations.”12 Just like the CPI intended, posters represented a crucial element to unite 

American society in the war effort. War propaganda posters became a crucial tool for the 

governments of every belligerent country. James’ work is a broad study that encompasses 

US, British, and German propaganda efforts. However, she stressed that it is important to 

consider the evolution of posters as advertising tools, as well as where and when propaganda 

posters appeared, their target audience, and who viewed them. Not only did posters evoke an 

emotional response to patriotism and instill a sense of duty to defend the country, but even 

more so, posters helped to paint a negative picture of the enemy that was then visible for the 

entire population. Similarly, Celia Malone Kingsbury expanded on the emotional response 

war propaganda posters elicited. The German war enemy was represented “as a raping, child-

butchering, cannibal ape.”13 She argued that the war entered into the private space of the 

family via government-sponsored propaganda material, thus the culture at large adopted and 

echoed the CPI’s language. The image of the German enemy threatening not only American 

society in general but people’s homes and families in particular helped to motivate and 

convince Americans to mobilize to defend against the “Hun.” Kingsbury aptly analyzed how 

the depiction of the German enemy permeated all levels of American society – even children 

were supposed to do their part. However, she left out the segment of American society that 

was perhaps most affected by the war propaganda – German-Americans.  

 Philip M. Taylor took a closer look at the depiction of the German war enemy and 

argued that the British monopoly on war news during America’s neutrality phase greatly 

 
 12 Pearl James, ed., Picture This: World War I Posters and Visual Culture (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2009), 3.    

 13 Celia Malone Kingsbury, For Home and Country: World War I Propaganda on the Home Front (Lincoln: University of 

Nebraska Press, 2010), 6. 
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affected the American government, as it proved more beneficial “to influence those who can 

influence others than to attempt a direct appeal to the mass of the population.”14 The British 

influence on American war propaganda was also evident in the posters as many of the images 

that portrayed Germans as Prussian ogre caricatures and ape-like brutes originated in Great 

Britain. Taylor maintained that these posters helped to shape and solidify anti-German 

attitudes in the US, and thus steered American society to support the Allied side. 

 Several other scholars have studied the role of the CPI in securing support for the 

Great War by targeting various ethnic groups. Interestingly, as one of the largest ethnic 

groups in the US, German-Americans received little attention in these studies. Marouf A. 

Hasian Jr. examined the role of the CPI and the perceived need to create and maintain unified 

support of the public for the war effort. He argued that the work of the CPI contributed 

greatly to the war hysteria.15 Although the CPI, and particularly its chairman George Creel, 

prided itself on winning the hearts and minds by using factual information, it had to create 

materials that had an emotional impact on Americans. Sheldon Garon supported other 

scholars who argued that posters played an essential role in capturing the public’s attention. 

He provided a useful overview of the CPI’s different divisions and touched on the CPI’s role 

in reaching out to immigrant communities by producing foreign-language material, hoping to 

appeal to the diverse ethnic groups and gain their support for the US war effort.16 Garon’s 

focus on the CPI’s work with hyphenated Americans is commendable. However, he did not 

differentiate in great detail between the various ethnic communities. He briefly addressed 

 
 14 Philip M. Taylor, Munitions of the Mind: A History of Propaganda (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2003), 178. 

 15 Marouf A. Hasian, Jr., “Freedom of Expression and Propaganda During World War I: Understanding George Creel and 

America's Committee on Public Information,” Free Speech Yearbook, 36, no. 1 (1998): 48.  

 16 Sheldon Garon, “Mobilizing for the Great War,” in Beyond Our Means: Why America Spends While the World Saves 

(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2012), 184. 
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German-Americans in combination with the populations of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, 

which is problematic in itself, as the latter was made up of a multitude of ethnicities that 

supported opposite sides of the war. Nick Fischer’s study carried on Hasian and Garon’s 

work by focusing on how the CPI attempted to accomplish its lofty goal of providing 

educational and informative material about the war effort to the American public in general. 

Fischer claimed that the CPI particularly focused on the immigrant communities and 

compelled them to support the US government in the war effort. However, like his 

colleagues, he did not differentiate between the various ethnic communities and how they 

perceived the CPI’s propaganda efforts.17 In his view, the CPI successfully co-opted 

patriotism and fear to unify the country and endorsed the use of violent images on posters to 

startle Americans in general out of their indifference.18  

 Likewise, Alan Axelrod examined the role of “America’s first dedicated ministry of 

Propaganda” by providing a detailed study of the CPI’s organization.19  While he was the 

only author who paid close attention to the relationship between German-Americans and the 

CPI, he failed to recognize the diversity of the German population in the US. Axelrod 

stressed the dichotomy of the CPI to create the machinery to supervise and safeguard war-

related news and materials while at the same time trying to preserve freedom of speech and 

freedom of the press. Axelrod dedicated a full chapter to the work of the CPI in the 

immigrant communities. He claimed that for the CPI to have been successful in the foreign-

language community, it needed to provide news relevant to the respective nationality in their 

 
 17 Nick Fischer, “The Committee on Public Information and the Birth of US State Propaganda,” Australasian Journal of 

American Studies 35, no. 1 (2016): 61. 

 18 Fischer, “The Committee on Public Information and the Birth of  US State Propaganda,” 69-70. 

 19 Alan Axelrod, Selling the Great War: The Making of American Propaganda (Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), 

x. 
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native language.20 However, he neglected to realize that German-Americans did not 

constitute a homogenous group that held a unified position on the war. In the case of 

German-Americans, the CPI supported the creation of the group Friends of German 

Democracy that provided the US government direct propaganda access to the German-

American community. While Axelrod provided detailed insight into this group, he focused 

on what Luebke deemed the German-American elite – prominent German-American 

professors, writers, and businessmen ran the group, thus limiting the experience of the 

diverse German-American community.   

 Overall, these studies are critical as they show the historical development of the CPI 

in general and anti-German propaganda in particular. However, they focused entirely on anti-

German war propaganda during World War I and did not go beyond the conflict. They 

provided excellent starting points to expand research on how anti-German war propaganda 

helped consolidate and maintain anti-German sentiments after the Armistice. Still, most of 

these works treated German-Americans as a homogenous ethnic block and disregarded the 

community’s diverse ethnic, social, economic, and political backgrounds, and this must be 

addressed. 

 

Prohibition 

 Examining the historiography of Prohibition brings equally mixed results. While 

historians have acknowledged that Prohibition targeted mainly immigrant communities, they 

have focused on immigrants from southern and eastern Europe. When Germans are 

mentioned, it is with respect to the German-American dominated beer-brewing industry, and 

 
 20 Axelrod, Selling the Great War, 185. 
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not necessarily as a targeted group because of their ethnic heritage. Perhaps one of the more 

prolific scholars of Prohibition is German historian Thomas Welskopp who in the last ten 

years provided several studies on the role German-Americans played in the Prohibition 

debate. His latest work, Amerikas große Ernüchterung: Eine Kulturgeschichte der 

Prohibition, examined the cultural history of Prohibition and argued that Prohibition was not 

only about alcohol but was part of a search for a unique American identity.21 Prohibition 

impacted all aspects of American life and society. While Welskopp was more interested in 

how the Prohibition Amendment presented a break with the liberal tradition of the US 

Constitution by limiting personal freedom, he touched on the role German-Americans played 

in the US alcohol industry. However, he limited his study to the beer brewers’ strategy of 

survival and not so much on the effects of anti-German sentiments on German-American 

cultural traditions, which included maintaining the social tradition of the beer garden. In 

addition, Welskopp shed light on the relationship between German-American beer brewers 

and the NGAA, maintaining that it was this association that strengthened the resolve of 

Prohibition supporters.  

 Similar to Welskopp, historian Amy Mittelman focused on the beer industry by 

examining its evolution and development from colonial times to the present. Mittelman 

examined the history of the beer industry’s battle with the government over taxation and 

temperance. She focused on the role the United States Brewers Association (USBA) played 

to curtail these threats to the livelihood of the brewers.22 Naturally, one would expect that she 

examined German-American drinking culture, given that the American brewing industry was 

 
 21 Thomas Welskopp, Amerikas große Ernüchterung: Eine Kulturgeschichte der Prohibition (Paderborn: Ferdinand Schöningh, 

2010), 14. 

 22 Amy Mittelman, Brewing Battles: A History of American Beer (New York: Algora Publishing, 2008), 2. 
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dominated by German-Americans, yet the family-friendly beer garden is relegated to a few 

sentences while she spent considerably more time on the brewers’ involvement in the saloon 

business. While neither historian dismissed the anti-immigrant aspects of Prohibition, they 

both focused more on the NGAA and the USBA and their relationship with the brewers than 

exploring the effects of anti-German sentiments on Prohibition.  

 LaVern J. Rippley’s work on the assimilation of German-Americans during World 

War I briefly addressed Prohibition’s effect on the community. He assessed the role of the 

NGAA and its purpose to defend German drinking traditions. According to Rippley, 

Prohibition succeeded because German opposition to it was severely weakened by the 

constant anti-German propaganda and the attacks by the American government on German-

Americans’ loyalty and patriotism. Thus, German-Americans were only too willing to give 

up their cultural traditions.23 In that regard, Rippley acknowledged the role anti-German war 

propaganda played in the Prohibition debate. Overall though, he emphasized the role 

powerful German-American associations like the NGAA played in opposing Prohibition. 

Rippley’s study very much echoed Andrew Sinclair’s Prohibition – The Era of Excess, which 

also touched on the influence of the National German-American Alliance. Sinclair 

questioned the wisdom behind the brewers’ decision to use the foreign-language press to 

fight back against Prohibition. He argued that the brewers were addressing the wrong people. 

The immigrants did not need to be convinced of the positive aspects of beer. Instead of 

pleading their case in English-language papers, the brewers played right into the “Drys” 

 
 23 LaVern J. Rippley, “Ameliorated Americanization: The Effect of World War I on German-Americans in the 1920s,” in 

America and the Germans, Volume 2: An Assessment of a Three-Hundred Year History – The Relationship in the Twentieth Century, eds. 

Frank Trommler and Joseph McVeigh (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 226. 
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argument that immigrants supported and controlled the saloons and brewers.24 While this 

may have been a workable strategy prior to the outbreak of World War I, anti-German 

sentiments quickly labeled the Alliance as being unpatriotic once the US entered the war. In 

Sinclair’s view, the connection between the beer brewers and the Alliance sounded the death 

knell for their battle to prevent Prohibition.  

 For several other historians, the connection and relationship between Prohibition and 

the Progressive movement were of greater interest. James H. Timberlake asserted that 

Prohibition was an integral part of the Progressive Movement that was promoted by old-

stock, native-born, middle-class Protestants.25 Thus, Prohibition represented a perfect fit for 

the ideals of Progressives. Timberlake elucidated the idea that Prohibition was a struggle 

between middle-class Progressive reformers and the predominantly urban working class. He 

also introduced the idea that by supporting Prohibition, Progressives worked to restrict 

immigration as most of the urban working class were so-called undesirable immigrants from 

southern and eastern Europe. K. Austin Kerr elaborated on the Anti-Saloon League’s (ASL) 

techniques and organization in getting Prohibition passed. His study focused mainly on the 

ASL, and the role Progressives and their use of scientific studies played in promoting 

Prohibition. Kerr acknowledged that the ASL needed to reach the immigrant populations in 

general, arguing that this represented a problem for the League in the cities that were firmly 

in the hands of immigrants, political bosses, and saloons and brewers influence.26 

Throughout his study, Kerr maintained that Prohibition supporters were enlightened 

 
 24 Andrew Sinclair, Prohibition – The Era of Excess (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1962), 115. 

 25 James H. Timberlake, Prohibition and the Progressive Movement, 1900-1920 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1963), 

6-8. 

 26 K. Austin Kerr, Organized for Prohibition: A New History of the Anti-Saloon League (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 

1985), 142-145. 
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Progressives who favored voluntary abstinence but realized they had to educate the public 

about the dangers of alcohol. To them, national Prohibition was the only way to control the 

alcohol issue.  

 Similar to Timberlake and Kerr, Jack S. Blocker Jr. also examined the history of the 

temperance movement and its connection with the Progressive movement. Blocker provided 

an excellent study of the various temperance movements, claiming that their tactics evolved 

from moral suasion to the establishment of the ASL and its use of coercive tactics via the 

power of state and federal governments.27 Thomas R. Pegram provided an equally thorough 

study of the history of the Prohibition movement. Similar to Welskopp’s work a decade later, 

Pegram examined “the relationship between American political institutions and temperance 

reform.”28 He also incorporated Blocker’s approach by analyzing how the movements 

changed their approach to battle the liquor trade. Pegram claimed that the temperance 

movements adapted their tactics to reflect a changing American society. 

  More specific studies on Prohibition have focused on the role of the saloon. Here, 

notably Michael Lewis, Alfred McClung Lee, and Ron Rothbart have highlighted the 

economic and social roles saloons played for immigrant communities. While their work 

spanned over six decades, all three scholars maintained that enacting Prohibition and shutting 

down saloons represented a significant loss of resources available to immigrant communities 

through their respective ethnic saloons. Lewis highlighted the element of ethnicity in the 

Prohibition debate, claiming that the Prohibition campaign was an attempt to impose white, 

 
 27 Jack S. Blocker, Jr., American Temperance Movements: Cycles of Reform (Boston: Twayne Publishers, 1989), xv. 

 28 Thomas R. Pegram, Battling Demon Rum: The Struggle for a Dry America, 1800-1933 (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 1998), xi. 
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Anglo-Saxon Protestant values on immigrants.29 Overall, his study focused on the cultural 

context of Prohibition voting. While Alfred McClung Lee’s study recognized that during 

World War I anti-German war sentiments identified breweries as the enemy, he focused on 

the different socio-economic groups and their interest in seeing Prohibition succeed. In his 

view, the successful collaboration of these groups made it possible for the ASL to effectively 

eliminate the saloon as an essential meeting place for ethnic communities.30 Jon M. 

Kingsdale especially took a closer look at the saloon as a networking place and its social 

functions for the urban immigrant working class. He argued that the saloon was central to 

immigrant life and helped ethnic communities retain their identities.31 Thus, to Anglo-

American Progressives the saloon threatened to prevent the assimilation of immigrants into 

American society. Ron Rothbart expanded on Lee and Kingsdale’s ideas, highlighting the 

saloon’s role as a stepping-stone to the American dream for many eastern European 

immigrants. Rothbart argued that especially immigrant saloon owners served as a middleman 

to help immigrants navigate their new environment and claimed that the ethnic and cultural 

familiarity of the saloon owner helped newly arrived immigrants to become assimilated into 

American society.32  Rothbart’s work represented a crucial point to highlight the dual 

functions of the immigrant saloon – a place to socialize with fellow countrymen but also a 

place that helped immigrants to navigate through American society. 

 
 29 Michael Lewis, “Access to  Saloons, Wet Voter Turnout, and Statewide Prohibition Referenda, 1907-1919,” Social Science 

History 32, no. 3 (Fall 2008): 376. 

 30 Alfred McClung Lee, “Techniques of Social Reform: An Analysis of the New Prohibition Drive,” American Sociological 

Review 9, no. 1 (Feb. 1944): 67. 

 31 Jon M. Kingsdale, “The ‘Poor Man’s Club’: Social Functions of the Urban Working-Class Saloon,” American Quarterly 25, 

no. 4 (Oct. 1973): 487-488. 

 32 Ron Rothbart, “The Ethnic Saloon as a Form of Immigrant Enterprise,” The International Migration Review 27, no. 2 

(Summer 1993): 332-333. 
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 While these studies provide a detailed analysis of the Prohibition movement and 

saloon functions and its culture, they fall short in exploring the impact of World War I and 

anti-German sentiments on the saloon as a social institution. The aforementioned scholars 

discussed the importance of the saloon to the immigrant community in a general setting. The 

issue of German-Americans and the precarious position they held by being not only 

successful businessmen in the beer brewing industry but also average citizens that were 

simultaneously labeled unpatriotic and disloyal during World War I needs further research. 

Similarly, while Prohibition was anti-immigrant, the various ethnic communities reacted 

differently to the legislation. A more nuanced look even within an ethnic community is 

needed. Additionally, the differences in the drinking venues, particularly the saloon versus 

the beer garden, need to be considered to gain a more subtle understanding of Prohibitionists’ 

opposition to both. Both venues functioned as a form of community center for immigrants, 

albeit attracting a different clientele. The saloon was male-dominated and catered to 

working-class urban immigrants. It was a place where men could retreat after their workday 

and connect with fellow countrymen, finding familiarity in a new world. Women and 

children were markedly absent. Unlike the decidedly male, working-class saloon 

environment, beer gardens represented a meeting place for the entire family. Beer gardens 

were mainly associated with German-Americans (although they were open to everyone, 

regardless of ethnicity or gender) and provided a place where they could celebrate and 

maintain their traditions, especially the conviviality of social drinking, in an inclusive family-

friendly atmosphere. Over the past two decades, two works have stood out that explored the 

relationship between cultural traditions of German-Americans and the role alcohol played in 

shaping German-American ethnic identity.  
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While Camouflage was intended as a war propaganda poster, it ties the issues of anti-German 

sentiments to Prohibition. The cartoon shows a man sitting in an armchair near a window. He 

is holding an American flag in his left hand and waving it outside the window. In his right 

hand, he holds a beer stein, cheering “Hoch Der Kaiser” (Hail to the Kaiser). Flagg employed 

the stereotypical characterization of German-Americans to easily identify the man. He 

portrayed the man as a typical German-American drunkard, who smokes a German-style pipe 

and overly enjoys the stereotypical German behavior of drinking beer.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
  

Fig. 19. Camouflage220 

    

  The title of the cartoon expressed the supposed actions of German-Americans. 

Outwardly and in public, German-Americans proclaimed their loyalty to the US. They were 

publicly participating in displays of loyalty and effusively showed their supposed patriotism. 

However, in the privacy of their home, German-Americans displayed their true feelings. At 

 
220 James Montgomery Flagg, Camouflage, as cited in Luebke, Bonds of Loyalty, 236, accessed November 29, 2018, 
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home, German-Americans supported their old home country, the Fatherland, and thus 

Imperial Germany. Cheering for the Kaiser indicated not just support and admiration for the 

Kaiser but also what Germany stood for through the Kaiser’s rule: a militaristic and 

autocratic regime – or in the words of the ASL, “Hun Rule.” This support and display of their 

true feelings and allegiance also extended to any places where German-Americans meet: 

restaurants, saloons, beer halls, beer gardens, as well as private social gatherings with friends 

and families, and membership in German-American associations like the NGAA. 

 Camouflage unequivocally implied that German-Americans were willfully deceiving 

the American public. While German-Americans were hiding (camouflaging) their true 

intentions, the drawing exposed their true allegiance. Overall, German-Americans could not 

be trusted. While at best, their loyalties were divided between the US and Germany, at home 

and among other German-Americans their loyalty lay with their old home country. Even 

though they appeared as patriotic Americans in public, in their homes German-Americans 

maintained their German customs and traditions. This included drinking beer, and thus made 

them not only enemies of Prohibition, but German-American traditions also interfered with 

the war effort to conserve grain. Flagg’s Camouflage was a powerful cartoon that reinforced 

anti-German sentiments and stereotypes and helped fight Germans throughout the war and 

Prohibition.  

Although the ASL cartoons generally attacked the German-dominated brewing 

industry, it was the implied guilt by association that extended the loyalty issue to German-

Americans. Ach – Nein – Ich bin ein loyol Zitizen (Figure 20) was the only ASL cartoon in 

the ASL Museum collection that addressed the loyalty issue directly. It shows a German-

American brewer, dressed in typical German fashion proclaiming his loyalty to the US.  
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While doing so, he is wearing the Pickelhaube, the prominent and popular symbol of 

American cartoonists to identify the German military. He is also standing beside stacks of 

grain sacks that list the amount of grain used by the brewers in 1917. Aside from making fun 

of the German accent in the title of the cartoon, the print reinforced the image of German-

Americans having divided loyalties at best and secretly supporting Germany and working 

against the US at worst.            

               Fig. 20. Ach – Nein – Ich bin ein loyol Zitizen221 
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Conclusion 

 Anti-German rhetoric did not merely apply to war propaganda, but Prohibitionists 

adopted the CPI’s successful anti-German message and applied it to their campaign against 

German-American beer brewers and German-American social traditions. Thus, the 

Prohibition campaign represented the second front of a war that targeted German-Americans 

at home. The vast amount of war propaganda material produced by the CPI aided Prohibition 

supporters and was used as a continuation of anti-German war propaganda in their fight 

against alcohol. While George Creel emphasized that the CPI’s mission was to reach the 

American public through their minds and not through their emotions, the agency’s work told 

a different story. In fact, the CPI used both approaches, factual information and appealing to 

emotions, to educate the public about the war effort and to unite the American population in 

the war effort. This turned out to be a winning combination. By using emotionally charged 

posters and matter-of-fact pamphlets, the CPI appealed to reason and emotion at the same 

time. Utilizing this strategy, the CPI succeeded in creating an image of the “uncivilized Hun” 

that needed to be defeated to save not only American civilization but also Europe. At times it 

seemed that the CPI publications served as a written narrative to support the emotionally 

charged posters instead of educating the American public about the war effort in a factual 

manner. While CPI publications and posters alike helped to create a unified message against 

Imperial Germany, they also created, encouraged, and maintained the image of the enemy at 

home – German-Americans. 

 The posters provided excellent visual examples of anti-German propaganda in the US 

during World War I and its extension to Prohibition. Using stereotypical German 

characteristics made German-Americans easily identifiable in these posters. The Prohibition 
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posters used these stereotypes to ensure that people made the connection between the 

German war enemy and German-Americans. The Prohibition posters examined clearly 

showed that they were modeled after the anti-German war rhetoric of the CPI’s material to 

convey the same message: German-Americans were disloyal, unpatriotic, and treacherous. 

They could not be trusted. The Prohibition campaign continued these themes by emphasizing 

that German-Americans clung to their alien and uncivilized traditions, namely their social 

drinking habits, and were thus sabotaging the creation of a better American society. 

 When analyzing visual images, it is essential to look beyond the apparent meaning. 

While war propaganda posters foremost tried to influence public opinion by using visuals 

that evoked emotional responses, they also contained hidden messages. The war propaganda 

posters hoped to make the connection between Imperial Germany and German-Americans. 

The Prohibition posters continued with this message by connecting German-Americans to the 

German militarism of World War I. The CPI’s work during the war set the stage for the anti-

German image of Prohibition, thus linking the two campaigns together. It was a seemingly 

uninterrupted continuation of anti-German war sentiments into Prohibition. The posters 

succeeded in shaping American public opinion by creating anti-German sentiments that 

would survive long after the war ended. 
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Chapter III 

German-American Reaction to Prohibition, 1917 to 1920 

“Our beer was taken from us, finally, because most of the brewers were Germans.”222 

 This chapter takes a closer look at how German-Americans reacted to the impending 

national Prohibition after the United States entered World War I. Of course, German-

Americans were not a homogenous group, nor were they a monolithic ethnic bloc, and some 

German-Americans supported temperance and prohibition movements. German-Americans 

not directly associated with the beer brewing industry held different opinions about 

Prohibition, shaped largely by their religious and ethnic background, and socio-economic 

class.  

 This chapter discusses the reactions of the German-American population in two cities, 

New Ulm, Minnesota, and St. Louis, Missouri, to Prohibition. The two cities not only 

differed in population size but also in the ethnic makeup of their citizens. By the mid-1850s, 

St. Louis was home to a diverse population that included descendants from French colonists 

and Native Americans, Americans from the East Coast and the South, a large free black 

population, as well as immigrants from England, Ireland, and Germany.223 These different 

ethnicities also contributed to St. Louis’ diverse social, economic, and political life. In 

contrast, New Ulm was founded exclusively by German settlers. This chapter analyzes 

German and English language newspapers from New Ulm and St. Louis to discuss the 

marked differences in the respective German-American populations’ responses to 
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Prohibition. While the chapter discusses newspapers from both towns, greater emphasis is 

devoted to New Ulm. The town’s experience with the Minnesota Commission of Public 

Safety (MCPS) was characterized by the Commission’s hostility towards all things German 

and its zealous persecution of suspected disloyal and seditious behavior.  

 While the papers all opposed Prohibition, their arguments differed significantly. None 

of the papers perceived Prohibition as an anti-German measure, at least not publicly. 

However, the difference in the levels of cultural assimilation of German-Americans in the 

two cities shaped their arguments. The Turner philosophy of the more “segregated” New 

Ulm Germans influenced their approach to Prohibition, while the more integrated St. Louis 

Germans were mostly concerned with the economic fallout of Prohibition. Following their 

Turner heritage, and using the Turner principles to preserve their German heritage, the New 

Ulm Germans regarded personal liberty and individual freedom as the most pressing 

arguments in their opposition to Prohibition and fiercely defended these principles. 

 

The Turners of New Ulm 

 As discussed in chapter one, German immigration to the US increased drastically 

after the failed March 1848 revolution. This failed revolution had a profound impact on the 

founding of New Ulm, as many of its founders were forced to flee Germany because of their 

strong belief in the ideals of personal, political, and economic liberty. The initial founding of 

New Ulm in 1854 can be traced to the Chicago Land Society, established by Frederick 

Beinhorn, who was looking to escape the city life of Chicago and organize a settler colony.224 

Spurred on by a wave of anti-immigrant violence throughout the early 1850s, members of the 

 
 224 Daniel John Hoisington, A German Town: A History of New Ulm, Minnesota (Roseville, MN: Edinborough Press, 2004), 2.  
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society were eager to leave Chicago and establish a German colony. Although the town’s 

first settlers were predominantly men, some families soon followed, and the initial settlement 

of New Ulm was fairly typical for establishing a new town. However, just a few years into 

the town’s existence the arrival of new German settlers would shape its development and 

give the town its distinct Germanness. 

 At the same time that plans for New Ulm began to take shape and anti-immigrant 

violence continued, another German immigrant, William Pfaender, envisioned a settlement 

where Germans could live the way they wanted to and not face increased hostility and 

violence by Anglo-Americans. William Pfaender left southwestern Germany in 1848 for the 

United States. He settled in Cincinnati, where he was a founding member of the Cincinnati 

Turner Society.225 The Turners not only embodied the spirit of the failed 1848/49 revolution; 

in many cases they had played a leading role in the uprising. Founded in 1811 as gymnastic 

clubs (or Turnverein in German, thus Turners) by Friedrich Ludwig Jahn, they emphasized 

not only physical fitness but also provided a range of educational services to its male 

members, hoping to reform Germany’s social and political system. In addition, the Turners 

emphasized a love of country and Germanness, were ardent supporters of a united Germany, 

and played an important role in the incipient German nationalist movement, with some 

German Turnvereine even establishing Turner militias.226 Since the Turners were politically 

educated, disciplined, and physically fit, they could be described as an intellectual 

paramilitary training organization that threatened Germany’s existing social and political 

structures. Not surprisingly, the first Turner Societies in the US became known for their 
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radical political and social views and were considered suspect because they attracted mainly 

German immigrants.  

 Pfaender’s Turner convictions and the reality of anti-immigrant sentiments convinced 

him to establish a settlement where the physical and mental aspects of what he called 

“Practical Turnerism” could be practiced.  He called on the members of the Cincinnati 

Turner Society to unite, 

… for the establishment of a settlement, which, aside from the material welfare,  
would also offer the advantage that the insane, degrading, mortifying attempts of our 
Anglo-American taskmasters to restrict us could not operate, that, in a word, we 
would have the opportunity to enjoy unstintedly the rights guaranteed to us by the 
Constitution of the United States and to become happy and blessed after our own 
fashion.227 

 
The Turners could only survive and thrive if they would separate and segregate themselves 

from the rest of American society. To finance his enterprise, Pfaender founded the Turner 

Colonization Society of Cincinnati in 1856, and within a short few months, after changing 

the name to Settlement Association of the Socialist Turner Society to further set themselves 

apart and attract more members, the society had about 1300 members and solid financial 

backing.228 While looking for a suitable place to start the Turner settlement, the society 

learned about New Ulm. After visiting the town in 1857, both societies (the Chicago Land 

Society and Pfaender’s Settlement Association of the Socialist Turner Society) recognized 

the value of a joint venture and merged to form the German Land Company of Minnesota 

with William Pfaender as president.229  

Although the area around New Ulm attracted immigrant settlers for homesteading, the 

New Ulm Germans preferred town life and the occupations that came with it. Aside from the 
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family garden that provided fruits and vegetables, not many of them pursued large-scale 

farming. The establishment of New Ulm as a town and the professions its citizens practiced 

were in line with the Turner principle that emphasized education and intellectual and social 

stimulation.230 Within the first decade of New Ulm’s existence, the town benefitted from the 

diverse occupational backgrounds of its citizens and developed an expanding and dynamic 

economy. New Ulm was fairly self-sufficient and boasted a sawmill, flour mill, several hotels 

and boarding houses, a fur-trading post, general stores, bakeries and butcher shops, two 

blacksmith shops, and two beer breweries and a distillery.231 

The town’s German Land Company’s charter also reflected its Turner heritage to 

promote “… trade and industry, the arts and sciences, and at the same time foster good 

German fellowship and the right spirit.”232 The Turners’ ideal of equality was evident even in 

the layout of New Ulm and the similar lot sizes.233 Personal liberty was the center of political 

life. The Turners’ emphasis on education was evident in not only the school but perhaps even 

more so in erecting the Turnhalle (gymnastic hall, Turner Hall) which “provided a social 

centre with political debates, lectures, Sunday schools and libraries for the further education 

of the German emigrants, and the attached restaurants or bars were popular places for 

German Gemütlichkeit.”234 Thus, Turner Hall provided New Ulm citizens with a place to 

foster and preserve their German culture and traditions, as well as German nationalism. 

While the first settlers embodied and adhered to the Turner spirit, subsequent settlers 

were more diverse. Germans continued to move to New Ulm, but just like the rest of the 
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country, the town also experienced an influx of new immigrants from eastern Europe. In New 

Ulm, these new immigrants were ethnic Germans from Bohemia who arrived in the 1870s, 

and by 1880 about 255 German-Bohemians called New Ulm their new home.235 While 

officially the Turners welcomed everybody and did not discriminate against newcomers, 

some of the established German families of New Ulm eyed the German-Bohemians with 

suspicion and looked down on them.  

Although the Turners celebrated German culture, promoted German unity and 

nationalism, and wanted to increase the rights of people they deemed to be German, the 

Bohemian-Germans did not exactly fit into their vision of New Ulm. The German-

Bohemians had a different ethnic, educational, and religious background and spoke a 

different dialect than the early settlers. Most of them came from rural villages and were 

peasants. They were also deeply religious, adhering to and practicing their Catholic faith. 

Thus the importance of religion in their everyday life stood in contrast to the freethinking 

Turners. The German-Bohemians of New Ulm represented the unskilled, peasant immigrants 

who came from pre-industrial societies. In this regard, the Turners of New Ulm reacted to the 

German-Bohemians in similar ways as the rest of the country treated peasant immigrants 

from southern and eastern Europe.  

While the German-Bohemians lived isolated from the rest of the town, New Ulm still 

changed rapidly from a freethinking Turner society to a more religiously diverse town. 

Although the town was known outside as a “community of free-thinkers and atheists,” and 

the original Chicago Land Company banned attorneys and ministers from its membership, 

 
 235 Hoisington, A German Town, 46. 



 132 

New Ulm was a community open to all beliefs.236 While most of New Ulm’s founders were 

freethinkers, the initial settlers also included Catholics and Methodists. A Catholic Mass was 

the first church service held in New Ulm in 1856, and by 1860 the town also included 

German Methodist and German Lutheran ministers.237 The influx of German-Bohemians and 

Scandinavian immigrants during the latter part of the century added to New Ulm’s religious 

diversity. By 1900, New Ulm’s population was evenly split: one-third were Lutherans, one-

third were Catholics, and one-third were Turners with freethinking views.238  

The founding of New Ulm represented the realization of a dream to create a German 

settlement that not only represented the Turner principles and values of equality, education, 

and religious and political freedom,239 but also the establishment of a community where the 

Turners could create their own version of their German homeland, and, in a sense, to indulge 

their German nationalism. While New Ulm represented a “clean slate” for the Turners, the 

area around it (and most of southwestern Minnesota) had long been a part of the Dakota 

hunting lands. Although the Dakota had lost some of their territories to the Chippewa, the 

increasing numbers of white settlers had a far greater impact on the Dakota’s way of life. 

They were forced into a series of agreements to sell their hunting lands, with the last one 

signed in 1858, that required the sale of their last remaining land just north of New Ulm.240 

This sale allowed for new settlements like New Ulm to expand and drastically increased the 

number of new white settlers, who depleted the natural resources that had allowed the Dakota 
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to remain self-sufficient. Thus, the New Ulm Turner ideals of liberty, equality, and freedom 

seemed to only have meaning and importance to their own community and the preservation 

of their German heritage. In that sense, the Turners practiced not only German nationalism 

but, similar to other white settlers, settler colonialism. 

 New Ulm’s Germanness would come to the forefront in 1881 when the town founded 

its chapter of the Sons of Hermann Lodge. The lodge was named after the German national 

hero Hermann the Cheruscan (also known as Arminius), who had defeated three Roman 

legions under General Varus at the Battle of the Teutoburg Forest. The veneration of 

Hermann flourished and expanded after the unification and creation of the German Empire in 

1871, with so-called Hermann Monuments being erected across Germany.241 When the idea 

of erecting a Hermann Monument in the US was proposed, New Ulm’s lodge president 

argued that the statue should be built in New Ulm because the town “ was a little German 

community struggling to do something for their nationality and to elevate the race.”242 

Surprisingly, he convinced the national chapter, beating out major cities with larger German 

populations. A statement by New Ulm’s city secretary highlighted the town’s special 

qualifications that perhaps were responsible for bringing the Hermann Monument to New 

Ulm. He wrote, “New Ulm remains the most German of German cities … Give this 

monument to the people who are still pure German.”243 Even decades after leaving Germany, 

New Ulm citizens fostered German nationalism to a degree, that culminated in not merely 

preserving their Germanness, but even more so in erecting a monument that represented 

German nationalism outside their community. The reference of wanting “to elevate the race” 
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and describing New Ulm Germans as “still pure German” highlighted the Turner’s 

connection to German nationalism and provided a glimpse into the racial beliefs that seemed 

to have migrated along with the other Turner ideals from Germany to Minnesota. For the 

New Ulm Germans, the monument served as a connection to their fellow Germans in their 

German homeland. 

The statements were also problematic in how New Ulm Germans viewed themselves 

– they clearly segregated themselves and felt like they were living in a German diaspora. 

Thus, the monument also served as a symbol of Germans not wanting to assimilate. For New 

Ulm Germans, Hermann’s battle was similar to the Prohibition legislation threatening 

German customs and traditions. They saw their individual liberty of maintaining their 

Germanness threatened and infringed by state and federal intrusions into areas that were 

served by ethnic institutions, like the beer garden.244 In line with their Turner principles, they 

strongly believed they had the liberty and the right to pursue a German lifestyle unfettered. 

The monument’s dedication in 1897 brought with it a weeklong celebration of all 

things German. During the dedication ceremony, speakers compared Hermann’s battle 

against the Roman Empire with New Ulm’s fight against the Dakota in 1862. The dedication 

ceremony came thirty-five years after the citizens of New Ulm successfully defended their 

town against attacks by the Dakota during the US – Dakota War of 1862. By the time the war 

broke out, the Dakota were left with a narrow strip of land north of New Ulm, leaving them 

unable to sustain themselves through hunting and relying on monetary and food 
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disbursements by the US government.245 With their hunting grounds nearly decimated and 

facing severe food shortages, Dakota Indians appeared at the Yellow Medicine Indian 

Agency north of New Ulm during the summer of 1862 to negotiate their payments as 

promised in the sale agreement and treaty.246 However, in yet another breach of the treaty, 

the cash payments were not made directly to the Dakota but used to build schools and 

develop land projects. This was a common practice by the federal government designed to 

“civilize” American Indians by eradicating their traditional way of life. The remaining 

money was not paid out to the Dakota either but was dispersed to white traders who sold 

merchandise to the Dakota on credit at high-interest rates. Given this blatant treachery and 

mistreatment, some of the Dakota resorted to using force to hold the federal government to 

its treaty obligations. 

 The killing of immigrant settlers by four young Dakota warriors over a food dispute 

served as the starting point for the Dakota to attack both the Redwood Indian Agency (just 

outside of New Ulm) and the homes of white settlers across the region.247 At first, it looked 

like the Dakota had the upper hand. New Ulm was ill prepared for an attack, but after 

reinforcements arrived, the town prevailed, albeit only after over one hundred houses had 

been burnt to the ground.248 The Dakota surrendered a month after the battle of New Ulm. 

The violence that the Dakota exacted paled in comparison to the violence they had 

experienced throughout the 1800s at the hand of the federal government and increasing 

numbers of white settlers. Military tribunals found 303 Dakota warriors guilty and sentenced 

them to death by hanging. President Lincoln commuted most of the sentences, and in the end 
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thirty-eight Dakota were publicly hanged in Mankato, Minnesota, the largest mass execution 

in US history to date.249  

New Ulm Germans understood their experience of the US – Dakota War and the 

subsequent erection of the Hermann Monument with the background of their Turner ideas to 

defend their interpretation of liberty and freedom. In the eyes of the dedication speakers, the 

actions and conduct of New Ulm citizens were not unlike those of Hermann; both (Hermann 

and New Ulm Germans) fought to defend their homes from what they perceived as “foreign” 

invaders and for the liberty of their people.250 It is telling that the New Ulm Germans viewed 

the Dakota in the same light as the Germanic tribes viewed the Romans – as foreign invaders 

– despite the fact that the settlers in New Ulm had invaded and were encroaching on the 

homelands of the Dakota. The New Ulm Germans claimed the right to live their lives the 

way they envisioned them in their “German town” but refused to extend the same right to the 

Dakota. The monument celebrated this attitude to a degree. In a sense, it also served as a 

reminder of the brutality that the Dakota experienced at the hands of the New Ulm Turners, 

who fiercely defended their rights to maintain their German heritage but did not extend the 

same rights of self-determination to the native population in their new home country.  

 

The Germans of St. Louis 

Compared to New Ulm, by the mid-1850s, St. Louis had a polyglot population. This 

was true even for the Germans who had arrived in larger numbers by the 1830s. These earlier 

German immigrants came predominantly from Saxon, followed a conservative brand of 
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Lutheranism, and while some of them were looking for farmland, most settled in the city.251 

By 1837, over 6000 Germans called St. Louis home. Germans arriving after 1850 found a 

well-established German community. Similar to the New Ulm Germans, the later immigrants 

brought with them a strong conviction for the ideals of liberty and freedom. By 1850, 43 

percent of all St. Louis’ citizens were born either in Ireland or Germany.252 St. Louis also had 

a large free black population, which increased after the Civil War when formerly enslaved 

people left the South. Beginning with the 1870s, St. Louis also experienced an increase in 

immigration from southern and eastern Europe. Unlike New Ulm, St. Louis offered more 

economic opportunities for its new citizens and developed a distinctly international character 

with the various cultures coming in contact with each other. Thus, the city had a far greater 

ethnic diversity than New Ulm. Nevertheless, Germans retained a strong representation in St. 

Louis. In 1910, 27 percent of St. Louis’ residents were either born in Germany or had at least 

one parent that was born in the old country.253  While the diverse population interacted with 

each other to a degree at work, they lived in neighborhoods segregated by ethnicity. The city 

was far less of a melting pot than one would expect and was more characterized by white 

supremacy.  

 St. Louis Germans had been a part of the city since the 1820s and were integrated into 

the city’s social, economic, and political life. The city was home to several German-language 

newspapers; the Westliche Post was the most prominent daily newspaper and was published 
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from 1857 to 1938. To compare the reaction of German-Americans to wartime Prohibition in 

St. Louis in the German-language newspaper with their English counterpart, this chapter 

looks at the St. Louis Post-Dispatch that began publishing in 1878. While the only period 

available for research of the Westliche Post was from July 1918 through June 1919, the St. 

Louis Post-Dispatch provided a longer time frame for analysis, from April 1917 through 

December 1919. The papers’ approach to Prohibition is reflected in the assimilation and 

identification of German-Americans with American society. While St. Louis Germans 

maintained some of their customs and traditions – namely the conviviality of the beer garden, 

singing groups, and gymnastic clubs – they were mostly “stomach Germans.” As such, 

Prohibition was foremost seen as an economic obstruction that would negatively impact not 

only the German-dominated brewing industry but also the city as a whole. 

 

New Ulm and the Minnesota Commission of Public Safety 

 Even before the United States officially entered World War I on April 6, 1917, 

German-Americans received increased attention regarding their loyalties and allegiance. In 

its November 1914 edition, The Literary Digest asked 400 newspaper editors across the 

country whether they favored Germany or the Allies in the war. Not surprisingly, pro-

German sentiments followed the geographical distribution of German-Americans. Despite 

varying degrees of German support, Minnesota, in general, was leaning towards Germany. 

While Duluth was decidedly for the Allies, Minneapolis’ sympathy was with the Germans, 

and St. Cloud was “almost unanimous for the Germans.”254 Support for Germany in the war 

was highest where German was still spoken and among German-Americans who encouraged 
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and maintained German culture and traditions. In Minnesota, German newspapers in 

particular were accused of devoting themselves to the cause of Germany from the start of the 

war.255 The 1928 work Minnesota in the War with Germany made it a point to emphasize, 

“St. Peter and New Ulm, particularly the latter, also supported the German cause.”256 

Coupled with the state’s large Scandinavian population, which also tended to sympathize 

with the Germans, the number of potential sympathizers was even higher and, therefore, a 

cause for concern. Thus, it is not surprising that after the US entered the war and Wilson 

authorized the creation of state defense councils, Minnesota’s priority was its large 

population of German-Americans. 

 The Minnesota Commission of Public Safety (MCPS) was created just ten days after 

the US entered World War I, and it quickly turned into what historian Carl H. Chrislock aptly 

named the “watchdog of loyalty.” It had far-reaching powers, ranging from the right to 

monitor the activities of immigrants, monitor the foreign-language press, asses the loyalty 

and patriotism of all citizens, and authority to remove elected officials from office if they 

were found to be disloyal or engaging in seditious behavior.257 Aside from being the 

government-sanctioned watchdog, the MCPS also expanded its role as a regulator of the 

liquor trade and ordered the revocation of liquor licenses, closed saloons, and limited 

operating hours of saloons and stores that sold alcoholic beverages.258 Since German-

Americans dominated the beer brewing industry, regulating alcohol went hand in hand with 
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the commission’s surveillance of Minnesota’s German-American population. 

 Aside from issuing orders that prohibited or severely curtailed the consumption of 

alcohol, the Commission regarded the German-language press as a major subversive force 

that encouraged and spread pro-German sentiments. The MCPS also launched a propaganda 

campaign that emphasized the existence of German enemies living in Minnesota, thus 

alienating otherwise loyal German-Americans.259 To procure evidence to back its 

propaganda, the Commission employed Pinkerton Detectives to search for subversive 

activities in German-heavy communities like New Ulm.260 The Minnesota town attracted the 

attention and suspicion of the MCPS not only because of its ethnic heritage but even more so 

because it was founded by Turners, whose ideas and convictions were considered radical by 

the MCPS. New Ulm in particular developed a reputation as a refuge for German-American 

freethinkers who insisted on their right to preserve and maintain their German heritage and 

customs. Thus, New Ulm constituted a special case to the Commission that needed to be 

watched closely. On July 25, 1917, at a rally to discuss the draft of New Ulm men to fight in 

Europe, the MCPS finally got its chance to catch German-Americans in what the 

Commission perceived as overt acts of disloyalty and sedition. 

 The rally, organized by New Ulm mayor Louis Fritsche and city attorney Albert 

Pfaender (son of New Ulm founder William Pfaender), was intended to answer the public’s 

questions about the draft and to quiet the spreading of unrest and calls for draft resistance.261 

While Albert Pfaender asserted the loyalty of German-Americans to the US, he also 

questioned the constitutionality of the current draft law. Knowing that New Ulm was already 
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under surveillance by the MCPS, he urged men to comply with the current law but at the 

same time called on the “audience to work for legislation to limit overseas service to 

volunteers.”262 Mayor Louis Fritsche supported the idea of sending a petition to Washington 

that would urge the government not to force conscripts to fight in Europe against their will, 

thus implying that German-Americans were hesitant to serve, had divided loyalties, and 

wanted to avoid “fratricide.”263 Albert Steinhauser, the editor of both New Ulm’s papers, the 

German-language New Ulm Post and the English-language New Ulm Review, strongly 

advocated for freedom of the press. He decried the powers of the MCPS as well as the 

government’s authority to deny mailing privileges to publications that it deemed seditious, 

subversive, or disloyal.264 Steinhauser publicly denounced the popular anti-German 

propaganda and was a bitter opponent against the vilification of all things German.265 

 The rally only reinforced the MCPS’ image of New Ulm as a stronghold of German 

sympathizers and cemented its reputation as pro-German and unpatriotic. Although New Ulm 

officials reaffirmed their loyalty to the US in the petition, the MCPS launched an 

investigation. The Commission summoned New Ulm officials, accused them of encouraging 

German-Americans to oppose the draft and refuse to register, and charged Fritsche, Pfaender, 

and Steinhauser with disloyalty, subversion, and sedition.266 In December 1917, the MCPS 

used its authority and removed Fritsche and Pfaender from their positions. The case against 

the editor of the New Ulm Post and New Ulm Review, Albert Steinhauser, was more severe. 

Since the foreign-language press was already on the radar of the MCPS for possible seditious 
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and subversive publications, the MCPS used any situation to its full advantage to severely 

limit freedom of the press or prohibit any publications it deemed disloyal. However, the 

MCPS waited a full year after the July 1917 rally to bring its case against Steinhauser. He 

was arrested in August 1918, after members of New Ulm’s Citizens’ Loyalty League sent 

inflammatory articles from Steinhauser’s papers to federal agents.267 In October 1918, the 

MCPS indicted him on eight counts of sedition, disloyalty, and publishing articles in 

violation of the Espionage Act.268 With the war coming to an end a month after his 

indictment, he was never brought to trial, and the charges were dropped. 

 The July 1917 rally and its aftermath seemed to strengthen Steinhauser’s resolve to 

stand up against the MCPS. Although he was under scrutiny by the Commission, he 

continued to publish articles against US involvement in the war and against the popular 

vilification of all things German.269 As editor of both New Ulm papers, he was in a 

prominent, albeit precarious, position to voice his opinion and ardently defended the 

constitutional right of freedom of the press. Steinhauser’s papers reminded the readers of the 

American ideals and values of freedom of speech, even in wartime. While he was 

undoubtedly aware that the MCPS was looking for any opportunity to silence and curtail 

him, it was not until a year after the rally that the Commission succeeded. It is in this light, 

with the background of the MCPS’ investigation and charges that the reactions of the New 

Ulm papers must be analyzed. The events and aftermath of the July 1917 rally played a 

significant role in how New Ulm citizens publicly voiced their opinion not just about the war 
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but also about Prohibition legislation. 

 

New Ulm Germans’ Reactions to War and Prohibition 

 New Ulm’s unique history of being a town founded by Germans shaped by the Turner 

principles, as well as the town’s experience with the MCPS, was the context that shaped the 

reactions of New Ulm citizens to wartime Prohibition and the continued anti-German 

propaganda. The New Ulm newspapers, guided by Albert Steinhauser, reflected the Turner 

spirit by continuing to uphold the ideals of political freedom and serving as a crucial tool to 

educate its citizens. With the US declaration of war on April 6, 1917, German-Americans in 

New Ulm focused on what that meant to them – now that their adopted country was officially 

at war with the country of their ethnic roots. Their public reactions to the US entry into 

World War I and the resulting national wartime Prohibition (the precursor and “dry run” of 

the Eighteenth Amendment) provided a unique perspective on how German-Americans in an 

overwhelmingly German town experienced these intertwined issues. Throughout the war, 

New Ulm continued publishing its German-language newspaper, the New Ulm Post, and its 

English counterpart, the New Ulm Review. Both papers were well established in the 

community. The Post began publishing as a weekly Friday paper in 1864, with the Review 

following in 1878 as a weekly Wednesday paper. 

 Both papers came out against Prohibition and throughout the war continued to publish 

their opinion openly. They voiced their anti-Prohibition stance through a variety of articles – 

a mix of those written by staff members and others reprinted from newspapers around the 

Midwest as well as New York. Perhaps surprisingly, for the period examined, there were not 

many letters to the editor or citizens’ opinion pieces that covered Prohibition. Both papers 
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provided a space for the public to voice their opinions, albeit they appeared infrequently and 

not in every issue. The German-language New Ulm Post offered the Briefkasten (mailbox) as 

a public outlet for its readers to voice their opinions and concerns. Its limited usage indicated 

that readers were aware of the potential damage of speaking out publicly. Even before the 

July 1917 rally, German-language papers in Minnesota were already under surveillance by 

the MCPS. The Commission accused these papers of encouraging pro-German sentiments, 

claiming, “There would be fewer arguments and less statements made by the Germans if they 

were unable to get these papers.”270 The publisher of the New Ulm papers, Albert 

Steinhauser, as well as the readers, knew that they were under surveillance. While the 

average reader may have held back their public opinion about the war and Prohibition, 

Steinhauser did not. Articles that appeared in both New Ulm papers after the July 1917 rally 

indicated that Steinhauser seemed to have kept up his criticism of the MCPS, the war, and 

Prohibition. 

  During the first months after the US entered the war, the papers encouraged readers to 

keep their public Germanness at a minimum and do their patriotic duty to avoid MCPS’ 

scrutiny. These calls to caution were remarkably absent after the July rally. One could 

speculate that although Steinhauser was aware of his and the papers’ precarious situation, 

knowing that he could be charged with disloyalty and sedition at the mere whim of the 

MCPS, he simply realized that the damage to New Ulm was done. Perhaps his adherence to 

the Turner principles was so strong that he was willing to risk these charges. What seemed to 

be more likely is that Steinhauser’s background not only as New Ulm’s former city attorney 

but his military service shaped his decision to continue publishing articles critical of the US 
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war entry. Steinhauser’s military service during the Spanish-American War, where he was 

wounded in the Philippines, showed that any accusations by the MCPS of being unpatriotic 

and disloyal were unfounded. The publisher of the New Ulm’s papers had proven his 

willingness to go to war and fight for his country. In Steinhauser’s mind, his war experience 

gave him the authority to publish articles that attacked the MCPS’ campaign against all 

things German, even at the risk of being charged with disloyalty and sedition. 

  The German-language Post seemed to be more of an advice column, where readers 

could dispense suggestions on any topic. Likewise, readers could also send letters to the 

paper, and the paper would then post its answer publicly in one of the next issues. The latter 

seemed to have been the more popular route. A week after the US entry into the war, the Post 

published a notice to its readers that the paper would not print or answer any letters that 

criticized President Wilson, his administration, or the policies of the US government. The 

paper clearly stated that readers should not send anything that criticized or opposed US 

government officials and policies.271 The Post was keenly aware that as a foreign-language 

paper, but particularly as a German one, it was under scrutiny for potentially publishing 

material that could be deemed un-American or disloyal. Considering that the MCPS focused 

on German-language publications, as well as Steinhauser’s outspoken criticism of that 

practice, this was not an unfounded concern. While Steinhauser was willing to risk being 

charged with sedition, he did not want to endanger his readers.  

 Subsequent issues revealed that the Briefkasten was not used as a place to post 

opinion but rather a spot where the paper answered readers’ letters without posting the 

originals. Recurring topics covered the status and rights of German-Americans in the US, the 
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difference between “enemy” and “enemy alien,” sending mail to Germany during wartime, 

and advice on how to proceed to return to Germany.272 These replies revealed what seemed 

to be the most important concern for some German-Americans in New Ulm during the war. 

While it is unclear if any of New Ulm Germans actually returned to Germany, the topics 

revealed that some of its citizens felt unwelcome in the US and at least sought advice on their 

legal status. This was a telling sign, considering that New Ulm was founded to establish a 

German enclave in order to be safe from nativist movements. Some New Ulm Germans did 

not feel at home even in their German town and contemplated returning to their old home 

country. Even though German-Americans established New Ulm so they could maintain their 

German lifestyle and traditions, they felt less secure about their ability to weather anti-

German sentiments than the more culturally assimilated Germans in St. Louis. While New 

Ulm Germans seemed to have heeded the paper’s call not to send letters criticizing and 

opposing the US government, the paper’s replies hint at the concerns and even disapproval 

and discontent German-Americans in New Ulm had during the war. Of course, without 

publishing the original letters and by abbreviating the writers’ names with their initials, one 

has to be careful in assuming that New Ulm citizens actually wrote these questions to the 

Post to be answered, as it is possible the paper acted on its own. Given editor Albert 

Steinhauser’s stance and the MCPS’ surveillance of the paper, it is plausible that he wrote 

this column to criticize the anti-German atmosphere, especially replies published after the 

July 1917 rally. Nevertheless, the short replies provided crucial insight into the wartime 

concerns of the New Ulm Germans. 
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 Steinhauser’s English-language New Ulm Review offered readers the Open Forum, 

which appeared to be similar in structure to today’s letter to the editor section. In contrast to 

the Post, the New Ulm Review’s readers apparently took an active interest in the Open 

Forum. They actively used this platform to comment on issues regarding local politics, the 

war in general, local events, the status of German-Americans, and some light-hearted letters 

concerning nature and animals. Since the Review was published in English, perhaps readers 

felt freer to voice their opinions and not face the threat of supposed disloyalty. By actively 

corresponding with the English-language paper, the readers hoped to convince the MCPS of 

their loyalty and patriotism. It was also a way for Steinhauser to emphasize that his 

publications had nothing to hide from the MCPS. If nothing else, using English instead of 

German seemed to elicit a greater number of participants in the Open Forum. 

 Surprisingly, Prohibition did not seem to be a subject of concern to writers to the 

Review. Perhaps Prohibition did not affect the readers yet, and they had other, more pressing 

issues to worry about, such as the war and anti-German sentiments. Through the remainder of 

1917, some of the writers voiced their disapproval of having their patriotism questioned 

simply because they were German-American.273 They felt unfairly singled out and sought to 

publicly defend not only the German-Americans of New Ulm but also the entire town. 

Instead of voicing their opinions about Prohibition, writers to the Review were far more 

interested in and outspoken about the politics of the Non-Partisan League (NPL), especially 

between 1918 and 1919. Readers felt an affinity for the NPL since the MCPS also targeted 

the NPL for disloyal behavior. Perhaps the NPL offered a safer outlet to discuss issues of 

loyalty and patriotism, although many of its supporters did not fare well during the war, and 
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showing support for the NPL as a German-American could be seen as even more suspicious. 

The NPL also shared some ideas and visions of the Turners. Some Turners openly supported 

Socialism, as did some of the NPL’s founders. New Ulm had turned some of the more 

radical, socialist ideas of public/communal ownership into reality during the early years of 

the town, when the newspaper, mill, warehouse, and town store were held as common 

properties.274 In 1895, farmers founded the Cooperative Dairy Association. Thus, Turners 

and New Ulm citizens could sympathize with and support the political battles that the NPL 

fought during the mid to late-1910s. 

  To counterbalance any sentiments of disloyalty, the Review published “American 

Ideals” in the Open Forum. The article was supposedly written by a reader’s friend from St. 

Paul, Minnesota, but it read more like an article that was released by the CPI. In it, the writer 

explained that the US was “… at war with their [German] autocracy and ready to establish 

American ideals of freedom and justice,” and that Americans too needed to live up to those 

ideals.275 It was no accident that the Review posted this three-column long piece to dispel any 

suspicions of disloyalty among its readership. While readers of the Review participated on the 

opinion pages more frequently and in a more traditional manner than the Post, they too did 

not concern themselves with Prohibition. Instead, at least in the public forum of the Review, 

they went on with their regular concerns. At the time of the US entry into the war, the most 

pressing issue for the Open Forum was the status of German-Americans and the loyalty 

issue. Given that German-Americans were under scrutiny for any signs of anti-American 

behavior, one can understand the lack of letters to the newspapers to voice personal 

opposition to Prohibition publicly even in a town like New Ulm.  
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 The German-language Post in particular reminded readers throughout the first few 

weeks of the war to keep their mouths shut, to keep thoughts to themselves, and to silence 

their emotional attachment to Germany and follow the laws of the US. Encouraging its 

readers to keep a low profile, the Post urged German-Americans of New Ulm to do their 

patriotic duty and reminded them, “Now is not the time to display your German heritage!”276 

One week after the US declaration of war, the Post extended its warning, reporting that the 

US government was sending informants into the beer halls and saloons to spy on the foreign 

population. If German-Americans in New Ulm thought they could trust their drinking friends 

and openly voice their opinion about the war and Prohibition, they needed to be careful, even 

in the sanctity and perceived safety of the local beer hall.  

 To root out any unpatriotic attitudes, the MCPS actively undermined the social 

meeting places of German-Americans. In the New Ulm Review issue of June 27, 1917, a 

letter to the editor by Americus addressed this issue. Americus attacked the purpose and 

tactics of the MCPS and accused it of operating in an autocratic style that outdid Germany’s 

militaristic rule. Americus further accused the Commission of violating the rights of citizens 

in the name of preserving liberty and fighting the war.277 The prevailing maxim for private 

citizens to keep quiet in regards to the war also seemed to extend to Prohibition. The Anti-

Saloon League viewed anybody, but especially German-Americans, not supporting 

Prohibition as an agent of the Kaiser and charged them with committing treason against 

Wilson and the US. The New Ulm Post reported that Representative Jacob Meeker from 
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Missouri, “courageously stood up against the ASL and repudiated their tactics of vilifying 

anybody who had a different opinion about Prohibition.”278 In the writer’s opinion, 

Representative Meeker bravely expressed what the majority of his colleagues dared not to 

say for fear of retributions by the ASL. 

 The New Ulm Post and New Ulm Review’s reactions to Prohibition can be divided 

into three categories that reflected the greater national debate rather than Prohibition’s impact 

specifically on the German-American community. The papers attacked Prohibition in terms 

of 1) restriction of personal liberty, 2) economic consequences, and 3) anti-German 

sentiments. While the last point was an important one, it was not the primary, recurring 

argument the articles, editorials, and letters made in their opposition to Prohibition. Instead, 

the papers attempted to justify their anti-Prohibition stance by providing arguments that 

would appeal to a broader base and not just claim that Prohibition was yet another anti-

German war propaganda tool. 

 

Restriction of Personal Liberty 

 The overarching theme of the papers’ opposition to Prohibition was the issue of 

liberty and personal freedom. To the newspapers, Prohibition was the antithesis of the 

American ideal and its constitutionally guaranteed rights of liberty. The Post and Review 

stressed the issue of personal freedom to remind the citizens of New Ulm of the sacrifices 

their forefathers had made to live and prosper in freedom. Many of the founders of New Ulm 

fled Germany after the failed 1848/49 revolution and sought refuge in America, a country 

that embodied not only their vision of a Republic that treasured freedom and liberty but also 

 
 278 New Ulm Post, July 5, 1918.  



 151 

the Turners’ principles. Thus, the papers were using the Turners’ ideals of freedom and 

liberty to remind readers that American virtues were synonymous with Turner ideals. In that 

sense, the New Ulm Germans tried to make their ethnic distinctiveness, their practical 

Turnerism, and their German heritage more palatable to Americans. By emphasizing the 

close relationship between Turner and American ideals, they also tried to convince Anglo-

Americans of their loyalty to the specific American values for which President Wilson 

argued the US was fighting.  

 Defending the values of freedom and liberty were not hollow words for New Ulm 

Germans. Some of them had fought in the 1848/49 revolution in Germany against state 

armies. After arriving in the US, many of them also fought in the American Civil War to 

preserve the Union and the ideals for which it stood. A reprint in the Review of an editorial 

run in the New York World on August 14, 1917, brought the war some New Ulm citizens 

fought to preserve the Union back to life. It reminded its readers of the parallels between the 

current Prohibition states and the former slave states. Just like the slave states, Prohibition 

states were trying to force their will on the rest of the Union. The editorial charged that “At a 

time when the most solemn duty of Congress is to promote American unity and concentrate 

its energies on the winning of the war, a new subject of national discord is created by the 

insistence of the Prohibition lobby and the failure of the Senate to measure up to its great 

responsibilities.”279  Congress was being held hostage by the Prohibition lobby to impose the 

will of a minority on the majority by making their belief in individual abstinence the supreme 

law of the land and fully regulate the personal habits of the entire population. 
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 Generally, for the New Ulm papers Prohibition was not just merely an infringement 

of personal rights. Nor did the concept of Prohibition just contradict Turner principles. In 

their view, Prohibition was also un-American because it took away the personal freedoms 

and individual liberties guaranteed by the US Constitution and created a network of 

informants that would oversee the enforcement of Prohibition. To that end, the papers made 

sure to educate their readers about Prohibition legislation in other states. They also printed 

so-called personal experiences of people that lived in dry states. A woman in Spokane, 

Washington, shared her experience with Prohibition. She lamented that with Prohibition 

came a complete loss of freedom and personal liberty, as well as a loss of privacy.280 Her 

letter painted a bleak picture of what life under Prohibition was like. Before Prohibition, 

nobody took an interest in other people's behavior, but now everybody was spying on each 

other. According to her, Prohibition caused an increase in alcoholism and drunkenness, the 

very vices its supporters hoped to eradicate. To combat the rise, the city of Spokane was 

contemplating the prohibition of other social activities, such as shutting down pool halls, 

prohibiting card games, and even banning playing tennis. The letter writer suggested that 

once national Prohibition would be enacted, the federal government would probably embark 

on a prohibition crusade that included other habits and activities deemed harmful to 

individuals.  

 The issue of personal liberty and freedom was again emphasized by the Review on 

May 21, 1919, when it called to revoke the impending wartime Prohibition on the grounds 

that most people who drink alcohol do so without any harm to themselves or others.281 The 

writer argued that “harmless drinkers should not be persecuted through official repression of 
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their essential innocent appetite.” With the war being over, there would be no need for 

wartime Prohibition, and the government had no right to interfere in and prohibit people’s 

personal activities. The New Ulm papers used these real-life Prohibition experiences to 

remind their readers of the negative consequences of Prohibition and the loss of personal 

freedom. 

 

No Beer – No Work in New Ulm 

 For the New Ulm papers, the real enemies of the country were therefore not the anti-

Prohibitionists but the ASL and its army of Prohibition supporters. During the summer of 

1918, both papers continued to report on opposition to Prohibition on the basis of personal 

rights. They paid close attention to the working class’ sentiments regarding the war and 

Prohibition. Both papers reported about New Ulm union members organizing a mass 

demonstration to protest Prohibition at the end of June 1918. At the following meeting in the 

armory, the main speaker attested to the loyalty of New Ulm citizens and reaffirmed 

organized labor’s opposition to Prohibition because it violated personal freedom.282 The 

English-language Review covered the organized workers of New Ulm in greater detail in its 

July 3, 1918, issue. The union members pledged loyalty to the US and support for the war 

effort but opposed Prohibition and pledged to send an official protest note to Congress.283 

Organized labor in New Ulm resolved that Prohibition strikes at the root of liberty and that 

the people urging and pushing Prohibition were among labor’s greatest enemies.284 New Ulm 
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workers joined the battle cry of organized labor across the country as wartime Prohibition 

approached.  

 The “No Beer – No Work!” campaign by unions nationwide fell on receptive ears in 

New Ulm. Unions in New Jersey first proposed the campaign, and by February 1919, the 

Central Federated Union of New York put the campaign up for a vote to its members. The 

unions argued that the impending prohibition of beer and wine was “primarily aimed at the 

working class.”285 Organized labor did not regard Prohibition as an exclusive issue of ethnic 

customs and traditions, but rather saw it as an attack on the economic livelihood and social 

customs of the working class. At the same time, the unions highlighted labor’s contribution 

to the war effort, pointing out that many workers had fought on the front lines for democracy, 

only to return to their country to see “… the liberty and freedom formerly enjoyed by these 

fighters for democracy are crushed even without an opportunity to voice opinions or desires 

as free men.”286 Thus, for the unions, Prohibition represented an infringement on the working 

class’ personal liberty and freedom, rather than a specific ethnic issue. The New Ulm papers 

shared these sentiments when they reported about the “No Beer – No Work!” campaign. A 

full five months before wartime Prohibition went into effect, the Post printed an article on the 

proposed nationwide strike on July 1, 1919 – the first day of wartime Prohibition. Unions 

were calling for a nationwide strike if light wines and beer were not exempted from 

Prohibition, beverages which the unions claimed were not intoxicating.287 On June 20, 1919, 

the Post reported that during anti-Prohibition demonstrations in Washington, D.C., the 

American Federation of Labor (AFL) demanded that the government allow the production 

 
 285 “Moves to strike for Beer on July 1,” New York Times, February 12, 1919, 1. 

 286 “Moves to strike for Beer on July 1.” 

 287 “Kein Bier, keine Arbeit,” New Ulm Post, February 21, 1919, 8. 



 155 

and sale of light wines and beer until the Prohibition Amendment would go into effect. Thus, 

the papers supported the overall national sentiments of organized labor and affirmed New 

Ulm workers’ opposition to Prohibition. 

 

Wartime Prohibition 

 The issue of personal liberty became especially prevalent after the war ended, 

although the Post wrote several articles on the matter during the first year of America’s 

involvement in the war. As early as May 1917, the Post was musing over the prospect of 

wartime Prohibition due to the entry of the US into World War I. The writer believed that the 

government would introduce the measure as a pretext to save grain for the war effort and 

cautioned the reader not to be surprised if wartime Prohibition was to happen as Senator 

Albert Cummins from Iowa had already introduced a measure to prohibit brewing and 

distillation during the war.288 Three months later, the Post reprinted an article from the 

Chicago Tribune (in English) that questioned the real motive of wartime Prohibition. While 

the article agreed that there should be some wartime Prohibition, it opposed total Prohibition 

and stated that the problem lay with whiskey and distilled spirits and not with light wines and 

beer.289 The real reason for wartime Prohibition was revealed when the chairman of the 

ASL’s campaign committee conceded that wartime Prohibition was meant to expedite the 

constitutional amendment for national Prohibition.290 Judging by the articles in both papers, 

most citizens of New Ulm initially accepted wartime Prohibition as a necessary evil to 
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conserve grain for the war effort. However, once the war ended, they opposed its 

implementation, as the supposed reason for Prohibition was no longer operative.  

 New Ulm citizens were hoping that with the end of hostilities and the armistice in 

place, the US government would lift wartime restrictions on alcohol as well as abrogate the 

implementation of wartime Prohibition, set to go in effect in July 1919. People thought they 

would be able to legally enjoy alcoholic beverages until the national Prohibition Amendment 

was enacted. The papers now felt it was safe to oppose Prohibition more forcefully since the 

war had ended and accusations of being unpatriotic and disloyal diminished. On April 4, 

1919, the New Ulm Post printed a translated article from the New York World accusing 

Congress of passing the Prohibition law under false pretense as a wartime measure. The 

Prohibitionists deceived and abused the public’s willingness to sacrifice for the war effort for 

their own anti-alcohol agenda. Thus, according to the New York World, the Prohibition law 

was an illegal and dishonest move that represented nothing less than a treacherous act against 

the American people.  

 The New Ulm Review also rallied around calls to revoke wartime Prohibition, stating 

that “The alleged necessity of the prohibition of the sale of liquor on and after July 1st is 

passed.”291 Since the war ended and the armistice had gone into effect, there was no shortage 

of grain and thus no need to conserve food resources. The Review went so far to call the 

Prohibition legislation oppressive and, echoing the New York World, claimed that the war 

and patriotism were used as an excuse to enact Prohibition legislation desired by a few 

fanatics.292 There was no justification for wartime Prohibition between July 1919 and the 

inception of national Prohibition in January 1920. The Review continued pressing the issue of 
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revoking wartime Prohibition. A month after it went into effect, the paper printed a biting 

paragraph denouncing the law as fraudulent, for the law “was passed nine days after the 

armistice was signed, ostensibly for the purpose of winning a war that had already been 

won.”293 Since Congress was refusing to repeal wartime Prohibition, it was clear to the 

Review that the law was passed solely for the sake of forcing Prohibition on the American 

people, and not as a measure to win the war. With time running out before the Eighteenth 

Amendment would go into effect, the Review published another article on November 5, 1919, 

claiming that Prohibition rested on a false basis and would not last and that common sense 

and common justice would return. In what sounded like a last-minute desperate attempt to 

voice its opposition, the paper called the impending national Prohibition “organized tyranny” 

that was only possible because of the war. Prohibition was pushed through “on a false wave 

of agitation masquerading as patriotism,”294 abusing the willingness of the American people 

to make sacrifices to win the war. While these last-minute attempts were compelling 

examples of publicly voicing opposition to Prohibition, both papers were aware that they 

were also futile. By November 1919 the nation was a mere two months away from becoming 

officially dry. 

 

Economic Consequences 

 Aside from attacking Prohibition legislation as un-American and something that took 

away two of the most important foundations of the country, namely individual liberty and 

freedom, and questioning the true motives of enacting Prohibition, the New Ulm papers also 

educated their readers about the consequences of the new constitutional amendment. One of 
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the apparent side effects of Prohibition was the loss of tax income to the US government 

coupled with the additional cost of funding enforcement. On the day the US entered the war, 

the New Ulm Post argued that national Prohibition was not economically feasible because of 

the cost of enforcing the new law. Besides creating an “army of agents” needed to seek out 

and destroy illegal alcohol production (reports from mostly southern dry states showed how 

widespread such production was), additional government employees would be essential to 

enforce the Prohibition law.295 This added expense would come at a time when the 

government was losing vital tax income because of the Prohibition law. The New Ulm 

Review highlighted the brewers and distillers’ economic importance to the nation’s treasury 

by claiming that the alcohol industry contributed almost 20 percent of the total amount of 

taxes collected in 1915.296 While the article did not mention that the brewers and distillers’ 

tax contributions had since declined (in part due to the increase of states enacting Prohibition 

but even more so due to the ratification of the federal income tax constitutional amendment 

in 1913), it did raise the critical aspect of lost federal revenue. The Post echoed this 

sentiment by emphasizing that the federal government was still collecting a substantial 

amount of money from the alcohol-producing industry, which could be the saving grace for 

the brewing industry.297 The article proposed that the government could not afford to lose 

that source of income, especially since entering the war had added another set of massive 

expenses. Thus, the article was cautiously optimistic that the government now more than ever 

(in 1917) was dependent on the taxes from the brewing industry to finance the war effort and 

thus would not pursue prohibition.  
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 The specter of economic consequences in the form of lost tax revenue not only 

impacted the federal government but also constituted a threat to the employees of the 

brewing industry as well as supporting industries. The inception of Prohibition of any kind 

meant the loss of jobs and income in the brewing and distilling industries, as well as in 

supporting industries like barrel making, glass bottle manufacturing, but also the paper 

industry (labels for bottles) and even newspaper advertising. The issue of increased 

unemployment due to Prohibition was addressed during the New Ulm labor unions meeting 

at the end of June 1918. The New Ulm Review reported that the unions strongly opposed the 

prohibition of wine and beer during wartime, as it would “bring misery and unemployment to 

over a million workers.”298 Two months later, the citizens of New Ulm received notification 

that “misery and unemployment” would come to their town. The Review reported that 

President Wilson’s order to suppress beer brewing beginning December 1, 1918, would 

“seriously affect one of New Ulm’s largest industries.”299 Not only would the city’s two 

breweries (Hauenstein and Schell) lose about $400,000 in revenue, but at least fifty workers 

would find themselves unemployed. The paper emphasized that the number of unemployed 

workers did not include employees of the local saloons, who undoubtedly would also be 

affected by Wilson’s order. Thus, wartime Prohibition of wine and beer alone would already 

impact New Ulm’s citizens and its economy.  

 

Losing a Mainstay of German Tradition 

 The closure of the Hauenstein Brewing Company and the Schell Brewing Company 

due to the prohibition of beer brewing beginning December 1, 1918, made the front-page 
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news in the New Ulm Post on December 6, 1918. The paper pointed out that it was the first 

time in both companies’ history that their operations had been forced to shut down. The 

immediate result of the closure was the loss of thirty jobs, with another twenty-five workers 

to be laid off once the remaining beer supply was exhausted.300 The paper noted that it would 

be difficult for the brewery workers to find new jobs. Unlike its St. Louis’ counterparts, the 

Post did not suggest any community relief measures to help the unemployed workers. This 

was surprising, given that the breweries represented one of the largest employers in town. 

While the paper lamented the loss of employment, it blamed Prohibition laws for the closure. 

Thus, it was the government’s place to provide relief since it passed the Prohibition 

legislation, which forced breweries to shut down and lay off workers. In comparison, the St. 

Louis papers took a more active role by calling its readership to help the unemployed 

brewery workers. This open call illustrated a much more Americanized relief measure, to 

help one’s neighbor in times of need. This is not to say that New Ulm Germans did not help 

each other in times of need. The Post did not criticize the breweries for lack of preparedness 

to deal with the closure by possibly retooling their operations. Instead, the paper excused the 

breweries’ decision by pointing out that both factories could not be used for anything else 

since they were located too far out of town.301 In a sense, shutting down operations 

completely seemed to have been the only choice for the breweries.   

 Throughout the following weeks, the Post addressed the issue of unemployment in 

the brewing industry. An article from January 31, 1919, warned that 25,000 brewery workers 

in the Midwest alone could face unemployment if the Prohibition laws were not altered to 

allow for the brewing of beer. While the big brewing companies had not laid off any workers 
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yet in the hopes of being able to continue their production, the article painted a clear picture 

of what mass layoffs in the brewing industry entailed – labor unrest.302 A month later, the 

Post reported on labor unions’ plans to organize a general strike on July 1, 1919, if light wine 

and beer were not excluded from the Prohibition legislation. The article stressed that 

hundreds of thousands of workers would lose their jobs and be pushed into an already 

oversaturated labor market, thus increasing unemployment and driving men and their 

families into misery.303 The article painted a clear picture of the unintended consequences of 

Prohibition. It was not difficult to imagine that thousands of laid-off workers across the 

nation would take to the streets to demand jobs. In that sense, the Post implied that 

Prohibition would bring greater disruption and discord to the country than what it hoped to 

remedy. 

 

Prohibition as Anti-German Measure 

 So far, the reactions to Prohibition in the New Ulm Post and New Ulm Review focused 

in greater detail on the aspects of losing personal liberty and freedom and the economic 

consequences of the Prohibition legislation. Given the overall anti-German sentiments during 

the war and New Ulm’s precarious relationship with the MCPS, especially in the aftermath 

of the July 1917 rally, it was perhaps no surprise that the town’s papers emphasized reasons 

to oppose Prohibition that would not attract any more attention to German-Americans. 

Rather, the papers approached their opposition to Prohibition from a non-ethnic standpoint, 

emphasizing that Prohibition contradicted American ideals and virtues of liberty. At the same 

time, these American ideals were synonymous with the Turner principles. Thus, New Ulm 
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papers were appealing to both German Turner descendants and their non-German neighbors. 

 However, both newspapers published a few articles that attempted to make the 

connection between anti-German war sentiments and Prohibition. A week after the US entry 

into the war, the Post warned its readers to be careful in restaurants, saloons, clubhouses, and 

other places where German organizations meet since agents of the federal government were 

watching these places.304 This warning was also a concealed criticism that the federal 

government was encroaching on German traditions and customs. It implied that German-

Americans’ meeting places (public and private) were not safe from government surveillance. 

Moreover, German-Americans were singled out for keeping, cultivating, and cherishing their 

habits and customs. Barely a month after the US entry into the war, a short opinion letter to 

the Post recognized the underlying meaning of the threat of government surveillance of 

German-American venues and the possibility of wartime Prohibition. The writer, named 

Vereinsmeier (roughly translated club joiner), opined that if wartime Prohibition would be 

enacted, and in the writer's view there was an increased chance of it, then this would also 

affect German club life.305 In his view, wartime Prohibition would negatively affect German 

club life because breweries would only be allowed to produce “Near Beer.” According to 

Vereinsmeier, that beverage was not deserving of being called beer, as it was simply 

undrinkable. Vereinsmeier also mused that wartime Prohibition would end German club life 

and German customs because drinking good beer during social get-togethers was not only 

enjoyable but also a big part of German culture. While it was not entirely clear if the writer 

meant this letter to be read seriously, it addressed the role beer played in German culture and 

in maintaining German cultural traditions.  
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 The New Ulm Review also pointed out the connection between the surveillance of 

German social life and the brewing industry. In its Open Forum, the writer Americus mainly 

attacked the legality and intimidation tactics of the Minnesota Public Safety Commission. 

Americus also mentioned that the Commission was working with the ASL and picked out the 

German-American brewers, “always the scapegoats,” in an attempt to tie them to just about 

any “suspicious” activity in the state.306 A year later, the New Ulm Post reported that 

Representative Jacob Meeker from Missouri countered accusations by the ASL that not just 

the alcohol industry directly but anybody who was not in favor of Prohibition was an agent of 

the Kaiser, as baseless and unpatriotic.307 The ASL aimed to sow discord and suspicion 

against German-Americans with these accusations.  

  News about the restrictions imposed on German customs and traditions made it across 

the Atlantic into newspapers in Germany. The New Ulm Post reprinted an article from the 

Kölnische Volkszeitung on June 28, 1918, warning that the US government was destroying 

all things German in the US. According to the article, President Wilson was hoping to 

suppress the German elements in the US. While the article could be seen as German war 

propaganda, it correctly pointed out that German associations in the US were viewed with 

deep suspicion. The article further lamented that German clubs and associations had to 

abandon their Germanness in order to survive.308 Printing an article from a German 

newspaper was one way of expressing the view of wartime treatment of German-Americans, 

even though the Post was running the risk of being considered treasonous. While officially 

this article could be explained as German war propaganda that was seeking to incite German-
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Americans, it could also be seen as reflecting opinions in the German-American community. 

It was safer to express them by way of reprinting an article from a German newspaper than 

presenting them as the New Ulm Post’s own opinion.  

 The strongest reaction to the impending national Prohibition and its anti-German 

stance came two months before the Eighteenth Amendment became the law of the land. In its 

November 5, 1919, issue, the New Ulm Review published several articles that dealt with the 

subject of anti-German sentiments. Almost a year after the armistice, German-Americans 

were still viewed with suspicion. The Review reported on a renewed effort to restrict and 

suppress all things German as US war veterans returned home. The movement against the 

German language, music, art, literature, and German customs and traditions was still going 

strong. This time the American Legion supported this renewed war on anything German, as 

US war veterans might be offended by being reminded of the language, customs, and 

traditions of the former enemy.309 With the war officially over, the paper felt it was safe 

again to criticize this movement, calling it an absurd idea that would only hurt the US, as it 

would need a working knowledge of German language and customs to commence trade with 

Germany in the future.310 A second article directly pointed out the influence of anti-German 

war sentiments on Prohibition. It charged that without the war and the accompanying anti-

German hysteria and false patriotism, the Prohibition Amendment would have never passed. 

Instead, the passage of national Prohibition “owed much to the fact that Germans are 

supposed to like beer, and that such names as Anhauser-Busch and Schlitz and Pabst do not 

sound altogether British.”311 Here, the Review openly expressed that in its view anti-German 
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war sentiments had played a significant role in passing the Prohibition legislation. For New 

Ulm citizens it was quite obvious that without the war and the US fighting against Germany, 

national Prohibition legislation would not have been possible. It took almost a year after the 

armistice and nearly five months after Germany signed the Treaty of Versailles for the New 

Ulm papers to express their opinions more freely, yet anti-German sentiments still existed. 

 

The St. Louis Papers and Prohibition 

 Similar to the New Ulm papers, neither the Westliche Post nor the St. Louis Post-

Dispatch pursued the argument that Prohibition was targeting German-Americans and the 

German-dominated beer brewing industry as a specific anti-German measure. Both papers 

published few articles that specifically attacked Prohibition as an anti-liberty measure. The 

English-language St. Louis Post-Dispatch rarely touched on the individual liberty aspects of 

Prohibition but concentrated more on the legislative as well as beer-specific issues of 

Prohibition. Both papers were far more concerned about the effects of Prohibition on the beer 

brewing industry and its economic consequences in St. Louis. This is understandable since 

the beer brewing industry was one of the main industries and largest employers in St. Louis. 

Overall, the Westliche Post used harsher language than did the Post-Dispatch in its direct 

attacks on the ASL and Prohibition supporters. This is somewhat surprising, given the 

general anti-German sentiments during the war. By focusing on possible consequences of 

Prohibition that were specific to the St. Louis beer brewing industry instead of emphasizing 

anti-German elements of the Prohibition campaign, German-Americans in St. Louis felt 

secure and justified in their criticism of Prohibition in general.  
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Beer Prohibition in St. Louis 

 The passing of the Food and Fuel Control Act in August 1917 authorized President 

Wilson to prohibit the use of foodstuff for the manufacture of alcoholic beverages. The 

January 1918 order to limit the alcoholic content of beer to 2.75 percent set the stage for St. 

Louis’ papers to follow Prohibition developments carefully. The prominent presence of the 

beer brewing industry as a major employer in the city gave rise to concerns about the social 

and economic consequences of Prohibition. In September 1918, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch 

speculated that about one-quarter of the city’s saloons would close on January 3, 1919, with 

the rest following within four months once the alcohol supplies were gone.312 The Westliche 

Post on July 13, 1918, reported about a meeting of the brewer and maltster union, the 

bartender protective benevolent league, and other labor organizations whose members’ jobs 

were threatened by the impending cut of coal supplies to the brewing industry. Coal was 

diverted from non-essential industries to ensure that war-related industries received an 

adequate coal supply to produce war materials.  

 Five days later, the Post reported that two breweries planned to close in order to 

conserve coal supplies for other breweries in their organization, leaving 300 workers 

unemployed.313 At their meeting, the unions estimated that about 10,000 workers could be 

unemployed within two months. While younger workers should not have any issues finding 

work, the unions were concerned that older workers would most likely be less fortunate. This 

was in part due to the relatively high wages of the brewing industry, where experienced 

workers made as much as $26.50 per week.314 While brewing industry workers might be able 
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to find employment elsewhere, the article implied that other industries paid much lower 

wages. However, the article failed to note that due to the labor shortage during the war, 

higher wages were generally the norm. Between 1916 and the end of the war, weekly 

earnings of factory workers rose steadily. The average weekly earnings in manufacturing 

increased from $12.77 in 1916 to $19.33 in 1918.315 While this was lower than what an 

experienced brewery worker could expect, a 1919 survey of twenty-eight industries in forty-

three states revealed average weekly earnings of $25.61 for male workers.316 Given the 

general labor shortage during the war, brewery workers would have had minimal problems 

finding work in other industries that paid a similar wage. Throughout the war workers did 

possess a certain degree of bargaining power to demand higher wages. Nevertheless, for a 

city like St. Louis, whose brewing industry represented a substantial percentage of the local 

economy, the unions’ concerns were not wholly unfounded. Thus, the unions warned of 

economic consequences that could impact the larger St. Louis economy. The article painted a 

grim picture of how other industries and services would be affected by Prohibition. It 

predicted that laid-off brewing employees would be unable to make their mortgage 

payments, provide basic necessities like food for their families, and would not spend extra 

money on leisure activities, thus bringing a downturn to the larger economy. The message 

was clear: Prohibition would actually add to social misery instead of eliminating it.  
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Call for Relief Measures 

 The unions actively set out to combat the impending unemployment situation by 

proposing the creation of a job placement agency. In September 1918, the idea of providing 

relief measures for unemployed brewery workers received new impetus when President 

Wilson issued a ban on the wartime production of beer. An editorial in the Westliche Post 

appealed to the St. Louis citizens in particular and to every American citizen and the US 

government in general to support the army of unemployed workers.317 The writer pointed out 

that it was not just brewery workers affected but also the small businessman with his shop, 

arguing that every bit of unused manpower, every dollar not in circulation, and every empty 

building represented a loss to the nation’s wealth. The article laid the blame for the situation 

with the government and demanded that it was the duty of the government and society to 

provide relief measures. In no uncertain terms, the editorial held the US government 

responsible for the impending increase of unemployment. This was particularly interesting in 

that the paper did not blame the breweries for not retooling their production but the 

government. The Post did not want to write negatively about an industry that Prohibitionists 

labeled as the scapegoat. Instead, the paper pointed to the source of the problem, Prohibition 

legislation. However, the excuse of prohibitive cost or lower profitability was just that – an 

excuse by the breweries. They were hoping to get exemptions from the government to 

continue brewing regular beer.  

 Both St. Louis papers argued that the government had an obligation to provide relief 

to the unemployed brewery workers and claimed that the government was punishing the 

brewery owners by not compensating them. Instead, the owners were left with expensive and 
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worthless pieces of machinery and large buildings.318 However, many of the larger St. Louis 

breweries did remain open and retooled their operations. While some produced Near Beer 

and other non-alcoholic beverages, others ventured into a different line of production. Quite a 

few diversified by producing a variety of seemingly unrelated products like ice cream, dairy 

products, malt and yeast products, and even candy. It was not as difficult to retool, especially 

if the breweries switched to non-alcoholic beverages, and continued employment for their 

workers. Thus, retooling was a viable option. The degree of retooling operations depended on 

the size of the brewery. It was easier for larger breweries like Busch to retool and add other 

products to their production line, as they had the financial means to expand into non-alcohol 

related business ventures. 

Opting to diversify its livelihood, in addition to producing “Near Beer,” August 

Busch, president of Anheuser-Busch Brewing Company in St. Louis, retooled a large part of 

his company’s buildings to become a slaughterhouse.319 The Westliche Post praised Busch 

for this step, lauding him as a hero who secured employment for his workers when he could 

have easily closed the brewery and retired to enjoy a life of leisure. While it was certainly 

commendable that Busch kept his workers employed, the article failed to mention that 

Busch’s decision was not purely altruistic. After all, the slaughterhouse operation was 

profitable, or Busch would not have spent money in retooling his brewing business. By not 

mentioning the profitability of Busch’s new business venture, the article paints the beer-

magnate as a benevolent businessman who was willing to spend his own money to retool, 

continue to provide employment, and provide the city, state, and nation with needed revenue. 

Of course, being able to do that also meant that Busch’s beer business was financially secure. 
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The author wanted the readers to see Busch as a patriotic American businessman who was 

different from not only other alcohol producers but also from the average American 

businessman whose only interest was accumulating more money at the expense of his 

workers. Despite his German heritage and his beer business, Busch, the article implied, was 

the quintessential American businessman and should be considered a model for others. 

This editorial in particular was also a scolding accusation of the US government for 

failing to plan for the consequences of Prohibition. In essence, the US government left the 

brewery workers to fend for themselves once their livelihoods were destroyed. The article 

implied that the US government did not care about the wellbeing of the brewery workers or 

any other workers associated with the alcohol industry. The Post-Dispatch agreed, opining 

that it would be impossible to convert all of St. Louis’ breweries to other uses without the 

government’s help.320 Instead, it singled out one particular industry and ostracized a large 

part of its citizens. In a sense, the article covertly questioned why anybody associated with 

the alcohol industry should be patriotic and loyal to a country when the US government was 

clearly disloyal to them.  

 

The Working Man And His Beer 

 The St. Louis papers also addressed the loss of revenue should national Prohibition 

become a reality. In an editorial, the Westliche Post called it absurd and ludicrous for the 

federal government to throw away approximately $700,000,000 a year in revenue only to 

appease the ASL, at a time when the government was “feverishly” looking for new 
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revenue.321 Likewise, a month later, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch reported that the city of St. 

Louis was proposing “… a city income tax and higher taxes on industries … as the best way 

to make up the loss of about $900,000 a year in revenue.” 322 Considering that the city would 

also experience an increase in the unemployment rate, and unemployed workers unable to 

spend money on life’s necessities, it would be difficult to imagine how a tax increase would 

make up for the lost revenue of the alcohol industry. Thus, the specter of unemployed 

workers marching in the streets and protesting the tax increase presented a real threat.  

 The possibility of labor unrest was repeatedly mentioned in both papers. The 

Westliche Post warned in September 1918 of the dangers that discontented workers 

demanding jobs represented. A peaceful demonstration of unemployed workers could 

quickly turn into a danger to the public peace and disrupt the lawful order.323 Workers were 

already unhappy and talked of strike action because of the Prohibition legislation. Although it 

is not explicitly mentioned, perhaps one of the most dangerous consequences of Prohibition 

was the specter of unemployed, organized workers demonstrating in the streets, causing 

social upheaval, and perhaps even attempting a Russian-style revolution. After all, Socialism 

was appealing to the working class. 

 An editorial in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch highlighted the danger of prohibiting beer 

to the working classes by stating that according to a Senate report, Prohibition would lower 

the output in shipyards by 25 percent because the workers were used to having their beer.324 

Evidently, some Senators thought that beer was an indispensable necessity for workers and 

that without it they would either strike or lower their work performance, thus committing 
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sabotage. The issue of war sabotage was a concern, especially considering German-American 

workers who were under suspicion of divided loyalties. They were also generally accused of 

having an affinity for Socialism. Coupled with anti-German hysteria, the specter of a 

workers’ revolution brought on in part by Prohibition seemed a real possibility for some 

legislators. 

 The Senate statement revealed three important aspects: First, it elucidated the 

concerns some Senators had regarding Prohibition and the working class in the war-

industries and how much power these workers had. Second, it showed that workers in the 

war-industries were very much essential for the war effort and not easily replaceable, given 

the labor shortage. If these workers would organize and present a united front, they could (in 

theory) drastically impact the war effort through strikes, sabotage, and other work-interfering 

means. Third, it was remarkable how Prohibitionists failed to take the power of the working-

class into account in staging strikes to cripple the economy. Prohibitionists believed they 

knew better than the workers did what was best for them. In general, this meant adopting the 

values and virtues of middle-class white Anglo-American society. Instead of giving workers 

a voice and agency, Prohibitionists showed their class privilege and decided for the workers 

how they should improve their lives. The Post-Dispatch astutely observed, “Men who are 

deprived of what they have been accustomed to use and are straitjacketed in conformity with 

a code of conduct formulated by others and arbitrarily imposed by political power, are not 

inclined to cheerful sacrifice, but to resentment and rebellion.” 325  

 A year later, the Post-Dispatch reported on the labor demonstrations in Washington, 

D.C., on Flag Day 1919. Again, the overarching theme was the threat of labor unrest due to 
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the impending wartime Prohibition of beer and wine on July 1, 1919. It seemed that labor by 

now was aware of its power and was using it to warn the public “… the tranquility of the 

working classes might be seriously menaced by enforcement of the war-time prohibition 

law.”326 The paper devoted two full pages to the labor demonstration. This showed how 

important the labor issue was for St. Louis’ working class, regardless of ethnicity. The St. 

Louis labor leaders also urged the repeal of wartime Prohibition, claiming that it was simply 

unjust “to make a criminal out of a man who drinks.”327 Just as in the article from June 1918, 

the workers repeated their argument that beer and wine prohibition violated their personal 

liberty, and even more so, it took away an accustomed part of the workers’ daily food. In 

contrast to the New Ulm papers, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch focused in greater detail on the 

possibility of greater labor unrest throughout the nation. For the New Ulm papers it was 

important to emphasize that the “No Beer – No Work!” campaign was about restricting 

personal freedom and right of choice and self-determination of the working class. The St. 

Louis papers approached the labor union demonstration from an economic viewpoint. While 

the papers supported lifting the ban on beer and light wines, and thus supporting the workers’ 

anti-Prohibition demands, they did so more out of economic reasons than sympathizing with 

the labor movement in general. Beer prohibition in particular would greatly affect the 

economy of St. Louis, but a cross-industry strike by organized labor would have fare greater 

consequences.  
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Beer as a Food-Saving Measure 

 One interesting viewpoint that the New Ulm papers did not approach was the 

argument of exempting beer from Prohibition altogether since it was considered a food item 

and not alcohol. While the USBA in its Senate Hearing argued and provided medical studies 

that beer with 2.75 percent alcohol was not an intoxicating beverage, the St. Louis papers 

published several articles that listed beer as nourishment, similar to meat and potatoes. In an 

effort to refute the argument that beer breweries were wasting precious grain for alcohol 

production, some of the articles argued that beer drinkers consumed lower amounts of grains 

and cereals, as beer consumption lowered the need for carbohydrates. The discussion about 

beer’s nutritional and medicinal value showed how far beer brewers were willing to go to 

further their goal of being exempt from Prohibition. The St. Louis papers picked up on the 

discussion and reinforced these claims to its readers. Especially German-Americans were 

familiar with some of the claims, as the nutritional and medicinal values of beer were part of 

their traditions. The Westliche Post proclaimed beer to be a restorative agent, a tonic and 

nutrient, and not just an alcoholic beverage.328 Bernard P. Bogy, candidate for the House of 

Representative from Missouri, also mentioned the restorative power of beer. He recollected a 

dramatic story about Pennsylvania steel mill workers who emerged from their work tired and 

beaten. After they drank their beer, one could clearly see the transformation, and they were 

able to return to work.329 To strengthen his argument to allow beer production, Bogy stated 

that beer was a food nutrient, and people who drank beer also ate less food, thus saving 

foodstuff for the war effort. While these stories were short tidbits, they did contain some 

truth. Beer is rich in carbohydrates and also contains some protein. Thus, the old German 
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saying of “Seven beers replace a meal” holds true, and it is likely that especially German-

Americans were aware of its wisdom.  

 

Wilson’s Role And Congress’ Responsibility 

 Aside from dealing with Prohibition’s consequences as they relate to the St. Louis 

beer brewing industry, the papers also examined the legislative aspects of Prohibition. What 

stood out was that the St. Louis Post-Dispatch concerned itself primarily with the legislative 

aspect of Prohibition and the role and responsibilities of the US government. In the articles 

examined, there was very little evidence of the paper attacking the ASL directly. This was 

surprising, given that the ASL was the major force seeking to enact national Prohibition, and 

thus the main adversary for anti-Prohibition supporters. However, once it became clear that 

national Prohibition was on its way, fighting against Prohibition became a legislative issue 

more so than fighting against the ASL. As an English-language paper in St. Louis, the Post-

Dispatch reached a far greater and more diverse audience than the Westliche Post to educate 

its readers about the legislative process to fight Prohibition. 

 The St. Louis Post-Dispatch seemed to hold out hope and trust in President Wilson to 

take an active role in the Prohibition legislation. In a 1917 article headlined “President takes 

steps to avoid beer Prohibition,” the paper reported that Wilson was open to allow beer and 

light wines in order to save the Fuel and Food Control Act. According to the article, while 

Wilson agreed with the proposal of the bill to prohibit the use of foodstuffs for the 

manufacture of whiskey and gin, he thought allowing beer and light wines would be a 

reasonable compromise on Prohibition that would also satisfy the Prohibitionists.330 Wilson’s 
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suggestion of “Prohibition Light” was a clever move trying to pacify opponents of 

Prohibition. He came across as someone willing to find a compromise that both sides could 

live with. At the same time, he was also hoping to appeal to and appease the working-class 

and immigrant population. Having just entered the war, Wilson realized he needed the 

support of these groups, as they were crucial for the war effort. By proposing this 

compromise Wilson also appeared to be placating the beer brewing industry, owners as well 

as employees, which could be indicative of him trying to gain support particularly from the 

German-American community. The article appeared on the front page, suggesting that the 

paper thought this news to be of great importance.  

However, despite Wilson’s proposition, the Fuel and Food Control Act did not 

contain the exemption for beer and wine. Instead, it contained the so-called Prohibition Rider 

that called for wartime Prohibition to go into effect on July 1, 1919. In a letter to the paper, 

Maurice J. Cassidy opined that people should not be upset at Wilson for signing the 

agricultural bill but instead should hold their representatives responsible. Mr. Cassidy 

attacked the Missouri representatives who did not express the will of their constituents when 

they voted for the bill and thus for wartime Prohibition. He suggested that labor 

organizations should write to their representatives and demand an introduction of a bill that 

would allow for the sale of beer and wine, as well as repeal the Prohibition Rider.331 Mr. 

Cassidy did not state whether or not he was a member of the working class, however, one can 

assume that he was at least sympathetic to workers. He also recognized the importance beer 

played to laborers and how connected the working class was with the beer issue. Thus, the 

specter of discontented workers that would take to the streets to demand their right to enjoy 
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beer was once again raised.  

While Mr. Cassidy seemed to support President Wilson, one has to wonder if that 

changed when Wilson declared just a few days before wartime Prohibition would go into 

effect, that he had no power to lift the wartime Prohibition ban on beer and light wines before 

the end of demobilization.332 While the US military had begun discharging soldiers from 

war-time service once the armistice took effect, demobilization would not be officially 

completed until the last American troops were sent back to the US in April 1920, returning 

the US military to a peacetime force.  

President Wilson refused to take responsibility to rescind Prohibition of beer and light 

wine. Instead, he blamed Congress for not acting on his suggestion to repeal the Wartime 

Prohibition Act. The Post-Dispatch did not criticize the president’s decision but elaborated 

on the fact that due to the legislative process Wilson’s hands were in fact tied when it came 

to lifting the ban on beer and wine. Thus, it was up to Congress to act. Congress’ inaction 

and tactic of delay were working. As the St. Louis Post-Dispatch reported the next day, 

Representative Randall from California estimated that the army would not be demobilized 

before October 1919.333 At that point, the breweries would be out of beer due to wartime 

Prohibition and would not start brewing again since national Prohibition was on the horizon. 

The paper clearly pointed out that Congress had every intention to keep wartime Prohibition 

as long as necessary to carry into national Prohibition, thus creating a seamless transition. 

Considering that Congress was firmly in the hands of Prohibition supporters, it was unlikely 

there would be any mitigation of the current law until national Prohibition took effect. To the 

St. Louis Post-Dispatch, it seemed that Wilson had done all he could, and the culprit in the 
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situation was Congress. If anything, the delaying tactics of Congress confirmed Mr. 

Cassidy’s claim that Congress was responsible for wartime Prohibition and aimed to drag it 

out long enough for national Prohibition to go into effect. With that in mind, Mr. Cassidy’s 

suggestion for workers to petition their representatives to overturn wartime Prohibition 

altogether seemed like a futile undertaking, especially with the “Drys” being in the majority 

now. While Congress was certainly complicit in the passing of Prohibition legislation, in Mr. 

Cassidy’s opinion, the real culprit for Prohibition was the ASL. Congress was merely the tool 

for the ASL to push through its agenda – in the eyes of Prohibition opponents, Congress, the 

alleged voice of the people, had been hijacked by the ASL. 

 

Fighting The ASL After The Fact 

 In contrast to this approach, the Westliche Post exclusively attacked the ASL in its 

articles. The primary Prohibitionist movement seemed to have been the clear point of attack 

for the German-language paper. One reason for this tactic was that by so doing, the Westliche 

Post was not attacking the US government directly but only the ASL. Second, the ASL and 

its Prohibition campaign were decisively anti-German. They questioned the loyalty of 

German-Americans and portrayed them as unpatriotic drunkards. The ASL attacked the 

German-dominated brewing industry and convinced the US Senate to investigate the 

USBA’s role in alleged German wartime propaganda, as discussed in chapter one. Thus, it 

made sense that the German-language paper would have a greater interest in educating its 

readers about the role of the ASL. In the eyes of the Post, it was the ASL’s work that forced 

national Prohibition on the American public. 

 While an editorial in the Westliche Post on July 10, 1918, expressed hope that Wilson 
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would intervene in the Prohibition debate, the president’s role took a backseat. The German-

language paper minced no words by bluntly stating that Prohibition “fanatics” were in 

control of Congress and ruled it with an absolutist tyrannical conviction.334 The Post used 

editorials as its preferred medium to convey the paper’s disapproval and displeasure with 

Prohibition and the ASL. In an August 1918 editorial, the paper reminded its readers that the 

so-called wartime Prohibition was just the ASL and Congress’ way to prepare the population 

for the Eighteenth Amendment.335 It called people delusional if they thought that wartime 

Prohibition would be repealed because it was simply a writ (Verfügung) valid only for the 

duration of the war. The paper sarcastically suggested that the ASL could probably offer its 

expert advice on how the government was going to make up for the lost revenue, thus 

opening another avenue where they could excel. While the editorial was sarcastic in its 

criticism and suggestions for the ASL to expand its sphere of influence, it also revealed the 

Westliche Post’s contempt for the ASL. Perhaps the Westliche Post realized that humor was 

the best medicine to cope with Prohibition. The paper was also keenly aware that any legal 

fight to challenge Prohibition would be an uphill battle at this point. At the same time, the 

German-language paper did not mince words and tried to inform its readers of possible other 

legislative actions the ASL hoped to pursue.  

 Just a few days after Nebraska became the last necessary state to ratify the Eighteenth 

Amendment, the Post warned its readers that Prohibition was just the first step to restrict 

other freedoms. In dramatic fashion, the paper foresaw the ASL pushing for further actions 

that would eventually result in the complete loss of other freedoms and enslave the individual 

 
 334 “Prohibitionsfanatiker,” Westliche Post, July 10, 1918. 
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will.336 It argued that while around the world, people rose against dictatorial regimes and 

demanded freedom and liberty, in the US, the birthplace of democracy, a small minority of 

fanatics put the majority into bondage and worked to dismantle the pillars of the American 

nation. The editorial used strong language and encouraged action against Prohibition. 

However, the paper did not provide any instructions as to how people should go about 

fighting Prohibition. This, of course, was a clever move, as the government could not accuse 

the Post of directly inciting the public. The paper merely pointed out that while the war was 

fought to “make the world safe for democracy,” the US was taking a step towards a less 

democratic system. 

 

Conclusion 

 Analyzing articles in the German-language New Ulm Post and Westliche Post and the 

English-language New Ulm Review and St. Louis Post-Dispatch offered a glimpse of the 

opinions and attitudes about World War I, anti-German sentiments, and Prohibition. These 

articles represented a particular snapshot of what the papers thought they could publish 

without being labeled disloyal, unpatriotic, and treasonous. This held especially true for the 

New Ulm papers, which found themselves in a precarious situation after the MCPS put the 

town under surveillance because of its German heritage. The MCPS attacked German-

Americans on two issues where they suspected opposition: loyalty and Prohibition, and the 

New Ulm papers covered both issues.  

 Although the New Ulm papers advised their readers to be cautious and keep the 

display of Germanness out of the public eye in the immediate months after the US entered 

 
 336 “Der Sieg der Prohibition kein Sieg des Volkes,” Westliche Post, January 18, 1919. 
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the war, the editorials continued to criticize the repressive policies of the MCPS. This was 

especially evident after the July 1917 rally, after which calls for caution were absent. If 

anything, one would have expected to see the papers take on a more restrained position to not 

attract further attention, given the MCPS’ charges and surveillance. However, the papers 

defied the MCPS as much as possible and followed their Turner tradition. Undoubtedly, the 

moral beliefs of the papers’ editor, Albert Steinhauser, played a significant role in how both 

papers approached the issues of loyalty, patriotism, and Prohibition.   

 While there was a marked absence of letters to the editors and opinion pieces by the 

citizens of New Ulm, the papers published editorials and articles written under pseudonyms 

critical of the war and anti-German sentiments. Both papers criticized the MCPS and 

defended freedom of speech, personal liberty, and restated their opposition to Prohibition. 

This lack of letters by the general readership can be seen as a reaction to the intimidation 

attempts by the MCPS. After all, the town was already under general suspicion of being pro-

German. People did not want to give the Commission any more reasons to infringe upon their 

personal rights. Both papers continued to voice their opposition to Prohibition after the war 

ended. 

 The New Ulm papers emphasized that Prohibition was un-American because it 

restricted and even eliminated the American ideal of personal freedom. Considering the 

history of New Ulm and its Turner heritage, it is not surprising that the New Ulm papers 

attacked Prohibition as a measure that restricted individual liberty. Additionally, since the 

town was under surveillance by the MCPS, the focus on treating Prohibition as an issue of 

preserving and defending personal freedom also highlighted the papers’ approach to the 

MCPS’ policies of restricting freedom by monitoring the activities of German-Americans. 
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While the Turners were staunch defenders of the American ideals of freedom and liberty, 

they were also fighting to “protect the political rights and the German heritage” of German-

Americans.337 In that sense, the New Ulm Germans were defending not only their Turner 

principles but also the very founding principles of America.  

 In contrast, the St. Louis papers were more concerned with how Prohibition affected 

the local beer brewing industry. This is understandable as the brewers were one of the main 

employers of the city. Although German-Americans in St. Louis represented a large part of 

the city’s population, they were just one of many different ethnicities. Unlike New Ulm, St. 

Louis was not founded as a German refuge where Germans could live, practice, and maintain 

their Turner principles and publicly display their Germanness. St. Louis Germans had far 

more varied backgrounds. This is not to say that the German community felt less German, 

but they experienced living and working with people of other ethnic backgrounds. While they 

kept some German traditions, they were not maintained in everyday life, but rather the 

Germanness of St. Louis Germans was celebrated at special events and holidays. New Ulm 

Germans chose to separate themselves and live in their own community. Living in a close-

knit community with not only a shared ethnic background but also shared principles made it 

easier to maintain their Germanness.  

 While both New Ulm papers reminded their readers to keep their thoughts to 

themselves and not attract unnecessary attention regarding unpatriotic behavior, they did not 

hide their anti-Prohibition stance. The English New Ulm Review was much more forceful in 

its opposition to Prohibition than was the German New Ulm Post. Opposing Prohibition in 

English probably seemed safer than doing so in German since English-language publications 
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were not automatically under suspicion of publishing disloyal and subversive contents. This 

was of particular significance as the role of the MCPS included not just monitoring the 

foreign press and immigrants but also regulating the liquor traffic. English-language papers 

were also accessible to a far greater audience. The Post was more scrutinized since it 

published in German, the language of the war enemy.  

 Once the war ended, the Westliche Post in St. Louis directly attacked the ASL in a 

series of editorials. As the war came to an end, the Westliche Post felt it was safe to publish 

its opposition and antipathy not only to Prohibition legislation but even more so to the source 

of Prohibition. The St. Louis Post-Dispatch seemed to play it safe and relied more on factual, 

not opinion pieces, and less aggressive reporting about Prohibition and the consequences for 

St. Louis. The St. Louis papers also did not seem to think that Prohibition was an anti-

German measure. For them, it was an attack on the beer brewing industry and its workers, 

who were not exclusively German but a polyglot mix of different ethnicities. Similarly, New 

Ulm German-Americans felt it was unnecessary to provoke the flames of anti-German 

sentiments further and risk even greater scrutiny by the MCPS by appearing too agitated over 

Prohibition. Thus, the New Ulm papers did not talk about Prohibition as an attack on German 

customs, nor did they portray it as a strictly anti-German measure.  

 Since New Ulm Germans were culturally less assimilated than the St. Louis Germans, 

they represented an easier target for anti-German sentiments. New Ulm Germans relied on 

their Turner principles to voice their opposition to Prohibition. The New Ulm and St. Louis 

papers tried to justify their opposition to Prohibition by providing arguments that appealed to 

a broader readership, not only German-Americans. This was especially evident in the St. 

Louis Post-Dispatch, which had a far more diverse readership than the New Ulm papers. The 
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New Ulm papers waited until November 1919, a full year after the armistice and just two 

months before Prohibition would go in effect before they published articles arguing that anti-

German war sentiments had impacted the legislation. They realized that by then it was safe 

enough for them to voice their opinions freely. The war was over, the MCPS had lost its 

authority, and Prohibition was well on its way. This did not mean that they had different 

opinions about Prohibition and anti-German sentiments during the war. The articles showed 

that New Ulm Germans opposed Prohibition strongly. However, given the overall scrutiny 

German-Americans faced during the war, it is not surprising that the newspapers did not 

make that connection more forcefully.  
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Conclusion 

 One year after the war to end all wars came to an end, and two months before national 

Prohibition went into effect, the New Ulm Review published an editorial that summed up 

what this thesis set out to demonstrate – the role anti-German World War I propaganda 

played in the Prohibition campaign. The article concluded, 

Without the war, national prohibition would never have been voted even by the 
politicians. It has swept through the legislatures on a false wave of agitation 
masquerading as patriotism. It owed much to the fact that Germans are supposed to 
like beer, and that such names as Anhauser-Busch and Schlitz and Pabst do not sound 
altogether British. … Our beer was taken from us, finally, because most of the 
brewers were Germans.338 
 

This astute observation from a newspaper that was under surveillance for disloyal and 

seditious behavior throughout the war showed that German-Americans were well aware of 

the connection between anti-German sentiments and Prohibition.  

 While scholars in the US and Germany have begun to take a renewed look at the 

German-American experience in recent years, their focus has been on the loss of the public 

German-American identity during World War I. The influence of anti-German sentiments 

during World War I on Prohibition and the impact on German-American communities has 

been a footnote at best. This is rather startling, as both events greatly affected German-

American communities. My research connected these two seminal events and their impact on 

German-American social and cultural traditions, adding a critical aspect to the existing 

literature. This thesis demonstrated that anti-German World War I propaganda influenced the 

Prohibition campaign. National Prohibition did not develop in isolation; rather, it must be 

examined in conjunction with World War I and its anti-German sentiments. This thesis 

showed that anti-German war rhetoric played an instrumental role in the Prohibition 
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campaign by targeting German-American cultural traditions. My study shed light on the New 

Ulm Germans and the St. Louis Germans’ reactions to anti-German sentiments and 

Prohibition. 

 This thesis set out to examine two questions: What role did anti-German attitudes 

play during the Great War in relation to the Prohibition debate; and second, how did the anti-

German atmosphere impact German-Americans’ reactions to Prohibition? In the preceding 

pages I argued that the Prohibition campaign had a strong element of anti-German 

sentiments. It exploited and expanded prevailing anti-German attitudes of World War I by 

targeting not only the German-American dominated brewing industry but also German-

Americans. Bolstered by the war’s anti-German sentiments, Prohibitionists specifically 

targeted German-Americans with the aim to eliminate their social and cultural traditions. To 

that end, the Prohibition campaign appealed to a variety of progressive reformers, notably 

those involved in the Americanization movement. Even though German-Americans were 

considered one of the more desirable immigrant groups, their cultural traditions, mainly their 

Sunday leisure activities at the beer garden, stood in contrast to Anglo-American values. 

How German-Americans reacted to anti-German war propaganda and a general anti-German 

atmosphere, Prohibition, and attacks on their cultural traditions depended largely on the 

specific German-American community’s demographics. I argued that it greatly mattered how 

homogenous or diverse their specific communities were. My research showed that the 

specific background of a German-American community, even more so the reason and 

purpose of the establishment of a German-American community, also influenced how these 

communities developed and faced anti-German sentiments and Prohibition.  

 To answer these questions I had to cast a wide net of historical research by looking at 
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the evolution of the various temperance movements into the Prohibition movement, World 

War I propaganda and Prohibition material, German immigration, and the development of a 

shared German-American ethnic identity. This approach allowed for a broad picture to 

connect the different historiographies in order to provide a detailed analysis of my thesis. The 

findings of these “sub-categories” were crucial to answer my research questions. They also 

provided a more nuanced picture of the relationship between anti-German war rhetoric and 

Prohibition.  

 My analysis showed that the influx of German immigrants during the mid-nineteenth 

century and the increasing public display of their Germanness in the forms of beer gardens 

brought them to the attention of Prohibitionists and Americanizers alike. Although German-

American communities were fragmented and lacked unity and a shared heritage, the beer 

gardens were instrumental in forging a common bond. Social conviviality, Gemütlichkeit, 

and the communal drinking of alcohol played an important role in creating a shared German 

identity despite religious and regional differences. The German-American idea of Sunday as 

a day of public recreation clashed with the predominant Anglo-American view of appropriate 

Sunday activities. The insistence of German-Americans to maintain and preserve their 

customs validated and exacerbated the prevailing attitude that they were alien to Anglo-

American culture. These cultural differences only worsened with the outbreak of World War 

I when the Committee on Public Information (CPI) embarked on a massive propaganda 

campaign that would have far-reaching consequences for German-Americans. 

 My detailed analysis of a variety of CPI material showed that it permeated all levels 

of American society. Anti-German sentiments were ubiquitous and helped to reinforce the 

idea that the German enemy was already present in the US in the form of German-
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Americans. German-Americans were put under general suspicion and accused of being 

disloyal, unpatriotic, sabotaging the war effort, and supporting Germany. The US 

government investigated the United States Brewers’ Association, revoked the charter of the 

National German-American Alliance, and accused all German-Americans of being disloyal 

for simply maintaining their cultural traditions. These characterizations perpetuated the 

image of the unpatriotic German-American who was working against the US. My analysis of 

the Anti-Saloon League’s material confirmed that the war’s anti-German rhetoric was carried 

over into the Prohibition campaign. The Prohibition posters clearly identified German-

Americans and used these stereotypes to ensure that people made the connection between the 

German war enemy and German-Americans. By comparing war material from the CPI with 

Prohibition material, I was able to show an explicit connection between the two campaigns. 

 To gauge the reaction of German-Americans to Prohibition I focused on two different 

German-American communities, New Ulm, Minnesota, and St. Louis, Missouri, and their 

respective English and German newspapers. Through my research, I found that the reaction 

of German-Americans to anti-German propaganda and Prohibition depended largely on their 

specific community’s ethnic and ideological make-up. For that reason, I focused more 

closely on New Ulm as that community represented a unique opportunity. Founded by 

freethinking Turners in search of establishing a community built on their principles it 

differed drastically from St. Louis. New Ulm at the outbreak of the Great War represented an 

island of Turner Germanness that attracted the attention of the Minnesota Commission of 

Public Safety (MCPS). The relationship between the town and the MCPS was crucial to 

understand New Ulm’s reaction to Prohibition. Even more so, the town’s Turner heritage 

shaped the papers’ reaction to Prohibition. Although the New Ulm papers advised their 
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readers to be cautious and keep displays of Germanness out of the public in the immediate 

months after the US entered the war, the papers kept up their criticism of the MCPS, the war, 

and Prohibition despite the MCPS’ surveillance. Their Turner principles of liberty and 

personal and political freedom were hugely influential in guiding their approach. 

While this case study allows for an expansion of the current literature, a true 

expansion and examination of the historiography require additional studies on German-

American communities and their reaction to anti-German war rhetoric and Prohibition. 

Additionally, further research into the operation of other state defense councils during World 

War I, especially in states with a high German-American population, is needed to gain a 

more precise picture of the German-American experience. While this thesis examined the 

role beer gardens and social conviviality played in creating a shared German identity, it is 

essential to explore how this idea of German-American cultural traditions developed into 

what Americans today perceive to be German heritage. 

 The New Ulm papers considered Prohibition as the antithesis to the American ideal of 

liberty, which was also a Turner ideal. Thus, it was only logical for the Turners to defend 

their heritage. The Germans in St. Louis lacked this Turner heritage, and their reaction to 

Prohibition differed from New Ulm. Unlike the Germans from New Ulm, the St. Louis 

Germans came from diverse backgrounds and lived in a city with an ethnically diverse 

population. St. Louis Germans approached Prohibition by focusing on the economic 

consequences of the legislation. This was understandable since beer breweries were one of 

the main industries in the city. To St. Louis Germans, Prohibition had a direct impact on their 

economic wellbeing, while to New Ulm Germans the Prohibition debate centered more on 

their ideological principles of liberty and freedom, which included preserving and celebrating 
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their Germanness in public. With the passage of the Eighteenth Amendment the New Ulm 

Germans not only lost that freedom but also lost an important marker of their ethnic and 

ideological identity. 
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