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THE DEFINERS AND THE DEFINED
A Mental Health Issue

Armand J. Sanchez

“We have passed the point of no return in our long jour-
ney from a helter-skelter system of mental health services di-
vorced from community life,” concluded Robert H. Felix,
chief architect of the community mental health program.'
These words, auspicious and monumental in implication, were
enunciated about two years ago and presumably ushered in a
new era in the mental health field. And notwithstanding the
auspiciousness of the words, the concepts of mental health
and mental illness continue to be used and implemented pro-
gramatically in the old and traditional way. According to Dr.
Jahoda, “As far as we can discover, there exists no psycho-
logically meaningful and, from the point of view of research,
operationally useful description of what is commonly under-
stood to constitute mental health. Yet the establishment of
some criteria by which the degree of mental health of an
individual can be judged is essential if one wishes to identify
social conditions conducive to the attainment of mental
health.”?

However, recent articles have pointed out the irrelevancy
of mental health services, specifically as they concern the
Chicano community. Dr. E. Fuller Torrey, M.D., in a paper
delivered at the meeting of the American Orthopsychiatry
Association, which paper is appropriately titled “The Irrele-
vancy of Traditional Mental Health Services for Urban Mexi-
can-Americans,” states: ‘“The irrelevancy began at a higher
level. It began at the very conceptualization of the Commu-
nity Mental Health Centers. It began when the architects of
the Act unconsciously and ethnocentrically perpetuated the
dominant-class, dominant-culture, dominant-caste model of
mental health services as The Model.”?® Obviously the con-
cepts of mental health and mental illness have been very elu-
sive, engendering tautological wheelspinning at every level,
particularly at the administrative level.

4



5

Addressing himself to the relevancy of mental health ser-
vices specifically as they concern the Chicano community, Dr.
Torrey gives six reasons for their irrelevancy. He also makes
two cogent and significant suggestions: a) “The control and
money for mental health services should be firmly in the
hands of a board from the Mexican-American community;”’
and b) “The services should be delivered by those capable of
doing it, not by someone with a certain number of degrees.””*
Dr. Torrey aptly concludes: “The services will be used when
they are relevant, and they will be relevant only when they
are set up by the Mexican-Americans themselves.”*

In another article titled ‘“Perception of Mental Health IlI-
ness in a Mexican-American Community,” Dr. Karno and Dr.
Edgerton attempt to explain an ‘“‘epidemiological paradox’—
the expected high incidence of mental illness in the Mexican-
American population and yet the striking underrepresentation
of Mexican-Americans as psychiatric patients in public out-
patient and inpatient facilities throughout California. Drs.
Karno and Edgerton conclude that, “The underutilization of
psychiatric facilities by Mexican-Americans (at least those that
reside in East Los Angeles) is not to be accounted for by the
fact that they share a cultural tradition which causes them to
perceive and define mental illness in significantly different
ways than do Anglos.”® Aside from a questionable method-
ology, their starting assumption is defective, namely, that
Mexican-Americans share a cultural tradition. They fail to
specify what that “cultural tradition” is, but it seems that
they have bought without question the gospel of social scien-
tists.* In brief, culture is interpreted in terms of identifiable
traits—a static, passive, stereotypic interpretation of culture.
En precis, Drs. Karno and Edgerton seem to be begging the
question. Although the term “mental health” was not defined
by them, it seems that their definition is predictably limited
to individual pathology—thus again interpreting behavior in
mtrapsychic terms, the traditional approach. It seems that
Drs. Karno and Edgerton postulate internal causation—in
essence assuming that “culture” causes mental illness among
Chicanos.

*Cf. Octavio 1. Romano, “The Anthropology and Sociology of the
Mexican-American,” El Grito, Vol. 1I, No. 1 (Berkeley: Quinto Sol Pub-
lications, Inc., 1968) Fall., & Nick C. Vaca, ‘“The Mexican-American in
the Social Sciences 1912-1970, Part 1: 1912-1935, El Grito, Vol. 1II,
No. 3 (Berkeley: Quinto Sol Publications, Inc., 1970) Spring.



In another article, “The Enigma of Ethnicity in a Psychi-
atric Clinic,” Dr. Karno again bases his study on the major
assumption that Mexican-Americans share a cultural tradition.
He cites Saunders, Madsen, and Clark in support of this
assumption. Dr. Karno concludes: “In addition to avoidance
of ethnicity (by clinic personnel), there is another factor
operative in the clinic which may significantly contribute to
therapeutic failure with ethnic patients. This is the pervasive
use of and reliance upon a model for the psychiatric historical
interview which derives directly from the classical medical
history. This is an information retrieving process which, to a
remarkable extent, systematically ignores the socio-cultural
context of the patient’s life.”” It is imperative to note that
cultural context means cultural tradition.

In another article titled “Successful and Unsuccessful
Approaches of Mental Health Services for an Urban Hispano
American Population” M. J. Philippus, Ph.D., relates success
and lack of success to utilization of services. The entire point
of his article is that the formal traditional, bureaucratic way
of delivering mental health services to the Spanish speaking
population must be eliminated and an informal, personal ap-
proach with heavy emphasis on utilization of neighborhood
personnel initiated. Dr. Philippus’ point is that the delivery
system needs to be changed but he does not address himself
to the effectiveness or lack of effectiveness with respect to
the psychoanalytic model. Implicitly he is saying that adjust-
ment is the goal to strive for since his assumption is that
assimilation into the majority way of life is the ultimate goal
of the Mexican-American community.

In summary, although the authors of the articles men-
tioned above make commendable attempts to address them-
selves to the problem of “mental health,” they fail to address
themselves to the issue of mental health itself.

The authors of the articles cited above concur that Mexi-
can-Americans underutilize mental health services. However, in
another article Mr. Armando Morales takes the opposite
stance. He concludes: “With regard to the existing notion that
mental health problems are not as severe in the Mexican-
American community as in the dominant society, direct
psychiatric clinical experience in the East Los Angeles Mental
Health Service Clinic is clearly disproving this notion. While
the major diagnosis reported by twenty-five county health
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districts is 18% ‘schizophrenic’ and ‘other psychoses,” East Los
Angeles Mental Health Service staff estimated thirty to forty
percent in this category.””® The other point that Mr. Morales
makes is that “Contrary to the belief that Mexican-Americans
would be hesitant in utilizing mental health services because
of cultural factors, recent statistics reveal that while ‘whites’
had 23% self and family referrals and ‘Negroes’ 30%, ‘Mexi-
can-Americans’ accounted for 50%.”° Mr. Morales’ entire
assumption is that because East Los Angeles Mental Health
services has twenty-one out of twenty-two bilingual personnel,
therefore mental health for the Chicano community can be
explained in terms of utilization of services through bi-lingual
personnel, referrals, and a more severe diagnosis. But, to trans-
fer mental health rhetoric from one language to another is no
solution at all, for it makes very little difference whether the
root assumptions are expressed in Spanish, English, Japanese,
or Zulu. Therefore, the posture to integrate Spanish-speaking
personnel with no change in philosophy is assimilative in na-
ture and avoids the central issue of what is mental bealth. It
is patently obvious that the application of the psychoanalytic
model to a culture whose underlying philosophy is humanism
will result in a high incidence of mental illness as well as a
pronounced severity among the Chicano population.

In preparation for a recent Chicano Conference on Mental
Health, a questionnaire was developed by Mr. Ernest Solano,
M.S\W,, to assess mental health resources. Although responses
were not received from all counties contacted, the results
were significant in pointing out the inadequacy of services,
lack of bi-cultural staff, and the almost non-utilization of
mental health facilities.

In short, although studies regarding the utilization of
mental health services by the Chicano community are not
extensive, it seems safe to conclude on the basis of Mr.
Solano’s questionnaire, that Chicanos do not use mental
health services. Various reasons for this lack of utilization
have been advanced. The sociologist, E. G. Jaco, concluded
that Mexican-Americans suffer from less mental illness than
Anglo-Americans on the basis that the existence of a cultural
pattern of warm, supportive, extended family with strong
values of mutual acceptance, care, and responsibility tend to
protect Mexican-Americans against the development of major
mental illnesses.!® Others have asserted that Mexican-
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Americans view mental health problems negatively and hence
tend to tolerate them rather than seek assistance.

The major assumption in studies of utilization of services
and severity of mental illness, however, is that the psycho-
analytic model works with the Chicano community. A second
assumption is that the Chicano community perceives mental
ilness in exactly the same way that the dominant society
perceives mental illness. It must be noted that the psycho-
analytic model has its basis in the sociological assimilation
model which has been operative unilaterally vis-a-vis the
Chicano community. Agencies and personnel still operate on
the assumption that assimilation into the melting pot is the
goal. Moreover, agencies are always assumed to be non-causal.
Politically, the medical model lends itself well to retention of
a colonialist posture, for it establishes the definer and the
defined—the manipulator and the manipulated. Philosophi-
cally, the medical model assumes that it is possible to jump
from the logical to the ontological; ab posse ad esse non valet
illatio.

In the final analysis, the Chicano predicament is a prob-
lem caused by social, political and economic conditions: to
force these conditions into the innerpsyche of the Chicano is
detrimental to and destructive of a distinctive way of life. The
result, obviously, is an intensification of social problems and
“mental” problems—stress and strains in the life style of the
Chicano community. It makes little sense to talk about
mental health without social health. To treat the problems
and neglect the issues is a disservice to the Chicano commu-
nity and to society. “The concepts of mental health and
mental illness are increasingly used ambiguously to include a
wide range of social problems. These psychiatric definitions
implicitly suggest that the individual is at fault .. . ”!!

Mental health for the Chicano community consists in the
full awareness of itself as a distinct ontological entity with its
philosophy of man, nature, and the universe. A corollary of
the full awareness is the full realization of its power of self
determination. Hence it is imperative for Chicanos to sustain
and/or enlarge their human interrelational community services.
A ‘“system” already exists within the Chicano community.
Hence the diagnosing and defining of mental illness is already
done within the framework of the Chicano way of life and
view of man, nature and the universe. A particular behavior 1s
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reflective of that community’s philosophy of life. At no time
have “mental health services” been developed to reflect this
aspect of the Chicano barrio. Hence “mental health” concepts
must be developed out of the Chicano philosophy of life.
However, “The fiestas patrias, the characteristic foods, the
music, the sociedades mutualistas, and all of the other by-
products of culture that people write about, are simply appur-
tenances to more profound conceg)tualizations regarding the
nature and the existence of man.”!

The starting point suggested for human development ser-
vices is the assessment of a barrio’s existing total human
health, for problem solving in the Chicano community is re-
lated to the Chicano community rather than to an agency.
The health of an individual and community does not exist in
a vacuum; rather, it is related not only to the total environ-
ment but also to other individuals and the network of inter-
relationships that give life as well as a specific, unique charac-
ter to a community. Hence the well being of an individual
and community must be studied from within the barrio with
its complex network of relationships, for, when all is said and
done, the barrio is a social institution.

It 1s a basic concept of human well-being that a person is
much “healthier” if he accepts what he is and values himself
and background. Hence, again it is not basically a problem of
non-utilization of ‘“mental health” services of the Chicanos;
rather, the non-utilization is the result of the failure of ‘“men-
tal health” agencies to acknowledge and accept the Chicano
way of life as a valid, viable and dynamic expression of a
philosophy of man and his existence together with a view of
nature and the universe, which philosophy must form the
framework for a definition of well being for Chicanos.*

In summary, I would add that the major premise on
which a policy vis-a-vis Chicano well-being and the Chicano
community must be based is that of a pluralistic society
founded on mutual respect, appreciation, and understanding
with an increase in mutual experiences for Anglos and Chi-
canos. The impact of the barrio way of life on the individual
and barrio, an etiological question, underlies epidemiological

*This is not to negate the fact that an added dimension to well-
being for Chicanos must be the impact, and influence that the majority
way of life has on Chicanos but it is an added dimension.
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results. The first problem, therefore, is to indicate the barrio
way of life in its possible relation to the individual’s well-
being.

To do otherwise, of course, is to perpetuate the artificial
dichotomy of the defined and the definers.
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BOOK REVIEW

THE MEXICAN-AMERICAN PEOPLE: THE NATION’S SECOND
LARGEST MINORITY. By Leo Grebler, Joan W. Moore, and Ralph C.
Guzman. (New York: The Free Press, 1970, pp. 777. $14.95)

Reviewed by CHARLES ORNELAS

Ever since Gunnar Myrdal's AN AMERICAN DILEMMA, social
scientists have entertained thoughts of conducting a comprehensive
study about the people of Mexican descent in the United States. Around
the early sixties, competition set in among the funding giants over the
right to discover the nation’s second largest minority—the Mexican-
Americans. The next few years saw scholars jockeying for favor before
the funding institutions. Finally, the Ford Foundation assigned the
sweeping project to UCLA economist Leo Grebler. The result is THE
MEXICAN-AMERICAN PEOPLE, a product of seven years and
$400,000 (plus a supplemental grant from the College Examination
Board).

Invariably, this study will be compared to the Myrdal effort. Some
will go so far as to hail this book as being for the Chicanos what AN
AMERICAN DILEMMA has been for the Blacks. Yet outside of an
encompassing scope and the view that minority culture is but an off-
shoot of the dominant culture, the two books bear little resemblance.
For various reasons, the Chicanos remain without an equivalent to
Myrdal’s penetrating study of the Black condition.

The key difference between the two studies is the degree to which
the ethnic condition is seen in relation to American life. Myrdal felt it
essential to place the Blacks within a fuller context of society. The
Grebler team, relying mostly on data of census and survey, viewed the
Chicanos more as an isolated encumbrance on the dominant population,
as an ethnic group not yet arrived on the American scene. Though the
three authors share in the growing criticism of the rural-folk narrowness
of previous research on Brown people, they substitute an equally limit-
ing urban-assimilating focus which falls far short of a comprehensive set
of factors for analysis. The Browns, no less than the Blacks, cannot be
properly understood or fully described without a more inclusive anal-
ysis.! Nevertheless, the Grebler team settles for describing the Chicano
today, along with a predictable amount of attention to social and cul-
tural change. The major findings are that the Brown population is mostly
urban, highly bilingual, very diverse, and contrasts markedly from one

12
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local area to another. And though this ethnic group is sharply differen-
tiated from the general population, the trend toward sameness with
other Americans is becoming more evident. As to the group's subor-
dinate position in society, the book is interspersed with remarks-in-
passing, equivocal statements, and a few postscript explanations.

An assimilationist perspective leads the research team to a reliance
on cultural determinism for the interpretation of social conditions and
mobility. Thus, the search is directed toward the ‘“Mexican-American
problem” and toward conflict arising out of ethnic heterogeneity. One is
given the impression that the Chicanos are as much a problem to them-
selves as to the society at large, and that solutions will have to await
further integration and assimilation. The role of the dominant society in
turning cultural differences into objects of prejudice, conflict, and sup-
pression escapes analysis.

‘In contrast, Myrdal found it insufficient to limit his study to the
Black way of life and interracial relations. He felt it necessary to strip
the veneer from the American value system, both revered and operative,
as it related to the Blacks. He had the courage to pursue the Black
condition to its ultimate cause—American racial ideology developing in
response to the need for cheap labor, first in agriculture and then in
industry. Ultimately, he defines a whiteman’s problem and exposes
inconsistencies in dominant values and norms.

The economic roots of the racism practiced against the Chicano
population is so similar to the Black experience that one wonders why a
modified paradigm was not used more extensively to explain socio-
economic status. A reading of Carey McWilliams? can attest to the strik-
ing analogies between the role of the Chicano in the development of the
Southwest and that of the Black in the South. The authors, instead,
prefer to suggest that the Chicanos are unfortunate to have arrived on
the American scene at the wrong time, wrong place, and under the
wrong circumstances. Such a view seems more of an apology for the
present-day internal neo-colonialism that controls the Chicano by subtle
and sophisticated mechanisms of domination. Historically, of course, the
direct system of exploitation deprived him of land and conferred on him
a subordinate status in the manner of the more “classic’” internal colo-
nialism.3

The narrow approach of the book may be due to the ideological
preference of the authors. Methodologically, it reflects a lack of com-
pensation for the biases of census and survey data (949 adults inter-
viewed in Los Angeles; 603 in San Antonio) which tend to over empha-
size subject behavior to the exclusion of external influences. Limiting
investigation largely to “description and analysis of facts is to hamper
the understanding of these same facts in their broadest sense.”* Impres-
sionistic conclusions turn out to be poor substitutes for a more com-
plete consideration of the restrictive, external factors and socio-cultural
biases.
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Partly as a consequence of the above methodological limitation, the
project was left with insufficient flexibility to take into account the
socio-political dynamics of the sixties which challenged older concepts
of change that were the premise when the study began. Then the protes-
tant ethic, civic culture, and the melting pot theory held reign in the
minds of laymen and scholars. (Seymour M. Lipset and Stein Rokkan
point to the impact of new social forces on the models and theories of
the late fifties and early sixties, and the reappraisal of data-gathering and
strategies for analysis that this is occasioning.®)

The overall result is a study with an Anglo American viewpoint
toward integration, culture, and cultural pluralism. Degree of integration
is measured as distance from monolingual, monocultural Anglo way of
life. From that standpoint, cultural pluralism is translated as social
tolerance of a once distinct ethnic group in the process of disappearing
into the great American melting pot. Meanwhile, the range of bicul-
turalism of such a population is considered but an offshoot not really
qualified for separate culture status.

The main contribution of the book is ample quantitative material
brought together under one cover. However, the reworking of census
and education data beyond the previous efforts of others® does not
produce much in the way of new information. Additionally, little ex-
planatory value is to be found alongside much of the descriptive mate-
rial. Essential questions that reasonably could have been expected as
targets for investigation remained unanswered. Such is the case in the
study of the education of the Chicano, a subject that appears to have
involved a major investment of project ume. Had the authors, for in-
stance, assessed the effect of monocultural programs on bilingual school
children, their relatively unproductive conclusions might have been
avoided.

Assimilation is extensively covered, though an equal endeavor is not
forthcoming for ethnic culture. The authors note their lack of survey
data on family visiting patterns and fictive relationships. The appraisal of
culture is also hindered by the limited number of values studied. As
much is admitted in statements that Chicano culture “warrants con-
tinuing intensive research,” that the “all-important questions of language
introduction and transition, are not adequately covered” in their study
of education, and that the most critical encounters of Chicanos with
government is ‘“‘clearly an area of urgent need for research.”

Despite assurances of a broader viewpoint, change is measured from
a starting point of a Mexican culture that is rural, static, homogeneous,
traditional, passive, lagging, racist, Spanish-speaking, and early 20th
Century. At the end point of this scale of change is a dynamic, urban,
progressive, achieving, pace-setting, English-speaking, contemporary
culture. That is the essence of the time-skewed, somewhat ethnocentric
continuum. The Chicano, of course, is found to fall short of this con-
temporary culture, and belongs to no specific location on the con-
tinuum.
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Consequently, the Chicano way of life is viewed as too hetero-
geneous (genetically, culturally, and socially) and too achievement
oriented to qualify as distinctive. That the Chicano population is hetero-
geneous concurs with what others have been saying for the last few
years.” However, the notion of distinctiveness as used by the authors is
very limiting and contradictory. Diversity does not preclude distinctive-
ness, though such is implied in the book. The cultural diversity of Amer-
ica has always been considered part of its distinctiveness. What seems
more important is whether the diversity of the Chicanos is markedly
different than that of other Americans. More pointedly, is there a sig-
nificant portion of the Chicano population that combines genetic,
cultural, and social traits sufficiently distinguishable from much of the
dominant society. The authors themselves affirm that the Chicanos are
sharply differentiated from the general public. But the authors become
ambivalent upon discovering the Chicano “astonishingly close” to accul-
turation on the dimension of achievement. The value of motivation with
all its bistory of myth and distortion seems a weak basis for concluding
that most Chicanos are not much different than are most other Ameri-
cans.

Even as defined, the ambivalent assessment on distinctiveness is
indeed strange coming after the finding of a highly Spanish-speaking
population (91% in San Antonio could get along comfortably in
Spanish, 84% in Los Angeles; 43% in San Antonio could not get along
comfortably in English, 29% in Los Angeles). On bilingualism alone the
Chicanos are a distinctive group. Based on this degree of dependence on
Spanish they well qualify for special attention as clients of governmental
agencies, not to mention their unmet needs in the field of education.
This, of course, is predicated on the assumption that the Chicanos
constitute a large ethnic group with enough history and future in the
Southwest to claim consideration for cultural differences and support
for cultural development. Judging from the tenor of the book, the
research priorities, and the chapter on education, the authors do not
share this view. Rather, they seem to accept cultural suppression as the
price to be paid for the right to survive in this society.

The book’s interpretation of distinctive culture reflects another type
of contradiction. On the one hand, the Chicanos have “exceptional
diversity” and are “sharply differentiated from the general population”;
on the other hand, quite a few Chicanos are “typical Americans” and
there are “not many who could be said to have a truly distinctive
culture.” Aside from the fact that these statements do not square, it is
difficult to imagine this typical American in a nation where sizeable
minorities retain complex diversity and where the dominant population
manifests an even greater socioeconomic range as well as rural, regional,
and genetic differences, except of course, when the typical American is
a striving bilingual barrio resident of Mexican parentage who has been
miseducated and underpaid somewhere in the Southwest.
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The weakness of linking distinctiveness to achievement values that
are internally homogeneous and externally different is apparent in the
book’s cross-cultural examples. Reference is made to a finding that
males in Mexico City are as acculturated to ‘“‘American achievement
values™ as Mexican-Americans! Such an astonishing finding is enough for
the authors to cast doubts on the notion of a distinctive Mexican cul-
ture. Little evidence is forthcoming to support the contention that
Mexico City males are acculturated to Anglo American behavior. This
author finds it hard to reach the same conclusion from preliminary anal-
ysis of his own research in both countries. While the colonia population
in the Federal District of Mexico shares certain aspirations with barrio
residents in California, they differ in what constitutes heterogeneity as
well as in other attitudinal and behavioral patterns.®

No doubt intra-cultural variation taxes the social scientist in his
effort to identify culture and then cross-cultural differences. But the
answer is not to deny inter-cultural differences. Even after due con-
sideration to the trend toward the cultural similarities of industrialized
nations, a narrow meaning of distinctiveness serves more to disguise than
to describe. Yet, the question is not whether the Chicano culture is
decliningly distinct and increasingly heterogeneous (a contention still
open to question), but rather what pressures in society are influencing
these changes. What is missing is an analysis of the cultural suppression
which so many Chicanos continue to face in schools, other institutions,
and society at large. Without assessing the damaging effect of linguistic-
cultural denial along with the more obvious prejudice and poverty, the
authors continue their self-admitted difficulty in explaining the
Chicano’s low educational and economic condition. With little else to
offer, the book regresses to traditional explanations: the fundamental
cause of the depressed economic condition is the education gap which,
in turn, is attributed to rural background, immigrant status, poverty, and
“other aspects of home environment.”

Such an explanation for the educational gap will comfort those who
want to believe that institutionalized biases have been overexaggerated.
And they can find further comfort with the prospect that the Mexican-
American problem may soon fade away.

This prism of integration and assimilation that permeates much of
the book was borrowed from the literature on the European immigrant.
Such a comparison loses much of its value upon consideration of South-
west history; the cultural and physiological differences, the survival of
core cultural aspects, the continual reinforcement (immigration, family,
trips, mass media, etc.), and the contemporary Chicano socio-political
activity. Furthermore, this assimilationist screen greatly reduces the
attention given to aspects of suppression, repression, prejudice, exploita-
tion and paternalism that are so much a part of life for the urban
Chicano—the main interest of the study. Thus, the Chicano’s “persistent
general problem” of an alien and lower-class image theoretically would
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be alleviated by more effective border controls, though nothing is sug-
gested about controlling businesses that exploit illegal aliens. One might
ask, in passing, why Canadians did not suffer in “image” and why they
were not also repatriated during the depression, especially since their
entry was at twice the Mexican rate from a country with half the
Mexican population.

Not only does the reader learn about the disadvantages of the alien
image, but also about the advantages of integrating. The more thor-
oughly socialized are the higher achievers. Socioeconomic improvement,
no matter how slow, is intergenerational progress. And those who assimi-
late have the highest educational attainment and prestige occupations.
The politically involved of earlier years were really the ‘“‘urban
achievers” in disguise. And even a higher voting ratio becomes an index
of assimilation.

The automatic sequel to equating integration with success is a
search for cultural factors that prevent others from similar attainment.
This overdependence on cultural determinism results in contradictions
between the suggested structures and values that produce the low-
achieving Chicano and the low-achieving Black. On the one hand, the
Chicano wmale is too patriachal, too clannish, with ties too strong for
individual mobility to take place. On the other hand, the Blacks are too
matricentric, too disorganized, and too weak to provide male roles of
achievement to be emulated. Yet, the product is the same—young men
drop out of school because they are preoccupied with immediate plea-
sures.

Such a contradiction ought to be enough to signal the strong pos-
sibility of scholarly bias. Yet the authors feel that next time around
they will find the “right” combination of values and norms of the urban
lower-class minorities to explain lack of success. Many scholars find it
hard to realize that fishing expeditions into culture—ethnic, lower-class,
or combined—to explain low socioeconomic status are doomed to con-
tradictory rationalizations while the effects of social structure, institu-
tionalized biases, and human prejudice are not properly evaluated.

Not suprisingly, the myths about the causes of political ineffective-
ness of poorer populations also appear in the book. Somewhat like
Edward C. Banfield, who can trace the lack of effective organization to
family cobesion in one country, and to family disintegration in an-
other,® the authors feel that the only things holding back the Chicano
politically are the internal constraints of ethnic disunity, low efficacy,
and non-citizenship. Proceeding further to equate representation to
political effectiveness, they are startled to find more Chicano elected
officials in “Dixie”’ Texas than in more ‘“liberal”’ California, a fact that
does not support the integration/success logic.

If the purely quantitative equation of effectiveness were correct,
poverty and prejudice would be on its way out in Texas. However,
throughout the Southwest there has been little correlation between
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Chicano success in conventional politics and social change. If the
Chicanos are a stronger pressure group today, it is despite a declining
potential for electing their own into office and despite greater political
differences.

To assess Chicano political potential and to suggest alternative
behavior requires attention to factors not touched upon in this book.
Granted that some of the blatant restraints against Chicano involvement
have been removed, other serious barriers for the poorer minorities in
the majoritarian democracy of America remain to be examined. Without
this information, the topics of ethnic solidarity, voter turnout, propor-
tional representation, and leadership validation leave the reader in limbo.
A reasonable appraisal of prospects has to address itself to such matters
as the value of the Chicano vote, the limitations on electoral politics as
an instrument of social change, the changing usefulness of plurality in the
Chicano community, and the external factors that render ethnic repre-
sentation ineffective. In short, to what extent do the conceptual ideals
of plurality and participation mean the same thing for Chicanos as for
others? To what extent can democracy serve the Chicano?

Throughout the book there is a curious and contradictory reference
to a ‘““Mexican-American spokesman” who seems to serve as a catch-all
strawman. I[f the composite of the ethnic “spokesman” can be taken
seriously, he is someone who initially felt threatened by the UCLA
project, but soon saw the benefits of being classified by outsiders as a
“national minority.” He is a man of local orientation, lacking regional
vision, but that does not keep him from persistently demanding the
appointment of Chicanos to responsible Federal posts. He extols La
Raza and seizes on cultural distinctiveness to urge special attention for
the Chicanos, but somehow his sense of urgency about educational prob-
lems can be placated by compensatory programs. He is divorced from
urban reality (or is it democratic reality?), while possessed by rural
ideology and fringe issues. Somehow, this cultural lag (their term) does
not prevent him from realizing the weak bargaining position of the
Chicanos. These highly individualistic, competitive, hostile, locally-
oriented spokesmen lead to a parochial leadership that the community
feels does not represent them anyway. Yet these middle-class leaders,
selected and managed by Anglos, lack a trusting relationship with
government and are even now defining their problems as malfunctions of
society. Such contradictions are numerous.

Correctly, the authors disassociate their work from *‘reform” litera-
ture (a category hardly fitting the writings of Carey McWilliams as is
suggested in the introduction). Less accurate is their claim to scholarly
objectivity free of ideology. Far from being apolitical, the book conveys
a definite message—the only viable path for economic mobility is socio-
cultural assimilation along with political accommodation. The Chicanos
have a rightful claim to integration, but on Anglo terms. They must
passively accept that society will offer little support for the survival of
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biculturalism. They must resign themselves to the inevitable phasing out
of their distinct culture.

The above logic closely parallels the integration politics that essen-
tially failed the Chicano in the fifties. Whether the UCLA project mirrors
the view of the non-Chicano personnel who saw no alternative to the
absorption experience of most European immigrants, or whether it re-
flects the thinking of community advisors who favor integration politics,
is not clear.

Another problem with a study of this size is the division of labor
and the coordination of contributions. This may explain the occasionally
disjointed transition from chapter to chapter, in some cases from find-
ings to interpretations, and even between the main body of the book
and the final conclusions. The resulting inconsistencies certainly will give
everyone something to agree with initially. But upon closer examination,
the confusion, the doubts, and the disagreements become apparent. And
a nagging question will linger about this study on which the Ford
Foundation spent almost a half-million dollars.

NOTES

1. Myrdal discusses the bias introduced in studies on the Negro condition
that depend on an isolated focus not sufficiently interrelated with the total eco-
nomic, social, political, judicial and broadly cultural life of the nation. See Appen-
dix 2, “Note on Facts and Evaluations,” AN AMERICAN DILEMMA, N.Y..
Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc. 1944.

2. See Carey McWilliams, NORTH FROM MEXICO, N.Y.. J. P. Lippincott
Co., 1961.

3. For an interpretation of how the concept of colonialism can be applied
to the changing situation of the Chicano in the last 120 years, see Mario Barrera,
Carlos Munoz, and Charles Ornelas ‘“The Barrio as Internal Colony,” in Harlan
Hahn, ed., URBAN POLITICS AND PEOPLE: URBAN AFFAIRS ANNUAL
REVIEWS, Vol. VI, (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications) 1972 (forthcoming).

4. This type of narrow empiricism has been on the list of post-behavioral
concerns, Such an approach “purveys an ideology of conservatism tempered by
modest incremental change.” For the basic tenets of the post-behavioral revolution
as identified by David Easton, see “The New Revolution in Political Science,” THE
AMERICAN POLITICAL SCIENCE REVIEW, Vol. LXIII, No. 4, p. 1052.

5. See preface of Otto Stammer, ed., PARTY SYSTEMS, PARTY
ORGANIZATIONS, AND THE POLITICS OF THE NEW MASSES, Berlin, Institut
fir politische Wissenschaft an der Frien Universitit, 1968.

6. For example, see Julian Samora, “The General Status of the Spanish-
speaking People in the Southwest,” in SUMMARY AND PROCEEDINGS OF THE
SOUTHWEST CONFERENCE ON “SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL PROBLEMS
OF RURAL AND URBAN MEXICAN-AMERICAN YOUTH,” sponsored by the
Rosenberg Foundation at Occidental College, April 6, 1963. Also, see Donald N.
Barrett, “Demographic Characteristics” in Julian Samora, ed., LA RAZA: FOR-
GOTTEN AMERICANS, Notre Dame, Ill.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1966.

7. Julian Samora and Paul M. Sheldon make similar statements in LA
RAZA: FORGOTTEN AMERICANS, op. cit. Fernando Penalosa states the same in
“The Changing Mexican-American in Southern California,” SOCIOLOGY AND
SOCIAL RESEARCH, Vol. 51, No. 4, July 1967. For a criticism of the literature
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emphasizing a homogeneous, traditional culture of the Chicanos, see Octavio I.
Romano-V, “The Historical and Intellectual Presence of Mexican-Americans,” EL
GRITO, Vol. II, No. 2, 1969.

8. Findings stem from surveys conducted in 1969-70 with 527 low to
middle-income respondents in four peripheral colonias of the Federal District and
with some 300 Chicano respondents in the Eastside of Santa Barbara, California.
For indications of both inter and intra-cultural variations in the latter survey, see
Charles Ornelas and Michael J. Gonzalez, “The Chicano and the War: An Opinion
Survey in Santa Barbara,” AZTLAN, Vol. 2, No. 1 (Spring 1971).

9. For Banfield’s view on the restrictive nature of “amoral familism” among
villagers in Southern Italy, see The Moral Basis of a Backward Society, The Free
Press, 1958. For his explanation of the consequences of the disintegration of the
Negro family, see CITY POLITICS, New York, Random House, Inc., 1963, chap.
20.



THE RELATIONSHIP OF ACCULTURATION TO
EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT AND PSYCHOLOGICAL
ADJUSTMENT IN CHICANO CHILDREN AND

ADOLESCENTS: A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE?! 2

Manuel Ramirez 111

Introduction

Studies that attempt to relate acculturation to educational achieve-
ment and/or personality adjustment in Mexican-Americans invariably
concern themselves with one central issue—is identification with the
ethnic group an asset or a liability for the Chicano? Information relative
to this issue is very critical at present because of the recent emergence
of the philosophy of cultural democracy on the American educational
scene. Thus, data relative to the effects of acculturation on education
and personality will undoubtedly come to determine whether cultural
democracy will replace the melting pot as the guiding philosophy of
education and mental health programs designed for Mexican-Americans.
Should research results show that to maintain identification with the
ethnic group is detrimental to the child’s educational achievement and
his psychological adjustment, the emergent philosophy of cultural
democracy will be called into question. Conversely, if identification with
the ethnic group is found to be a necessary ingredient of academic
success and a positive self-image, then, the policy of cultural relevancy
must come to dominate efforts in developing experimental educational
and mental health programs for Chicanos.

Review of the Literature
Studies of the relationship of acculturation to education.

The most recent study in this area (Schwartz, 1969) focused on
Mexican-American and Anglo-American high school students from
schools in the Los Angeles area. The experimenter administered an atti-
tudes inventory to the subjects. The results indicated that there were
substantial differences in some special value orientations between
Mexican-American and Anglo American pupils from similar socio-
economic backgrounds. Namely, Chicanos indicated greater acceptance
of wide-scope family authority, viewed their fellow man with caution
and viewed their own destiny with resignation. Schwartz found that
orientation to the family was the most obvious of these value dif-
ferences, i.e., more Chicanos than Anglos indicated a desire for parental
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guidance and approval. Furthermore, scores based on reading tests
showed that achieving Chicanos differed from their achieving Anglo
counterparts chiefly in their orientation to authority, that is, in their
reluctance to exercise control over others and in their lack of indepen-
dence from parental authority. However, achieving Mexican-Americans
indicated that they were more independent from parental control than
non-achieving Mexican-Americans and also that they had greater concern
for peer than adult disapproval. In an attempt to explain these findings,
the author concluded that by moving away from the strong influence of
the family the Chicano pupil frees bimself of the cultural ties which
may inbibit bis achievement. That is, with independence from family
authority, the pupil is said to be emotionally free to change his major
reference group and acquire new values and behaviors. The author goes
on to state, “One can conclude from this analysis that as opportunities
are presented to Mexican-American youth for some acculturation to
Anglo values, so are opportunities presented for greater educational
achievement.”

A recent study by Cordova (1969) has obtained findings which are
somewhat different from those obtained by Schwartz. Spanish-
American3 sixth grade students from Albuquerque and from school
districts in Northern New Mexico were administered a questionnaire.
The results obtained show that values and beliefs in the area of politics
(importance attributed to taxes, policemen, judges, etc.) and education
(importance attributed to attendance, school activities, etc.) were nega-
tively related to a general feeling of alienation and feelings that school
activities were not rewarding or valuable, thus, as there is an increase in
the acceptance by Spanish-American students of the values and beliefs
concerning education and politics there is a decrease in their feelings of
alienation. Acculturation with respect to family values was found to be
related to feelings of powerlessness, i.e., the subjects felt that their
behaviors could not obtain the goals and reinforcements they sought.
Finally, as acculturation in the areas of family and politics increased the
achievement of urban middle class students decreased. From this
Cordova concluded “These findings imply that previous assumptions that
acculturation is a cure-all for educational problems of Spanish-American
students is not accurate.”

A study by Henderson and Merritt (1968) throws some additional
light on the relationship of acculturation to educational achievement.
Two groups of Chicano mothers of six-year-old children attending
schools in Tucson, Arizona were given an interview which attempted to
assess nine environmental process variables, i.e., achievement press,
language models, academic guidance, activeness of family, identification
with models, range of social interaction, and perception of practical
values of education. There were two groups of mothers interviewed—one
group was composed of mothers of high potential children, identified as
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such by their scores on the Goodenough Harris Drawing Test and the
Van Alstyne Picture Vocabulary, and another group was composed of
mothers of children who had scored low on these same tests (i.e., low
potential group). The results showed that as expected the means on all
environmental process variables were higher for the high potential group,
thus, indicating that children in the high potential group were exposed
to a wider variety of stimulating experiences. The most interesting find-
ing of the study, however, was that bigh potential children scored better
than low potential children on a test of Spanish vocabulary. The authors
concluded, “The data seemed to refute the common assumption that
children from families that are the most ‘Mexican’ in their behavior and
outlook will have difficulty in school, it appears that high potential
families may participate more fully than families of low potential chil-
dren in both Anglo American and Mexican-American cultures.” A study
somewhat related to that of Henderson and Merritt but involving gradu-
ate students rather than elementary school children produced similar
results. Long and Padilla (1971) administered a questionnaire to 50
students with Spanish surnames who had succeeded in obtained graduate
degrees at the University of New Mexico and compared their responses
to those of unsuccessful Spanish surnamed students who had dropped
out of the university. The results showed that 94 per cent of the suc-
cessful but only 7.6 per cent of the unsuccessful students reported
having been reared in bilingual homes. Most of the unsuccessful students
had come from homes in which only English was spoken, thus,
indicating a high degree of acculturation. On the basis of this finding
Long and Padilla concluded, “The present finding of a very high rate of
bilingualism in the sample of successful Spanish-American students
suggests that these students may have been better able to interact
readily with members of both their own culture and that of the domi-
nant American culture. These individuals may simply be better adjusted
members of both their cultures. The lack of bilingual background sug-
gested in the sample of unsuccessful students may reflect the conflict of
marginality often seen in members of ethnic minority groups...”

Studies dealing with the relationship of acculturation to personality.

Derbyshire (1968) selected Chicano adolescents living in a low
income neighborhood in East Los Angeles for study. They were given a
thirty-four page questionnaire which covered personal and family history
as well as subjective feelings and attitudes toward persons and values
significant in their lives. The questionnaire included a series of concepts
(i.e., father, mother, self, Mexican) to be rated on an Osgood Semantic
Differential Scale. The results indicated that Chicanos who identified
with the Mexican way of life to a greater extent were more educa-
tionally minded, more sympathetic and adaptable to deviants, main-
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tained more respect for authority, and were more adaptable to con-
flicting situations. From these findings the author concluded, “The data
indicates that the maintenance, perpetuation, and integration of the
Mexican heritage and culture is important to the maintenance of a stable
sense of identity while growing up in the U.S.” Ramirez (1969) also
studied Chicano adolescents in California. He administered a Mexican-
American values inventory to two hundred Chicano adolescents in Sacra-
mento. The ten subjects who expressed the greatest degree of agreement
with these values and the ten who expressed the least degree of agree-
ment were administered the Bell Adjustment Inventory (Student Form).
The findings obtained were as follows: 1. Subjects who rejected Chicano
values reported experiencing more conflicts with parents, more health
problems, and more guilt and tension than those who had agreed with
the values while 2. Chicano females who expressed agreement with the
values scored higher on submissiveness and hostility than any of the
other subgroups, and 3. males who expressed agreement with the values
seemed to be best adjusted of all the sub-groups. This would seem to
indicate that Chicano adolescents who rejected Chicano values experi-
enced more difficulty in human relations than those who identified with
them. Especially important appears to be the fact that subjects who
rejected Chicano values reported experiencing more conflicts with their
parents. This, along with the fact that they reported feeling more guilt
and tension and more health problems, seems to suggest that conflict
with parents resulted in tensions which in turn was expressed in the way
of psychosomatic complaints. This could certainly be in line with
observations made by other researchers (Cleveland and Longakre 1967)
of non-Chicanos who have experienced value conflicts with their parents.

Jessor, Graves, Hanson, and Jessor (1968) studied Spanish-Ameri-
cans,? Anglo Americans, and Indian-Americans in a small town in south-
western Colorado. Adults were interviewed and a variety of different
instruments were used to assess the adolescents including self reports,
group questionnaires, interviews, sociometrics, behavior tests, teacher
ratings, and school records. The results showed that differences in values
between the ethnic groups were relatively minor and that what emerged
as crucially important were differences in expectation for achieving what
was valued. With respect to social control and deviance proneness the
data pointed to the critical role played by social controls especially with
respect to Indians and Spanish-Americans. Both groups were subjected
to strong pressures toward deviance yet the Spanish-Americans embed-
ded in a persisting structure of religious, family and interpersonal sanc-
tions contributed far less to the deviance rates than the Indians for
whom the control structure was fragmented and weak. This implies that
acculturation would tend to increase deviancy in Chicanos since the
usual trend of acculturation is to reduce social controls of religion and
family.
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Studies attempting to relate acculturation to both educational and per-
sonality variables.

There is one study (Ramirez, Taylor, and Petersen, 1970) which
attempted to deal with both educational and personality variables. The
study consisted of two experiments. The initial effort involved adminis-
tering an attitudes toward education inventory to junior and senior high
Mexican-American and Anglo students of the lower socio-economic class
in Sacramento, California. The second part consisted of administering a
projective technique, a story telling procedure, to three Chicano and
three Anglo sub-groups from the original sample. The three groups
within each ethnic group were selected according to their score on the
attitude scale as follows: 1. those who had expressed positive attitudes
toward education, 2. those who had expressed negative attitudes and 3.
those whose scores were close to the mean. The results of the first part
of the study showed that Chicanos expressed views toward education
which were significantly less positive than those of Anglos. Items which
differentiated significantly between the two ethnic groups appeared to
reflect differences between the value orientations of the groups. Data
obtained with the projective technique in the second phase of the study
revealed that Chicanos had scored higher than Anglos on need Power,
and need Rejection but had scored lower on need Achievement. Again,
the differences in motivational style were explained in terms of dif-
ferences between value systems of the two ethnic groups and the present
structure of the educational system which in many cases is alien to the
beliefs and prior learning experiences of Chicanos. Furthermore, stories
obtained with the projective technique seemed to indicate that Chicano
students experienced more conflicts with both their parents and their
teachers because they served as the carriers of values from both school
and home. Since in many instances parents and teachers were ignorant
of one another’s values and life styles, disagreement between them with
negative consequences for the Chicano student was the end result. The
authors stated “to improve the chances for academic success of the
Mexican-American child changes must be made in both the educational
system and in some of the attitudes perceptions and behaviors of the
child . .. by altering the structure of the educational system and by
helping school personnel to become aware of the unique needs, percep-
tions, and attitudes of Chicano students most of the characteristics
engendered by the Mexican-American culture in children can become an
asset rather than a liability in the classroom.”

Discussion

Education Studies

The studies reviewed emphasize the complexity of the acculturation
issue. Schwartz (1969) found in her study of a Los Angeles sample of
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Chicanos that acculturation is positively related to academic achieve-
ment, yet Cordova (1969), and also Henderson and Merritt (1968)
found the opposite to be true in New Mexico and Arizona, respectively.
These findings seem to indicate that the milieu plays a crucial role here.
It is altogether possible for example that the schools from which
Schwartz sampled in Los Angeles did not reinforce the child for his
“Chicanismo,” on the other hand, schools from which Cordova and
Henderson and Merritt selected their subjects in New Mexico and
Arizona may follow a different policy. Here there may be more rein-
forcement or at least less punishment for being identified with the
Mexican-American value system.

The research reviewed here also suggests that socio-economic vari-
ables may be central to this issue. Cordova’s results support this latter
finding. He found that for the middle class Spanish surnamed students
in his sample, acculturation to family values was negatively related to
performance in school. What appears to be suggested here is that the
relationship of acculturation (at least with respect to family values) to
academic performance is linked to socio-economic class. Is it possible,
then, that for Cordova’s samples acculturation was negatively related to
achievement in middle class students, but positively related in those of
the lower class?

The fact that the middle class Chicano family, because of its greater
economic resources, may be capable of maintaining its ethnic identity
makes this likely. That is, the middle class family may be more capable
than the lower class family of protecting some of its values from the
onslaught of schools which are out to Anglicize its members. In addi-
ton, teachers may be more supportive of cultural differences in middle
class Chicano children than in lower class children. In other words, the
same cultural differences which they see as prestigious and interesting in
middle class children they may be viewing as cultural deprivation and
disadvantage in poor children. It is obvious that future studies in this
area cannot ignore these variables.

The achievement test validity issue may also be critical here. In
most of the studies reviewed here, degree of achievement in school was
defined in terms of performance on standardized achievement tests.
Unacculturated Chicano children are most likely to have performed
poorly on these tests because a traditional orientation to family values is
usually correlated with lack of acculturation in areas most commonly
tapped by these instruments. For example: (1) the primary langauge of
unacculturated Chicano children is Spanish, thus, they are not familiar
with the English vocabulary of these tests, (2) most of these children
also have never been exposed to the Anglo middle class cultural informa-
tion reflected in the test items and, (3) there is nothing in their past
experiences which prepares them for the testing situation itself. The
achievement test data is thus, confounded by the weaknesses of the
instruments used for evaluating these children.
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Personality studies.

Results of the personality studies are much more consistent than
those in education. They reveal that acculturation in the form of re-
ducing the Chicano’s identity with his ethnic group tends to result in
negative consequences for psychological adjustment. The methodology
of these studies, however, is not nearly as sophisticated as those re-
viewed in the education section. Almost all of these studies have em-
ployed paper and pencil instruments and have involved only superficial
and short term study of subjects.

Recommendations

Almost every review of the literature ends in a call for additional
research and this one is no exception. There is a great need for longi-
tudinal studies in this area. Specifically there is need for extensive
studies of how milieu, and socio-economic class interact with accultura-
tion to affect personality and education. The Chicano is now socio-
economically diverse, and is found in so many different milieus that it
will be necessary to do studies in rural and urban areas and in different
states of the Southwest and Midwest. Who can deny that conditions for
acculturation in Texas differ from those in California, or that those in
East Los Angeles differ from those in Chicago? Furthermore, there is
need for studies on family dynamics. All studies reviewed showed that
the family s closely tied to the effects which the Chicano child experi-
ences in the process of becoming acculturated, yet we bhave little data
available on Cbhicano family dynamics, and especially so on urban
Chicano families.

There is, therefore, a critical need for more enlightened research
relevant to acculturation of Chicanos. There is an even greater need to
insure that the results of this research will be incorporated into educa-
tion and community mental health programs. This is especially impor-
tant since many of these programs are continuing to follow the old and
inappropriate model of assimilation into the mainstream American
middle-class. There is, thus, a very crucial issue at stake here—the out-
come of the struggle for cultural democracy in American mental health
and education.

NOTES

1. The author would like to thank Dr. Alfredo Castaneda, Chairman of
Mexican-American Studies at the University of California, Riverside for his help
and encouragement in the preparation of this paper.

2. This paper was written for the Southwestern Cooperative Educational
Laboratory as part of a project sponsored by the Bureau of Research, U.S. Office
of Education. Dr. Atilano Valencia served as director of the project.

3. Cordova’s terminology.

4. Jessor’s terminology.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION PLACEMENT
AND MEXICAN AMERICANS

Frank Ortega

Several million Mexican American children living within a five-state
area in the Southwest never will get beyond the eighth grade. Whatever
their background, they are herded into classes wherein all courses are
taught in English. In many cases, they are forbidden to speak Spanish in
the classrooms and even on the playground. How can one determine the
intellectual functioning of these children?

Thus far, in determining the intellectual functioning of Mexican
American children, the principal problems appear to be:

1. The content of the intelligence tests. The Mexican American
children may not have acquired the habits and tools that are

tapped by 1.Q. tests.

2. The inadequacy of non-verbal tests to ascertain the intel-
ligence of Mexican American children. Non-verbal tests are as
culturally biased as the verbal tests, and they cannot test what
is not there. Non-verbal performance tasks actually require
verbal mediation.

3. The use of translated tests. Even after translation, cultural
factors may remain which may render the test invalid for Mexi-
can American children.

4. The level of verbal competency of the Mexican American
children taking the standardized intelligence test, especially
when it is administered in Spanish. The Spanish spoken in the
home may contain many dialectical variations and Anglicisms.

5. Interpretation of test scores is an important factor. Until
recently, it was commonly held that 1.Q. was an innate capacity
fixed at birth by genetic determinants.

Some Definitions

EDUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED (EMR): An educable men-
tally retarded child is one whose Intelligence Quotient ranges roughly
between 50 and 70, and who, under favorable circumstances and ade-
quate training, can become self-supporting and in many cases will
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require little or no supervision. Educationally such a student may attain
a level between the first and fourth grade.

EDUCATIONALLY HANDICAPPED (EH): Educationally handi-
capped children are minors, other than physically handicapped or men-
tally retarded minors, who, by reason of marked learning or behavioral
problems or a combination thereof, cannot receive the reasonable bene-
fit of ordinary educational facilities.

TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETARDED (TMR): A trainable men-
tally retarded child can be defined as one having a mentality from four
to eight years of age at full maturity and who will always require super-
vision in performing useful tasks.

INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENT (1.Q.): Intelligence quotient is defined
as numerical representation of level of intelligence.

The Problem

In California, is there a disproportionate placement of Mexican
American children in classes for the educable mentally retarded? To
answer this question, the following hypotheses have been formulated:

Hypothbesis I: With the total school population as a base, the
placement of Spanish speaking and “other white” students in
Special Education (EMR, TMR) will follow the normal curve.

Hypotbesis 1I: With the total handicapped population as a base,
the placement of Spanish speaking and “‘other white’” students
in Special Education (EMR, TMR) will follow the normal curve.

Hypothesis I1I: The placement of “other whites” in EMR and
TMR classes does follow the normal distribution curve.

Hypothesis IV: The placement of Mexican American students in
EMR and TMR classes does not follow the normal curve.

The Study

The data utilized in this study (See Tables I, II, I1I, IV) is contained
in the California State Department of Education report entitled, “A
Report to State Board of Education Regarding House Resolution No.
444 Relative to Special Education.” A chi square analysis was made to
determine if EMR class placement in the state of California follows the
theory of normal distribution. In other words, what is being looked at is
the amount of discrepancy between what is expected and what is ac-
tually observed.

We know that there are vast differences in the range of intellectual
ability among children. Most children, however, tend to cluster around a
central point in the distribution of intelligence. This is called the mean
or the average. Any given child may rank at any point from “inferior”
to ‘“‘very superior” from the standpoint of intelligence. From a quantita-
tive point of view, it is important to consider how 1.Q. is distributed
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through the general population. The distribution depicted by Figure A is
representative of many human traits, i.e., height, weight, etc.

0.3 0.13

2.14 [ 1359 |34.13 |34.13 | 13.59] 2.14

FIGURE A

PERCENT OF CASES UNDER
PORTIONS OF THE
NORMAL CURVE

This curve is known as the normal distribution curve, or the curve
of normal probability. It is used in plotting the distribution of intel-
ligence in the general population. Generally speaking, the statistical aver-
age in 1.Q.’s falls between 95 and 104. People who are within this range
are considered to be “average” or “normal” in intelligence.

Statisticians have determined that the following relationship always
holds for any normal distribution or measurement: 68.26% of the popu-
lation falls between one standard deviation above and one standard
deviation below the mean; 95% of all cases fall between two standard
deviations above and below the mean; and 99.7% of all cases fall be-
tween points three standard deviations above and below the mean.

Although the numerical value of the mean 1.Q, and the size of the
standard deviation vary according to the specific intelligence test used
(since any given test contains some errors of measurement), it is believed
that intelligence is distributed over the total population in a similar
manner, regardless of the test used for its measurement. Any statistical
or proportional deviation that suggests intelligence is not equally dis-
tributed among racial, ethnic, or socio-economic groups is completely
antithetical to the basic theory of distribution.

Results of the Study

The hypothesis that, with the total school population as a base, the
placement of Spanish speaking and “other white” students in Special
Education (EMR, TMR) follows the normal curve is rejected. Table I
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demonstrates that special education placement did not follow the
normal distribution curve for the “other white” EMR students, although
placement can be considered normal for TMR classes.

The hypothesis that, with the total handicapped population as a
base, the placement of Spanish speaking and *‘other white” students in
Special Education (EMR, TMR) is rejected. Table Il shows that within
the handicapped population Mexican Americans made up 28.34% of the
EMR population, yet only 15.22% of the total school population.
“Other whites” were 72.40% of the total school population, yet they
constituted only 44.27 of the EMR population. Table II also indicates
clearly that Mexican American students are not being properly served in
the EH program.

Hypothesis number III, that placement of “other whites” in EMR
and TMR classes follows the normal distribution curve is rejected. Table
Il clearly indicates that “‘other whites” were placed in EMR programs
in smaller numbers than would be expected according to the normal
distribution curve.

Hypothesis IV, that the placement of Mexican American students in
EMR and TMR classes does not follow the normal distribution curve is
rejected. Table IV indicates that actual placement of Mexican American
children did follow the normal distribution curve.

Summary

The data support the contention that special education placement in
California does not follow expectations according to the curve of normal
probability. There is a clear lack of relationship between the Mexican
American composition of classes for the educable mentally retarded and
regular education classes. A clear disproportion of special classes for the
educable mentally retarded are composed of Mexican American children.

Including all pupils in California schools, 1.16% of all pupils have
been diagnosed as educable mentally retarded. However, among the
Mexican Americans 2.14% have been so diagnosed and placed in pro-
grams for the educable mentally retarded. Only .71% of “‘other white”
pupils have been so diagnosed! This means that fewer “‘other whites” are
placed in educable mentally retarded classes than expected according to
the normal curve.

Conclusions

From the foregoing it is possible to draw several conclusions regard-
ing the enrollment of Mexican Americans in programs for the educable
mentally retarded.

First, the disproportionate representation of Spanish speaking
students in programs for the educable mentally retarded is a statewide
problem.

Second, it is apparent that “intelligence” in California is not stable,
but dependent upon the right psychologists and special education per-
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TABLE 1

A COMPARISON OF RACIAL AND ETHNIC POPULATION
PLACED IN SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS:
PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL POPULATION
USED AS A BASE

Spanish Other

Surnamed White
EMR 2.14 71 2.85
TMR .25 .19 44
2.71 1.47 4.18

NOTE: Chi square equals 43.0423 with 2 degrees of freedom. It is
statistically significant beyond the .01 level.

TABLE II

A COMPARISON OF RACIAL AND ETHNIC POPULATION
PLACED IN SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS:
PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL HANDICAPPED

POPULATION USED AS A BASE

Spanish Other

Surname White
EMR 28.34 44.27 72.61
TMR 18.88 66.91 85.79
EH 9.42 79.59 89.01
56.64 190.77 247 .41

NOTE: Chi square equals 18.3908 with 2 degrees of freedom. It is
statistically significant beyond the .01 level.



34

TABLE 111

PLACEMENT OF HANDICAPPED OTHER
WHITES COMPARED WITH NORMAL
DISTRIBUTION CURVE

Normal Actual Placement
Probability of Other Whites
EMR 2.14 Al 2.85
TMR 13 .19 .32
2.27 .90 317

NOTE: Chi square equals 22.6991 with 1 degree of freedom. It is
statistically significant at the .01 level.

TABLE IV

PLACEMENT OF MEXICAN AMERICAN HANDICAPPED
COMPARED WITH NORMAL
DISTRIBUTION CURVE

Normal Actual Placement of

Probability Mexican Americans
EMR 2.14 2.14 4.28
TMR 13 25 .38
2.27 2.39 4.66

NOTE: Chi square equals 0.0129 with 1 degree of freedom. It is not
statistically significant.
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sonnel. The entire concept of intelligence in California has been com-
pletely contradictory to the basic premise upon which special classes are
based.

Third, the procedure used to label students as mentally retarded, as
used in California, is ambiguous. The actual problem appears to be the
fact that educators have been unwilling to accept language and cultural
differences in children, and to modify their curricula for the specific
needs of children. They have succumbed to the easier panacea of label-
ing Spanish speaking children as educable mentally retarded. Thus the
inferior image of the Mexican American population, accompanied by a
pessimistic academic expectancy becomes commonplace in educational
circles. Because of the over-representation of the Mexican Americans in
the EMR programs, how many children are mislabeled for life each year
in California schools?



The following article by Mr. Guadalupe Salinas originally appeared in
the HOUSTON LAW REVIEW, Volume 8, 1971, pp. 929-951. (Copy-
right: HOUSTON LAW REVIEW). It is reprinted bere with permission
from the Editor of the REVIEW and the author. Although it is not the
usual policy of EL GRITO to reprint articles published elsewbere, an
exception is made in this case because of the significance of the subject
matter, and in order to bring it to the attention of the nation’s largest
Chicano reading audience of Chicano literature.

In the SUPPLEMENT, which immediately follows the original article,
the author discusses more recent developments that concern segregation-
desegregation and Mexican-Americans. The SUPPLEMENT was written
by Mr. Salinas especially for EL GRITO. —The Editors

—MEXICAN-AMERICANS AND THE DESEGREGATION
OF SCHOOLS IN THE SOUTHWEST

Guadalupe Salinas

I. INTRODUCTION

On June 4, 1970, Federal District Judge Woodrow Seals, in Cisneros
v. Corpus Christi Independent School District,' held that Mexican-
Americans are an ‘“identifiable ethnic minority group” for the purpose
of public school desegregation.? Because Mexican-Americans are an iden-
tifiable group and have been subjected to discrimination in the Corpus
Christi, Texas area, Judge Seals stated that Mexican-Americans are en-
titled to the same protection afforded Negroes under the landmark
decision of Brown v. Board of Education.3 The court found that the
school district segregated Mexican-Americans, as well as Negroes, to such
an extent that a dual school system resulted.* The parties were then
asked to submit a desegregation plan which considered the three major
ethnic groups: Negro, Mexican-American, and Anglo, that is, other
whites besides Mexican-Americans.>

Cisneros is unique in that it is the first case in which a court
officially recognized Mexican-Americans as an identifiable ethnic minor-
ity group for the purposes of public school desegregation. Before pro-
ceeding with a discussion of the significance of being an identifiable
ethnic minority group, a definition of the phrase may be conducive to a
better understanding of the court’s holding. Mexican-Americans are con-
sidered by some to be a non-white racial group. However, the predom-
inant view is that Mexican-Americans are white, even though many are
mestizos (a hybrid of white and Indian). Nevertheless, like other white
nationality groups who have been victims of discrimination, for example,
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the Jewish and Italian-Americans, Mexican-Americans have inherent
characteristics which make them easily identifiable and susceptible to
discrimination. Among these characteristics are brown skin color, a
Spanish surname, and the Spanish language. The fact that this group is
of Mexican descent and has certain inherent characteristics makes it an
identifiable ethnic group.

Judge Seals characterized Mexican-Americans as an ethnic minority
group. Mexican-Americans definitely are a numerical minority in the
United States, representing about 2.5 percent of the population.® In
Texas, this ethnic group comprises 14.5 percent of the population.” In
Corpus Christi, where Cisneros arose, Mexican-Americans comprise 35.7
percent of the population.® However, Judge Seals does not rely on mere
numbers to determine whether an ethnic-group is a minority group. His
principal test is whether the group is discriminated against in the schools
through segregation, a discrimination facilitated by the group’s economic
and political impotence.” Thus, Mexican-Americans are an identifiable
ethnic minority group, even in areas where they are the majority since
many are economically and politically disadvantaged.

The court’s holding, that Mexican-Americans are entitled to the
protection given Negroes by Brown, is significant because it introduces a
new group into the desegregation process. Federal courts should consider
Mexican-American students in determining whether a unitary school
system is in operation. More importantly, the court’s recognition of
Mexican-Americans should serve as a restraint on school districts which
utilize the Mexican-American’s classification of white by integrating
them with Negroes to satisfy court desegregation orders. Further dis-
cussion about the mixing of Negroes and Mexican-Americans in minority
schools is presented in parts IV and VI-B.

This comment seeks to analyze whether Mexican-Americans should
be considered an identifiable ethnic minority group for purposes of
public school desegregation. After providing a brief history of the Amer-
ican of Mexican descent, the writer will discuss various civil rights prob-
lems encountered by Mexican-Americans and, more importantly the
evolution of the desegregation doctrine as it pertains to Mexican-
Americans.

II. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
OF THE MEXICAN-AMERICAN

Mexican-Americans are the second largest minority group in the
United States.!® In the Southwest (an area including Arizona. Califor-
nia, Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas), where 87 percent of this minor-
ity group resides, Mexican-Americans are the largest minority group.'!

In the 1500’s the Spanish began to settle this area. many vears
before the English established the first settlement at Jamestown in 1607.
This early Spanish influence is evidenced in the number of States. cities,
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and rivers with Spanish names.!2 These Southwestern States came under
Mexican rule after Mexico won her independence from Spain in 1821.

However, the vast Mexican nation encountered internal problems
when Texas seceded in 1836 and again when the United States Congress
voted in 1845 to allow Texas to enter the Union. Mexico had warned
that admission into the Union would be equivalent to an act of war. In
spite of Mexico’s relative military weakness compared to the United
States, the two countries engaged in armed conflict. The result was the
defeat of Mexico and the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo on
February 2, 1848.13 By the terms of the treaty, Mexico acknowledged
the annexation of Texas and ceded the rest of the Southwest to the
United States. In addition, the treaty guaranteed civil and property
rights to those who became American citizens.!4

Approximately 75,000 Mexicans decided to remain and receive
American citizenship.15 These Mexican-Americans were later supple-
mented by vast emigrations from Mexico. The first influx, precipitated
by the social revolution in Mexico, began in 1910. A second wave of
immigrants resulted in the increase of the Mexican-American population
by nearly one million from 1910 to 1930. During and after World War
II, attracted by the agricultural labor market, a third group of Mexicans
came to the United States.!® In addition, about 3500 Mexicans im-
migrate to this country each month, thus continuing the steady growth
of the Mexican-American population.!”?

With the increase of the Mexican-American population, there was an
increase in the prejudice of the predominant Anglo society. For exam-
ple, Mexican-Americans, as well as Mexican nationals, were deported
during the Great Depression to reduce the welfare rolls.!® This prejudice
resulted in the ‘largest mass trial for murder ever in the United
States.”!? Such prejudice also led to the so-called “zoot suit” riots of
1943 in Los Angeles. The riots began when city police refused to inter-
vene while over a hundred sailors roamed the streets for nearly a week
beating and stripping Mexican-American youths in retaliation for the
beating some sailors had received earlier from a gang of ‘“zoot
suiters.”20

As a result of these and similar discriminatory practices, Mexican-
American interest groups began to organize in order to defend La Raza
(the race), as Mexican-Americans call themselves. In 1927 the League of
United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) was formed in Texas. Shortly
thereafter LULAC helped fund the first challenge against the segregation
of Mexican-American school children.2! In 1948, a Mexican-American
war veteran, Dr. Hector P. Garcia, founded the American GI Forum for
the purpose of protecting Mexican-American veterans from discrimi-
natory practices which they “were being subjected to in the areas of
education, employment, medical attention and housing....”%2 The
American Gl Forum, which now has many chapters throughout the
United States, has also helped support civil rights litigation.
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In spite of the successes which LULAC and the GI Forum have
accomplished, many Mexican-American youths have not been satisfied.
Unlike their elders, Mexican-American youth activists, or Chicanos (the
term is a derivation of mejicano, which is the Spanish term for Mexi-
can), as they like to be called, refuse to be satisfied with justice on the
installment plan, that is, gradual social progress. Instead, this new breed
demands justice and equality for La Raza now.

In order to promote the advancement of Mexican-Americans,
Chicanos throughout the Southwest have organized in recent years,
mainly on college campuses.?® For example, the Mexican-American
Youth Organization (MAYO), which was founded in 1967 by San
Antonio college students,?4 is currently organized at the two largest
universities in Texas, The University of Texas and the University of
Houston. In addition, MAYO chapters are active in the barrios (neigh-
borhoods where the Mexican-American population is predominant).

The Mexican-American Legal Defense and Educational Fund
(MALDEF), a Chicano (the term is not limited in its application to the
youth activists) civil rights organization which was created in 1968,25 is
even more effective than these political groups. The previous lack of a
legal defense organization perhaps best explains why Mexican-Americans
have not been too active in civil rights litigation. In fact, the Supreme
Court of the United States has decided a Chicano civil rights issue on
only one occasion.?® However, legal activities of MALDEF prompted a
newspaper to note that “‘[m]ore legal attention has been focused on the
problems of Texas’ nearly two million Mexican-Americans during the
past 11 months than during the entire history of La Raza in Texas.”27
This statement is applicable as well to the rest of the Southwest.28

[1I. THE MEXICAN-AMERICAN—AN IDENTIFIABLE
ETHNIC MINORITY GROUP

A. The Mexican-American

Mexican-Americans, as a group, have been widely discriminated
against. As a result, many Mexican-Americans have easily been able to
identify with La Raza. On the other hand, there are many Mexican-
Americans who have never personally experienced an act of discrimina-
tion and thus, find it difficult to empathize with the civil rights
movement. Many of these adamantly assert that they are Americans and
fail to identify with Mexican-Americans. In many cases, a light-skinned
complexion has helped make life more “American” for them.?? In addi-
tion, there are some who feel a stigma or a handicap if the term
“Mexican” is used to describe them and who prefer a euphemistic label
like Latin American or Spanish-speaking American. Finally, there is a
group who, because of their ancestry of early Spanish colonists, call
themselves Spanish-Americans and Hispanos. Nevertheless, in spite of
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what Spanish-surnamed Americans of the Southwest prefer to be called,
the name Mexican-American is perhaps the best designation which can
be applied objectively. Regardless of what they call themselves, one fact
is clear—either they or their ancestors, including the Spanish colonists,
came “north from Mexico.”30

B. Discrimination in Areas Besides Education

1. Employment

Mexican-Americans, like Negroes, have encountered discriminatory
practices by employers in hiring and promotion. What is worse, is that
much of this discrimination is subtle. Employers often use the “high
school diploma” or “we’ll call you” tactics since they can no longer
discriminate openly with impunity. As a result, it is often difficult to
maintain a civil rights action. Since the Civil Rights Act of 196431 was
passed, at least one Mexican-American has been successful, and many
more cases have been filed. The one successful claim is the agreement
reached in the case of Urquidez v. General Telephone Co.3? The suit, a
class action, resulted from the fact that Urquidez applied for employ-
ment, passed the tests, and had more job-related experience and educa-
tion than several Anglo applicants who were subsequently hired. The
settlement agreement acknowledged that Urquidez had a prima facie
case of discrimination, awarded him $2,000, and provided that General
Telephone would take definite steps to remedy past discriminatory
practices.

In spite of the unusually small number of cases in the field of
employment discrimination, the statistics and evidence indicate that dis-
criminatory practices are very prevalent. For example, considering the
Southwest alone, the unemployment rate among Mexican-Americans is
double the Anglo rate—a statistic which understates the severity of the
situation since farm workers are not included in unemployment statis-
tics.33 In addition, in 1960, 79 percent of all Mexican-American work-
ers held unskilled and semi-skilled jobs.3%

While some of the employment problems facing Mexican-Americans
are attributable to their relatively low educational attainment,35 there
are indications of discrimination to offset much of that argument. For
instance, in comparing the income of Mexican-Americans and Anglos
who have completed the same number of school years, the income of
Mexican-Americans is only 60 to 80 percent of the Anglo income.36
Since passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, employers have resorted
to more subtle practices, such as promoting Anglos before Mexican-
Americans, even if the former are less educated and less skilled. Many
employers, when questioned about such practices, rationalize that Anglo
workers will not take orders from Mexican-Americans.3”7 Consequently,
the Mexican-American is denied the equal protection of the laws as
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guaranteed him by the Constitution of the United States3® and by the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.

As previously stated, many employment discrimination cases have
been instituted, mostly by MALDEF-assisted plaintiffs. Two of these
cases were delayed by motions to dismiss which have been denied,3?
and the cases are set for a hearing on the merits. MALDEF lists 15
additional pending cases.*® Among the grounds urged for relief are: (1)
refusal to hire because of national origin; (2) failure to promote over
less-educated and less-experienced Anglos; (3) hiring Mexican-Americans
only for low-paying positions; (4) paying different wages to Mexican-
Americans and Anglos; and (5) underemployment while Anglos with less
seniority are allowed more work time.#!

One pending case, Quiroz v. James H. Matthews & Co., A2 challenges
some of the subtle, covert practices employers commonly use to deny
Mexican-Americans equal opportunity. Quiroz alleges violation of his
equal employment rights under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of
1964.43 The plaintiff, who had 16 years’ experience, was replaced by an
Anglo who had less job-related experience. Furthermore, Quiroz con-
tends that the defendant pays Mexican-American employees less than
fellow Anglo employees receive for doing the same kind of work.%4

2. Spanish and Mexican Land Grants

Mexican-Americans have also suffered unjustly in the area of Span-
ish and Mexican land grants, an issue encountered generally in New
Mexico and Colorado. The issue is whether Mexican-American land
grantees or the heirs of these grantees, who by some means were de-
frauded of their land by various state officials, are entitled to compensa-
tion.

This issue was raised in Vigil v. United States,*S a class action filed
for those descendants of Spanish-surnamed Americans who lived in areas
ceded to the United States by Mexico in 1848. The plaintiffs sought $1
million actual damages and $1 million punitive damages for each indi-
vidual who was part of the class. However, the court held that the vague
allegations in the complaint failed to satisfy the Federal Tort Claims Act
and that there was no claim against the United States under the Civil
Rights Acts for deprivation of property.

Although that complaint was vague, one Chicano writer has been
more specific.#6 He claims Mexican-Americans have lost nearly four
million acres of land.#”7 This loss has occurred even though Article VIII
of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo provides:

The present owners, the heirs of these, and all Mexicans who
may hereafter acquire said property by contract, shall enjoy
with respect to it guaranties equally ample as if the same be-
longed to citizens of the United States.*8

The writer argues that the shift from the Mexican legal system, where
grant lands were immune from taxation and titles were unregistered, to
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the Anglo legal system of land taxation and title recordation was the
major factor in the land losses which Mexican-Americans suffered.®?
Many landowners were divested of title by wealthy Anglo ranchers pur-
chasing deeds at tax sales or by recording a claim to the property before
the true owner.5% Perhaps federal courts will grant relief to these ag-
grieved heirs of the land grantees when and if the complaints are clari-
fied.

3. Public Accommodations

Mexican-Americans have been excluded from public accommo-
dations. Fortunately the practice has subsided since the 1940’s when
Mexican-Americans were segregated from restaurants, theaters, and swim-
ming pools.5! Nevertheless, prejudice and overt acts of discrimination
have contributed to making Mexican-Americans an identifiable ethnic
minority group.

In 1944 Texas upheld the right of a proprietor to exclude any
person for any reason whatsoever, including the fact that the person was
of Mexican descent.>?2 However, that same year a federal court in
California held that Mexican-Americans are entitled to public accom-
modations such as other citizens enjoy.>3 In spite of this ruling and the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, a federal court in 1968 found it necessary to
enjoin the exclusion of Mexican-Americans from public swimming pool
facilities.54

4.  Administration of Justice

Mexican-Americans also face serious discrimination in the adminis-
tration of justice. This discrimination, as well as the personal prejudice
of police officers, often leads to physical and psychological injury to
Mexican-Americans.55 However, Mexican-Americans, like other minority
groups, have encountered difficulty in getting grand juries to return
indictments against police officers who use excessive force and insulting,
derogatory language.®® In one case a Mexican-American woman won a
civil damages suit against a police officer.’”7 The plaintiff claimed she
had suffered physical and mental damages because of being forcefully
undressed by two policewomen and two policemen to see if she had any
concealed narcotics. Earlier, when the officers had entered the plaintiff’s
residence without a search warrant, the plaintiff demanded respect for
her constitutional rights, but one officer told her to *‘go back to
Mexico.”’58

Besides the treatment received from law enforcement officials,5?
Mexican-Americans are often inadequately represented on juries. Con-
sequently, the juries hearing cases involving Mexican-American defen-
dants are not “‘impartial”’®? juries since they fail to represent the com-
munity. These inequities still occur frequently, even though the United
States Supreme Court held in Hernandez v. Texas®! that “[t] he ex-
clusion of otherwise eligible [Mexican-Americans] from jury service
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solely because of their ancestry or national origin is discrimination pro-
hibited by the Fourteenth Amendment.’2 The Court stated that the
absence of a Mexican-American juror for 25 years in a county where
this ethnic group comprised 14 percent of the population “‘bespeaks
discrimination, whether or not it was a conscious decision on the part of
any individual jury commissioner.”®3

Prior to Hernandez, Texas courts refused to recognize the Mexican-
American as a separate class—distinct from other whites—for purposes of
determining whether there was an unconstitutional exclusion from
juries.* The Texas courts limited the application of the equal protec-
tion clause to two classes, whites and Negroes. Since Mexican-Americans
were legally considered white, the equal protection clause did not apply.

Nevertheless, this weak argument was overruled by the Supreme
Court in Hernandez when it held that Mexican-Americans are a separate
class, distinct from whites. The Court noted that historically ‘“‘differ-
ences in race and color have defined easily identifiable groups which
have at times required the aid of the courts in securing equal treatment
under the laws.”®5 Since Hernandez, courts have recognized Mexican-
Americans as an identifiable ethnic group, although they have not al-
ways found discrimination.6

Recently, the Fifth Circuit overturned the 1942 rape conviction of
a Mexican-American in El Paso County, Texas, because the juries that
indicted and convicted him had excluded persons of his ethnic group.®”
Only 18 of the 600 grand jurors who served from 1936 to 1947 were
Mexican-Americans, even though the county population was 15 to 20
percent Mexican-American.®8 The court stated that these figures “cry
out ‘discrimination’ with unmistakable clarity.”6?

Although the discussion of discrimination toward Mexican-
Americans dealt only with the issues of employment, land grants, public
accommodations, and the administration of justice, this in no way limits
the areas in which Mexican-Americans encounter injustices.”® The issues
discussed were selected to justify the holding in Cisneros, that Mexican-
Americans are an identifiable ethnic minority group entitled to the
protection of the 14th amendment in the area of school desegregation in
the Southwest.

C. Non-Judicial Recognition

The Mexican-American has been recognized as a separate, identifi-
able group not only by the courts but also by other governmental
institutions. For instance, the Civil Rights Act of 1964, by use of the
term ‘‘national origin,”7! impliedly includes Mexican-Americans and
other “national origin” minority groups such as Puerto Ricans. Further-
more, recognizing the problems facing many Mexican-American school
children, Congress passed the Bilingual Education Act?? which seeks to
facilitate the learning of English and at the same time allow the Spanish-
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speaking child to perfect his mother language and regain self-esteem
through the encouraged learning of Spanish.”3 In addition, Congress
created a cabinet committee whose purpose is to assure that federal
programs are reaching Mexican-Americans and all other Spanish-speaking
groups.”? Also, through the creation of the United States Civil Rights
Commission in 1957, Congress and the public have become better
informed as to the injustices Mexican-Americans endure.”S Other
governmental agencies have researched the living conditions of the
Mexican-American.”% Finally, the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare (HEW) has issued regulations which prohibit the denial of equal
educational opportunity on the basis of English language deficiency. The
regulations apply to school districts accepting federally assisted programs
and having at least 5 percent Mexican-American enrollment.”’

IV. THE CHICANO SCHOOL CASES

Since all three branches of government recognize Mexican-Americans
as a minority group, the question which must be answered is whether
Chicano students have been discriminated against by school districts to
such an extent as to warrant their inclusion as a separate ethnic group in
the desegregation plans for public schools in the Southwest. In other
words, does the history of Mexican-American school children in the
predominantly Anglo school systems of the Southwest demand recogni-
tion of this educationally disadvantaged group as being separate and
distinct from whites?

The practice of maintaining separate schools throughout the South-
west was never sanctioned by any State statute, although in California, a
statute allowing separate schools for “Mongolians” and “Indians’” was
interpreted to include Mexican-Americans in the latter group.”’® Gener-
ally, the segregation of Mexican-Americans was enforced by the customs
and regulations of school districts throughout the Southwest. Neverthe-
less, the segregation was de jure since sufficient State action was in-
volved.

The struggle by Mexican-Americans against separate and unequal
schools has been lengthy. In 1930 a Texas appellate court held in
Independent School District v. Salvatierra’® that school authorities in
Del Rio, or anywhere else, have no power to segregate Chicano children
“merely or solely because they are [Mexican-Americans].”8% However,
the school district successfully argued that the children’s language de-
ficiencies warranted their separate schooling, even though the super-
intendent conceded that “generally the best way to learn a language is
to be associated with the people who speak that language.”’8! The At-
torney General of Texas later supported this holding by justifying educa-
tion of the linguistically deficient in separate classrooms and even in
separate buildings if necessary.®?



45

The first federal district court decision in this area was Mendez v.
Westminister School District83 in 1946. The court held that the equal
protection of the laws pertaining to the public school system in Califor-
nia is not met by providing ‘‘separate schools [with] the same technical
facilities’84 for Mexican-American children—words which are strikingly
similar to the Supreme Court’s holding in Brown 8 years later that
“[s) eparate education facilities are inherently unequal.’®5 The court
observed that ‘““‘[a] paramount requisite in the American system of pub-
lic education is social equality. It must be open to all children by
unified school association regardless of lineage.”’86

On appeal, the Ninth Circuit affirmed Mendez, finding that the
school officials had acted “under color of State law’’ in segregating the
Mexican-American students.®”7 The appellate court reasoned that since
the California segregation statute did not expressly include Mexican-
Americans, their segregation denied due process and the equal protection
of the laws. 88

Following the landmark ruling in Mendez, a federal district court in
Texas, in Delgado v. Bastrop Independent School District,8% held that
the segregation practices of the district were ‘“‘arbitrary and discrimi-
natory and in violation of [the 14th amendment] 290 |n addition, the
court’s instructions to Texas school districts stipulated that separate
classes for those which language deficiencies must be on the same
campus with all other students,®! thereby denying school officials the
power to justify completely separate Mexican-American schools by use
of the language deficiency argument.

Nevertheless, the Delgado requirement did not prevent the creation
of evasive schemes in order to maintain segregated school facilities. For
example, in Driscoll, Texas, school authorities customarily required a
majority of the Mexican-American children to spend 3 years in the first
grade before promotion to the second.’? After the Delgado case, Dris-
coll abandoned the maintenance of separate schools for Anglos and
Mexican-Americans. However, the school district exploited the Salva-
tierra doctrine by drawing the line designating who must attend the
language deficiency classes on a racial rather than a merit basis.®3 In
Hernandez v. Driscoll Consolidated Independent School District®% a
Mexican-American child who could not speak Spanish was denied ad-
mission to the Anglo section until a lawyer was contacted. The court
held that abusing the language deficiency of the Mexican-American
children is “unreasonable race discrimination.”5 In a situation similar
to Driscoll, Judge Seals, who later wrote the Cisueros opinion, enjoined
the Odem Independent School District from operating and maintaining a
separate school solely for Mexican-American children.®®

After Brown v. Board of Education®’ the Chicano school cases
began to assume a new dimension. Since Mexican-Americans were gener-
ally classified as whitesy school districts began to integrate Negroes and
Mexican-Americans while Anglos were assigned to all-Anglo schools. As a
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result, two educationally disadvantaged minority groups have been pre-
vented from having maximum interaction with students of the pre-
dominant Anglo group. For example, in 1955 Negro and Mexican-
Americans sued the El Centro School District in California for alleged
“ethnic and racial discrimination and segregation by regulation, custom
and usage.”® In a rather narrow reading of Brown, the district court
stated that Brown, which involved constitutional and statutory pro-
visions, did not apply in situations where only customs and regulations
were alleged. The court dismissed the complaint, claiming that where no
specific regulation was set forth, plaintiffs must seek construction of the
regulation in a State court.?® On appeal, the Ninth Circuit reversed and
remanded the case,! % holding that when the complaint alleged segrega-
tion of public school facilities on the basis of race or color, a federal
constitutional issue had been raised, requiring the district court to exer-
cise its jurisdiction. Instead of going to trial, the case apparently was
settled out of court, but the segregation of Negroes and Mexican-
Americans has continued in most of the Southwest.

Whether integrating Negroes and Mexican-Americans produces a
unitary school system was the issue raised in Keyes v. School District
Number One.'°! In Keyes, the court questioned the permissibility of
adding the number of Negroes and Hispanos (as Mexican-Americans are
referred to in Colorado) to reach a single minority category in order to
classify the school as a segregated school.!9? Nevertheless, the court
stated that “to the extent that Hispanos . . . are isolated in concentrated
numbers, a school in which this has occurred is to be regarded as a
segregated school, either de facto or de jure.”’'°3 Failing to find de jure
segregation, the court held that where the de facto segregated schools
exist, they must provide equal educational opportunity, or a constitu-
tional violation may exist.!0% As a result, the Keyes court revived the
separate-but-equal doctrine!®3 as to de facto segregated schools.

While Keyes did not answer whether mixing Blacks and Chicanos
satisfies constitutional requirements, Cisneros did, holding that placing
Negroes and Mexican-Americans in the same school did not achieve a
unitary system.!96 However, Keyes involved de facto segregation,
whereas Cisneros involved de jure segregation in the form of (1) locating
schools in the Negro and Mexican-American neighborhoods; (2) bussing
Anglo students to avoid the minority group schools; and (3) assigning
Negro and Mexican-American teachers in disproportionate ratios to the
segregated schools.!?7

In Ross v. Eckels198 the Fifth Circuit appears to have disregarded
the arguments advanced by Mexican-Americans and Negroes that mixing
these minorities does not provide the equal educational opportunity of a
unitary school system. In Ross the court implemented a pairing plan for
the elementary schools of Houston, Texas. resulting in merging pre-
dominantly Negro schools with predominantly Mexican-American
schools. Judge Clark, dissenting, relied on Cisneros in stating:
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I say it is a mock justice when we “‘force” the numbers by
pairing disadvantaged Negro students into schools with members
of this equally disadvantaged ethnic group [Mexican-
Americans] .109

Ross is an important case. First, Ross involves the sixth largest
school district in the United States, having approximately 235,000
students.! 10 Second, Ross involves a Southwestern city which, like
Corpus Christi, has a tri-racial rather than a bi-racial student population.
This tri-racial situation was recognized by the Houston school board
when they voted unanimously to appeal the Ross case to the United
States Supreme Court.!1!

Another case involving segregation of Mexican-Americans, Perez v.
Sonora Independent School District,''? held that the Sonora, Texas
schools were operating in a ‘“unitary, nondiscriminatory, fully desegre-
gated school system.”!!3 MALDEF had offered evidence to show that
in 1938 the Sonora school board passed a resolution enrolling Mexican-
American children in the “Mexican School.”!!4 Perez is an important
case for Mexican-Americans and the desegregation of schools in the
Southwest in that it is the first desegregation case in which the Justice
Department has intervened on behalf of Mexican-Americans.! 15

Since Salvatierra in 1930 the Mexican-American desegregation strug-
gle has progressed slowly, considering the injustices which resulted first,
from almost total segregation by the regulations of the various school
districts, and second, from exploitation of the classification of Mexican-
Americans as white. As Brown held, it is unconstitutional to segregate
Blacks in the public school systems. Similarly, cases from Mendez in
1947 to Perez in 1970 have held that it is a violation of the equal
protection clause of the 14th Amendment to maintain by “‘custom or
regulation’’ segregated schools for Mexican-Americans. Consequently,
assigning Negroes and Mexican-Americans to the same schools and
excluding Anglos accomplishes an end that is exactly opposite to the
goal desired by the educationally disadvantaged, that goal being the
social encounters and interactions between the identifiable minority
groups and Anglo-Americans. As a result, the desegregation or assign-
ment plans, which school districts in the Southwest formulate in tri-
racial situations, should include the three ethnic groups on a more or
less proportionate basis. The necessity for this can perhaps be demon-
strated by an analogy from criminal law:

1. If it is a crime to commit A, and

2. Ifitis a crime to commit B, then

3. One cannot commit A and B simultaneously and be ab-
solved of the crimes.

The same applies to school districts which continue to segregate Negroes
and Mexican-Americans from predominantly Anglo schools on the
theory that a unitary school system is achieved by integrating the two
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minority groups, merely because one is technically classified as white.
Actually the public school system remains a dual one with identifiable
white schools and identifiable minority schools, thus justifying interven-
tion of courts in situations where either identifiable minority group
seeks relief.

Forty-one years have passed since Mexican-Americans first sought an
equal educational opportunity by attendance at racially integrated
schools. In many cases this goal has not been realized, even though
Mexican-Americans have been successful in almost every case since
Mendez.' 16 Consequently, an affirmative answer is required for the
question whether the history of the Mexican-American school children
in the predominantly Anglo school systems of the Southwest demands
recognition of them as an identifiable ethnic minority group.

V FACTORS LEADING TO THE SEGREGATION OF
MEXICAN-AMERICAN CHILDREN

A. Residential Segregation

Residential segregation, whether resulting from economic necessity
or discriminatory racial covenants, is a substantial factor in the de facto
school segregation of Mexican-Americans. The residential segregation of
Mexican-Americans ranges from a low of 30 percent in Sacramento,
California to a high of 76 percent in Odessa, Texas.!17 The Chicano
school cases can be compared to the amount of residential segregation in
the areas where the cases arose, perhaps establishing a correlation be-
tween the residential segregation and allegations of unequal protection in
the public school system:

Cases Areas Percentage of Mexican-American
Residential Segregation!18
Mendez (1946) San Bernardino, California 67.9
Delgado (1948) Austin, Texas 63.3
Gonzales (1951) Phoenix, Arizona 57.8
Keyes (1970) Denver, Colorado 60.0
Cisneros (1970)  Corpus Christi, Texas 72.2
Ross (1970) Houston, Texas 65.2
Perez (1970) San Angelo, Texas 65.7

This table reflects a positive correlation between de jure segregated
schools and substantial racial segregation. This should be sufficient to
shift the burden of proof to the defendant school districts in cases
where de facto segregation is alleged.

Furthermore, Dowell v. School Board,''? which holds that a neigh-
borhood school policy is invalid when superimposed on residential segre-
gation which was initiated by State enforcement of racial covenants,
should be an aid to the Mexican-American’s quest for an equal
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educational opportunity. There is support for the view that Mexican-
Americans have been denied access to homes and apartments in pre-
dominantly Anglo areas.!20 These denials are aggravated by the
economic reality that when one settles for a home in a residentially
segregated neighborhood, the home is usually retained for some
time.121

In 1948 Shelley v. Kraemer'?? held that State enforcement of
private racial covenants is unconstitutional. As a result, State courts in
Californial23 and Texas!24 refused to enforce racial convenants which
provided that “[n]o person or persons of the Mexican race or other
than the Caucasian race shall use or occupy any buildings or any
lot.”125 The patterns that developed prior to Shelley have not receded.
School districts in the Southwest should not be allowed to allege that
school segregation is merely de facto if there has been State action in
pre-Shelley days. A plaintiff should not be required to prove any
specific act of residential discrimination where a pattern of segregation
appears. Requirements of actual proof allow unjustifiable delay in the
immediate transformation to unitary school systems, an issue the
Supreme Court considers to be of “paramount importance.”!26

B. Ability Grouping

Like residential segregation, ability grouping (grouping students
according to their talents and aptitudes) often leads to segregated educa-
tion. However, unlike residential segregation, a factor external to the
public school system, ability grouping is practiced within the school
system. In schools that are to some extent desegregated, the tests and
guides which are used indirectly lead to classes in which many Negroes,
Mexican-Americans, or both are grouped into segregated classrooms. The
results are by no means attributable to any inherent inadequacy on the
part of minority group children. Instead, ability grouping which leads to
ethnic and racial segregation can be traced to the nature of the social
and environmental conditions which minority group children experience.
When their aptitude is measured by a standardized national test, which
is geared to represent the average white middle class student, the results
are inherently biased against children who are culturally different from
whites.127

In Hobson v. Hansen,'2® Judge Skelly Wright held that the school
district’s track system, a method of ability grouping, must be abolished
because “[i]n practice, if not in concept, it discriminates against the
disadvantaged child, particularly the Negro.”!2? Judge Wright did not
condemn all forms of ability grouping. However, he did question ability
grouping when it unreasonably leads to or maintains continous racial or
socioeconomic segregation. In cases of such segregation, the effect is
unreasonable and discriminatory because it fails to accomplish its aim—
the grouping of pupils according to their capacities to learn. Because
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minority group children have had an educationally disadvantaged experi-
ence does not mean they must be permanently restricted to low achieve-
ment.

Hobson may contribute much to the fall of the track systems em-
ployed in the Southwest. After all, when tests are given which result in
highly disproportionate numbers of Mexican-Americans in the retarded
or below average category, the classification is constitutionally suspect.
The Supreme Court’s language in Hernandez applies by analogy to the
discriminatory effects of ability grouping in the Southwest:

“The result [of an overrepresentation of Mexican-Americans in the be-
low average category] bespeaks discrimination, whether or not it was a
conscious decision on the part of any individual [school official] .”130

Besides the language deficiency argument, other devices result in the
segregation of Mexican-Americans, even in racially mixed schools. For
example, standardized tests fail to judge accurately the Mexican-
American’s innate capacity to learn. The national tests may ask the
Chicano child to match a picture with a word that is foreign to him but
may be quite common to the middle class white child, who may have
encountered its use within his environment. One must realize that these
tests are geared to measure the average middle class white American.
Consequently, Chicano children continue to score very low and to be
placed in the lower intelligence sections, from which escape is practically
impossible.131

An even more damaging practice is common in California. Mexican-
American children, many of whom come from homes where Spanish is
spoken daily, are given tests in English to determine their group level.
Consequently, the language obstacle hinders the Spanish-speaking child
and contributes to his lower score. As a result, many children score low
enough to be classified as ““Educable Mentally Retarded” (EMR). Once a
child is placed in a special education class, his chance of escaping is
minimal. In the San Diego, California school district, Mexican-Americans
have challenged the unfair testing schemes which are employed and
which result in disproportionate numbers of Chicanos in the EMR
classes.132

In order to realize how examinations such as these deny equal pro-
tection to the Mexican-American student, one must perceive the dis-
crepancy which results when the Chicano child is tested under varying
conditions. Using the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children, 44 scored
below 80 when tested in English. But when the test was administered to
the same group in Spanish, only 20 scored below 80.133 Consequently,
when applied to children with a limited background in English, these
tests are inadequate since they are unable to measure a child’s capacity
to learn and thus result in harmful discrimination to the Mexican-
American child in the public schools of the Southwest.
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VI. MEXICAN-AMERICAN DESEGREGATION—THE FUTURE
A. The Southwest Generally

Overall, there are many areas of the Southwest where segregated
schools should be challenged as denying the equal protection of the
laws. For example, Del Rio, Texas, the scene of the Salvatierra case in
1930, although it is a rather small town, has two school districts within
the city limits: The Del Rio Independent School District, which is
predominantly Anglo, and the San Felipe Indegendent School District,
which is almost entirely Mexican-American.!3% Since the Del Rio
schools are much better, the Anglo children from a nearby Air Force
base are bussed at State expense to the Del Rio district schools, even
though the base is located in the San Felipe district.!35 Although there
are two technically separate school districts in Del Rio, they should be
treated as one for purposes of school desegregation. The obvious reluc-
tance of the Del Rio district to accept Mexican-Americans is evidenced
by the fact that this school district’s accreditation was questioned in
1949 for failure to integrate Mexican-American students.!3® This may
support a claim of unconstitutional State action. However, assuming the
Del Rio public school system is segregated on a de facto basis, the
Keyes!37 separate-but-equal formula may play a decisive role in the
desegregation of these schools. Keyes demands that segregated schools
offer equal educational opportunity if they are to be constitutionally
allowable. However, both physically and academically, the Del Rio dis-
trict schools are superior. Besides being newer, Del Rio High School
(mostly Anglo) offers 75 to 100 courses. On the other hand, San Felipe
High School (Mexican-American) offers only 36 courses and cannot
afford a vocational program.!38

San Antonio, Texas, which is nearly 50 percent Mexican-American,
employs a similar public school system. There are 13 school districts in
and around the San Antonio area, of which five are predominantly
Mexican-American and eight are predominantly Anglo-American.!'3°®
Ninety percent or 82,000 of the Mexican-American students attend
school in five predominantly Mexican-American districts. Because of the
financial and educational inequities which result from having various
independent school districts, residents of a nearly 100 percent Mexican-
American school district have sued all the school districts in the San
Antonio area.'4? The plaintiffs allege the Texas system of school fi-
nancing, which allows each school district to collect taxes for use ex-
clusively within that particular school system, violates the constitutional
rights of children in the poorer districts to an equal educational oppor-
tunity. In a case of this type, Hobson, which also held that school
boards cannot discriminate on the basis of poverty,!4! mayv be con-
trolling, since the financing scheme does result, whether intentionally or
not, in an unreasonable discrimination against the poor.
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Ethnic isolation or concentration, as it exists in the Del Rio and
San Antonio, Texas systems, is similar to that found throughout the
Southwest, although it is least serious in California and most serious in
Texas.!'#2 It is interesting to note that there is an inverse relationship
between the educational level of Mexican-Americans in these two
States.!#3 [n other words, where the ethnic segregation increases, the
educational level decreases, and vice versa. This reaffirms the accepted
view in desegregation cases that segregated educational facilities fail to
offer an equal educational opportunity.!44

B. Ross v. Eckels—The Houston Situation

As previously mentioned Ross v. Eckels'#5 is a Fifth Circuit case in
which a pairing order was issued for some Houston, Texas elementary
schools. The result was the pairing of 27 predominantly Black and
Chicano schools, whose segregated facilities resulted mostly from the de
jure segregation of pre-1954 years and from the de facto segregation
which developed as a result of the high rate of residential segregation in
Houston. In many areas of the city, Negro neighborhoods are adjacent
to Mexican-American barrios. Consequently, much of the neighborhood
school “integration” which Houston does have is black-brown integra-
tion, lacking the white student population necessary in order to make
the school system responsive both politically and educationally to the
needs of the minority group population of Houston.

In the Southwest more than 50 percent of the Mexican-American
students at the elementary school level attend predominantly Mexican-
American schools.!46 For this reason, and since the Ross pairing order
involved only elementary school children, this discussion will be limited
to the elementary schools in Houston.

Judge Clark, in his dissenting opinion in Ross, denounced the pair-
ing order as ‘“mock justice” because it paired Negroes with another
educationally disadvantaged group. An analysis of the school populations
may prove Judge Clark’s dissent to be more consistent with the prior
development in the desegregation cases involving Blacks and
Chicanos. 147

The elementary grade level students in the Houston public schools
number approximately 143,400.148 Of these, 66,612 are Anglo; 53,875
are Negro; and 23,000 are Mexican-American. The respective percentages
of each group in relation to the toral student population in the ele-
mentary schools are 46.5 percent Anglo, 37.5 percent Negro, and 16
percent Mexican-American. Comparing the Anglo with the combined
minority groups, Black and Chicano students comprise 53.5 percent of
the student population. In addition, in 23 of the 170 elementary
schools, the Mexican-American student population exceeds 50 percent,
thus leading to ethnic imbalance. This does not include the many other
schools where the combined minority group population greatly exceeds
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the 53.5 percent this combined group represents. In these 23 elementary
schools, Mexican-Americans account for 74.9 percent of the total enroll-
ment (13,300 out of a total of 17,750). In comparison to the entire
Mexican-American school population, the 13,300 students in these
ethnically concentrated schools account for 57.8 percent of the total
Chicano population in elementary schools. As a result, Houston is typi-
cal of the elementary school segregation norm in the Southwest: Over
50 percent ethnic isolation.

Of the 27 schools involved in the Ross pairing order, only one was
predominantly (50 percent or more) Anglo. It appears that the desegre-
gation order excluded any meaningful integration of the Anglo student
with the other identifiable groups in Houston. Overall, there were 2,368
Anglo, 6,233 Mexican-American, and 14,942 Negro students involved in
the pairing plan. Consequently, 21,175 of the total 23,543 students, or
89.9 percent, were children of educationally disadvantaged backgrounds.
The purpose of the desegregation cases, which is to establish unitary
school systems and thereby provide meaningful social and educational
encounters between students of all racial backgrounds, is not achieved
by the Ross pairing order.!4?

VII. CONCLUSION

Throughout the Southwest, the approximately 1.4 million Mexican-
American students represent 17 percent of the total enrollment. Thus,
Chicanos constitute the largest minority student group in this part of
the United States.!30 These students have been neglected, both educa-
tionally?51 and legally. The low educational levels of Mexican-Ameri-
cans imply that the school systems have failed to deal with this bilin-
gual, bicultural group. Legally, the past failure of courts to require total
disestablishment of dual school systems, such as in Del Rio, Texas after
Salvatierra, has provided much support to the publicly-elected school
boards in their attempt to maintain the segregation of Mexican-
Americans.

As a result, Judge Seals’ landmark ruling in Cisneros is cause for
much optimism on the part of the Mexican-American population in the
Southwest regarding the educational future of their children. In all
respects, the holdings in Brown and its progeny apply to Mexican-
Americans as well as to any other identifiable minority groups.

Cisneros is consistent with prior judicial development. Historically,
Congress and the courts have granted Mexican-Americans protection
from unreasonable discrimination in housing, employment, public
accommodations, voting, the administration of justice, and in the field
of equal educational opportunity. This protection has resulted from a
recognition that Mexican-Americans are an identifiable ethnic minority
group, whether because of physical characteristics, language, pre-
dominant religion, distinct culture, or Spanish surname!52? and are
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entitled to equal protection of the laws in the area of public school
desegregation.
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MEXICAN-AMERICANS AND THE DESEGREGATION OF SCHOOLS
IN THE SOUTHWEST — A SUPPLEMENT

by Guadalupe Salinas

[. INTRODUCTION

Since the original publication of this writer’s article in the Houston
Law Review, there have been additional cases of interest in the Chicano
civil rights field. Also, there are some cases which the writer omitted but
desires to discuss in this supplement.
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II. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE MEXICAN-AMERICAN

One year after the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848, those
Mexicans who remained in the United States became American citizens.
However, this did not clear up the citizenship problem for Chicanos. In
the late 1890’s Ricardo Rodriguez, a legal United States resident, filed
an application to become a naturalized citizen. The United States denied
it because the law restricted naturalization to whites and persons of
African descent. The contention, therefore, was that Rodriguez was
neither white nor black. In fact, the opposing lawyers described him as
having “chocolate brown skin.”! As a result, Rodriguez took his claim
to court where the issue presented was, “Is Rodriguez ineligible for
citizenship because he is not a ‘white’ person and apparently belongs to
the Indian or red race?”?

In re Rodriguez® held that Rodriguez was entitled to citizenship,
even though the court recognized that anthropologically, Rodriguez
“would probably not be classed as white.”* Consequently, this case
verifies that bistorically the Chicano has been viewed as a separate
group, distinct from whites, for generations.®

1I1. THE MEXICAN-AMERICAN
AN IDENTIFIABLE ETHNIC MINORITY GROUP

A. The Mexican American
B. Discrimination in Areas Besides Education

1. Employment

Of enormous importance to Chicanos, Blacks, and Indians alike is
the case of Griggs v. Duke Power Company,® where the United States
Supreme Court said:

If an employment practice [e.g., aptitude test] which oper-
ates to exclude Negroes [Chicanos and Indians] cannot be
shown to be related to job performance, the practice is pro-
hibited.”

This case implies employers can no longer deny jobs because they fail a
test, lack a high school diploma, or are unable to speak fluent English
unless the employer can show the requirement is related to the job. For
example, one does not have to pass an English vocabulary test to be
qualified for a job as a telephone installer. Such a test merely serves to
weed Chicanos out from many of these jobs. Therefore, Raza lawyers
should study Griggs closely.

2. Spanish and Mexican Land Grants

Of significant legal and historical value in the land grant area are the
Supreme Court cases of United States v. Rio Arriba Land and Cattle
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Company (1897),® United States v. Sandoval (1897),° and United States
v. Santa Fe (1897).10 These cases are considered the “bulwark against
the property rights of the impoverished Indo-Hispano (Chicano) of the
Southwest.”!1

3. Public Accommodations

In the case of In re Rodriguez the Chicano was described as belong-
ing to the Indian race. Apparently this view is still current in Arizona.
In June, 1971, a Chicano friend of the writer, his family, and some
friends went to the Grand Canyon on their vacation. On the way they
stopped for breakfast at a restaurant in Cameron, Arizona. They sat
down and waited . . . and waited. Meanwhile, the other customers were
being served. After thirty minutes, they asked what they had to do to
obtain service. The waitress, an Indian girl, told him that it was not the
policy of the management to serve Indians! After a few demands, the
Chicanos were served, but the rude manner in which the food was
served amounted to a denial of services. The Department of Justice is
currently investigating the incident.!?

4. Administration of Justice

In Tate v. Short,}3 Peter Sanchez Navarro, a Chicano lawyer then
with the Houston Legal Foundation, convinced the Supreme Court that
one should not be confined to jail to work off a traffic fine. This case
should serve as a basis for the release of a large number of Chicanos
who remain jailed merely because they are too poor to pay the fine
imposed.

5. Social Welfare

In Grabam v. Richardson'* the Supreme Court ruled that State
statutes which deny welfare benefits to resident aliens or to aliens who
have not resided in the United States for a specified number of years
violate the equal protection clause of the 14th Amendment. Grabam’s
enforcement in Texas is currently being sought by a Mexican alien who
has resided in the United States for 54 of her 60 years.!$

6. Voting

In Garza v. Smith'® a federal district court ruled that the Texas
Election Code denies illiterate voters equal protection because the Code
allows assistance in the voting booth only to those that are physically
handicapped and by implication, denies it to the ‘“‘mentally” handi-
capped. The court said that the illiterate “is just as surely disabled as
the blind or physically incapacitated voter, and therefore equally in need
of assistance, yet the statutes forbid anyone to help him.”17

7. Migrant Workers

In October, 1971, a federal district court in Michigan ruled that
migrant workers are entitled to basic civil rights just as any other
person. The facts were that a Chicano named Folgueras, representing a
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federal program designed for migrant workers, tried to enter Hassle’s
property to visit some migrants. However, Hassle beat Folgueras and got
two deputy sheriffs to arrest him for criminal trespass. Folgueras re-
covered a money judgment against the three as well as a constitutional
rule that property rights are subordinate to the farm workers’ civil
rights.18

IV. THE CHICANO SCHOOL CASES
A. California

Although Texas leads in the quantity of recent Chicano school
cases, California leads in the quality of the legal reasoning. For example,
in People v. San Diego Unified School District!? a State appellate court
held that the school district must take reasonably feasible steps to al-
leviate racial imbalance in the schools because it resulted from racially
motivated State action perpetuating a previously existing imbalance
whatever may have been its initial cause. The suit was brought by the
attorney general on behalf of Mexican-American, Black, Oriental, and
American Indian students.

Another important Chicano case is Soria v. Oxnard School Dis-
trict.?® This federal district court case held that “separate education for
the Mexican American and Negro American students in the Oxnard
Elementary Schools is inferior to education in racially balanced schools
within the district.”?!

Perhaps the most far-reaching case since Brown in 1954 is Serrano
v, Priest,?? decided on August 30, 1971, by the California Supreme
Court. Serrano held that the State’s financing of the public school sys-
tem, with its substantial dependence on local property taxes and re-
sultant wide disparities in school revenue, violates the equal protection
clause. The Court said:

[T]his funding scheme invidiously discriminates against the
poor because it makes the quality of a child’s education a func-
tion of the wealth of his parents and neighbors.23

B. Colorado

Unlike the vigorous duty required by California courts to overcome
racial and ethnic imbalance, the Tenth Circuit, which includes Colorado,
has reversed Keyes and ruled that in de facto cases, the school district is
not required to develop a desegregation plan unless the imbalance re-
sulted from racially motivated conduct.?4

C. Texas

1. Houston

In Houston Ross v. Eckels, which calls for the pairing of Black and
Chicano children, is still the law. On May 24, 1971, Judge Ben C.
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Connally threw La Raza out of court. The Mexican-American Education
Council (MAEC) was seeking, through various Chicano parents, to inter-
vene in the Houston school case.

Before the Houston school district was given serious orders to de-
segregate, Anglos went to white schools, Blacks went to black schools,
and La Raza went to the brown schools. To some extent there has been
white-brown integration. After the district received orders to desegregate
the dual school system, the residentially segregated Blacks and Chicanos
were paired into their neighborhood schools. As a result of being used as
whites and not treated as whites, the Houston Chicanos boycotted the
schools in September, 1970 and opened their own Huelga Schools.
These Huelga Schools are presently operating with the assistance of
volunteer teachers.

During the boycott, the school superintendent recognized Chicanos
as an identifiable ethnic minority group. However, it was not binding
unless Judge Connally could be convinced that Chicanos have been and
are a separate ethnic group. The Judge, in his opinion on the motion to
intervene, displayed his ignorance of Chicano history and of the Texas
Chicano school cases in saying:

The Houston Independent School District (as I believe has been

true generally for school purposes throughout this state) has

alwa};s treated Latin-Americans as of the Anglo or White
5

race.

First, Judge Connally disregards reality when he claims Chicanos have
always been treated as Whites in Texas schools. Generally, the docu-
mentation this writer has presented refutes that statement. More specifi-
cally, Salvatierra, Delgado, Hernandez, Cisneros, Perez, and many other
cases are legal proof that Chicanos have been discriminated against
because of their race and/or color. Second, the Judge grossly exaggerates
when he states that Latin-Americans have always been treated as of the
Anglo race.
Judge Connally then implicitly accuses Chicanos of being racists:

Content to be “White” for these many years, now, when the
shoe begins to pinch, the would-be Intervenors wish to be
treated not as Whites but as an ‘“identifiable minority group.”
In short, they wish to be “integrated” with Whites, not
Blacks.?6

What worries this writer is that Judge Connally never cited legal author-
ity for his conclusions. Instead, his decision appears to reveal more of an
individual personal opinion. The truth of the matter is that whenever
MAEC presented official demands, one of them always called for a
tri-ethnic desegregation plan, including Anglos, Chicanos, and Blacks.
Nevertheless, the only relief Chicanos and Blacks can hope for is from
the Fifth Circuit, the court which will soon rule on Cisneros v. Corpus
Christi Independent School District.?7
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2. Austin

In United States v. Austin Independent School District?® the cen-
tral issue was whether Chicanos had been segregated by acts of the
school district. Austin is 64.6% Anglo, 20.4% Chicano, and 15.1% Black.
Judge Roberts conceded that even the most casual examination of
Chicano culture discloses Chicanos are a separate ethnic group. Never-
theless, the court added:

But the mere existence of an ethnic group, regardless of its
racial origin, and standing alone, does not establish a case for
integrating it with the remainder of the school population.
Rather the plaintiff (HEW) must show that there had been
some form of de jure (official) segregation against the ethnic
minority.2?

Judge Roberts held the Austin district had never segregated
Chicanos, but he did note the inequity of integrating Blacks and Browns
only:

[T]here will be little educational value in a plan which merely
integrates one socially and economically disadvantaged group,
the blacks, with another, the Mexican-Americans.3°

3. Dallas

Tasby v. Estes,3! the Dallas school case, is a class action filed by
the Dallas Legal Services on behalf of Black and Chicano school chil-
dren. The court held that Chicanos, although they constitute a clearly
separate and identifiable ethnic group, failed to show official segregation
by the Dallas school district. However, the court directed that any
desegregation plan would take Chicanos into account. In addition, the
court called for the creation of a tri-ethnic rather than a bi-racial com-
mittee and named five citizens from each of the three groups.

The plan in Tasby is unique in two ways. First, it encourages
desegregation by providing a four-day week for students who volunteer
to transfer from schools where they are the majority to schools where
their race is the minority. Second, the plan substitutes physical contact
among the different groups with a simultaneous two-way oral and visual
communication on television.32 The case is currently on appeal to the
Fifth Circuit.

4. Bryan

When the original school suit was filed in Bryan in 1961, it was
filed by Blacks. This year the United States intervened, contending that
Bryan operated 14 schools, three attended exclusively by Blacks and one
attended predominantly by Chicanos. The district is 26.5% Black and
13.4% Chicano. The court found that 40% of the district’s Chicano
children attended a school where their race is in a large majority. Con-
sequently, the court ordered Bryan to abstain from discriminating on
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the basis of race, color, or ethnic origin, thereby implying that Chicanos
had been segregated officially by the district.33

5. Victoria

Not all school desegregation requires court action. The Department
of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) can order the submission of a
plan whenever it feels discriminatory conditions exist in a school dis-
trict. This is what occurred in Victoria with regard to three elementary
schools. The school board feels these schools are integrated, but as a
MAYO member told the board, “All you have to do is to go to those
schools to see that they are mostly Black and Chicano.”34 The status of
the action in Victoria at the present time is unknown.

6. Weslaco

HEW also filed a civil rights “non-compliance” notice against the
Weslaco school district. The district, whose student composition is
85.7% Chicano, has only 78 or 27.2% Chicano teachers. Another alleged
violation is that four of the six elementary schools are nearly 100%
Chicano.35 To keep their federal funds, Weslaco adopted a single-grade
campus, 7.e., each elementary school has only one grade.

7. San Antonio

In Rodriguez v. San Antonio Independent School District,3® the
Chicano plaintiffs are seeking to invalidate the property tax system of
school financing as California Chicanos did in Serrano v. Priest. How-
ever, Judge Spears has purposely delayed hearing the suit to wait for the
Texas Legislature to remedy the situation.3” Even though the legislature
failed to act, the case has yet to be heard.

Another legal issue arising in San Antonio is the location of a new
school. The NAACP claims that the construction of a new school in a
particular location will result in the incorporation of two “handicapped
groups’’—Blacks and Chicanos—with only a small percentage of white
students,38

8. Del Rio

This writer urged in his previous article that the Del Rio and San
Felipe school districts should be treated as one for desegregation pur-
poses.3? In United States v. State of Texas*® Judge Justice accom-
plished this by consolidating these two districts. The action arose after
the Texas Education Agency refused to accept Anglo transfers to Del
Rio from an Air Force base located within the San Felipe district. The
refusal was based on the theory that allowing Anglo school children to
escape attending an ethnically imbalanced school impedes the desegrega-
tion of the districts.*! The district is now known as the San Felipe Del
Rio Consolidated Independent School District.
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9. EIl Paso

In Alvarado v. El Paso Independent School District*? the Fifth
Circuit reversed a lower court’s dismissal of a Chicano class action de-
segregation suit alleging racial and ethnic discrimination. The lower court
judge said the plaintiffs had “failed to allege any specific act of discrimi-
nation which specifically affects any one of the Plaintiffs.”43 On the
other hand, the Fifth Circuit held that “the complaint clearly states a
cause of action,” citing a few cases as authority “and otber cases too
numerous to list.”%%

Alvarado is important for the Texas school cases because it is the
first time the Fifth Circuit has addressed itself directly to a Chicano
school desegregation issue. The court did not rule on the legal questions
involved, but it still recognized the identifiability of Mexican-Americans.

The Fifth Circuit first had occasion to deal with the Chicano issue
in Ross v. Eckels, the Houston case. However, the reason the court
allowed the pairing of Black and Chicano schools probably was because
the issue was not ripe for decision. The court lacked the value of legal
argument by an interest group like MALDEF (Mexican American Legal
and Defense Education Fund). And more crucial, there were no Chicano
plaintiffs (and there still are none) in Ross. This did not prevent Judge
Clark from denouncing the Black-Brown integration as ‘“mock justice.”
Any further developments in this field will be determined by the Fifth
Circuit’s decisions in the Corpus Christi, Austin, Dallas, El Paso, and
Houston cases.

10. Uvalde

In Morales v. Uvalde Independent School District,*S the district
court dismissed a suit which is similar to the allegations made in Al-
varado. The court said that any segregation in Uvalde schools was de
facto, ze., based on voluntary, residential patterns. In addition, the
court claimed it could not allow “any and all groups of private indi-
viduals to institute suits to revamp and revise an entire school system
which has been elected under the democratic process by the people.””4¢
Because of the similarity to Alvarado, the court has decided to delay the
Uvalde case until Alvarado is finally decided by a higher court.

11. Corpus Christi

Cisneros v. Corpus Christi Independent School District is the land-
mark case that set off the current rash of Chicano school cases. Briefly,
Judge Seals ruled that Chicanos are entitled to the protection of Brown
and every other school case regarding Blacks since. Also, he held that
integration of Blacks and Chicanos fails to produce a unitary school
system.

Cisneros is tentatively set to be heard on November 16, 1971. It

was originally decided in June, 1970. In October, 1970, Judge Seals
allowed the Department of Justice and HEW to intervene, even though
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an anti-bussing group was denied. The reason for the differing treatment
is that the national policy was then one favoring integration.

On July 2, 1971, Judge Seals issued his decision to bus 15,000
students in order to desegregate Corpus Christi, basing this remedy on
Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education.*® This decision
was appealed by the school district to the late Justice Black, who
granted a stay. Justice Black said the Corpus Christi situation is “‘very
anomalous, new and confusing.”#® Also, the Department of Justice said
there was a ‘“‘serious question” that there had been discrimination
against Chicanos.5©

On October 7, 1971, the Fifth Circuit voted against hearing Cis-
neros as a full court (16 judges), even though serious questions are
involved.5! Judge Bell, the only one in favor of having the entire court
hear the case, stated that:

[wle have here a Mexican-American and Anglo segregation
problem in a school district where school segregation between
the two groups has never been required by law.’

Judge Bell fails to recognize that “law” includes not only State legisla-
tion and constitutions but also school board customs, regulations, and
practices. It was school board practices that Judge Seals found had
segregated Mexican-Americans from Anglo children. Nevertheless, it
remains for the Fifth Circuit to rule on this question in Cisneros.

V. FACTORS LEADING TO THE SEGREGATION
OF MEXICAN-AMERICAN CHILDREN

A. Residential Segregation
B. Ability Grouping

In Diana v. State Board of Education®3 the plaintiff Chicano chil-
dren contended that California’s administration of intelligence tests
resulted in a disproportionate number of Chicanos in Educable Mentally
Retarded classes. The reason for this was that the tests 1) stress verbal
skills and 2) are culturally biased since they are geared to measure the
average middle class white child.

As a remedy, the court order and agreement requires, among other
things, that all children whose primary home language is other than
English from now on must be tested in both their primary language and
in English with tests which put less stress on verbal skills.

V1. MEXICAN-AMERICAN DESEGREGATION—-THE FUTURE
A. The Southwest Generally

As previously mentioned, the Del Rio, Texas school case is appar-
ently settled with the consolidation of the Del Rio and San Felipe
school districts.
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In San Antonio, no decision has been rendered in Rodriguez, but
Serrano, the California property tax case, is extremely relevant.

B. Ross v. Eckels—The Houston Situation

For the Ross discussion, see IV (C) (1) above.

VII. CONCLUSION

It is hoped that this supplement will offer the reader an insight into
the ramifications Cisneros could have on the public schools of the
Southwest. I[n addition, the supplement hopefully serves to inform the
reader of other recent cases involving the civil rights of Mexican-
Americans. The overall objective, however, is to convince the American
judicial system that La Raza—Mexican-Americans, Chicanos, Hispanos,
Latinos—has been treated unjustly educationally and legally, therefore
requiring the intervention of the judiciary in areas of interest to La
Raza. Otherwise, the constitutional rule of equal protection of the laws
will be nothing more than an empty, unenforcible promise for Chicanos.
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ANNOUNCING

PREMIO QUINTO SOL
$1,000

SECOND ANNUAL SECOND ANNUAL

LITERARY AWARD
$1,000

PREMIO QUINTO SOL
$1,000

1971 1971

HUINTG SUL PUBLICATIONS announces a one-thousand dollar award for best literary work of 1971
— novel, collection of short stories, book-length essay or experimental
writing — written by a person of Mexican descent who is a resident of the United States.
Deadline for submitting manuscripts Announcement of Award
January 31, 1972 March 31, 1972
The literary selection receiving the award will be published by Quinto Sol Publications, Inc., in Summer, 1972
For complete information write to
PREMIO QUINTO SOL, QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS, INC. P.O. BOX 9275, BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94709

UUINTG sol- PUBLICATIUNS anuncia un premio de mil ddlares por la mejor obra literaria — novela,
coleccién de cuentos, ensayo, obra experimental — escrita por persona
de denci i resid de Los Estados Unidos de Norte-America.
Fecha final para entregar su obra Anuncio del premio
31 de enero de 1972 31 de marzo de 1972
La obra premiada la publicard Quinto Sol Publications, Inc., durante el verano de 1972
Para recibir informacién completa dirigase a

PREMIO QUINTO SOL, QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS, INC. P.O. BOX 9275, BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94709

ORALE
ﬂ“INTﬂ snl. PUBL'CATION esta regarro lana (mil bolas) por el mejor jale literario — novela, ensayo,
cuentos, ¢ vatosismos — escrito por vato que cantonea en el U.S.A.
Linea muerta para mandar su jale Canto del premio
31 de enero de 1972 31 de marzo de 1972

El jale literario que se gane la lana se va a publicar por Quinto Sol durante el verano de 1972
No se raje. Para informacibn completa escriba
PREMIO QUINTO SOL, QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS, INC. P.0O. BOX 9275, BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94709

Winner 1970: Tomas Rivera of Huntsville, Texas for his collection of fourteen original short stories, “. ..y no se lo trag |.
tierra.”” This award winning work is now available in a special bidingual edition (Spanish-English) from Quinto Sol Publications
2168 Shattuck Ave., Room 208, Berkeley, California 94704. Inquiries invited.



...y no “ ..and
se lo tragd TOMAS RIVERA the earth

la tierra” did not part”

“..y no se lo trag6 la tierra” es una coleccién bilingiie (espafiol-inglés) de catorce cuentos. Fue la obra premiada en el Primer
Concurso Literario Quinto Sol correspondiente al afio 1970. El premio consta de mil dblares. Esta obra indiscutibl t | a
Tomés Rivera a la vanguardia de los escritores chicanos contemporéneos. En la introduccion a la obra del profesor Rivera, Herminio
Rlos indica que, “La obra de Tomés Rivera es simultineamente una continuacién del pasado, una cumbre en la época actual, y un
pnto de partida hacia el futuro de nuestra tradicion literaria.” En esta coleccion, Rivera artisti te recrea el habla del

pesino méxicoamericano. En este sentido nos recuerda mucho de Juan Rulfo y su manera sumamente artistica de reflejar la

is del campesino mexicano. Pero el mérito de la obra de Rivera no radica solamente en la forma, sino que se ve también
ial en el id

Esté ala venta
‘imera edici6n especial en ica, imp en papel gris de alta calidad, con

portada Strathmoredecolorcafé . ... ................c.0cicininannn $4.50

imera edicion especial, encuadernada entela . . . . . . . ..o L. e e e e e $6.50
i

..and the Earth Did NotPart" is a bilingual (Spanish-English) collection of fourteen short stories, the winning entry in the 1970

im Annual Premio Quinto Sol Literary Award of $1, 000 The work clearly stamps Tomés Rivera at the forefront of Chicano
iters today. In his introduction to the work, Herminio Rios states that, ‘“The work of Tomés Rivera is simultaneously a
tinuation of the past, a landmark in the present, and a point of departure into the future of our literary tradition.” In the book,
ofessor Rivera recreates the speech patterns of the rural Mexican-American and brings them to a high literary plane. In this
r@rd, he reminds us so much of Juan Rulfo and his artistic treatment of the Mexican campesino syntax. But the quality of
Rivera’s work does not rest solely in form; it is especially evident in the content.

Now available

[Aspecial paperback first edition printed on fine gray paper with a heavy Strathmore
cover gold ped with the author’s name WS R S

Aspecial hardcover first edition

DUCATORS: WRITE FOR INSTRUCTORS GUIDE THAT ACCOMPANIES ORDERS FOR THE CLASSROOM

QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS, INC.
PO BOX 9275
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94709




SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENT
SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENT
SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENT
SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENT

NOW AVAILABLE
- NOW AVAILABLE
Quinto Sol NOW AVAILABLE

I]I]l]k NOW AVAILABLE

VOICES

The Second in a Series of Books

Preface e e e e e Herminio Rios

Introduction . . .. ... .. .... . ... ... Octavio I. Romano-V.
PART I: STEREOTYPES AND THE DISTORTION OF HISTORY

The Anthropology and Sociology of the Mexican-Americans .. . .Octavio I. Romano-V.

The Social Science Myth of the Mexican American Family .. ... ... Miguel Montiel

Advertising and Racism: The Case of the Mexican American . . .. .. Thomas Martinez

The Mexican in Fact, Fiction,and Folklore . ... ..... ....... Francisco A. Rios
PART II: THE CHICANO STRUGGLE

The Historical and Intellectual Presence of Mexican Americans . .Octavio I. Romano-V.

Mexican-American Community Organizations . e e Salvador Alvarez

The Mexican-American and the Church . . ... ... .. . ... . CésarE. Chavez

Insurrection in New Mexico
The Mexican-Dixon Line

......................... Armando Valdez
..................... . Philip D. Ortego

PART III: EDUCATION AND THE CHICANO

Moctezuma’s Children .

................... . Philip D. Ortego

Problems Related to Present Testing Instruments . . . ... .. 3 . . .Steve Moreno

Library Service to Mexican-Americans . .. . ........ ..... Robert P. Haro
PART IV: CHICANOS IN THE MODERN STATE

Narcotics and Drug Use Trends in California . . ... .. . . Samuel R. Alvidrez

Police Deployment Theories
Affluence Amid Poverty
Notes on the Modern State . . .

............... . . Armando Morales

C e .................. Armand J. Sinchez

.............. . .Octavio I. Romano-V.

VOICES: Readings from El Grito
$3.50 — Paperback — 211 Pages

. Edited by Octavio I. Romano-V., Ph.D.

DISTRIBUTED BY

QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS, INC.
P. 0. Box 9275 Berkeley, California 94709



From QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS, INC., publishers of EAHHT
A QUINTO SOL BOOK

EL ESPEIO THE MIRROR

FI FSPEJO
EZDEN0

SELECrer
MEXICAN-AMERICAN
LITERATURE J

CORAJE — Tucson, Arizona (Member of the Chicano Press Association)
“This anthology is highly recommended for all Chicanos who will readily appre-
ciate its hard hitting social message as well as feel and understand the artistry
of many of the authors whose works are included in this collection.”

CESAR E. CHAVEZ
I really admire the fact that you published EL ESPEJO, and continue to publish,
without any outside support. | see that mode of operation as the basis for achiev-
ing real independence. This kind of independence is of vital importance in all
of the arts, but, | think, of the utmost importance in literature."

THE NATION

Several of the stories in EL ESPEJO display ‘. . . binary phenomenon at its best,
that is, where the linguistic symbols of two languages are mixed in utterances
using either language's syntactic structure.”

EL ESPEJO is now in its FOURTH printing

EL ESPEJO enjoys an extensive national distribution and is intensively used in
High Schools, junior colleges, colleges and universities.

EL ESPEJO is widely used as a text for courses in Chicano Studies, comparative
literature, social studies, Bilingual Studies, English and Spanish.

EL ESPEJO features 11 Chicano authors and poets and a wide range of styles in
short stories and poetry.

EL ESPEJO is great reading. Enjoy it today if your local public library has a
copy available. For your own collection you may order by using
the order form included at the end of this issue.

241 pages — Paperback $2.95
(Plus 50 cents for sales tax, postage and handling)

Octavio |. Romano-V., Ph.D., Editor
SOLE DISTRIBUTION BY

Quinto Sol Publications, Inc.
P.O. Box 9275 Berkeley, California 94709



QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS, INC.
P.O. Box 9275
Berkeley, California 94709

ATTENTION EDUCATORS:

As those of us in the teaching profession know only too well, the ever
increasing demand for authentic and quality literature written by and
about Mexican-Americans places a great responsibility. upon individual
teachers, as well as on school districts where there is a significantly high
enrollment of Mexican-American youngsters. In trying to meet this respon-
sibility, teachers, of course, must become familiar with the materials
available to them.

Quinto Sol has been publishing Chicano materials of the highest
quality since 1967. Our publications have received wide acceptance in
educational circles, from junior high schools to high schools, colleges and
universities. In addition, these publications have received exceptionally
favorable reviews in such nationally known magazines as The Nation,
Transaction, The Library Journal. Many member newspapers of the Chi-
cano Press Association have received our publications with great enthu-
siasm.

Many of our publications are particularly suitable for use in the
classroom. Our materials can be used by themselves, or they can form the
core of units of study or semester courses in the areas of Social Science,
English, and Spanish. Our recommendations in these three major areas
would be as follows:

1) Social Science

a) VOICES: Readings from EL GRITO. Paperback. Sixteen
articles written by Chicanos. Edited by Octavio I. Romano-
V., with preface by Herminio Rios C. Now available.

b) EL GRITO. Several issues are relevant to the Social Sciences,
among them Volume IV, Number 1, a special social science
issue containing articles by Octavio I. Romano-V. (Objectiv-
ity); Nick C. Vaca (Social Sciences); Armando Morales
(Police); and Samuel Alvidrez (Drug Use). Now available.

2) English

a) EL ESPEJO — THE MIRROR. Paperback. An anthology of
Mexican-American literature. Eleven Chicano authors. Now
in its fourth printing. A Quinto Sol Book that made Chicano
literary history. Fourth printing available now.



b) AND THE EARTH DID NOT PART. The Quinto Sol award
winning collection of 15 short stories by Dr. Tomas Rivera of
Texas. Now available.

c¢) EL GRITO. Volume IV, Number 2 is a special literary issue
that includes 16 Chicano writers. Many selections are in
Spanish as well as English. Extremely popular issue in great
demand. Edited by Herminio Rios C. Available now.

3) Spanish

a) Y no se lo tragb la tierra. (Original Spanish text of And the
Egrth Did not Part). Fifteen short stories by Dr. Tomas
Rivera. A teachers guide will accompany text. Now available
in hardcover and paperback editions.

b) EL ESPE]JO. Original Spanish text of four classic short stor-
ies. Now available.

¢) EL GRITO, Volume IV, Number 2. Spanish text of twenty
selections. Now available.

Our expanding publishing program will make it possible to offer
several new books by Chicanos during 1972. These will be announced as
they become available.

Inquiries concerning the above are invited.

Examination copies of our materials are available upon request.

THE EDITORS
QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS, INC.



' America

A CHICANO PERSPECTIVE

$1,00

FOR BEST STUDY OF AMERICAN SOCIETY WRITTEN BY A CHICANO

QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS announces a $1,000 award for
best study of the United States written by a person of Mexican
descent who is a resident of the United States.

The study may be written by a Chicano or Chicana who is a
migrant worker, union organizer, anti-poverty worker, health aid,
secretary, busdriver, etc. Or, it may be written by a Chicano or
Chicana in anthropology, history, literature, medicine, political
science, psychology, sociology, etc. In short any Chicana or Chi-
cano may submit a manuscript. All entries will be given equal
consideration.

The work itself may be a narrative as in Juan Pérez Jolote by
Ricardo Pozas A., or it may be written in the philosophical-histori-
cal style of The Labyrinth of Solitude by Octavio Paz, the style of
Profile of Man in Mexico by Samuel Ramos, or it may be written
in the journalistic style of North From Mexico by Carey McWil-
liams. If the author prefers, the entry may be a formal academic
study, as in Gunnar Myrdal's An American Dilemma.

Manuscripts must be book-length (200 pages, typed, double-spaced,
no maximum). They must deal with American Society as a whole.
Entries may be written in Spanish or English or both.

Deadline for submitting entry: Announcement of winner:
16 September 1972 20 November 1972

The winning entry will be published by QUINTO SOL PUBLICA-
TIONS. For further information, write to:

CHICANO-PERSPECTIVE, QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS
P.O. Box 9275
Berkeley, California 94709
Note: This award is in addition to the PREMIO QUINTO SOL
literary award, announced elsewhere in this issue.



PLEASE ENTER MY SUBSCRIPTION TO EL GRITO
Begin with Volume V, #1 O With Current Issue
1 year $5.00 O Payment Enclosed O Bill me later

BACK ISSUES AVAILABLE — $1.25 EACH
Vol. I, Nos. 1 2 3 Vol. 11, Nos. 2 3 4
Vol. Ill, Nos. 1o 2 = 3= &
BACK ISSUES AVAILABLE — $1.50 EACH
Vol.IV,Nos. 1 —_2___ 3 ___4___
$ _______ ENCLOSED

(A check or money order must accompany each order for back issues)

Print Name

Street & No.

City State Zip

Make checks payable Quinto Sol Publications, Inc. New Sub O
to and send to: P.O. Box 9275 Renewal []

Berkeley, California 94709

ORDER FORM
QUINTO SOL BOOKS

Quantity Price  Amount

J EL ESPEJO, THE MIRROR, SELECTED MEXI-
CAN-AMERICAN LITERATURE, Octavio |I.
Romano-V., Ph.D., Editor, 241 pages, paperback _ %295

J VOICES, READINGS FROM EL GRITO, Octavio

I. Romano-V., Editor, 211 pages, paperback — $350

0 Y NO SE LO TRAGO LA TIERRA ... AND THE
EARTH DID NOT PART, Tomas Rivera, 200

pages, paperback, bilingual edition — %450

O Y NO SE LO TRAGO LA TIERRA ... AND THE
EARTH DID NOT PART, hardcover, bilingual edi-
tion

Please send the book (s) checked above to: Name
Address

California residents add 5% State Sales tax
Payment must accompany orders TOTAL

City & State Zi

$650
p

Make checks payable and send to: QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS, INC.

P.O. Box 9275
Berkeley, California 94709
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P.O. Box 9275
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SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENT

COMING IN THE NEXT ISSUE OF £L GRITO, Volume V, Number 1

. Review essay by Octavio |. Romano-V, and Herminio Rios C.
a) Social Science and the Chicano
b) Recent Works in the Field of Literature Relating to Chicanos.

Il.  Chicano Literature, mid-1800’s to 1971.

Ill.  Bibliography of Chicano Newspapers, Part II.

Over 300 New

Titles. Part | Appeared in E/ Grito, Vol. I, 4.

IV. Art Work by Ramsés Noriega.

A FEW OF THE MANY AUTHORS WHO WILL APPEAR IN THIS

SPECIAL LITERATURE ISSUE:

Francisco P. Ramirez, editor of
“El Clamor Pablico’”” 1855-1859,
Los Angeles, California

José Elias Gonzalez—1856

Aurelio Luis Gallardo—1864

Juan B. Hijar y Haro—1864

J. M. Vigil, editor of “’El Nuevo
Mundo,”” 1864, San Francisco,
California

José Elias Gutiérrez—1879

F.N. Gutierrez—1880

Gabriel Dela Riva, 1922

CONTEMPORARY
Rudy Espinosa
Raymond Padilla
Richard Garcia

José Najera

Cecilio César Garcia
Jes(s Rafael Gonzalez
Tino Villanueva
Juan Antonio Garcia
Jak Haws

Juan Guevara

Jorge Alvarez

Diane de Anda



$1.50

A JOURNAL OF CONTEMPORARY
MEXICAN-AMERICAN THOUGHT

Published Quarterly

Rudy Acufia, Professor of Chicano Studies
in A Mexican American Chronicle
(History Textbook}

EL GRITO has provided an opportunity for Mexican-Americans to express
themselves and publish their works. Throughout its issues one finds good
literature.

Tomds Rivera, Associate Professor of Spanish
in Papel Chicano, CPA, Houston, Texas

Desde el principio me interesé en EL GRITO porque entonces como ahora
representa la inteligencia independiente chicana.
Robert Blauner, Sociologist

in Transaction: Social Science and Modern Society

If you are interested in the best contemporary writing by Chicano authors, | suggest you ... sub-
scribe to EL GRITO....

The journal (EL GRITO) is distinguished by the artistry of its design and format and is inspired by a
boldness often approaching sardonic bitterness in defense of La Raza.

Roy Bongartz, writer

The Nation
By far the most impressive evidence of intellectual liveliness among (the) Chicano . . . is to be found
in the pages of EL GRITO.

William Hogan, Book Review Editor

San Francisco Chronicle

Quinto Sol Publications is . . . vigorous . . . dedicated and fascinating. . . .

EL GRITO s in its FIFTH year of publication. EL GRITO contains creative art.
EL GRITO enjoys national circulation. EL GRITO s used as text and instructional material by college
EL GRITO contains bi-lingual writing. ethnic classes, race relation classes and conferences,
EL GRITO contains Chicano poetry and prose. Chi ) study prog as well as in classes in con-
EL GRITO is used extensively in public school systems. temporary literature.

QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS IS THE NATION’S LARGEST CHICANO PUBLISHING HOUSE. INTERESTED CHICANO WRITERS |
AND ARTISTS WRITE FOR FEE SCHEDULE: PAYMENT TO CONTRIBUTORS TO £EL GRITO.

QUINTO SOL PUBLICATIONS HAS PUBLISHED SEVERAL BOOKS AND JOURNAL ISSUES THAT ARE PARTICULARLY USEFUL
IN BILINGUAL-BICULTURAL EDUCATION. INTERESTED PERSONS ARE INVITED TO INQUIRE: INQUIRIES SHOULD BE
DIRECTED TO: HERMINIO R10S, EDITOR, LITERATURE DIVISION.




