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PREFACE

Whither California? During three earlier demographic booms—the gold rush (1849–60), the railroad-facilitated boom (1890–1920), and the automobile-borne baby boom (1946–64)—California was not unlike the rest of America, only a bit ahead of the trends. The fourth population boom (1975–90), however, was largely driven by growth in the Latino population.1 Indeed, since 2001 Latino babies have counted for more than half of all newborns in the state. This new boom has not met with the boosterlike enthusiasm that greeted past population shifts. Instead, this boom has spurred more than a little trepidation and resistance, notably in the form of emotionally driven state initiatives to limit immigration and eliminate bilingual education. The question underlying such responses is usually this: What will happen to American identity and society in California when Latinos become half the state’s entire population?

Since 1940, American society has developed images of Latinos as individuals from a culture of poverty and backward-looking traditions, which has spawned a dysfunctional minority urban underclass. The future of California, when framed by such images and viewed with the knowledge that the Latino population will continue to outpace other ethnic groups, appears grim, indeed. These images of Latinos, however, have evolved without significant Latino input and are not sustained by the data. To the contrary, from 1940 to 2000, Latinos have behaved more like members of the “American” middle class than middle-class “Americans” themselves have: Latinos exhibit the most vigorous workforce participation; the lowest public welfare usage; the strongest family structures; the fewest heart attacks; lower cancer rates and fewer strokes; the healthiest babies; and a five-year-longer life expectancy, compared to non-Hispanic whites and African Americans.

The purpose of this book is to bring these and other data to the public’s attention, with the hope (ojalá, not in vain) that such information will inform the creation of contemporary—and accurate—images of Latinos, which could in turn inspire confidence in the future of American identity and society in a state that will be half Latino by 2040.

In my most optimistic moments, I am able to envision a cohesive, productive California in the year 2040, with the state continuing to function as the lead society for American culture in a globalized economy. In pessimistic moments, I can only see my home state in smoking ruins by 2040, an abject lesson in what not to do in the twenty-first century. The difference between the optimistic best-case scenario and the pessimistic worst-case one is a simple policy variable: the state’s investment, or lack of investment, in the energies, dreams, and behaviors offered to the state by Latinos for more than sixty years.

The choice is ours to make.

PERSONAL BACKGROUND TO THIS BOOK

Normally, in my academic research I do not purposely inject myself into the written narrative, preferring instead to let the data speak. I realize that complete “academic objectivity” is largely a fiction, for the very nature of research, even very quantitative research—selecting a topic, feeling comfortable with one particular theoretical model out of many competing theories, limiting the questions on a survey to a precious few, selecting the variables for analysis—is driven very much by personal interest and biography, more so than by some immanent dictate of science. In brief peer-reviewed papers, however, the researcher tries to stand out of the way, so that the messy underside of research—the data collection truncated by lack of funds, the numerous blind alleys tried out before a flash of insight leads to a good analytic model, the constant struggle between trying to conduct the “perfect” research project and one that must respect timelines, funding dictates, and personnel issues—is not apparent. The topic I have chosen for this book, including a data-driven social history and a projection into the future, covers so many different data sets requiring so much interpretation, that I feel compelled to be more actively involved in the narrative than is my wont.

And, to be fair, it deals more honestly with the reader, for I have been a participant-observer for nearly all the history presented here. As a participant, I was born and raised in California, became involved in the Chicano movement in the late 1960s, have made my professional life as an academic in the University of California system (first at UC Berkeley, then at UCLA), have married and raised children here, have been a homeowner, and have been a relative, friend, fellow parishioner, and acquaintance of many fellow Californians. In short, I have lived a Latino California experience all my life, and it would be ingenuous to pretend that I have not.

However, I also have been a trained observer of the California scene, particularly that part touching Latino lives. As an undergraduate student at UC Berkeley in the late 1960s, when Latinos were a small minority in the state, I informed one professor whom I was working with that I wanted to study Latinos. He advised me to take a course in “rare population sampling”; there were so few Latinos then that special techniques would be required to undertake a believable population-based survey. Later, to a different professor, I indicated that I needed to find a theoretical framework that would help me understand Latino life, and he offered to let me into his seminar on the theory of deviance; being Latino, he informed me, was a “spoiled identity” and could be understood by learning about other deviant groups, such as drug addicts, prisoners, prostitutes, and criminals.

When I began my graduate work in medical sociology at UC San Francisco in 1970, as the first-ever bilingual graduate student in the program, I was asked to assist in fieldwork on Latino health beliefs. Nearly all the work on Latino health up to that time had been undertaken by anthropologists interested in the more exotic areas that seemed to illustrate how different and un-American Latinos were, especially when it came to health. My first project was to develop a typology of healing herbs supposedly used by Latinos. As I gathered interviews about the more exotic elements of Latino “folk beliefs” about health and medicine, I also inadvertently received quite a bit of information about Latino exasperation in trying to deal with an unresponsive health care system. Compared to the volumes of material I heard about the trials of dealing with the county hospital, trying to communicate with disinterested physicians, and attempting to enroll in Medi-Cal (California’s Medicaid program), the information on healing herbs seemed rather marginal to the respondents’ overall lives.

That same year, I also became the founding executive director of La Clínica de la Raza, a small, community-based clinic serving the Latino population living in the Fruitvale District of East Oakland. My day-job responsibilities were legion: securing funding to operate, identifying health professionals willing to work in spartan conditions for virtually no pay, holding together a vigorous volunteer staff, trying to bring a community board to maturity so that the members would not feel intimidated by providing policy direction to physicians and dentists, and grappling with county health department directives. My daily activities there took me into the policy arena, and I learned on the job about doing policy research. While academic research at that time focused on the more exotic “folk” aspects of Latino health, I needed hard data and information for program building and policy development. Because at the time there were virtually no studies of Latino patients, I undertook a federally funded study of Latino patient behavior, and the results became the basis for my first published papers.

Being by nature an inveterate organizer, I was one of the founders of the local Latino health sciences student group, Chicanos in Health and Education (CHE), and later of the National Chicano Health Organization (NCHO). I traveled from medical school to medical school in the Southwest organizing NCHO chapters and was struck by the nuances of Chicano identity with which the medical students were grappling. I wound up doing my dissertation on the personal and professional socialization of that first generation of Latino medical students.

Having developed some of that rarely encountered Latino health data, I have been asked in the course of thirty years to provide input to local, state, and federal policymakers. These efforts have ranged from the ragtag 1970s group called the California Raza Health Alliance, to federal agencies and private foundations. Clearly I have not been an outside, objective observer of things Latino, but rather have been quite involved in Latino daily life.

Yet while I obviously have my personal interests intertwined with my professional work, I do not think that I am a “biased” researcher, in that I do not purposely try to bias questions asked on a survey or “cook the data” to make an analysis fit my preconceived notions. I have been trained as a data-based researcher, and while I might ask questions that are new and different or might look into a data set and see a new way to understand it, my work is informed, indeed is driven, by the professional norms of my colleagues, expressed so well by my division chief, Martin Shapiro, whose guiding research principle may be summed up as: “Make sure the science is good, and everything else will take care of itself.”2

Thus, both to constantly remind the reader that, while I am a conscientious researcher, I am also but a human being, and to provide firsthand accounts of various research projects, I am taking the liberty of injecting myself into the narrative.

In 1992, I established the Center for the Study of Latino Health and Culture (CESLAC) to provide a focus within the UCLA School of Medicine for research, teaching, and public service in the area of Latino health. The center has collected a large number of general data sets: the decennial censuses; the annual Current Population Survey; the Consumer Expenditure Survey; and the Survey of Latino-Owned Businesses. Given its specific health focus, the center has also included a number of health-related data sets: the annual California Summary Death File; the Summary Birth File; the Hospital Discharge File; the annual Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Survey; and others. In addition, the center has conducted a number of surveys, each one prodding from a different direction to understand the fabric of Latino daily life and the role of culture in forming it. In addition to this quantitative work, the center conducts from four to eight focus groups every month, as well as six to twelve individual interviews. The resulting qualitative data provide insights that cannot be captured in large surveys and that point to new directions for research.

This book, then, builds on years of data-based research. As I have studied the data, two conclusions have become clear to me. First, while non-Latino perceptions of Latinos, often driven by the eleven o’clock television news, have been that Latinos are largely illegal-immigrant, gang-banging, welfare-dependent teenage mothers, the reality in data is quite different. Latinos indeed have low incomes and poor educations, but they also have some of the strongest social behavior of any group: a high work ethic, low welfare dependency, strong family structures, beneficial health behaviors, and the like. The second conclusion is that there has been a major sea change in the way Latinos see themselves and their lives in California. Where once America—Atlantic America, to be sure—had defined Latinos, now Latinos are defining not only Latinos but the very nature of American identity and society as well.

Gradually, my research focus has expanded to look not at Latinos qua Latinos but at Latinos as the new generation of Americans who will create American society and identity for the twenty-first century. This book presents the data that have led me to this conclusion.

1. “Latino” is used as the most comprehensive, generic term to refer to individuals whose origins are in the Latin American societies of the Western Hemisphere. It is roughly equivalent to the term “Hispanic,” which has a specific definition given on page 63 but is purposely fuzzier around the edges. There are many Latino subpopulations, such as people of Mexican origin, Chicanos, Salvadorans, and so on. About 77.1 percent of Latinos in California are of Mexican origin; therefore, the Mexican portion of the Latino experience predominates in this book.

2. Martin Shapiro, Division Chief of the Division of General Internal Medicine and Health Services Research, Department of Medicine, UCLA.
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Introduction

THE NARRATIVE OF THIS BOOK BEGINS IN 1940, when Latinos were a small minority and lacked political representation or public voice in California (see Figure 1). The Spanish language itself appeared to be on the verge of extinction in the state. Certainly schoolteachers prohibited the speaking of Spanish, even in the rigidly segregated “Mexican schools” to which Latino students were routinely assigned even if they knew how to speak English. Latino daily life was marked by a number of indignities, including housing covenants, which restricted their house occupancy to a few segregated areas; widespread employment discrimination, which defined the types of jobs that were “appropriate” for them; and social and racial barriers, such as having access to public swimming pools only on the one “colored day” per week. When the Latino presence in the state was noticed at all, it was viewed as a problem, the “Mexican Problem,” that most public officials hoped would quietly go away.

But Latinos did not go away quietly. Instead, a combination of dynamics—war, labor needs, immigration, fertility, and mortality—created for Latinos a “second act” rare in American society. For, rather than fading away, Latino numbers surged and resurged after World War II, so that by 2000, one out of every three persons in California is Latino, as seen in the 2000 composition in Figure 1. Particularly in southern California, the number-one television and radio shows are routinely broadcast in Spanish; billboards in Spanish announce tortillas, disposable diapers, and new automobiles; music awards shows honor Latino artists whose verses are in Spanish; and one of the largest, most powerful political groups in California is the Latino Legislative Caucus. Clearly, there have been changes from 1940 to 2000.

[image: image]

Figure 1. Composition of California’s Population in 1940, 2000, and 2040. Sources: 1940 (CA EDD 1986, 9, table 1); 2000 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2001b, table P8); 2040 (CA DOF, Demographic Research Unit 1998).

Yet even more changes are afoot. Currently, one out of every two babies born in the state is being raised by a Latino family. (See the California composition of births in Figure 35, on page 201.) And among the nearly ten million residents of Los Angeles County, nearly two out of every three babies are the product of a Latino family (see Figure 35). When these children already in the state today become adults, Latinos will comprise by 2040 nearly half the population of the state of California (see Figure 1).

The road from demographic near-oblivion to demographic preeminence is only part of the narrative of this book. Far more important than sheer numbers is the question of what a Latino majority in California means for the future of American society and identity. That is really the topic of this book.

The fact of Latino demographic growth into the future should be considered, by now, a given. In 1988, when I published one of the first scholarly works on Latino demographic projections, The Burden of Support: Young Latinos in an Aging Society (D. Hayes-Bautista, Schink, and Chapa 1988), the notion that the Latino population could possibly grow to be nearly half of California’s residents seemed unrealistic to most policymakers. After the release of this book, I was taken aback by the negative response to the idea that half the state one day might be Latino (I discuss this experience in greater detail in chapter 3, below). That negative reaction was not about the projections themselves, which were based on solid demographics and an unarguable methodology; the reactions were instead about the meaning of such projections for the future of California and the United States.

At that time (the late 1980s), the general public image of Latinos was one of failure and dysfunction. On magazine covers or on the eleven o’clock evening news in English, the images of Latinos making the news were inevitably of three types: the undocumented immigrant, the gangbanger, and the welfare mother (Leo Chavez 2001). These public images drove the concern about Latino population growth; after all, if they were true representations of Latinos, then soon half the state’s population could easily consist of poverty-stricken, poorly educated, welfare-dependent, law-breaking people. The events of the 1990s seared those images in the minds of many: the Los Angeles riots of 1992, Proposition 187 with its repeated images of vast numbers of dark figures furtively sneaking across the border, and Proposition 227, which banned bilingual education. Yet these images were all wrong. I describe in chapter 3 my own intellectual development regarding the meaning of Latino population growth for the state, including my epiphany when I realized that sixty years of data on Latino behavior and values completely contradicted the popular public images that had driven so much of California’s politics during the 1990s.

LATINO CIVIL SOCIETY

What I had not seen, even in my own research, prior to my sudden insight, was that Latinos were not the phenomenon described by all the policy models used until the present day: a racial group, a language group, a group locked into a traditional culture, a dysfunctional minority group, an urban underclass. All these models—which I had been taught as an undergraduate at the University of California, Berkeley, and as a graduate student at the University of California Medical Center, San Francisco—had missed the central dynamic that made Latinos so Latino: the continuing presence of a Latino civil society, dating in this state from April 1769 and continuing to the present. This Latino civil society, alive and functioning in the Latino families present in the state for more than two hundred years, provides to young children their initial introduction to the world of right and wrong, the desirable and the undesirable, duty and dereliction. Around the kitchen table, out in the garden, tucked into beds at night, through thousands of simple daily acts, Latino civil society provides Latino children with their first introduction to the social world, gives them their first notions of civic responsibility and their first hints of personal identity (see the discussion of this in chapter 7, below).

Beginning in 2019, half of the young adults who turn eighteen, and who will be able to express their opinion by registering and voting, will be Latino. Their choices of candidates, their preferences on issues, their decisions about their own education, about their families, and about the future of the state, all will rely to a great extent on the daily dichos y hechos (sayings and doings) their parents repeat to them thousands of times, unaware of the tremendous import of what they are doing.

Judging from sixty years of data of the Latino population, these children, once grown, will make many decisions that will benefit the state. They will most likely continue to be the hardest-working component of the state’s labor force, with the highest rate of workforce participation, working far more hours per week, working far more in the private sector, and using welfare far less than any other population. They will continue to marry and form families with children at far higher rates than any other population. They will continue to have far fewer heart attacks, lower cancer rates, fewer strokes, a lower infant mortality rate, and a five-year-longer life expectancy than non-Hispanic whites. They will be proud to be Americans, and they will be disproportionately willing to fight and die in this country’s wars. These behaviors are easy to project, because they are based solidly on sixty years of data-based Latino history.

For anyone using most current models of Latino behavior—the dysfunctional minority, the urban underclass, and the like—these behaviors seem surprising. But when one understands the presence and function of Latino civil society, these behaviors are not at all surprising; they are derived from the experience of the meeting of peoples in the Western Hemisphere since 1492, as Indians, Europeans, Africans, and Asians met and melded in most of the two continents known today as the Americas (discussed in chapter 7). The Mexican variant of this experience can be dated from August 13, 1521, with the fall of the great city of Tenochtitlan, and was brought to California with the first group of Mexican colonists to the region in 1769, who bestowed not only names famous around the country to the area—Los Angeles, San Francisco, San José, San Diego, Fresno, Santa Barbara, Sacramento—but also a Latino civil society, into which Latino babies have been born and children raised since that day.

A NOTE ON TERMINOLOGY

This book is a data-based recounting of the population whose primary socialization took place in Latino civil society from 1940 to 2004; it is also a projection into the future of the population’s effects on American society and identity. As will be detailed in chapter 1, Latinos are not a simple racial or ethnic group; they are the product of a distinctive civil society. Yet the available data treats Latinos as the equivalent of a racial group; hence, I shall use the census bureau’s groupings of data, and we shall speak of non-Hispanic whites (abbreviated as NH whites or NHW in the illustrations), African Americans (abbreviated as Afr Amer), Asians and Pacific Islanders (abbreviated as A/PI), American Indians (abbreviated as Amer Inds), and, of course, Latinos.

Given this book’s interest in civil society, the racial groupings it must employ are only poor, surrogate measures what for really drives sometimes differential behavior patterns: the constellation of a group’s values, images, and beliefs generated by historical experience. As I describe in chapter 7, it would be ridiculous to speak of “white civil society,” because the genetic fact of being “white” has little to do with the emergence of civil society among that population. Rather than dwell on the putative genetics of a group, I will speak of a shared social experience communicated from parent to child, hence my term “Latino civil society.” Although I will often refer to a generic national American society and identity, at times I will refer to a specific regional variant of the national society and identity as “Atlantic American.” This regionally specific variant is grounded in the historical experience begun by predominantly British settlers on the North Atlantic coast of the United States (Fischer 1989), which has molded the socialization of people, irrespective of race or ethnicity, who are raised in that region. In a delicious irony, just as the U.S. Bureau of the Census announces on its charts that “Hispanic may be of any race,” in my view an Atlantic American likewise may be of any race or ethnicity. A member of the Daughters of the American Revolution, an African American whose ancestors arrived on these shores before George Washington was born, and the descendant of an Italian immigrant who was processed at Ellis Island are all products of the Atlantic American civil society.

The future of American identity and society will be the result of the current encounter, on somewhat unequal terms, between Latino civil society and Atlantic American civil society. The racial categories of data we currently use will provide some notions of how this encounter is faring, but we must remember they are only surrogate, substitute indicators of the real phenomenon occurring: the emergence of a distinctive, regional civil society that will draw on roots in both the Latino and Atlantic American historical experiences.

The movement of Latinos from near-oblivion to a position of major social influence, and its implications for American society, is handled in eight chronological chapters. In 1940, non-Hispanic white America defined the public image of Latinos: who they were, what race they belonged to, what language they could speak, what their culture was like, what houses they could buy, what schools they could attend, what public facilities they could use. Although Latinos made up barely 2.4 percent of the state’s population in 1910, revolutionary events in Mexico propelled twenty years of immigration; by 1930, about two hundred thousand Mexican immigrants lived in California and had started families. The state’s major policy response to the Depression of the 1930s was to trim welfare rolls and provide jobs for “Americans” by deporting one-third of Mexican immigrants back to Mexico. The tactics used to isolate and repatriate Mexican immigrants created a decade-long climate of fear of appearing “too Mexican” in that deportation-era Latino population.

Officially, Latinos were a race, for census purposes, and race-based segregation limited Latino access to schools, public facilities, and real estate. Yet in 1940, the census bureau ruled that Latinos were white, and Latinos ceased to be counted as a separate entity on official forms, yet they were still subject to restrictive covenants that forbade sale of property to “members of the Mexican race.”

The U.S. bipolar racial algorithm collided with the Latino racial dynamic, which has been one of intermarriage and mestizaje (ethnic mixing) of Indian, African, European, and Asian forebears. Subsequent censuses defined Latinos as a Spanish-surname group and as a Spanish-speaking language group. Anthropologists defined Latinos as a “traditional culture” group, characterized as suffering from fatalism and familism. The Zoot-Suit Riots of 1943 created public hysteria about the Latino presence by combining racial and cultural definitions of Latinos to paint a picture of an undesirable social element. During this period, America defined Latinos.

The Chicano generation, born in postwar America, grew up in still-segregated California, being told in many different ways that they were not quite American. They arrived at university campuses in the 1960s, breathed in the heady rebellious atmosphere, and began to protest the treatment accorded their parents and grandparents. As part of this confrontation, they actively rejected the definitions imposed on them by American society. Impelled by a sense of psychological bonding to a common movement, they burst forth from the campuses and the barrios to stamp their presence on society by creating organizations, political movements, service centers, and artistic expression, to present a bilingual, bicultural face to the world that their parents’ generation had avoided. Tired of being rejected as Americans, they gladly embraced a new, emergent identity as “Chicanos.” For all their claims of cultural vindication, however, few were fluent in Spanish, few had visited Mexico or other parts of Latin America, few knew any history and literature from south of the border. When some did manage to visit Mexico, they quickly discovered that they were not Mexican. They were considered American. And so they found themselves too Mexican to be accepted as American, and too American to be accepted as Mexican. Even as this generation defiantly rejected American definitions of Latino, they lived during a period of heated debate over what a “real” Latino was like.

Below the radar screen, the ending of the bracero program in 1964 coincided with changes in immigration law that allowed Mexican guest workers to change their status from temporary sojourners to permanent immigrants. The immigration wave returned to Latino barrios after a nearly forty-year absence. But these new immigrants were generally not involved in the Chicano movement and did not engage in debate over what a “real” Latino might do. Instead, unconsciously, or simply without reflecting, they asserted their cultural presence through their ways of living, which underpinned all their life decisions.

During the period of the “long, hot summers,” when American cities burned every year from 1965 to 1969, Washington policymakers created the model of the “minority” population to guide public programs and expenditure. Drawing on research on the culture of poverty and the urban underclass, a model of minority dysfunction emerged to explain urban poverty and unrest. Minority-group poverty, unemployment, low education levels, and disintegrating families were considered to be the result of the absence of middle-class values and behaviors to be found in the rest of America. This absence was in turn perceived to be the result of racism and oppression. A “War on Poverty” was declared, and social programs were geared accordingly. Eager to be eligible for this federal largesse, many Latino groups willingly embraced the minority label. During the Reagan years, however, a “compassion fatigue backlash” set in, and the lack of socially acceptable behaviors was imputed to weaknesses inherent in minority groups. Out of this thinking emerged what can be called the “minority dysfunction” model.

I began my academic career being taught this particular model, but as data on Latinos became available, it grew more and more evident that it did not describe Latinos very well. In fact, in the health care arena, the minority dysfunction model was on a collision course with Latino health reality. In spite of high risk factors (that is, low income, poor education, and limited access to care), Latinos have far fewer heart attacks, lower cancer rates, fewer strokes, lower infant mortality, and live more than five years longer on average than non-Hispanic whites and nearly eleven years longer than African Americans. Moreover, while poorer than non-Hispanic whites and African Americans, Latinos have higher workforce participation, work more in the private sector, and rely less on welfare. Latinos demonstrate very middle-class values and behaviors, with very low income. While Latinos do not behave like one, Washington continues to define them as members of a dysfunctional minority group.

The first trickle of immigrant Latinos turned into a flood by the early 1970s. Immigrants accounted for nearly 60 percent of Latino population growth between 1970 and 1990. Latino immigrants had a heavy impact, due to the fact that they were concentrated in the young adult, young parent age group (twenty to thirty-nine); they rarely immigrated as children or elderly people. Thus, they arrived, joined the labor force, and started forming families. Compared to U.S.-born Latinos, immigrant Latinos have far higher labor-force participation and far less welfare dependency; they are far more likely to form a household composed of the classic married couple with children. These behaviors seem paradoxical, as immigrant Latinos also have far lower incomes and poorer educations, deepening the Latino Social Paradox explored in chapter 3. This is, however, evidence of the very middle-class values Latinos, especially immigrants, hold.

Such a vigorous population concentrated in a narrow age range has had a disproportionate effect on the economy; virtually any service or good important to young families with children quickly became reliant on this expanding consumer base. The food industry was first affected, as Latino consumers chose salsa rather than catsup, tortillas rather than white bread. Media in Spanish were given a tremendous boost with growth in viewers, listeners, and readers. Purchasing power grew and outdistanced the gross national product of Latin American countries such as Mexico. U.S.-born Latinos either became retro-assimilators, picking up their Spanish and reestablishing their cultural roots, or felt doubly alienated, now too American to be considered Latino by immigrants. The tremendous market impact of Latinos changed the nature of their relation to society, from a civil rights relation of a small minority to the large-scale market impact of an emergent majority. The important change was that Latinos were now defining what was Latino.

While both the non-Hispanic white and African American middle classes fled urban poverty in Los Angeles, immigrant Latinos were willing to move into emptying “ghetto” areas in South Central Los Angeles, to renovate the housing stock, thus keeping it active on the tax rolls rather than languishing as derelict property, and to reintroduce family and commercial life to these areas. When the 1992 riots erupted, because Latinos were the majority population where the unrest took place, they were involved in the action, first as victims of car damage, physical beatings, and shop lootings, and then, with stores closed and food in short supply, days later they became involved as furtive looters. But their behavior did not demonstrate solidarity with the largely African American, incendiary crowd. Nevertheless, images of Latinos looting stores led to the perception that Latinos were suddenly numerous and out of control, which in turn led to the formation of Proposition 187 as a state initiative for the 1994 ballot. This measure’s existence was used by then-governor Pete Wilson to shore up his flagging reelection strategies, and he exultantly rode it to victory in a divisive campaign. It turned out to be a pyrrhic victory for him, however, because he awoke the political sleeping Latino giant, galvanizing it into action with his virulent attacks. Even years after Proposition 187, both U.S.-born Latinos and immigrant Latinos still feel bitter about the initiative. Subsequent initiatives to ban affirmative action and prohibit bilingual education led to a deeply polarized electorate, with about 80 percent of Latino voters rejecting the measures, and about 60 percent of non-Hispanic white voters approving them. Latinos felt rejected, but rather than shrinking into invisibility as deportation-era Latinos had done, they sprang into action. Along with the Chicano-era organizations, they responded by leading a legal and political charge against the measures. Immigrant Latinos became naturalized citizens and registered to vote in unprecedented numbers, then voted in record turnouts for Latino candidates. This political turnaround led to the emergence of the Latino Legislative Caucus as one of the most powerful groups in the state government.

In 1997, the Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund (MALDEF) wanted to create a message to counter lingering anti-Latino sentiments created by the Proposition 187 campaign. Focus groups were conducted with non-Hispanic whites to understand their concerns about Latinos. These participants defined being American not in cultural terms, as their parents did (for example, by language or food preferences), but by adherence to civic values, including patriotism, achievement, and rugged individualism. Their concern about Latinos was that attachment to Latino culture was perceived as political attachment to Mexico and Latin America instead of civic attachment to the United States, expressed by one non-Hispanic white participant as doubt about which side Latino soldiers might fight on if there were ever a war with a Latin American country. Focus groups were also conducted with Latinos to probe how they felt about being American. U.S.-born Latinos described feeling American as children, but being gradually excluded from that identity by non-Hispanic whites, who did not see Latinos as being fully American. Immigrant Latinos described the process of going from being recently arrived immigrants to having an emotional attachment and feelings of patriotism for the United States. Data from a 2000 survey corroborate that Latinos nearly unanimously feel proud to be American; only recently arrived immigrants show a less-than-unanimous feeling of pride, but this feeling develops over time as they make investments—economic, social, and emotional—in this country.

Based on these findings, MALDEF ran a thirty-second commercial, a “Message from Hispanic Americans,” that aired on prime-time television in southern California for three months, showing Latino daily life: parents with children, buying a house, teachers in classrooms, soldiers returning from war, graduation. Follow-up focus groups about the commercial were held with non-Hispanic whites, who initially described feeling good, with a sense of hope and commonality of interest with Latinos. But then the serpent appeared in the garden: after repeated viewings, these images of achieving Latinos came to be thought too middle class to be believable. In their daily lives, these non-Hispanic whites saw Latinos in terms of failure, of inability to move ahead in spite of having a strong work ethic, of inability to do anything other than menial labor. Ultimately, they rejected the commercial on the grounds that Latinos were not as middle class as they were depicted in the TV spot.

Latino focus groups shown the commercial had a completely different reaction. U.S.-born Latinos were overwhelmed, seeing positive images of themselves for the first time in English-language media. Immigrant Latinos felt the commercial depicted them accurately, showing the daily activities of their lives. These middle-class images that were so shocking for non-Hispanic whites were seen by Latinos as so mundane as to be almost boring. Roberto Lopez, a Los Angeles Times reporter who had graduated from Belmont High School—the most dysfunctional high school in the dysfunctional Los Angeles Unified School District—persuaded his editor to do a follow-up survey of the class of 1989. To his surprise, the vast majority of his classmates had achieved, within ten years, very middle-class lifestyles, including a 28 percent college graduation rate and high levels of marriage, children, and home ownership.

Non-Hispanic white perceptions of Latino failure miss the “elevator effect” by which immigrants rise into the middle class. Public attention instead is focused almost exclusively on the recently arrived immigrant.

Adolescent development includes the emergence of notions of citizenship. Nearly half of all adolescents in California, and 62.4 percent in Los Angeles, are developing their notions of American citizenship in their families, influenced by their largely Latino peer groups. By sheer magnitude, Latino adolescents today are defining the nature of American identity and culture. They feel entirely American but are not at all self-conscious about speaking Spanish as well as English or listening to rock en español as well as to rap music. Even non-Hispanic white focus group participants felt that Latinos were reshaping American identity into a new complex, which will include large elements of what is today considered Latino culture: “They want to be American, as Latinos.”

Being Latino is not tantamount to being un-American. Rather, it is like being a Texan; it is a distinctive way of being American. The quintessential Texas icon, the cowboy, is a regional identity figure, which itself developed out of the meeting and interaction of Atlantic American and Mexican cattle cultures and technologies in the early nineteenth century. The regional identity that is being created by young adults in California, half of whom are Latino, draws heavily on their early socialization in Latino civil society, which influences daily behavior and is rooted in the larger civil society that resulted from the cultural dynamics of Mexico and elsewhere in Latin America, a true “melting pot” where Indian, European, African, and even Asian cultures have left their imprint and progeny. The viability of those patterns of civil society can be seen in the health beliefs encountered in current medical visits, for example concerning diabetes causation, prenatal care, and heart transplantation beliefs, which can be traced back to Mesoamerican cultures. Two general traditions in Atlantic American culture have different interactions with groups they perceive to be “different”: Puritans, who have always had difficulty with any form of diversity, and Quakers, who have always embraced diversity. The Quaker variant of Atlantic American civil society and Latino-Catholic civil society will most likely provide the new underpinnings for a new regional identity.

The early traces of the new regional identity are seen in interpaternity patterns, in which non-Hispanic white, African American, and Asian mothers increasingly have Latino fathers for their children. Intermarriage patterns show “mixed marriages” but do not show unilateral assimilation patterns. As these marriage, paternity, and cultural patterns continue, California demographically and culturally points the way for the rest of America. Young adults in California are recreating the “Latin-Yankee” society that once held sway in the state. Such an easy cultural-racial blend may very well be the hallmark of Californians in the future.

At the end of this study, a “best-case” scenario for California in 2040 is presented. That scenario is of a culturally dynamic, economically vigorous state at the forefront of defining American society and identity. The entrepreneurial and professional energies of Latinos have been welcomed, invested in, and unleashed to provide impetus in various industries, ranging from music and film to high-tech businesses and international trade, making California the gateway to the surging economies of Mexico and Latin America, as well as the wellspring and epicenter of American society for the twenty-first century. A “worst-case” scenario for California of 2040 presents a Blade Runner-type image of a state whose economy has unraveled, and ethnic groups in the state are virtually at war with one another, as ethnic secessionist movements tear the state apart. Meanwhile, the neighboring country of Mexico has imploded politically, economically, and socially. The major difference between the best- and the worst-case scenario is the educational attainment of Latino children in the state’s schools by 2015. The good news is that the educational attainment of U.S.-born Latinos has been rising quickly, far outpacing the attainment levels of the largely immigrant Latino parents. The bad news is that the state’s public education infrastructure has crumbled and the admissions bar to the University of California has been raised, making college-level education more difficult for Latino students than it was for non-Hispanic white students during the baby-boom years. The Latino physician shortage is provided as a case history of the effects of the limited Latino presence in higher education. The decisions, public and private, made over the next ten years about investing in Latino potential will determine which of the two scenarios the state ultimately resembles.
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The poet-laureate of Atlantic American letters, Walt Whitman, was asked in 1883 by the non-Hispanic white city leaders of Santa Fe, New Mexico, to address them on the celebration of their city’s founding. Unable to travel to Santa Fe, Whitman nonetheless offered some written words in which he reminded the proud new leaders that they, unwitting or not, shared a cultural space with the Latino society that antedated them by centuries. “We Americans have . . . the notion that our United States have been fashion’d from the British Islands, only . . . which is a very great mistake. We do not begin to appreciate the splendor and sterling value of the Spanish stock of our Southwest” (Whitman 1907, 388–89). While, at the time of the request, British Protestant-based Atlantic American culture was on the upswing, Whitman presciently cautioned that Latinos were far from gone from the scene. He imagined a day, perhaps far in the future from his time, in which Latinos would once again be an important part of the culture of the region. “Who knows but that element [the ‘Spanish stock’], like the course of some subterranean river, dipping invisibly for a hundred or two hundred years, is now to emerge in the broadest flow and permanent action?” (Whitman 1907, 389). At the beginning of the twenty-first century, Whitman’s words are 120 years old, and, as if to make a prophet of the great American poet, Latinos have indeed emerged into public view, poised to become the majority population in major California cities over the next decade and slated to become the state’s numeric majority within the next three to four decades.
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America Defines Latinos

1940–1965

LATINOS REMEMBER BEING DEFINED

My mother . . . is angry and hurt because they went through a lot. I mean, she couldn’t even go to the plunge [swimming pool] in Monrovia on White Days. She had to go on Black Day. And my mother’s lighter than me. But because she was a Mexican, she had to sit in certain places on the bus; she could only go swimming on certain days.

CESLAC UW 1998, 3: U.S.-born Latinos, some college, 19

IN THE SUMMER OF 1998, the Center for the Study of Latino Health and Culture at UCLA convened a number of middle-aged Latinos to help us understand the changes that have taken place in Latino society in California during their lives. Born in the 1940s and 1950s, these participants grew up in a world far different from the one they lived in by the late 1990s. They were old enough to remember a much more segregated, much more rigidly exclusionary society. Still expressing hurt and pain, they described growing up in a situation in which being Latino was simply not validated. “Back then [1950s] . . . who cares? You’re just a Mexican, you’re a ‘beaner,’ you know, you’re a ‘greaser’ ” (CESLAC UW 1998, 3: U.S.-born Latinos, some college, 90).

The postwar period was a time, these older participants remembered, when the Spanish language was not used in public. There was no television, very little radio, only one newspaper, and certainly no billboards or bus-boards advertising goods and services in Spanish. “It’s real easy to live here now and speak Spanish. It wasn’t when my mother was growing up; in the fifties and the sixties, I don’t think it was” (CESLAC UW 1998, 3: U.S.-born Latinos, some college, 29).

Spanish may have been merely absent in the pubic arena, but it was actively rooted out in the public schools these participants attended. Many older respondents remembered being punished if they were “caught” speaking Spanish at school, which provided a disincentive to develop fluency in that language. “In high school . . . you wanted not to speak Spanish, and [teachers would] punish us. . . . I didn’t want to hang around anybody that spoke Spanish” (CESLAC UW 1998, 7: Latino civic leaders, 37). The longer they stayed in school, the more this constant reminder that Spanish was somehow “bad” worked into the images these respondents had of their families, their culture, and themselves. Of course, the images were negative: if Spanish was bad, those who spoke it must be bad, and the culture they came from, by association, must also be bad. “[My] own language, in a way, for me was invalidated. We were punished if we spoke Spanish. So, as a kid, your values, all of a sudden is, ‘What I have known—my parents, my grandmother, all these people that I’ve loved—were speaking wrong’ ” (CESLAC UW 1998, 8: Latino business leaders, 25). In the days before the emergence of Chicano studies on college campuses, a passive, studied ignorance of things Latino compounded this active invalidation. As a result, many older Latinos grew up knowing very little, if anything, about Latino and Latin American culture. “My great-grandma was born in Mexico, but I don’t know anything about it” (CESLAC UW 1998, 1: U.S.-born Latinos, high school only, 20).

As a result, these older Latinos described growing up with a void in their identity. For some, particularly those who did not go to college and therefore missed out on the heyday of the Chicano movement, the void continued to the day of their participation in the 1998 focus group. “Supposedly I’m Mexican, but I don’t know the background. I don’t know anything about the Aztecs or anything, so I don’t have anything to say ‘This is me.’ I don’t know who I am, as far as culture” (CESLAC UW 1998, 1: U.S.-born Latinos, high school only, 21).

At its most virulent, this constant downgrading of things Latino led some to actively deny their Latino families and friends. “Yeah, I mean, I knew I was Mexican, but then I had my mother tell me here, because of her experiences, that ‘[When] people ask you, you tell them you are white. You’re tall, you can pass for white, you’re light skinned. Don’t say you are Mexican’ ” (CESLAC UW 1998, 3: U.S.-born Latinos, some college, 89). From our vantage point in the first decade of the twenty-first century, we can understand their reactions given their experiences in school and in public life. At the time, they had few other options. It was their personal tragedy to have grown up in a unique historical moment in Latino California—a time that will never be duplicated. Theirs was the era of Latino invisibility, a time when Atlantic America defined Latinos.

DEMOGRAPHICS OF LATINO PRESENCE, 1910–1965

Latinos governed California from 1769 until statehood in 1850. They had run its economy, forged its culture, and established its cities. But when the gold rush attracted hundreds of thousands of new in-migrants to the state, they swamped the native-born Latino Californio population within a decade or two. By 1910, Latinos were barely 2.4 percent of the state’s overall population, which was still heavily concentrated in the northern half of the state. In Los Angeles, Latinos were still nearly 15 percent of the population (Romo 1983, 29). In spite of an ongoing physical presence since 1769, Latino contributions were relegated to a mere colorful footnote in the pre-history of the state, romanticized in events like Los Angeles’s “La Fiesta” and Santa Barbara’s annual “Old Spanish Days.”

When the Mexican Revolution erupted in 1910, it unleashed social unrest that had been festering for more than forty years under the near-dictatorship of Porfírio Díaz. As a result of the war, one-tenth of the Mexican population fled to its stable neighbor, the United States. The number of Mexican immigrants in California shot up, from 33,444 in 1910 to 86,610 in 1920, reaching a high of 199,165 by 1930 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1952, 5–65, table 24). See Table 1.

Often forbidden by legal residential segregation to live in non-Hispanic white areas, these refugees settled in areas already largely populated by Latinos. Indeed, some of these barrios had been established by the Californios a century and more earlier. The immigrants brought to these well-established Latino communities a fresh infusion of language and customs. For nearly twenty years, immigrants from Mexico made the journey northward and began settling in, starting families, raising children, and buying small lots on which to build their houses and plant their gardens. Their arrival coincided with the post–World War I economic boom called the Roaring Twenties, and their willingness to take dangerous, dirty, and low-paying jobs made the immigrants tolerable to the white population, now a majority in California.

TABLE 1
Number of Latinos in California, 1910–1960
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“Black Friday,” the day the stock market fell in 1929, put a halt to this tolerance. As the economy unraveled, unemployment rose and people looked to the government for assistance. Politicians found a scapegoat for the state’s economic woes: Mexicans were “taking jobs from Americans” and taking a share of scant state resources. A hue and cry was raised about the large “foreign” presence in the state. The deportation of Mexicans would free up jobs for Americans and simultaneously reduce the government’s burden. This simplistic policy was put into practice on a large scale.

Thus, during the 1930s, Latinos lived in constant fear of deportation roundups. Those seeking employment assistance, food from a soup kitchen, or care from the county hospital ran the risk of being summarily deported. Worse, streets were closed off, trolley cars stopped and searched, and anyone who “looked Mexican” was liable to be forcibly deported (Balderrama and Rodríguez 1995, 55). The most egregious roundup took place in 1931 at La Placita, a popular public park at the end of Olvera Street in downtown Los Angeles. This site had particular importance as both the location of the founding of Los Angeles and then for more than a century and a half as a symbolic central meeting place for Latinos after Sunday mass. INS agents and sheriffs from cities as far away as San Francisco, San Diego, and Nogales surrounded La Placita, trapping as many as four hundred people. Those unable to show proof of residency immediately were detained (Balderrama and Rodríguez 1995, 57). Citizenship was no protection; many U.S. citizens, born in the United States, were deported. The mere fact of being identifiably “Mexican” was enough to place one under suspicion. The deportations were part of the familial memory of some of our respondents in 1998, who, although they were born after the 1930s, could still tell of the effects of massive deportations. “Because it happened in 1928 [sic]. They hauled all the Mexicans that were not citizens . . . to Mexico, all of them. And my father almost got kicked out of here” (CESLAC UW 1998, 1: U.S.-born Latinos, high school only, 77).

The deportation era’s effects can be seen in Table 1. While there were 199,165 Mexican immigrants in the state in 1930, by 1940 that number had been reduced by nearly one half, to 111,900. One out of every two Mexican immigrants had been deported or otherwise disappeared; Latino population growth was virtually stagnant during that period, with the loss of immigrants offset by births of young Latinos. Robert McLean, a journalist of the times, noted the atmosphere of fear that prevailed during the 1930s: “It is very real . . . and that fear hovers over every Mexican colony in the Southwest is a fact that all who come in contact with them can readily attest. They fear examination by the Border Patrol when they travel; they fear arrest; they fear jail; they fear deportation” (Samora 1971, 41). The threat of forced deportation and the accompanying climate of intimidation lasted a decade, during which it was dangerous to seem “too Mexican.” A whole generation of U.S.-born Latinos grew up learning that overt expression of Mexican culture—including such things as speaking Spanish, wearing a rebozo (a Mexican shawl), or reading a newspaper in Spanish—could endanger them. Deeply scarred by this experience, many of that generation vowed to protect their children by throwing a cloak over their culture and history.

In 1940, the Latinos remaining after the deportations were barely 5.4 percent of the state’s population, numbering 374,000. These deportation-era Latinos fought in World War II and the Korean War, earning Medals of Honor far out of proportion to their small numbers in the armed forces (Ramos 2000, 33). After the fighting, they returned to their homes in the barrios, proud to have served their country, even if resentful over segregated military cemeteries and other tokens of official disdain. They started families, becoming swept up in the mighty demographic phenomenon called the baby boom.

Largely thanks to its high fertility rate, by 1950 the Latino population in the state numbered just over one million (see Table 1, 1,009,400; CA EDD 1986, 9), and by 1960 nearly one and a half million (1,456,900) (see Figure 2). Latino children growing up in the postwar era had a vastly different cultural experience from that of their deportation-era parents, who almost always had Mexican-immigrant parents. Latinos of the postwar era were predominantly children of U.S.-born Latinos and grew up in Latino barrios populated almost completely by U.S.-born Latinos. Immigrants were very rare—more than four out of every five Latinos were U.S.-born: 81.2 percent in 1950, and 80.6 percent in 1960 (CA EDD 1986, 10).
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Figure 2. Latino Population in California, 1910–1960. Sources: Immigrant 1910–30 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1952, table 24); 1910 total Latino (CESLAC estimate, 2003); 1920–30 total Latino (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1933a, 90, table 35); 1940–60 (CA EDD 1986, 10, table 2c).

Postwar Latinos—the Latino baby-boom generation—grew up heavily influenced by “mainstream” American culture. Even if they were raised in largely Latino barrios in Fresno, San José, San Francisco, or Los Angeles, the popular culture they absorbed from radio, television, and school was typical baby-boomer fare. Only rarely would this larger culture notice Latinos, except in caricatures such as Frito Bandito. There was the occasional breakthrough musician like Richie Valens (Ricardo Valenzuela), who had an identifiable Latino slant, but even the Chicano rock-and-roll bands of the era, for example, Thee Midniters, sang in English. Only a few subtle reminders—the burritos they would shamefully bring for lunch, the old romantic trios their grandparents would play on the 78-rpm record player, the large family gatherings to celebrate birthdays and anniversaries, a few familiar phrases in Spanish—held up a different cultural world. It was terra incognita, accessible only to those few who made extraordinary efforts to understand it. In those days, Latinos were an invisible group, seemingly on its way to either assimilation or extinction.

LATINOS DEFINED AS A RACE

Throughout the nineteenth and for a good part of the twentieth century non-Latino Californians routinely defined Latinos as belonging to a separate race and built their legal and public social behavior around that definition. Yet this racial definition has not fit Latinos very well, for Latinos are not a race, but a culture, which was itself shaped by centuries of racial mixture that produced today’s mestizo Latino population.

Prior to 1492, an estimated 90 to 112 million people lived in the Americas (Sánchez-Albornoz 1974, 34), of whom an estimated 25.2 million lived in what is now Mexico (Cook and Borah 1971, viii). These peoples were not “Indians,” a term applied to them only after the arrival of Europeans, but rather members of a variety of cultural groups. They were simply people living in a wide range of societies—large urban complexes of hundreds of thousands as well as farming villages and hamlets, tribes dedicated to the chase—speaking hundreds, if not thousands, of languages, worshipping hundreds of deities, engaged in a wide range of economic pursuits, from trade, construction, goldsmithing, and bookmaking to the healing arts. They waged war on one another, traded with one another, intermarried with one another. In Náhuatl-speaking Mesoamerica, they organized themselves into tribes (calpulli), city-states (altepetl), kingdoms, and empires, in an ever-shifting array of allegiances and betrayals. Some other regions organized themselves similarly.

On October 12, 1492, a Genoese in the employ of the newly united Spanish Crown, thinking he had just discovered India, designated as “Indians” the first residents he saw on the shores of Hispaniola (today’s Dominican Republic). This misnomer remains to this day and has caused no end of confusion.

The European settlers who followed Columbus to the conquered territories interacted with the newly defined Indians politically, economically, spiritually, legally, maritally, sexually, and, most importantly, epidemiologically. Contrary to the “Black Legend”—that blood-thirsty Spaniards mercilessly slaughtered the Indians—the Spanish Crown wanted the Indians as subjects and treated them as productive, revenue-producing members of society. However, the peoples of the Americas lacked resistance to European diseases, especially smallpox, unwittingly carried by the colonizers, and the Crown’s plans for steady revenues from a stable population were brought to ruin by the ravages of epidemics. In Mexico, the population dropped from an estimated 25.2 million to slightly more than 1 million within eighty years (see Figure 3; Cook and Borah 1971, viii), largely due to smallpox.1 In the Caribbean islands, the mortality was close to 100 percent.
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Figure 3. Population Curve, Mexico, 1519–1605. Source: Cook and Borah 1971, viii.

To make up for the population lost to disease, the European colonists imported slaves from Africa. Around the Caribbean basin, the slave trade grew to such an extent that Africans at times outnumbered Europeans or the remaining Indians. Slavery was not a perpetual condition; thus, a sizable African-origin population established itself in freedom, marrying and producing children.

Eventually, the Spanish and Portuguese reached India, China, Japan, the Philippines, and other parts of Asia. The Spanish treasure fleet sailed annually from Manila to Acapulco, and where trade went, settlement followed. Sailors and settlers from Asia—the Philippine Islands, China, India, Japan—also found their way to the Americas, establishing themselves in trades in Mexico City, Lima, Havana, and other communities large and small.

In a mere three centuries, the human species in the Americas changed from completely “Indian” to largely mestizo, in a biological union of Indian, European, African, and Asian peoples. From 1492 to 1821, these various populations married one another and created the peoples of the new world. The official registers of that period were not satisfied with simply designating a person as mestizo, however, and tried to pinpoint the exact combination of European, Indian, African, and Asian heritages a person might possess. These groups, called castas, illustrated the resultant mestizaje:

• Mestizo: offspring of Spanish and Indian

• Castizo: offspring of Spanish and mestizo

• Mulato: offspring of Spanish and African

• Lobo: offspring of African and Indian

• Cambujo: offspring of lobo and Indian

In total, there were as many as twenty-five different categories (García Sáiz 1989, 24–28). Such racial precision was, of course, an ideal not easily accomplished when baptism certificates were written from people’s incomplete memory. We can imagine them asking themselves, “Was grandmother a cambuja or a loba?” Compounding the categorization process was the custom of “caste creep,” whereby one’s caste could change, usually in the direction of a lighter caste, on achievement of social standing. Mason (1998, 45–64) analyzed the California census of 1790 and discovered that the majority of Californios, who were originally Indian-African admixtures from northern Mexico, had exhibited “caste creep” between 1780 and 1790 and had become subsequently classified with categories used for persons of greater Iberian admixture, for example, mestizos or even “Spaniards.”

At the spot commemorating the founding of Los Angeles in 1781, a bronze reproduction of the original roll call of the pobladores (settlers) tells us of the mestizaje present at the city’s birth. Each family is listed by name, as are the husband’s and wife’s castas. A typical entry reads:

Lara

José Fernando español

María Antonia india

José Julián

María Faustina

María Juana

While the admixture category of the children was not noted, clearly the children of the Lara family would be mestizos. Interestingly, only two of the eleven heads of household were nominally Spanish—the rest were unmistakably Indian, African, or some combination, expressed as “mestizo” if the Indian lineage predominated or “mulato” if the African lineage predominated. The pairings included the following husband-wife combinations:

3 Indian-Indian couples

2 African-Mulato couples

2 Spanish-Indian couples

2 Mulato-Mulato couples

1 Indian-Mulato couple

1 Mestizo-Mulato couple

The children of these parents were, obviously, an extremely hybrid population racially—and on an ironic note, not too dissimilar from the racial and ethnic composition of the children of Los Angeles at the start of the twenty-first century (Los Pobladores 1981).

After the Mexican War of Independence (1810–21), the separate colonial laws for Indians and gente de razón (literally, “rational,” Christian people) were done away with; the castas were abolished, and so was all official specification of racial background.2 Henceforth, all residents of a country were Mexicans or Guatemalans, Peruvians or Chileans, and so on.

After the Mexican American War of 1848, the United States acquired a huge territory that was carved up into the states of California, Arizona, Nevada, Utah, New Mexico, and Colorado. With a population that was decidedly not of British or other northern European stock, Texas had been acquired a decade earlier. As the United States took over administration of the new territory, its official bipolar racial understanding (that is, one was either white or black, but not both) was applied to a population that was irreversibly multiracial, and the modern problems involved in attempting to racially categorize Latinos began.

Some early U.S. visitors to the Southwest region had remarked on the “mongrel” nature of the population, an amalgamation of Indian, African, Asian, and Spanish. In 1835, Harvard student Richard Henry Dana took a leave of absence from his studies and sailed “around the Horn” to California as a common sailor (Dana 1986). He was intrigued by the racial composition of the Californios. There were lighter-skinned dons, wealthy ranchers who were termed “Spanish,” whose daughters often intermarried with the incoming Americans. “Those who are of pure Spanish blood . . . have clear, brunette complexions, and sometimes, even as fair as those of English women” (Dana 1986, 126). He did note, however, that there were very few of these fair-skinned persons. Others were darker—suspiciously darker—hinting at a degree of miscegenation that was socially unacceptable back in his home country. Dana continued his description of mestizo Californios: “From this upper class, they go down by regular shades, growing more and more dark and muddy, until you come to the pure Indian, who runs about with nothing upon him but a small piece of cloth” (127).

Dana’s book was a best seller in its day and provided an early description of California for Atlantic Americans. His portrait of the Californios included reflections on their character, which, to such a proper Bostonian, was none too savory. Warning his readers that California lay “at the ends of the earth, on a coast almost solitary; in a country where there is neither law nor gospel,” he described Californios as “an idle, thriftless people” (143, 125), comprising a population “of hungry, drawling, lazy half-breeds” (235). The men, he wrote, were “thriftless, proud, and extravagant, and very much given to gaming,” while the women had “but little education, and a good deal of beauty, and their morality, of course, is none of the best” (236). Overall, Latinos in California appeared to him to be “a people on whom a curse had fallen, and stripped them of everything but their pride, their manners and their voices” (128).

The problem with California, Dana mused, was that it was populated by Californios, whose indolence kept them from realizing the full wealth of the states. “Such are the people who inhabit a country embracing four or five hundred miles of sea coast . . . blessed with a climate, than which there can be no better in the world . . . with a soil in which corn yields from seventy to eighty fold” (237). Dana was insistent that “nothing but the character of the people prevents Monterey from becoming a great town,” and he finally declared, just a decade before the Atlantic American world rushed in to displace these character-challenged Latinos, “In the hands of an enterprising people, what a country this might be!” (237). If they had any picture at all, this was what many non-Hispanic whites imagined of Latinos when they came to California in 1849 in search of gold.

The 1848 Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo that ended the Mexican American War promised that Mexicans who had lived in the Southwest would be incorporated into the county with the “enjoyment of all the rights of citizens” (Menchaca 2001, 215). While this expansive promise satisfied the Mexican negotiators of the treaty, American racial law soon intruded on the assumption that all Mexico’s former citizens would simply take up a new life in the newly annexed territories.

The bald fact was that full rights and citizenship in the United States at that time were restricted to white male persons, yet the Latinos of California were, in the main, a racial hodgepodge that defied simple U.S. racial categorizations. For the next century and more, the racial definition of Latinos was debated in the courts, as Latinos tried to exercise their rights to vote, hold property, marry, educate their children, and use public facilities as U.S. citizens in a country where nonwhites were not given these rights.

In spite of an international treaty that guaranteed full citizenship, within a year of its signing the federal government allowed states to determine the citizenship status of their Mexican residents (Menchaca 2001, 217). Mexicans who were considered “Indian” then became subject to applicable federal laws governing Indians, which often meant they were deemed ineligible to hold property, testify in court, or become naturalized citizens. If they were considered black, then the state laws sanctioned by the U.S. courts applied. For nearly a century California courts squirmed, trying to fit a bipolar racial category—white or nonwhite—onto a mestizo population.

Pablo de la Guerra was a descendant of a 1775 settler who had arrived in California in the service of the Spanish Crown. A member of the distinguished family for whom a major street in Santa Barbara is still named, he was a wealthy rancher who served California as a delegate to its first constitutional convention. For more than twenty years, he was a respected member of the newly admitted state of California and held many public offices. Then, in 1870, the state he had served so well turned on him and declared him no longer eligible to vote, hold office, testify in court against a white person, or own land. In short, the state declared that de la Guerra could exercise none of these privileges because he was not white. The state’s attorneys argued that he could not be a U.S. citizen, in spite of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, because citizenship was not available to Indians, and he did not appear to be at least three-quarters white. The Carrillo side of his family had originated in Baja California, of “dubious” racial background but quite possibly the beneficiaries of “caste creep” at the time of arrival in Alta California, and his appearance hinted at nonwhite ancestry (Menchaca 2001, 221; Mason 1998, 86).

Luckily for him, de la Guerra had the wealth to hire attorneys, who were able to establish that he was “white enough” to be classified a U.S. citizen. Nevertheless, the court’s decision gave the state the right to exclude “non-white Mexicans” from citizenship (Menchaca 2001, 222). Much effort was spent subsequently trying to determine if any given Mexican should be considered “white” or “nonwhite.”

The Homestead Act, which opened up the West to settlement, was limited to U.S. citizens, which meant that only persons classified as “white” could stake claims. This act not only effectively excluded “nonwhite” Mexicans from participation but also provided a legal basis for arguing that an “Indian” Mexican could not hold title to property. After three-quarters of a century of intermarriage between Mexican settlers, many of whom were themselves Indians and mestizos, and California Indian groups, the boundaries between “Indian” and “non-Indian” were quite blurry, even during Spanish and Mexican days. However, with the imposition of U.S. racial laws, Chumash, Diegueño, Gabrileño, and other Indians who had been raised speaking Spanish, who were practicing Catholics, and who worked as cowboys, were declared to be “Indians” and thereby unable to hold title to property. Even emancipated Indians, who had not lived under tribal law for decades, were placed under the jurisdiction of Indian laws. The job of the courts was to decide if a given Mexican was “too Indian” to be considered white.

Racial laws became even more important after the passage of the Fourteenth Amendment, which provided for citizenship for the former slave population. The narrow reading often used was that the new amendment applied only to African Americans, not to Indians, Asians, or other non-white peoples (Menchaca 2001, 278). Resident Latinos and those who arrived after 1848 who were obviously Indian were not allowed to become citizens. Their children, born on U.S. soil, were ineligible to become citizens under these interpretations of the Fourteenth Amendment. Only “white” immigrant Latinos and their children were eligible to become naturalized citizens.

As a result of being generally categorized racially as nonwhite, Latinos by and large suffered many petty racial injustices. In 1931, California Attorney General Ulysses S. Webb declared that Mexican children were basically Indian in origin and had to be treated in accordance with then-prevailing U.S. law on Indians, which included legal segregation for educational purposes. His opinion in the case of U.S.-born Latino children attempting to enter schools in Carpinteria, a town in Santa Barbara County, summarized the prevailing opinion: “It is well known that a great part of the population of Mexico is a mixture of Indian, and when these Indians immigrate to the United States, they need to obey the laws applicable to other Indians. . . . Children of Mexican origin are Indians, therefore, they should be sent to Indian schools” (González-Portillo 2001, 1B). A small technicality was that these laws did not apply to Latinos who were “white.” Yet the burden of proof was on an individual Latino to go to the courts to prove “whiteness” in order to use public facilities. During Webb’s forty years as attorney general, his views on race represented one school of opinion.

Many school districts had established separate “Mexican schools” for “unassimilable” Latino students (McWilliams 1949, 19–20; Moore 1970, 76–84), on the theory that Latinos were such slow learners that they would hold back non-Hispanic white student performance. Nine-year-old Sylvia Mendez was the first to challenge this century-old policy. In 1944, her parents moved to the then-largely non-Hispanic white community of Westminster in Orange County and tried unsuccessfully to enroll her in the neighborhood school. Whereas the local school was a brick-built source of neighborhood pride, the ramshackle Mexican school was next to an active dairy farm.

Teníamos que acostumbrarnos al olor del estiércol de las vacas. Comíamos entre el olor a estiércol. Teníamos que espantar los moscas cuando comíamos. La escuela de mexicanos era de madera vieja, y la de los blancos era de ladrillo y muy bonita. [We had to get used to the smell of cow manure. We ate with the smell of cow manure. We had to brush away the flies as we ate. The Mexican school was made out of old wood, and the white school was made of brick and very pretty.] (González-Portillo 2001, 1B)

Her father won the case, Mendez v. Westminster, on a loophole created by nearly a century of legal twists and turns about the race of Latinos. Webb’s decision, and the federal Plessy v. Ferguson ruling, did not apply to Latinos because there was no federal law stipulating that all Mexicans were Indians. Sylvia’s case later served as precedent for the more famous Brown v. Board of Education in 1954 (Menchaca 2001, 291).

From the late nineteenth century to the mid-1960s, real estate developments also were routinely segregated, usually in the form of a “restrictive covenant” attached to the property deed, stipulating to whom the property could, and could not, be sold. In Los Angeles, for example, in 1950 such a covenant stipulated, “No portion of the herein described property shall ever be sold, conveyed, leased, occupied by, or rented to any person of an Asiatic or African race . . .  nor to any person of the Mexican race” (Camarillo 1984, 80).

While the courts battled over the fine line between a “white” Mexican and a “nonwhite” Mexican, daily life in California rarely bothered with such distinctions. From the first, it had been common to refer to all Latinos as a separate, nonwhite race. In 1886 eminent nineteenth-century UC Berkeley philosopher Josiah Royce summarized the prevailing opinion regarding Latinos in an only slightly overdrawn social portrait: “The native Californian or ‘greaser’ . . . had no business, as an alien, to come to the land God had given us. . . . We hated his whole degenerate, thieving, landowning, lazy and discontented race” (Royce 2002, 287). A good many of the attitudes collected by California labor economist Paul Taylor during a 1927–30 survey of agricultural labor conditions confirm that Latinos were considered a separate and inferior race. Taylor concluded that this persistent perception was hampering Latino progress in society. “Recognition of racial difference, and the attitudes which so commonly attach to color of skin, hamper free assimilation of the Mexicans . . . [and] is a factor, distinctly additional to those which characteristically have stirred hostility against new groups of European immigrants to the same area” (Forbes 1968, 85).

The courts may have rendered convoluted decisions to determine the race of individual Latinos, but the U.S. Bureau of the Census needed to define entire populations. The race question has bedeviled the bureau since the 1848 acquisition of the Mexican territories and the included resoundingly mestizo population. Over time, the bureau adopted various strategies to define the racially indefinable.

In 1930, for example, in an attempt to get around the legal fact that some Latinos were “white” while others were not, the category “Mexican” was designated as a separate race and was included along with the other racial categories: white, “colored,” Indian, Chinese, Japanese. In its “Instructions to Enumerators,” the 1930 census conceded that Latinos were generally a mestizo population, hence not easy to identify. Nonetheless, the “Instructions” enjoined the enumerators: “Practically all Mexican laborers are of a racial mixture difficult to classify, though usually well recognized in the localities where they are found. In order to obtain separate figures for this racial group, it has been decided that all persons born in Mexico, or having parents born in Mexico, who are not definitely white, Negro [sic], Indian, Chinese, or Japanese, should be returned as Mexican (‘Mex’)” (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1933b, 1399). Table 2 provides the heading of Table 29 in the census report (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1933a, 84), in which “Mexican” is grouped together with the other “minor races,” including Indians, Chinese, and Japanese. The Bureau of the Census’s definition of Latinos as a distinct “race” dovetailed with popular notions of a “Mexican race”; segregation based on race, common in parts of the country then, naturally isolated Latinos and affected their participation in society. Then, abruptly, their racial designation changed.

In an unexpected about-face in 1940, the Bureau of the Census recategorized Latinos as “white.” This reversal of racial categorization followed implementation that year of the Nationality Act, which allowed indigenous immigrants from the Western Hemisphere and, later, immigrants from Asian countries to become citizens (Menchaca 2001, 285). It had been possible for the children of “nonwhite” immigrant parents to be declared U.S. citizens since the Supreme Court decided in 1898 that the Fourteenth Amendment was not restricted to blacks. With the Nationality Act, the “nonwhite” immigrant parents of U.S.-citizen children were suddenly eligible for citizenship. Indians, however, who were nonwhite but not immigrants, still could not be U.S. citizens (Menchaca 2001, 280–81). This ruling added another layer to an already byzantine racial classification system in California. In some arenas, such as education, dark Latinos were still considered “nonwhite”; yet in others, such as naturalization, they were now treated legally as if they were white. The 1940 census took a Gordian knot approach to the racial designation of Latinos; Mexicans were no longer to be counted as a separate racial category but were to be enumerated racially as “white” (D. Hayes-Bautista and Chapa 1986, 64). The Bureau of the Census explained that Latinos were not to be considered “colored,” as were the other major and minor races of the day. This method of color categorization was explained in the 1960 census: “The term ‘color’ refers to the division of the population into two groups, white and nonwhite. The color group designated as ‘nonwhite’ includes Negroes, American Indians, Japanese, Chinese, Filipinos, Koreans, Hawaiians, Asian Indians, Malayans, Eskimos, Aleuts, etc. Persons of Mexican birth or ancestry who are not definitely Indian or other nonwhite race were classified as white” (California Department of Industrial Relations 1964, 54). In many official records, however, Latinos went beyond white to transparent; they simply disappeared. For example, in the area of vital statistics, racial data were recorded for the categories of White, Negro, Indian, Chinese, Japanese, and “Other” but not for Latinos. As seen in Table 3, in a vital-statistics table for 1959 that records the number of deaths in each racial group, there is no column entry for “Mexican.” Instead, at the foot of the table is the simple, cryptic note: “White includes Mexican” (California Economic Development Agency 1962, 58, table G-3). Official records, such as birth certificates, marriage certificates, and death certificates, now recorded Latinos as being of the white race. The census bureau continued to categorize Mexicans, and then other groups who appeared on the radar—such as Puerto Ricans and Cubans—as white for the 1950, 1960, and 1970 censuses.

TABLE 2
“Mexican” as Separate Race, U.S. Census, 1930
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Not surprisingly, many Latinos were themselves confused about the proper response when asked their race. Older Latinos remembered being told that Mexicans were a separate, distinct race. Yet Latinos who came of age from 1940 to 1970 were told that, officially at least, they were white. “Me and my mother have had an argument, because she says ‘Mexican’ is not a race. And I told her, ‘But I’m not white, either.’ And so we go back and forth” (CESLAC UW 1998, 3: U.S.-born Latinos, some college, 101). Any official mention of being Latino disappeared from public forms, leaving some Latinos to wonder if they existed as a group at all.

Yet, paradoxically, at the same time that Latinos did not exist in official documents, in daily life certain property was barred to members of the “Mexican race”; Latinos were routinely shunted aside to “Mexican schools,” and Latinos were not allowed into certain public facilities. “I was raised that I was Caucasian. . . . In the olden days, there was no Hispanic on there [any public document]. Except if you wanted to go in a public pool” (CESLAC UW 1998, 3: U.S.-born Latinos, some college, 101). How was it possible for Latinos to be considered a race for real estate, educational, and law-enforcement purposes, yet considered white for enumeration purposes? And, how could a population that emerged out of a continent-wide process of mestizaje be considered a single race?

TABLE 3
Latinos Included as Part of “White” Racial Category, 1959
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LATINOS DEFINED BY RESEARCHERS

The general public had no doubt that Latinos were an identifiable group, even though after 1940 they disappeared from official records as such. In order to estimate the size of the Latino population, social scientists developed a series of surrogate measures that would approximate the count. Their first strategy involved counting Spanish surnames, for which the Bureau of the Census developed an initial official list of about seven thousand Spanish surnames (Word and Perkins 1996). Some were clearly Spanish, such as Garcia, Gonzalez, and Rodriguez. Other surnames, such as Silva, could be Spanish, Italian, Portuguese, or even French and therefore could not be counted directly; yet they could be apportioned, meaning that every sixth Silva would be counted as a Spanish surname, a surrogate for a Mexican. Of course, a small percentage of Mexicans, even in Mexico, do not have Spanish surnames, such as the artists Frida Kahlo and Juan O’Gorman, and such names would not have been counted at all. The Spanish surname method was not 100 percent accurate, but it did provide an approximation of the Latino population—and a new category, “White Persons with Spanish Surname.”

Concerned that the Spanish-surname method might not capture Latinos as efficiently as desired, a question on Spanish-language home environment was added in the 1950 census. This was asked only in the five southwestern states. Those who responded positively to this question were then categorized as “Spanish-language white persons.”

The general public often took this new statistical gambit to mean that only those who spoke Spanish were Latino. Thus, the speaking of Spanish was once again a measure of being Latino; a book on educating Latinos in the United States acknowledged the primacy of the language in its title, Education of the Spanish-Speaking Urban Child (Ogletree and Garcia 1975). In a slim book written for teacher training in the 1960s, Carey McWilliams concurred, “With most Mexicans, Spanish is the language of the home” (McWilliams 1968, 19).

While the Spanish language is often taken as a defining characteristic of Latinos, its presence in the Americas is relatively recent in human history. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, only a minority in the Americas spoke Castilian, the language that we call Spanish today. In Mexico, literature was written and published in both Spanish and Náhuatl during the colonial period, up to 1821. Sor Juana Inés de la Cruz, the seventeenth-century protofeminist poet, playwright, and author, wrote in Spanish, Náhuatl, and Latin. Even at the end of Porfírio Díaz’s rule in Mexico in 1910, about one-sixth of the population of Mexico did not speak Spanish (Moreno Toscano et al. 1983, 120). The Mexican census of 1995 found around 7 percent of Mexicans were monolingually functional in various Indian languages (Anuario estadístico 1998, 19, cuadro 2.4); contemporary Mexican bilingual-education programs teach in Spanish and Indian dialects. In Guatemala, about half the population is monolingually functional in various Maya dialects. Peru is officially a bilingual country (Quechua and Spanish), as is Paraguay (Guaraní and Spanish).

Even on the Iberian Peninsula, by the sixteenth century most inhabitants spoke Castilian, but a variety of languages and dialects were also spoken, including Basque, Galician, Portuguese, Asturian, and Catalan. In the centuries of colonization that followed, settlers from the far reaches of the Spanish Empire and its allies in Europe joined this polyglot population. Early documents indicate that Italians, Greeks, Germans, French, Dutch, and others lived in the Crown’s lands.

In the New World, Spanish was declared the official language by the sixteenth century to forge a linguistic unity in the Western Hemisphere that was absent on the Iberian Peninsula (Cuevas 1914, 159). This official Spanish language, however, interacted with a bewildering variety of Indian languages and dialects, and a few African tongues as well, up and down Latin America, creating myriad variations on the Castilian tongue. In Mexico, for example, Spanish adopted a number of Náhuatl words already in use for centuries: aguacate (avocado), from aguacatl; chocolate, from xocolotl; guajolote (turkey), from guajolotl; and so on.

Over the past five centuries, Spanish has been absorbed gradually by most peoples of the Western Hemisphere; yet it was not until early in the twentieth century that one could safely say that Spanish was the majority language in most of the region. Many Latinos do speak Spanish. But like the possession, or absence, of a Spanish surname, language alone does not make one a Latino.

During the post–World War II era, social scientists began studying underdeveloped countries around the globe, discovering many cultures untouched by modern development and by the modern attitudes and behavior that sustain it. Researchers posited that there were two types of societies in the world: modern and traditional. Modern societies held the values necessary for development, such as showing up on time for work or taking orders from a boss, and traditional societies did not (Kahl 1974; Harrison 1985). Building on Max Weber’s 1905 touchstone work, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism (reprinted in 2001), which sought to demonstrate that Protestantism provided the very values capitalism required, researchers developed a typology of values held by both modern and traditional societies. Table 4, adapted from Talcott Parsons and Edward Shils, lists the “pattern variables” used to determine if a society was traditional or modern: it seemed clear that modern values had to be substituted for the dysfunctional traditional ones if a society were to develop modern, capitalistic structures. “Improving” traditional cultural traits became a policy imperative.

Meanwhile, a number of anthropologists and sociologists turned their attention to minority groups within the United States, using the same tools to assess them. These researchers have influenced the general public’s view of Latino culture to the present day by placing it among the “traditional” societies. In this view, “mainstream” American society was a modern society, characterized by active orientation, future-time orientation, rationality, science, and an ability to defer gratification. By contrast, “traditional” Latino culture offered values diametrically opposed to the modern set: passivity, fatalism, present-time orientation, emotionality, superstition, and inability to defer gratification.

TABLE 4
Traditional versus Modern Values



	Pattern Variables




	Traditional Society

	Modern Society




	Ascriptive

	Achievement




	Diffuse

	Specific




	Affective

	Nonaffective




	Particularistic

	Universalistic




	Collective

	Individual





SOURCE: Perlman 1976, 109.

Study after study pointed out how dissimilar Latinos, and for that matter, African Americans, were to Anglos. Lyle Saunders observed, “A closely related trait of the Spanish-speaking people is their somewhat greater readiness toward acceptance and resignation than is characteristic of the Anglo. . . . Fate is somewhat inexorable, and there is nothing much to be gained by struggling against it” (Saunders 1954, 128–29). His findings were echoed a few years later by another anthropologist’s description of the Latino’s “fatalistic philosophy [which] produces an attitude of resignation which often convinces the Anglo that the Latin lacks drive and determination. What the Anglo tries to control, the Mexican American tries to accept. Misfortune is something the Anglo tries to overcome and the Latin views as fate” (Madsen 1964, 16). Once Latinos were defined as a traditional culture with values antithetical to individual progress, it seemed obvious that their unsatisfactory social position was a result of cultural character flaws. In the nineteenth century, Richard Henry Dana had ascribed many of the same traits to the Latino Californios. By the postwar period, Dana’s crude observations had acquired the patina of science and research.

THE ZOOT-SUIT RIOTS

In 1942, the U.S. combat effort in World War II had not yet yielded many successes, and the American public was apprehensive about its ability to fight enemies on a number of fronts. They found an easy victory right at home. The Sleepy Lagoon trial and the subsequent “Zoot-Suit” Riots in Los Angeles seemed to prove that Richard Henry Dana was right about those lazy, fatalistic, present-oriented Latinos. The scandal tarnished the reputation of Latinos in California for twenty years.

A group of young Latinos not yet in the armed forces had taken up swimming in a reservoir called Sleepy Lagoon during the hot summer of America’s first year of war. One morning after a party that ended in a fight, the body of one young Latino was found in the lagoon. Although it was not clear that a crime had been committed, the citizens of Los Angeles were outraged that such murderous goings-on should occur while a war was being waged. Hundreds of young men and women, mainly Latinos, were arrested. Twenty-two Latinos were tried on charges of murder (Mazón 1984, 20). The Los Angeles County sheriff, Captain E. Duran Ayres, testified that the murder was, no doubt, a result of the uniquely Latino racial character traits of the defendants: “The Mexican element . . . desire[s] to kill, or at least let blood. . . . When there is added to this inborn characteristic that has come down through the ages, the use of liquor, then we certainly have crimes of violence” (Daniels 1990, 316). The defendants were convicted of murder in early 1943, but this was not the end of the story. The press reported public worries about the unpatriotic appearance and behavior of Latinos wearing zoot suits—long-waisted, wide-lapelled coats paired with baggy, chest-high pants with narrow cuffs. Newspapers editorialized about menacing crowds of these outlandishly dressed young men who were described as unpatriotic. Finally, in June a number of servicemen descended on downtown and East Los Angeles and attacked zoot-suited Latinos, stripping them of their symbolically offensive clothing and beating them. A domestic enemy had been found and beaten.

[image: image]

For nearly a century prior to 1965, Atlantic America defined Latinos as a race, as a nonrace, as a language group, as a surname group, and as a dysfunctional, traditional folk culture. The language they could speak, the schools they could attend, the houses they could buy, the public facilities they could use: all were imposed externally, by a society only able to see in black and white. One focus group participant remembered how these externally imposed definitions had become internalized in her own family, to the extent that they defined the nature of the boys she could date. “All my life my mother has told me, ‘If somebody asks what you are, you tell them you’re white because you’re taller. Don’t tell anyone you’re a Mexican. Don’t like Mexican boys, because you’re never gonna get ahead. Like a white boy.’ Okay? I’ve had that drilled in me” (CESLAC UW 1998, 3: U.S.-born Latinos, some college, 33).

Cowed and scarred by the massive deportations of the 1930s and the Zoot-Suit Riots of the early 1940s, with virtually no political representation, no mass media, and no market clout, Latinos appeared to be on their way to extinction as an identifiable ethnic group, following the path supposedly taken by Irish, Italian, and Jewish immigrants earlier in the century (Gordon 1964). America had articulated its opinion of Latinos for more than a century and thought the matter was finished. But Latinos were about to find their own voice.

1. Cook and Borah’s estimates of the pre-Columbian population have been considered definitive for nearly forty years; however, some recent work suggests some variance and places the range from thirteen to twenty-five million (Whitmore 1992, 118–19). These estimates have created much controversy, so we are using those of Cook and Borah, realizing that ultimately their figures may prove to be somewhat high.

2. In the Americas, Europeans, who were supposed to be, ipso facto, Christians, were held accountable to European law; hence, they were called gente de razón. Unchristianized, unacculturated Indians were considered to be in a state of “diminished capacity” and were not accountable to the laws applied to Europeans. At times, Indians had special legal protections because of this presumed diminished capacity, which amounted to a distinction much like the one made today between juveniles and adults.
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