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John F. Kennedy.) Butit's difficult
to find precedent for thiswide-
spread denunciation of a pres
tive nominee. Sen. Lindsey Gra:

ham still has little company (apart

from Illinois Sen. Mark Steven
Kirk) when he calls for Repub)

to rescind their Trump endorse.
ments. Yet all Republican

this week are undoubtedly recali-
brating their posture toward

Trump, and few are likely to decide

to embrace him more tightly.
There’s good reason for that
conwern: Trump's tribal, racial
appeal threateris the GOPinboth
the near and long term. Vet it's also
understandable that Trump has
seemed blindsided by the heated
Republican reaction to his attacks
on the impartiality of the Indiana-
born Curiel, and to hig indication
on “Face the Nation” that he also
might not get a fairhearing froma
Muslim judge. (It’s reasonable to
ask: Would a President Trump
demand that Supreme Court

aSomm&yor recuse.
herseltﬁ*om all cases involvingms
( T h

pnsed because until now, Republi—

canleaders have mustered no more

. resistance to his provocations than.

momentary grumbﬂngfoﬂowéd by
unspaﬂn

te Trump far more favor-

1y than those who reject those
statements. Likewise, altho
voters who support deporting
undecumented Mexican irni
grants represented only a minority
of all GOP primary voters in almost
every state with an exit poll, those
deportation supporters backed
Trump in such overwhelming
numbers that they provided a
rajority of his votes almost
everywhere. Meanwhile, polis
consistently show broad majority

support.among Republican voters

for 'I‘rump S temporary ban on

more, about confronting sa much
of their core ooalmon, particularly

nominatio Yet’rmmpsunvan
mshed racial arguments ag‘amst
the ri

allowing him to define the party
mehallenged Pollsindicate that
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- Muslim proposals. The raw attacks
~on Curiel will; pmbably provake

o apologemcexplanax st;atement
‘Tuesday) threaten to expnemly
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' rarzislbacklashev

longtime GOP polls ;Whit;Avres
Supporters hope Trump can
beat presumptive Democratic
nominee Hillary Clinton by trigger-
ing a turnout tsunami among
culturally conservative whites. But

image. The damage, in fz.., could
be even greater if Trump wins and
attempts toimplement hisagenda
thanifhe loses Reputﬂican leaders

ing his message now face what
Ronald Reagan would recognize as
“atime for choosing.”




The position of Chicano society in the United States has Tong been
characterized by brown American scholars as one of political impotency. In
spite of a Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848 that guaranteed constitutional
rights and protection to the then newly incorporated Mexican population of the
Southwest, no active participation in the "American Way of Life" has ever been
completely attained. Instead, forceful subjugation to an inferior socioecono-
mic status with a corresponding political marginalism has been the group's
level of success in this country. In the post 1848 era in the Southwest
nativists and racial supremacists gave energetic support to establishing a
colonial-like ranking for the brown American population. 1In California, by
the early 1860s, internal colonization had produced a similarly powerless
"Mexican" element in the golden state.

For whatever reason, California historians generally have been remiss in
treating the post-war condition of Mexican Americans in the state. The
group’s subjugation in the 1850s and 1860s is camouflaged in the traditional
Manifest Destiny interpretation that ascribed the unfortunate fate of the
"Spanish Californians" to Anglo-Saxon superiority and divine dictum.l Exami-
nation of the affects of the war on the conquered group has rarely stressed
that the policy for relegation of brown Americans to an inconspicuous societal
role had genesis during the invasion and the seizure of California by the
United States forces in 1846. 1In point of fact the internal colonization of
northern Mexican America had been set in motion by these events.

FORCED ENTRY

Contrary to the views of nationalistic historians that United States
wartime activities on the Pacific Coast were solely a defensive measure,
irrefutable evidence reveals a covert and carefully planned aggressive 5
strategy to invade, seize, and suppress native resistance in the Southwest.
Months before the war commenced the United States "was determined to declare
war against Mexico" unless the Mexicans themselves declared war or came to
terms.3 In California, United States officials and their confidants knew of
the invasion timetable to take possession of California by July 4, 1846. With
but a short dg@ay Commodore John D. Sloat hoisted the flag over Monterey on
July 7, 1846,

After completing the initial naval invasion Sloat moved to permanently
neutralize the territorial political structure. Between July and early
September, 1846, Sloat and his successor, Robert F. Stockton, imposed martial
law and military rule on the Californians. While this directive was in accord
with customary standards of international law and diplomacy during wartime,
the issuance of temporary war measures and regulations for governing the
province in realily was intended to become the basis for a permanent United
States system.

MILITARY RULE: THE MECHANISM FOR UNITED STATES CONTROL

At the onset of the war with Mexico California's Spanish-speaking popula-
tion numbered approximately 7,500 residents with upwards of 100,000 tribal
Americans also still resident in the territory.5 For United States policy
makers, the so-called "Indian" was not the most immediate concern, but his
b}eoq brothers, the Mexicans were since they politically controlled the
province,



Consequently, the first military governors appointed to the occupied
territory, Sloat, Stockton, and General Stephen W. Kearny, performed
invaluable services in paving the way for the internal colony later
established and finalized in California. As agents of the forced entry, their
strategy included plans for a rapid and effective subjugation of California's
Mexican population. In the master design, the diplomatic tool of public
proclamations, while announcing the obvious United States confiscation, also
proved extremely useful to the military in a game of psychological warfare
aimed at disarming local resistance.

But the proclamation ploy obtrusively implied much more. Mexicans had
become a conquered people. The ramifications of this situation were not to be
totally manifest however until the new social order was created in California
after 1848. Nonetheless, the proclamation served as testimony to the United
States' willingness to pursue aggrandizement at the expense of compromising
her political and constitutional tenets. Considered the model republic of the
world at this time, she quickly discarded her lofty ideals for selfish gain.

Commodore Sloat issued the first proclamation to the Californians upon
capturing Monterey in July, 1846. The outwardly conciliatory decree also
boldly announced that the United States' confiscation of the territory was
purely a defensive measure prompted by Mexico's belligerent actions on the Rio
Grande. Sloat conveniently avoided reference to his country's aggressive
actions in commencing hostilities. Instead, by placing responsibility upon
Mexico, Sloat intended to maneuver the populace into accepting the United
States contention that Mexico was the aggressor nation. He no doubt hoped
that remorse and public support for the invasion by some of the more acquie-
scent in California might disintegrate any potential counter-offensive against
the United States. But in event of defiance to the forced entry and occupa-
tion, Sloat cautioned that he came "in arms with a pgwerfu\ force," and that
California was now "a portion of the United States.”

Traditionally, historians have minimized Sloat's confiscation of
California because declaring the United States the belligerent nation does not
blend well with the notion that the seizure of the territory was (1) provi-
dentially ordained and (2) a justifiable defensive measure. But the plain and
simple truth of the matter s that neither Sloat nor the United States could
formally declare California "a portion of the United States" without benefit
of treaty. And the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo was not signed until February
2, 1848.

As the supposedly injured nation, the United States behaved in a most
contradictory manner, eagerly pouncing on California as a "defensive measure.”
But in reality, as Sloat's statements reveal, his country's intention was
aimed at swiftly and successfully carrying through a campaign to wrest control
of the region from Mexico as a preliminary to final annexation. Thus, the
policy precedent established by Sloat in his directives to the native
Californians was permitted to continue as the basis for communicating the
invader's schemes.



EXTERNAL ADMINISTRATION

Sloat served as military governor of California for only a brief period.
But in that short interim from July 7 to July 23, 1846 he set in motion the
pattern for administration of the territory and the transference of political
power away from the native group. While Sloat did not carry out these plans,
his successor, the more acrimonious Robert F. Stockton effgctive1y set United
States administrative aims solidly in the usurper's hands.

In the first of two public proclamations after he took office, Stockton
circulated to the Mexican Californian leadership delusive information on the
duration of military control of California. Stockton announced in his
July 29, 1846 declaration that military rule was only temporary and that
command of the government eventually would be returned to the people.
Stockton's deceptive remarks signified a yet cryptic policy intended to per-
manently entrench American rule in California and thus prevent the Mexicans
from mounting a still possible resistance drive. The second edict, issued
August 17, 1846, after accomplishing the military seizure and political
neutralization of southern California, once again claimed California for the
United States.9

To further United States machinations, Stockton ordered the partitioning
of California into three military districts.10 His appointment of selected
military subordinates to supervise the northern, central, and southern units
he had created represented the progressive function of military rule as a
vehicle for internal colonization. Yet due to the fact that total uprooting
of the Mexican political structure was not in accord with the customs of war
coupled with the knowledge that it may have produced chaos or protest or both,
Stockton permitted the Mexican alcalde system to temporarily continue as the
basic unit of local government.

But few native Californians were among the magistrates appointed to
supervise the local political districts. Instead, Stockton and his successors
preferred Anglo-American administration of these posts.l2 The replacement of
the old order with the new guard was rapidly becoming a fact of 1ife in what
was still officially Mexican California. Moreover, United States covert
actions regarding the area at this point were unfettered from their former
disguise. Blatant Americanization policies now replaced early claims of
"defensive" actions on the Pacific.

MEXICAN RESISTANCE

On the surface, an acquiescence among the Mexican populace to the forced
entry prevailed during the first months of the occupation. Acceptance of the
conquest had been especially evident among the upper class leadership.13 But
the outwardly composed attitude of defeat was short-lived. Mexican patriots
in southern California mounted a military counteroffensive that temporarily
halted United States aims for several months in late 1846, Men like Jose
Maria Flores, Jose Antonio Carrillo, and Andres Pico, led resistance groups
that won significant victories at Los Angeles, Dominguez Hills, Chino, Santa



Barbara and San Diego.l4 These campaigns resulted in the temporary ouster of
United States forces from southern California and restoration of Mexican
authority in these locales. The possibility of Tosing control of the province
alarmed the Anglo-American military which immediately took steps to curtail
Mexican activism in order to secure the area again.

Thus, inspite of heroic defensive feats by the Mexicans who in truth were
only guarding their homeland, the United States was determined to win the
California battle, The January victories in southern California by United
States forces ended the final Mexican resistance of the war. The signing of
the Capitulation of Cahuenga on January 13, 1847 closed the door to future
defensive campaigns by the native populace. Military rule now reigned
supreme,

In January, 1847 the vitriolic Stockton was replaced by his hand-picked
successor, the ambitious John C. Fremont whose short and controversial fifty
day tenure as military governor ended on a sour note, Demonstrating an
unwillingness to step down as governor, Fremont refused to permit his
successor General Stephen W. Kearny, recently arrived from New Mexico, to take
over the office. Fremont's outlandish behavior and insubordination toward his
superior was ultimately rewarded by a court martial. In March when the sordid
affair with Fremont had been resolved, Kearny became occupied California's
fourth military governor,

SOLIDIFYING THE INTERNAL COLONY BASE

The new governor began his rule by issuing a proclamation on March 1,
1847, Eager to complete the conguest, Kearny affirmed his government's desire
to provide the province with "the least possible delay, a free government
similar to those in her other territories."l5 Ironically, Kearny had received
specific orders from his superiors in Washington to refrain from declaring
Catifornia part of the United States at this time.l6 But Kearny disregarded
those official instructions and proceeded to absolve "all the inhabitants of
California from further allegiance to the republic of Mexico," by claiming
them as "“citizens of the United States,"17

But Kearny did not stop there. He further cautioned the Californians not
to take up arms against the occupation forces. Such defiance, as heroic as it
might have been, only meant that they would be "considered as enemies, and
treated accordingly" by the conquerors.18 In others words, loyal Mexican
citizens were to be judged traitors to the United States! How indeed could
citizens of Mexico (since no treaty had yet been signed dissolving that alle-
g%ance}lgho chose to defend their homeland become traitors to the United
States?

A simple deduction of the invader's clever distortion of the situation
reveals a scheme for disarming the group and stripping them of their natural
rights within their own country. This goal was achieved in good measure
before the war officially ended in February, 1848. Cunning and even question-
able methods employed by United States agents had effectively subordinated and



politically neutralized the former rulers of the land. Consequently, the Tast
men to serve as military governors of California administered the territory
without fear of further Mexican resistance.

As noted previously, the Californian upper class had taken sides in the
contest Tong before hostilities were terminated. Even earlier, before the war
had commenced, prominent men like Mariano Vallejo, Juan Bandini, Pio Pico,
Miguel de Pedrorena, and Santiago Arguello had entertained supporting either
the United States or England if California was invaded. As the political
guardians of the territory, these men had judged that foreign confiscation of
California appeared more advantageous to their class' future status. Their
hasty acceptance of the invasion also signaled tacit approval of future United
States activities against the native populace.20 Elite inertia during the war
failed to avert not only confiscation of the area but brutal subordination of
California's tribal groups in the years to follow. Fear of losing their
social status, personal holdings, or both, had immobilized the "Californios."
But they were to have another opportunity to defend La Raza.

THE CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION

The California Constitutional Convention of 1849 represented a transi-
tional phase in the evolution of the internal colony. During the military era
a valuable precedent for future relations between Caucasians and Mexican
Americans had already been established. But perhaps the assembly of delegates
elected to serve at the statehood convention would prove more congenial to the
former rulers of the land. But this was not to be the case since the method
utilized to elect delegates revealed majority group sentiments regarding the
welfare of the Mexican populace.

Population size instead of equal numbers of representatives for each
district of California became the preferred selection process. The densely
populated Anglo-American northern sector outdistanced the Mexican dominated
but sparsely settled southern area.2l Nativist delegates to the convention
benefited the most from their knowledge of territorial demographics in
California. As a consequence, of the forty-eight men elected to participate
at the Monterey convention only eight Californians served as the official 99
"Mexican" representation. Of the eight, six were native-born Californians.
Even more relevant is the fact that a significant percentage of the Caucasian
participants at the convention were short-term residents with Tittle knowledge
of California's Spanish and Mexican legal system. And, with even less inter-
est in protecting the rights of this new citizen group.23 At the Monterey
convention of September and October, 1849, nativist blocs raised as a central
issue the relevancy of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo's guarantee of full
citizenship status for the new American subjects of the Southwest.

THE POLITICAL DISENFRANCHISEMENT CAMPAIGN

Delegates William Gwin (later United States Senator for California) and
Charles Botts professed before the assemblage the sentiments of the majority
of their colleagues regarding the state's first constitution. Gwin declared



that it was "not for the native Californians” that "we were making this
Constitution,” but rather "for the great American population, comprising four-
fifths of the population of the country."24 While this appraisal was tech-
nically correct, Gwin conveniently omitted the fact that the majority of
Caucasians resided in the north and not in the south where the Mexican
Californians were the majority in numbers.25

To ally any fears on their part, Gwin quickly added that the constitution
would also protect the Spanish-speaking.26 Exactly what safeguard the Anglo-
inspired constitution planned for the native inhabitants in the future state
soon became evident. Gwin, who the Mexican delegates suspected of hypocrisy,
along with Charles Botts were leaders of a clever disenfranchisement campaign
directed the native American element of California. Quite possibly, if they
interpreted the issue broadly, Mexicans of tribal ancestry {in part or whole)
could also come under the scrutiny of the extremely supremacist assembly in
the debate over voter qualification. This meant that non-white Mexican males
who had elected to become United States citizens under the treaty stipulations
might be disqualified from voting. Thus, the discussion on political rights
had come down to the simple issue of race as a criteria for franchise privi-
leges in California.

Were the Mexicans not Indians? Or were they white? Some upper class
Californians claimed Spanish ancestry even though they were generally of mixed
blood Mexican origins.27 The question was sufficiently clouded among the
Spanish-speaking. But not so among the Caucasian element. The cryptic goal
of supremacists centered around devising a plan to also disenfranchise
Mexicans who were "half-breeds" at best. Thus the issue of racial ancestry
was purposely raised by nativists to eliminate the "unsavory" colored element
in the population from participation in the election process.

Without any debate they summarily denied blacks the right to vote 1in
California.28 However, when it came down to disclaiming rights for Mexicans,
the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo stood in the way.29 Clearly, the scheme to
transform the state into a “"white male only" voting paradise meant eliminating
suffrage privileges for these new citizens through bestowal of an "Indian”
status. Therefore, challenging the treaty's validity became central to the
disenfranchisement efforts of nativists.

Charles Botts, with obvious disregard for the intent of the 1848 agree-
ment, argued the disenfranchisement position well. "He maintained that this
Treaty, so far as he knew" was

binding in every clause because it does not contradict the
Constitution of the United States; it does not prescribe who
shall be our voters. If it had made citizens of Mexico
directly citizens of the United States, it would not have
said that they should be voters of the State of California.30

Once the issue was raised in the convention, the matter of the qualification
of California tribal groups as full citizens became the key topic of discus-
sion. Botts had "granted for the sake of argument, that they were citizens of



Mexico."3l At this juncture Botts also affirmed the prevailing nativist
position.

The question is still open whether they shall be voters.
There are thousands of citizens of the United States who
are not voters. Gentlemen should not confound the words.
It does not follow that if a man be a citizen of the United
States he shall be a voter.32

When Santa Barbara's delegate Pablo de la Guerra stood up to decry the
nativist position, he was met with a barrage of questions on Mexican govern~
ment voting practice. De Ta Guerra informed the assemblage that Mexican law
excluded no race from voting, and, also informed them §§at “some of the finest
men 1in the Republic [Mexico] were of the Indian race.”

The dialogue conducted by the delegates on the subject of "Indian" voting
privileges in Mexico clarifies two historical facts. First, that the conven-
tion publicly recognized that most Mexicans were related by blood to the
tribal groups. And second, that Caucasian delegates potentially viewed disen-
franchisement as inclusive of not only tribal groups but most Mexicans as
well. At best, only the elite upper class Californians were considered "near
white." The bestowal on the group of a courtesy Caucasian categorization was
acknowledged because of long standing alliances formed through intermarriage
by the Californians with some of the older Anglo delegates who were under-
standably more sensitive to the upper class than other whites.

But by clouding the issue, racial supremacists hoped to disguise their
political goals. Denying tribal groups voting privileges surfaced as a
convenient ploy for disenfranchising mixed-blood Mexicans as well. This is a
significant point since language or even dress were often the only identi-
fiable means of distinguishing the two indigenous types. But to be truthful,
most Caucasians of the period demonstrated Tittle concern for these social
distinctions and usually never differentiated between tribal Californians and
Mexicans on most occasions. Even fewer cared about upholding their political
rights. In fact, in the 1850s Mexicans were excluded from voting or particiga
pating in judicial proceedings in some places because of their Indian blood.

The clever ruse of conceiving of race and blood as a potitical issue
seriously undermined the constitutional rights of Mexicans who became United
States citizens and opened the door for the mechanism of Anglo political
domination of a soon to be powerless people. This alarmed the Mexican
Californian delegates since some of them were also dark skinned mixed~blg ds.
They threatened to walkout in protest of the nativists' racist campaign.

The convention delegates responded by offering to compromise on the issue,
They agreed to allow the future legislature to settle the issue of voting
rights for tribal Californians by a "concurrent two-thirds vote" of the
majority body.36 The constitution thus granted to the state's first
tegislature the responsibility for enfranchising certain "Indians" (i.e.,
civilized tribes and Mexicans). The Mexican group was not disenfranchised,
but statehood offered little promise of true equality since nativists were
convinced of the necessity of permanently subjugating the conquered population
by other means,37



STATEHOOD AND THE TACTICS OF DOMINATION

Self-interest had clearly motivated the upper classes to participate at
the convention. A fear that unsympathetic whites with ulterior motives would
impose higher taxes on their large property holdings had in great part led the
group to Monterey. While by convention's end the Californians had temporarily
halted the nativists' subtle political disenfranchisement plan, these actions
produced only a short reprieve for most Mexican Ca]ifornians.3é In the first
decade of statehood the internal colonization of non-whites in the state
became an irreversible fact of 1ife as most Mexicans lost control of their
social, economic, and political destinies,

Ultimately, even the upper class experienced a similar fate despite thgg
fact that they enjoyed longer immunity from intolerant racism and nativism.
At first, some of the more aspiring elites whose trust in the United States
democratic process included a belief in equality of opportunity for all,
actively sought political office. But they soon discovered this was not to
remain a permanent privilege for brown Americans.

In the 1851 state elections all three Spanish-surnamed representatives
who had won seats in the first legislature were eliminated from the senate and
assembly.40 During the 1850s others like Antonio Coronel of Los Angeles
discovered the hard way that Anglo-Americans, even when they were in the
minority as was the case in southern California, had little tolerance for
Mexicans in political leadership roles.4l At best, the upper class won elec-
tion to local offices throughout the state but were incapable of deterring the
growth of the internal colony.42 1In the north the upper class more quickly
Tost political prestige but by the advent of the railroads in the southland
their compatriots in that sector also experienced a similar decline in their
fortunes,

The precarious fate of the remainder of the brown American population
entered the political powerlessness stage in the 1850s. Almost immediately
after joining the union, state legislators passed a series of laws that aimed
at systematically depriving both tribal Californians and their blood brethren
of their natural and civil rights.

The first of these statutes, the 1850 Foreign Miners Tax, established a
precedent for the years to follow. The infamous bill had been authored by
Assemblyman Thomas Jefferson Green, an individual with a long history of anti-
Mexican activity.43 0f crucial significance is the manner by which the
political process in California assisted obviously racial supremacist interest
groups in the eventual subordination of brown Americans by unjustly depriving
them of basic constitutional rights through technically legal methods.

The tax, which forced Mexicans and Chinese to pay a fee to work the
mines, also implicitly licensed racial supremacists to utilize coercion,
violence, and intimidation against these groups to enforce the law. The bill
was worded to exclude foreigners, but even California-born Mexicans faced the
same violent treatment from vigilantes and nativists. In truth, few enforcers



of the tax chose to distinguish between Mexican nationals and California-born
Mexicans. Needless to say, this sort of political and Tegal action in concert
with violent repression of La Raza gave the internal colony tremendous
impetus.

That same year, the state legislature Tegalized Indian slavery with the
passage of the Indenture Act. The law which remained on the books in Califor-
nia until 1863 also stripped non-Caucasians or "Indians® of due process 3Qder
the law and threatened punishment if they failed to comply with the act.

But by then, most tribal groups én4§he state had been virtually annihilated or
subordinated to a subhuman status.

The following year brown Americans again witnessed another flagrant
violation of their treaty rights. California's staunchly nativistic United
States Senator, William Gwin, persuaded the nation's lawnakers to pass the
Land Act of 1851. Directed primarily at California, the law proved disastrous
to Mexican property owners, The chief purpose of the law centered on scruti-
nizing the title deeds of property owners. Significantly, for the internal
colonization of La Raza, the bill also challenged anew the credibility of the
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo which had guaranteed that ownership of land by
naturalized citizens of Mexican ancestry in the Southwest would be upheld by
United States Taw. Under closer study, the law also discredited the positive
conclusions of an 1850 land survey conducted in California by William Carey
Jones for the General Land Office of the United States. Jones' findings had
affirmed the "near perfect” validity of the Mexican titles.47 Without a
doubt, then, a deceptive plot to dispossess Mexicans had reached the national
level and won support among the nation's elected officials.

To give Tegitimacy to the confiscation campaign, a Board of Land Commis-
sioners convened in San Francisco to ascertain the rights of claimants who
appeared before the court. The three man Anglo tribunal assembled between
1852 and 1856. In the short interval before it was disbanded, the commission
had ushered in an era that witnessed waves of squatters and usurpers preying
upon helpless Mexican landowners without fear of retribution by authorities,
The public officials of California did indeed very Tittle to protect the
persecuted landowners while their legal titles underwent Judicial review.
Eventually most Mexican Titigants who appeared before the land board proved
their legitimate title to property. However, the time and expense involved in
attempting to prove valid ownership in concert with misdeeds by unscrupulous
Tawy?gs ﬁgst most defendants dearly; and, in the end achieved the same tragic
rasults,

Elisha 0. Crosby, a contemporary and former delegate at the 1849 state
convention assessed this period in California by sharply criticizing the work
of the land courts. Crosby indicted them for perpetrating the "grossest out-
rages upon equity and common honesty. Some of the decisions were in utter
violation of the Treaty with Mexico."49 And indeed they were. But no one
came to the defense of the Mexicans. It would have been "un-American" at the
time to do so.
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Coarse racism, nativism, and religious bigotry were fundamentally at the
root of the entire land question. And with the recent conquest of the South-
west fresh on the minds of the discriminating, application of the old adage,
"to the victor belongs the spoils" gained widespread appeal and backing.
Significantly, the outrages committed against these new United States citizens
were not an isolated pattern but commonplace throughout the Southwest. More-
over, economic dislocation was part of the plot to keep the group "in its
place." By United States standards the Catholic Mexicans were deemed social
and racial inferiors and unworthy of fully enjoying liberties shared by true
"Americans." Those they did enjoy had been gained by treaty right anyhow and
not because of favorable American grace.

THE CULTURAL GENOCIDE CAMPAIGN

By 1855 nativistic sentiment experienced another upsurge as a cultural
genocide program won popular support among public officials. The State Bureau
of Public Instruction gave the backers of this drive support by decreeing tgat
henceforth public school instruction was to be conducted solely 1in English.
Now since the bilingual clause of the state constitution provided Spanish co-
equality with English in California, a reversal of school policy signaled the
beginning of a backlash against Mexican culture. Although some southern
California communities resisted the order and continued to teach in Spanish,
by the 1870s bilingualism had5?een officially obliterated and virtually dele-
galized throughout the state.

The anti-Spanish effort gave impetus to state legislative efforts at
cultural genocide. Also in 1855, senators and assemblymen passed legislation
intended at 1imiting the social enjoyments and freedoms of resident Mexicans.
Among the several laws passed that momentous year were the following:

... & law prohibiting operation of any "bull, bear, cock or
prize fights, horserace, circus, theatre, bowling alley,
gambling house, room or saloon, or any place of barbarous

or noisy amusements on the Sabbath," the penalty being a fine
of ten to five hundred dollars. Others were a special act
controlling gambling; a head tax of fifty dollars imposed

on immigrants, aimed primarily at the Chinese, but inciden-
tally including Mexicans; and a renewal of the foreign
miners' tax set at five dollars per months.52

But undoubtedly the most insulting decree passed was the anti-vagrancy law
commonly known as the "Greaser Act" which purportedly intended to shield
innocent persons from dangerous individuals. Section two of the racist sta-
tute defined all persons of Spanish or Indian blood who went about armed and
dangerous as "greasers."53 The law focused only on the Mexican element in
California. The implied language of the statute blatantly suggested that
violence and crime represented Mexican genetic traits. Worse yet, disarming
Mexicans through official public sanction became a vicious method for poten-
tial group annihilation in a racially hostile environment.

State legislators, who were elected to carry out the mandate of the
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people (i.e., Caucasians), virtually encouraged and gave free reign and
Ticense to acts of violence against Mexicans and tribal groups in California
during this period. Statistics reveal that "in 1853, California had more
murders than the rest of the United States, and Los Angeles had more than the
rest of California.” In his studies on southern California, Carey McWilliams
noted that "a homicide a day was reported in Los Angeles in 1854, with most of
the victims being Mexicans and Indians.” He further added that in the period
between 1849 and 1854, 2,400 murders, 1,400 suicides and “10,000 other miser-
able deaths" were committed in the state. According to McWilliams, "miserable
deaths" was "a euphemism for 'Mexicans' murdered."54 The record was indeed
shameful. Yet cultural or racial genocide did not succeed as well as had
political and economic subjugation. Highly resilient, the brown American's
culture survived in spite of internal colonization.

Nor did nineteenth century brown Americans accept Anglo-Saxon "divine"
dictum passively. Men such as Joaquin Murietta, Pancho Daniel, Tiburcio
Vasquez and others are evidence of Mexican activism in this age. However,
brown Americans who took up arms in defense of their rights soon found that
the Caucasian majority had branded them "bandits" and outlaws. The long arm
of internal colonialism had deemed legitimate protest by the group unlawful.
This vicious cycle of repression forced most of these early activists to
circumvent the law in order to defend the group's natural right to be. But
the majority society recognized no such justice nor could they sympathize with
the violent ostracism of Mexican Americans,

Yet similar sentiments prevail in our day. Myopic historians with
supposedly greater objectivity are guilty of perpetuating the same distortions
by labeling these individuals bandits.55 The usually Tiberal intelligentsia
who have denounced the evils of slavery and the extermination of tribal
Americans have shown no corresponding sympathy for Mexican and Chicano suffer-
ings. Efforts at gaining a measure of dignity in California by nineteenth
century brown Americans are rudely overlooked and minimized by these chauvi-
Qistic scholars in their narratives as inconsequential to the state's golden

istory.

POLITICAL POWERLESSNESS

At the end of the 1850s upper class Mexican Californians attempted
apparently for the final time to unite to forestall total political subjuga-
tion. These prominent figures centered their campaign on the southern portion
of the state and joined pro-slavery groups in 1859 in a movement to divide the
state in half.56 Their interests were not guided by any particular southern
slavery sympathies but rather by the hope that they might retain political
influence in the predominantly Spanish-speaking southern California region.57

Assemblyman Andres Pico raised the controversial separation issue before
the legislature that year. Northern interest groups who looked with disdain
on their southern counterparts, quickly approved the referendum measure. And
when put to the voters, the separation idea received popular support. But at
the last moment the legislature changed its mind and refused to permit actual
separation.58



No other effort of this magnitude was ever launched again by the Mexican
group despite La Raza's continued social activism in the state until the
1870s. But with virtually no political clout and with even less support from
the upper class Mexicans who served in minor public roles in the legislature
from time to time, the group remained internally colonized. The advent of the
railroads in the late nineteenth century furthered the decline as this
transportation phenomena brought scores of non-Mexicans into the region.

The promise of political and civil rights guaranteed by the Treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo had been quickly shunned and in turn violated in Califaornia
in the 1850s. By the end of the century the Mexican population would clearly
be identified as a foreign element in the state by the Anglo usurper; and, as
a poweriess people ad infinitum,
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2E.C. Orozco, Republican Protestantism in Aztlan (Glendale, Calif.:
Petereins Press, 1980}, clearly documents a Freemasonic-led conspiracy to
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California in his second proclamation. See Military Governments in
California, p. 56.

11

Ibid., pp. 151-163. . An alcalde was a local magistrate.
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Taos insurrection of January, 1847 led to the trial and execution of several
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of 1849," Historical Society of Southern California Quarterly, XXXVI (March,
1954}, 6-7.

361@1&.; See Article two, Section one of the 1849 state constitution.
The first California legistlature went on record favoring suffrage for white
male citizens only.
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del Castillo, The Los AngeTes Barrio, 1850-1890, A Social History {Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1979), pp. 154, 158-160, thirty-eight
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KNOWN BY NO NAMES:
THE FORGOTTEN STORY OF MEXICAN AMERICAN LYNCHING
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They chase us like outlaws, like rustlers, like thieves.

We've died in your hills
We died on your deserts
We've died in your valleys
We've died on your plains
We've died in your trees
We've died in your bushes
Both sides of the river
We've died just the same

Who were all these friends who lie scattered like the dry leaves?
The radio said they were just deportees.

To fall like dry leaves and rot on the top soil
And be known by no names except deportees.

"Deportees (Plane Wreck at Los Gatos)”
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ABSTRACT AND OVERVIEW OF PROJECT

In January 2000, the first ever exhibit of lynching photography opened at the Roth
Horowitz Gallery in New York City. The exhibition has attracted international attention
and publicity. Confronted by the stark imagery, Visitors have expressed both shock and
revulsion. Despite this increased public awareness of America's violent past, éne crucial
chapter in this story rermains untold. In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, mobs
lynched nearly six hundred Mexicans. Not one single photograph in the exhibit contains
an image of a Mexican lynching victim.

In August, 2000, Mexican President-elect Vicente Fox met with United States
President Bill Clinton to discuss relations between their two countries. One of the
foremost points of discussion was violence along their shared border. The press has
reporied that in the first half of 2000, 340 Mexicans died trying to cross into the United
States and at least one of these was shot by vigilantes. These press reports, however, have
failed to place the issue in its historical context. Civilian violence against Mexicans has
long been an endemic element of the history of the Southwest Borderlands. Although
widely recognized in the Mexican community on both sides of the border, and among
some scholars, the history of mob violence against Mexicans is largely unknown.

This project is a co-authored study of the lynching of Mexicans in the United
States from 1848 to 1928. Most scholarly works on lynching focus on African
Americans. This is to ignore the fact that other racial and ethnic minorities also died in
the hundreds at the hands of white mobs. The traditional scholarship on lynching has
concealed these victims by classifying those not of African American descent under the
single category of "white.” In reality, these “white" victims of mob violence included
ethnic and racial minorities such as American Indians, Chinese and Sicilians. Next to
African Americans, no minority group suffered lynching in greater numbers than did
Mexicans.

Although historians have long recognized the legacy of racial violence against.
Mexicans, there has been no thorough study of this phenomenon. This project will
challenge the prevailing black/white dichotomy that continues to define the study of race
relations in the United States. An analysis of the scale and impact of mob violence

against Mexicans will demonstrate the multi-ethnic nature of lynching.



LECTURE OUTLINE

Introduction

Forgotten Lynchings

Beyond Black and White: The Multi-Ethnic Nature of Lynching
Rethinking the Chronology of Lynching

Rethinking the Geography of Lynching

Rethinking the Role of Gender in the History of Lynching
Rethinking Resistance and Lynching

Conclusion

KEY NAMES AND TERMS

Phillip Dray, At the Hands of Pesons Unknown: The Lynching of Black America (2001)
James Allen, ed., Without Sanctuary: Lynching Photography in America (2000)
Carey McWilliams, North from Mexico (1949)

Tuskegee Institute Lynching Files

Josefa

José Chamalis

Francisco Arias

Rafael Benavides

Joaquin Murrieta

Juan Cortina

La Agrupaci6n Protectcra Mexicana

La Gran Liga Mexicanista de Beneficencia y Proteccion

Elias Zarate

La Prensa (San Antonio)

Manuel Tellez

League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC)



KEY TABLES

Table 1: Lynchings of Mexican Americans by Decade

Decade Number of Lynchings
1848-1850 8
1851-1860 160
1861-1870 43
1871-1880 147
1881-1890 73
1891-1900 ' 24
1901-1910 8
1911-1920 124
1921-1930 10
Total 597

Table 2: Lynchings of Mexican Americans by State
State

Number of Lynchings
Texas 282
California 188
Arizona 59
New Mexico 49
Colorado 6
Nevada 3
Nebraska 2
Oklahoma 2
Oregon 2
Kentucky 1
Louisiana 1
Montana 1
Wyoming 1
Total 597



Table 3: Alleged Crimes of Mexican American Lynching Vicums

Murder 301
Theft or Robbery 116
Murder and Robbery 38
Being of Mexican Descent 10
Atempted Murder

Cheaung at Cards

Rape or Sexual Assault

Assault

Witchcraft

Kidnapping

Courting a White Woman

Taking Away Jobs

Rape and Murder

9

7

5

5

3

3

2

2

1

Attempted Murder and Robbery 1
Refusing to Join Mob 1
Threatening White Men 1
Being a “Bad” Character 1
Killing a Cow 1
Being a Successful Cartman 1
Miscegenation 1
Refusing to Play Fiddie for Americans 1
Taking White Man to Court 1
Protesting Texas Rangers 1
Serving as a Bill Collector 1
Giving Refuge to Bandtis 1
Unknown 83
Total 597



Bibliographv on Primary Sources

Any research on lynching must begin with the inventories compiled by newspapers and
civil rights organizations beginning in the late nineteenth century. These include the files
of the Association of Southern Women for the Prevention of Lynching; the Chicago
Tribune;, the National Association for the particular, Tuskegee University.

The personal testimonies of Anglos and Mexicans ‘provide a crucial first-person
perspective on mob violence. These testimonies come in numerous forms, including -
diaries, journals, memoirs, private correspondence and oral interviews. Pertinent personal
testimonies are housed at the following: the Bancroft Library; the Center for American
History; the Huntington Library; the Library of Congress; the Center for Southwest
Studies; the Texas State Archives; and the UCLA Research Library.

Mob violence against Mexican nationals provoked a regular exchange of correspondence
between the Mexican Embassy in Washington and the U.S. State Department. Some of
this correspondence was published in the Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the
United States. Other critical materials must be located in the Notes from the Mexican
Legation in the United States to the Department of State, housed at the National

Archives. Further diplomatic correspondence is held in Archivo General de la Nacién and
the Archivo Histérico de la Secretarfa de Relaciones Exteriores.

The governments of both the United States and Mexico launched a series of
investigations into disturbances along their mutual border. Most of the reports resulting
from the investigations conducted by the United States have been published in the annual
reports of the House of Representatives and Senate. Some Mexican reports have been

translated and published in English. Others are housed at the Biblioteca Nacional de
Mexico.

Local court records are a largely underutilized resource for the study of Mexican
American history. This project will employ local court records to illuminate the
connections between the legal system and extralegal mob violence against Mexicans. Dr.
Carrigan and Dr. Webb have decided to focus on two particularly pertinent sets of
records. They have examined over 500 court cases in Los Angeles and plan a similarly
extensive investigation of local legal records in Brownsville, Texas.

English- and Spanish-language newspapers are an essential source of information for the
project. Among the most important Spanish-language titles are: El Clamor Piblico (Los
Angeles, CA); El Excelsior (Mexico City); El Fronterizo (Tucson, AZ); El Nuevo
Mexicano (Santa Fe, NM); and La Prensa (San Antonio, TX). Significant English-
language titles include: Alta California (San Francisco, CA); Arizona Weekly Miner,
Brownsville Herald; Albuquerque Evening Democrat, Daily New Mexican (Santa Fe,
NM); Los Angeles Star, Sacramento Union; San Antonio Express; San Francisco
Examiner; and the Sonoma County Journal.



Bibliographv on Secondary Sources

This project is shaped by the New Western History that emerged in the 1980s. New
Western Historians challenge many popular misconceptions and myths about the history
of the region. In particular, they seek to integrate issues of race and gender into the
broader narrative of western history. The following scholars exert a particularly strong
influence upon the project: William Cronon, William Deverell, David Gutierrez, Patricia
Nelson Limerick, Quintard Taylor, Elliott West, Richard White, and Donald Worster.
Like many of the New Western Historians, the authors of this project are skeptical of the
traditional explanatory power accorded the concept of "The Frontier.” Although there is
evidence that the absence of formal legal institutions contributed to western violence, this

does not explain why Mexicans died in disproportionate numbers at the hands of white
mobs.

Rather than traditional models of western violence, the authors rely more on the theories
of European scholars. Among the most important of the early works is George Rudé, The
Crowd in History: A Study of Popular Disturbances in Frnace and England, 1730-1848
(1964); Edward P. Thompson, "The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the
Eighteenth Century,” first published in Past and Present (1971); and Eric Hobsbawn,
Bandits (1966). More recent works on popular and collective violence in Europe include:
Stephen Wilson, Feuding, Conflict and Banditry in Nineteenth Centurty Corsica (1988);
lan Gilmour, Riot, Risings and Revolution: Governance and Violence in Eighteenth-
Century England (1993); Edward Muir, Mad Blood Stirring: Vendetta and Factions in
Friuli during the Renaissance (1993); Eric H. Monkkonen, ed,, The Civilization of
Crime: Violence in Town and Country Since the Middle Ages (1996); Peter Spierenburg,
ed., Men and Violence : Gender, Honor, and Rituals in Modern Europe and America, -
1998: and John Walter, Understanding Popular Violence in the English Revolution: The
Colchesster Plunderers (1999).

The most important overviews of the history of violence in the United States include:
Hugh D. Graham and Tedd R. Guur, eds., Violence in America: Historical and
Compararive Perspectives (Beveryly Hills: Sage, 1969); Richard Slotkin, Regeneration
through Violence: The Mythology of the American Frontier, 1 €00-1860 (Middletown,
CN: Wesleyan University Press, 1973); Richard Maxwell Brown, Strain of Violence:”
Historical Studies of American Violence and Vigilantism (1975); Richard Maxwell
Brown, No Duty 1o Retreat: Violence and Values in American History and Society (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1991); David T. Courtwright, Violent Land: Single Men
and Social Disorder from the Frontier to the Inner City (1996); Paul Gilje, Rioting in
America (1996); Roger Lane, Murder in America: A History (1997); and Michael
Bellesiles, ed., Lethal Imagination: Violence and Brutality in American Life (1999).

Most scholarship on violence in the United States focuses on specific time periods,
specific themes, or specific regions. Although this study's timeframe begins after the US-
Mexican War, important studies of violence in colonial and antebellum America inform
this project. Classic works on mob violence before the Civil War include John Hope
Franklin, The Militan: South, 1800-1861 (1956), Richard Maxwell Brown, The South



Carolina Regularors (1963), Leonard L. Richards, "Gentlemen of Property and
Standing": Anti-Abolition Mobs in Jacksonian America (1970), Michael Feldberg, The
Turbulent Era: Riot and Disorder in Jacksonian America (1980), and Paul A. Gilje, .
Road to Mobocracy: Popular Disorder in New York Ciry, 1763-1834 (1987). The two
most important recent books on this period are Christopher Waldrep, Roots of Disorder:

Race and Criminal Justice in the American South, 1817-80 (1998) and David Grimsted,
American Mobbing, 1828-1861 (1998).

Four studies of lynching and vigilantism during the Civil War have informed our work.
See Michael Fellman, Inside War: The Guerilla Conflict in Missouri during the American
Civil War (1989), Phillip S. Paludan, Victims: A True Story of the Civil War (1981), -
Richard B. McCaslin, Tainted Breeze: The Great Hanging at Gainesville, Texas, 1862
(1994), and Winthrop Jordan, Tumult and Silence ar Second Creek: An Inquiry into a
Civil War Slave Conspiracy (1996). Guerrillas, Unionists, and Violence on the

Confederate Homefront (1999), edited by Daniel E. Sutherland, is an important collection
of some of the most recent scholarship on the topic.

The importance of masculinity in general and the concept of honor in particular are at the
heart of many attempts to explain America's violent past. Important works in this field
include William Oliver Stevens, Pistols ar Ten Paces: The Story of the Code of Honor in
America (1940); Jack K. Williams, Dueling in the Old South (1980); Dickson D. Bruce,
Violence and Culture in the Antebellum South (1979); Bertram Wyatt-Brown, Southern
Honor (1982); Edward L. Ayers, Vengeance and Justice: Crime and Punishment in the

Nineteenth Century American South (1984); Gail Beederman, Manliness and Civilization
(1996); Kenneth Greenberg, Honor and Slavery (1996).

The story of mob violence against Mexicans is largely ignored in the voluminous
literature on lynching. The authors have nevertheless been greatly informed by the
historical scholarship on lynch mobs in the United States. Classic works include James E.
Cutler, Lynch-Law: An Investigation into the History of Lynching in the United States
(1905); Walter Francis White, Rope and Faggot: A Biography of Judge Lynch (1929);
James Harmon Chadboumn, Lynching and the Law (1933); Arthur F. Raper, The Tragedy
of Lynching (1933); John Dollard, Caste and Class in a Southern Town (1937), Alfred

Percy, Origin of Lynch Law, 1780 (1959), and John Walton Caughey, Their Majesties,
the Mob (1960). ' .

The most important modern work of scholarship on lynching is W. Fitzhugh Brundage,
Lynching in the New South: Georgia and Virginia, 1880-1930 (1993). Other recent
studies include Jacquelyn Dowd Hall, Revolt Against Chivalry: Jessie Daniel Ames and
the Women's Campaign against Lynching (1979); Robert L. Zangrando, The NAACP
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Racial and Cultural Dimensions
of Gente de Razon Status

in Spanish and

Mexican California

by Gloria E. Miranda

California society was the direct by-product of two and

one-half centuries of Spain’s colonial racial and social
stratification policies. In actuality, while the Californians claimed
Spanish ancestry, they were biologically more indigenous Ameri-
can than European. However, understanding the racial connec-
tion between the Hispanicized element and the tribal groups in
Mexico and the Southwestern United States has remained
confused to this day because of the fact that California’s first
settlers carried Spanish surnames and were considered genfe de
razén. This meant categorization as non-Indians. A review of
Spain’s colonial practices as they extended into Alta California
should clarify the reason for the persistent but distorted notion
concerning the self-identity preference of the province’s inhabi-
tants as well as why the Spanish concept of geunte de razién
remained equally popular in usage into the Mexican period.

’ I \ HE SPANISH SELF-IDENTITY FASCINATION of early

Tribal groups throughout New Spain during three hundred
years of colonial rule commonly acquired Spanish names when
baptized into the Catholic faith. At that moment missionaries
bestowed on new converts Christian first names and Spanish
surnames as permanent symbols of their new spiritual and
cultural identity.! As the number of converts grew, colonial
officials found it necessary to distinguish the Christianized
tribal Mexicans from the non-Christian ones. These officials
devised a suitable distinction which they called gente de razén
(literally meaning people of reason). The main purpose for using
the label centered on documenting the cultural mobility of tribal
Mexicans who had exchanged their former lifestyle for a Roman
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Catholic outlook.? In addition to these indigenous converts,
Christianized mixed-bloods (castas) also were accorded gente de
raz6n status in colonial society. Europeans automatically quali-
fied as “‘people of reason” based on the supremacist belief of the
time that they were culturally already Christian and therefore
superior to the tribal Mexicans.

By the time Alta California became a Spanish province the
gente de razdn identity was commonly utilized throughout New
Spain as a designation for all the crown’s Christianized subjects
regardless of racial background. Yet in spite of original justifi-
cation for the gente de razén cultural appellation, in California
from the early nineteenth century on the label increasingly came
to connote a privileged affiliation with Spanish or Caucasian
ancestry. These erroneous claims acceded to the province's first
upper class group a “‘badge of [racial] respectability’” that dis-
tinguished them from the rest of the populace.® The genesis for
this distorted cultural and racial state of affairs was not peculiar
to California since most emerging communities throughout fron-
tier New Spain perpetuated similar racial classification policies.
Colonial social stratification patterns inherent in the caste
system complicated and confused the actual purpose of “‘rational
people” ranking.

Historians know that the colonial practice of classifying
people “in accordance with the color of their skin” proved invalu-
able to Spain in its need for social stability during the lengthy
colonial era because of the intimate associations forged by the
large tribal Mexican population with the sizeably smaller African
and Spanish ones.* When the three groups mingled they produced
various racial admixtures. It is nonetheless significant to note
that miscegenation did not help forge a new hybrid race. Spanish
census records instead indicate that tribal Mexican groups re-
mained the largest segment of the population during the colonial
age with castas a distant second most numerous group.®

The castas who were located below the Spanish Europeans
and their American-born progeny, the creoles included the numer-
ous combinations of Indian-Spanish and African-Indian-Spanish
miscegenation. The darker the casta, the lower the ranking. The
blacks both free and slave, followed by the tribal Mexicans, were
relegated to the lowest position on the social scale since they
represented the colony’s non-European groups.® However, for
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tribal Mexicans, embracing Catholicism and acquiring European
values signified attainment of the prestigious gente de razén
cultural outlook. This custom of bestowing gente de razén stand-
ing on convert castas, Africans, as well as tribal Mexicans
originated in the sixteenth century.

The urgency of establishing a “‘people of reason’ label in the
New World resulted from Spain’s conguest and colonization of
the numerous tribal groups of the Caribbean and Mexico. The
juridical and religious legal problems posed by this original
contact generated a humanitarian and religious debate among
sixteenth century theologians and theorists. The emphaticissue
centered on the question of the rational aptitude of the recently
conquered tribal Americans. Concerned scholars were primarily
interested in the'tribal American’s place in divine creation. They
sought to determine whether tribal Americans possessed a soul
and could thereby be evangelized and uplifted to the cultural
level common among Western European Catholics.

The question of rationality, and thereby humanness, remained
clouded until 1537 when Pope Paul Il issued a formal declaration
on tribal American rationality. The papal bull, Sublimus Deus
[In the Image of God], had two purposes. First, the decree provided
a theological basis for native American rationality and conver-
sion. Second, the bull reaffirmed the validity of all baptisms
conferred since the conquest of central Mexico. Significantly,
the historic pontifical declaration of June 2, 1537, proclaimed
that the tribal Americans were “‘true men.” This meant that the
Church considered them “capable of understanding the Chris-
tian faith” as well as the Europeans.” Thus, the term gente de
razén represented an acknowledgement of the fact that the so-
called American “Indian’ possessed inherent rational abilities
and natural rights. A fact that became more evident as he pro-
gressed from a pagan mind-set to a westernized lifestyle like the
more civilized Europeans.

The Spanish crown initially failed to accord full support to
the papal position during the early colonial age. But the Spanish
perceived Hispanicization as a benevolent program for culturally
uplifting tribal American societies in much the same fashion as
the ancient Romans had made a lasting impact on Iberia and
Western Europe centuries before.8

Hence, in the colonization project of Church and State, the
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tribal Mexican would be guided to a higher level of human and
spiritual enlightenment. But, without a complete corresponding
loss of Indian self-identity. In other words, Christianization and
Hispanicization represented a socialization process that focused
on the eradication of barbarous pagan practices like cannibalism,
human sacrifice, incest, abortion and polygamy. Yet it permitted
Pre-Columbian values that were harmonious or analogous to
Christian ones to be retained by tribal converts.”

The rationality decree was destined to influence significantly
the remote northern frontiers where few peninsular Spaniards
settled during the colonial age. Mixed-bloods, Christian Mexicans
[baptized tribal members], and the local tribes of the north re-
placed peninsular Spaniards as the largest group resident in
these regions. As a consequence, race lines were frequently
blurred since skin color was as diverse among the indigenous
tribes as among the castas. Light and dark hues were common in
each group. Thus, the “‘rational people” term grew in importance
in these areas out of practical necessity. ‘Gente de razon” proved
more useful in categorizing essentially non-white frontier inhabi-
tants than classification along pure race lines.

However, cultural mobility stopped short of including neo-
phytes in the gente de razon category due to their incomplete
catechesis which confined them to mission centers. Generally,
mission policy permitted neophytes to leave the religious center
only after their catechumanate was complete. Admission into
the frontier social structure followed after the neophytes were
more fully westernized and Christianized. In this fashion, for
example, a Catholic Pueblo, Yaqui, or Chumash earned gente de
razén status. By contrast, census officials identified tribal Mexi-
cans who refused missionization and resisted Spanish accultura-
tion as Indios gentiles [non-Christians] or Indios sin razon|without
reason].'’

In concert with these cultural designations, frontier custom
mandated imitation of the established social and racial ranking
trends of metropolitan Mexico. In northern communities, as in
the urban regions, a deep-rooted desire to advance to Spanish
ranking was characteristic of local social patterns. Residents of
these areas frequently aspired classification as espasioles. As-
signed racial inferiority resultant of mixed-blood origin proved
no barrier for those who sought upward social mobility on the
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frontier. By the end of the colonial period many castas possessed
sufficient confidence as gente de razén to assume with impunity
a Spanish self-identity in areas where few peninsular Spaniards
resided.!! The fact that the majority of frontier residents held
similar inclinations added to the abundance of Spanish identifi-
cation claims in these regions.

Father Ignaz Pfefferkorn, an eighteenth-century Jesuit mis-
sionary in Sonora, made a perceptive analysis regarding this
practice. He observed very few true Spaniards living in Sonora
and “scarcely one who could trace his origin toa Spanish family
of pure blood. Practically all those who wish to be considered
Spaniards are people of mixed-blood.””'? The misinformation on
biological roots handed down to succeeding generations was also
the consequence, to some extent, of the failure of frontier officials
to investigate the correct racial ancestry of inhabitants of these
regions.

Needless to say, this contributed to irregularities of social
stratification. As an example, in 1774 a royal official affirmed
that frontier gente de razéon persons included individuals of not
only European but those of African or Indian ancestry as well.!3
Evidently, by the eighteenth century racial and social ranking
was significantly relaxed to pemit non-whites seeking upward
mobility to dishonestly claim incorrect European racial ancestry.
The original cultural categorization for separating the baptized
from the non-baptized through the “‘people of reason’ title was
ignored.

In this vein Alta California settlers reflected practices from
both the traditional and frontier caste systems in their own
social structure but with some modifications. Wealthy penin-
sular Spaniards were not among the area’s first inhabitants and
wealth was not a common measurement stick for higher social
ranking in Alta California in the early Spanish era. It was not
until the Mexican period that an influential wealthy group of
large landowners emerged to provide the frontier with an “‘aristo-
cratic-like”” society. Hence, attainment of aristocratic status
evolved slowly in the first decades especially since a large seg-
ment of the population was mixed-bloods of humble origins.
The few Europeans in California were numbered among the
clergy, crown, and military officials and never exceeded the larger
groups of tribal Californians, Christian colonial Mexicans, and
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blacks who gave the province a definitive non-Spanish racial
dimension.

Baptized California mission Indians also received the “ra-
tional people’” ranking. As members of gente de razon society,
they increased their chances for social mobility. Culturally speak-
ing, then, the humblest Christian Indians and castas were
technically equal to true-born Spaniards like José de la Guerra
and José Antonio Yorba by virtue of the “people of reason’”
status. Predictably, these aspiring indigenous-born pioneers
(along with the castas) who could not otherwise experience rapid
social mobility in colonial society in urban areas, took advantage
of more relaxed frontier practices in Alta California by claiming
non-Indian ranking. As a consequence, cultural advancement to
a gente de raz6bn status in time became synonomous with a
Spanish heritage. And later when the military emerged as the
province’s first upper class group, the soldiers established and
popularized the custom of professing a Spanish link which their
offspring and descendents also claimed for themselves. This
practice gave birth to the romantic myth that was accepted later
by many California historians.

Careful scrutiny and review of provincial census records and
other official documentation points to a significant native Ameri-
can heritage (in part or whole) among Spanish surnamed colon-
ists. In the case of presidial society, the majority of the soldiers
were devoid of any measurable Caucasian blood. According to
Bancroft, most of the noncommissioned officers were, “‘to a
considerable extent, of mixed lineage and the wives of the soldiers
in many cases Indians.”’'* At Santa Barbara, the presidio’s first
population included mulattoes, lobos, mestizos, coyotes, and
Christian Mexicans as well as espafioles (i.e., Mexican-born
whites)."® The native American historian, Jack D. Forbes tabu-
lated the African and tribal composition of the early communities
and concluded that at Santa Barbara 19.3 percent of the settlers
in 1785 were part-black “‘while more than one half were officially
classified as non-Spanish [Indians, mestizos, and coyotes].”’1¢ In
other words, the non-Spanish category was synonomous with
tribal Mexican roots.

Forbes discovered that similar percentages prevailed at the
other presidios. At Monterey in 1790 “mulattoes constituted 18.5
percent of the population and the castas constituted another 50.2
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percent.” Furthermore, the total non-Spanish element was even
higher at 74.2 percent. San Francisco’s racial profile varied only
slightly with 47.2 percent listed as non-Spanish. At San Diego
the 1790 census affirmed that the presidial residents were of
equally indigenous roots.’” With the exception of the Spanish
Catalonian volunteers, well over half of the soldiers in California
were of tribal Mexican background.’®

Town resident were of complimentary diverse racial ancestry
with even greater numbers of non-Caucasian admixtures. At San
Jose 55.5 percent of the pueblo dwellers by 1790 were non-Spanish.
Los Angeles’ 1792 census reported that “part-Africans consti-
tuted 38.5 percent of the population of Los Angeles.”’t® The
founding of Branciforte in 1797 did little to alter this racial
pattern.

The fact that Spanish California remained geographically
isolated from central New Spain, coupled with a rigid Spanish
policy that prohibited trade contacts with foreigners, contributed
to the shaping of a frontier provincialism among the inhabitants.
In concert with colonial ranking practices, this state of affairs
clearly permitted the military and their descendents to fulfill
their personal yearning for Spanish status that in turn facilitated
acquisition of a privileged ranking in society. Isolation from the
core of New Spain’s society also detached Californians from the
colony’s cultural centers and produced a significant alienation
from their indigenous roots. The unwillingness to give immediate
allegiance to Mexican independence in 1821 reflected the emo-
tional pro-Spanish sentiments of California society. A penchant
for Spanish affiliation prevailed and later gave rise to social
ostracism of incoming settlers from central Mexico.

By the dawn of Mexican independence, the upper class had
come to associate gente de razén standing with a non-Indian or
non-Mexican biclogical posture. The popular social addiction of
racial reclassification to a lighter skin color was still in vogue
throughout the province as socially aspiring residents unabash-
edly claimed espafiol ancestry. In the waning years of Spanish
dominance government officials’ attempts at racial categoriza-
tion of some communities like Santa Barbara had become ex-
tremely difficult. Father Ramon Olbés, a local missionary,
remarked that such enumeration was in vain since the inhabi-
tants of the district considered themselves Spaniards.?’
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Residents of the towns, when feasible, also claimed European
ancestry. Census data for Los Angeles, in fact, in the late
eighteenth century documents the racial reclassification tenden-
cies of the pueblo’s predominantly non-Caucasian population.
Within ten years of the town’s founding the populace had consid-
erably “lightened” itself racially through re-identification as
non-Africans and non-Indians.?! Yet racial reclassification did
not propel the civilian populace to the top of the social scale. In
some instances, military men scorned the pueblo residents as the
dregs of society and as their social inferiors.?? Consequently,
prestigious upper class standing in California remained a mono-
poly of those families with military backgrounds well into the
Mexican period. The leadership position of the military was so
well entrenched by then, that as retired soldiers, they and their
offspring enhanced their elite social ranking into the 1820s and
1830s even though the strategic value of the presidios had declined
by that time. Historically few of the important pre-American
families are linked to any town dweller origins.®

William Heath Davis, an American who married the daughter
of a prominent native California family, observed over many
years of intimate interaction with the populace that a caste-like
society existed ‘“‘more or less’ among them. The wealthier fam-
ilies, he wrote, were “‘somewhat aristocratic,” and normally *‘did
not associate freely with the humbler classes; in towns the
wealthy families were decidedly proud and select, the wives and
daughters especially.”?* Socializing with the lower socioeconomic
classes or even intermarriage with tribal Californians occurred
infrequently among this group.?®

Nonetheless, other factors help explain the reason why in this
period the sons and daughters of military families formed a
frontier aristocratic group. First, the leadership inherited from
late eighteenth and early nineteenth century settlers grew more
socially significant as geographic contact with central Mexico
remained unchanged in the 1820s and 1830s. Second, allegiance
to Spain, while politically severed, nonetheless, retained for the
upper class possible social benefits as descendents of “Span-
iards.” More specifically, as heirs of the first colonists, they had
generated class distinctions, particularly as a second generation
became alienated from the more ignoble “Indian” and central
Mexican settlers, who were of lowly socioeconomic roots. Third,
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Mexico's foreign policy which welcomed travelers at California
ports, especially the race-conscious Anglo-Americans, intensified
and magnified the upper-class’ need to disassociate itself from
the poorer and darker complexioned groups in the territory.
Without question, Anglo-American contacts added an irreversible
dimension to the psychological outlook of California’s upper
classes.

Foreign observations also serve as a useful guide for better
understanding the California population’s distorted definition
of gente de razén in the Mexican period. José Bandini, the Spanish
sea captain who settled in the province in the Mexican era,
surmised in 1828 that California’s inhabitants who considered
themselves people of reason also considered themselves racially
Caucasian and culturally non-Indian.2® The Frenchman, Alex-
ander Duhaut-Cilly, who visited the area in the same decade,
observed pronounced elitist-like practices among the upper class
similar to those of creoles in other areas. In particular, he found
that the practice of frequent and restricted intermarriage in the
1820s among the creoles had contributed to a more numerous
light-skinned Californian. Intermarriage with naturalized for-
eigners by California’s upper-class females, a new social pattern,
also enhanced the growth of the physically Caucasian-looking
society.

While Duhaut-Cilly’s contact with the California population
was casual and superficial, he nonetheless calculated that the
“creoles’” would someday emerge as the only inhabitants of the
region. Duhaut-Cilly hypothesized that the inevitable decline of
the tribal Californian population would in the end limit and
restrict “gentederazén’ miscegenation with indigenous Ameri-
cans and hence eliminate darker-skinned progeny.?” The French-
man’s prophecy proved both premature and speculative at best,
sincein fact it was based on superficial observations of only one
segment of the population — the affluent upper classes. Duhaut-
Cilly had dismissed the lower classes in his perusal of California
racial trends. In reality mixed-blood Mexicans were not declining
numerically nor did they exhibit any affinity for exogamous
unions with Caucasian non-Mexicans. Finally, skin color was
and remains an unreliable criteria for measuring race and
categorizing a population as Caucasian. No profound genetic
alteration resulted from the endogamous practices of the upper
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classes. Unions of non-whites with non-whites produced non-
white offspring. At best part-Caucasians begot mixed-blood
children. But obviously a small degree of white ancestry did not
make a person Caucasian.

Another Frenchman, Duflot de Mofras, who visited the region
during the height of its cultural prosperity, observed that by the
1830s the “people of reason’” zealots considered themselves the
intelligentsia of the territory.?® Mofras’ comments point to the
presence of intellectual elitism by the period that coincided with
California’s prosperous rancho age. Numerous families collected
books and maintained substantial libraries in their homes which
were brought to California on ships sailing up the coast. These
literary treasures, however, rarely circulated outside family cir-
cles and thus remained elitist status symbols.?

Anglo-American contact and intrusion, with its social influ-
ences and economic benefits, provided a conclusive forceful
motivation for altering permanently the actual tribal ties of
Hispano-Mexican society in Mexico’s northern province. In light
of the then hostile and negative Anglo-American attitude towards
“Indians’ and “‘half-breeds,” the upper class aspiration to disas-
sociate itself totally from any non-Caucasian racial or cultural
heritage perhaps is more self-evident. This attitude became par-
ticularly pronounced when intimate ties were established with
foreigners through intermarriage. In the eyes of naturalized
Mexican citizens like Alfred Robinson and William Heath Davis,
for example, their wives were identified as “Spanish ladies” in
order to disavow a heritage that was reserved only for lowly or
despicable Indians or Mexicans. Consequently, by the 1830s the
“people of reason” complex assumed a more profound anti-
Indian and ambivalent Mexican cultural posture in concert with
the popular pro-Spanish connection. These attitudes gradually
inured a hostile and ultimate rejection of tribal Mexican ties
which other Anglo-Americans, then entering northern Mexican
America, further kindled. Many of these newcomers exhibited
and “expressed quite unabashedly their distaste for Mexicans
purely on racial grounds.”"

Visitors to California like the callously narrow-minded
Thomas Jefferson Farnham disdainfully ridiculed the “half-
breed” tribal ancestry of the Mexican population. In a typically
antagonistic nineteenth-century fashion Farnham described
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“half-breeds” as lazy, filthy, and lacking in intelligence.?! Given
the jaundiced perception of men of Farnham'’s ilk, the upper
class recognized the need, no doubt, to disassociate itself com-
pletely from the lower classes in California society. As a conse-
quence, the “gente derazén’ label and claim to Spanish ancestry
assumed higher cultural proportions among the group.

The negative commentary on Mexican California by Anglo-
Americans included observations on social life among the prov-
ince’s upper stratum as well. The classic example of this pastime
was the notably ethnocentric New Englander, Richard Henry
Dana, whose work, Two Years Before The Mast, introduced
eastern United States society to the distorted psychological
mindset of the gente de razén. His stinging and unkind comments
on upper class activities indicted the group as idle, backward,
and unwilling or incapable of making anything of themselves.
Although Dana’s contact with the Californians was casual, he
found particularly amusing their obsession with the outward
manifestations of status. He cited as one example the waltz
which the people of reason considered a mark of aristocracy and
high accomplishment confined to a chosen few. Dana further
listed the group’s preoccupation with “Castilian’ ties as another
example. Danaremarked that the upper classes preferred to call
themselves Castilian, and, were very ambitious of speaking the
“pure” Castilian language.

The New England traveler also recorded evidence of a vestige
of the Spanish caste system in California even though Mexico
had officially abolished it in 1821. He observed that “from the
upper classes they go down by regular shades, growing more and
more dark and muddy, until you come to the pure Indian...”
However, “the least drop of Spanish blood, if it be only a guadroon
or octoroon, is sufficient to raise one from the position of a serf,
and entitles him to wear a suit of clothes. .. and to call himself
Espafiol, and to hold property, if he can get any.”®?

The remnants of the caste system viewed by Dana were
never formally structured Yet, he correctly assessed that Cauca-
sian status was simply a courtesy distinction for the upper class
since the majority of the populace was of mixed-blood or tribal
ancestry. Or, as less prudent observers preferred to say, “half-
breeds.”’s Therefore, identification with a glorified Spanish
heritage served as a label of politeness where applicable in

275




Historical Sociely of Southern California

California-Anglo interaction. The self-ascribed affiliation never
accurately measured the person’s correct ancestry. Doubtless,
critical and observant foreigners understood this situation better
than the aspiring “‘Spanish’ Californians.™

Some prominent Californians like Pablo de la Guerra and
Juan Bandini were indeed paternally linked to Spain. However,
others like Manuel Dominguez and Pio Pico had no Spanish
parents. Consequently, as insurance that their upper class social
ranking as Spaniards would continue unchallenged, the gente de
raz6n secured political and economic dominance of California
society until the end of the Mexican era. Even after the United
States military conquest of the region, this social stance re-
mained popular among the deposed upper class as late as the
latter part of the nineteenth century.

By that period, the gente de razén appellation had long been
discarded and replaced by the more popular and idyllic Spanish
Californian identification. In the more racially intolerant Anglo-
dominated environment there was little social acceptance of
former “‘people of reason’’ pretensions. But the romanticillusions
of “Spanish’ ancestry flourished, not only due to an uncompro-
mising anti-Mexicanism among the pioneer Anglo-Americans,
but because of consanguinity ties between some whites and
former gente de raz6n families who still were courteously identi-
fied as Spanish. True to form, the Californians delighted in this
final chapter of fictionalized European heritage.®

NOTES
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Bluebloods vs.

By EDwWIN MCDOWELL

_ “The 1016 Mexican Border campaign,”
John O’Hara once observed, ‘“‘was the nearest:
thmg we ever had to a gentlemen'’s war,”
. 7loday, the term ‘“gentlemen’s war’’
-sounds chillingly oxymoronic. Even ther,
however, the career soldiers who comprised
the expeditionary . forces under Black Jack
Pershing, trying to track down Pancho Villa in
.Mexico, found nothing very gentlemanly
about fighting. o : .

But some National Guard units that had
‘been mobilized to end Villa’s border raids,
particularly .the cav- = = - .
alry- units that were ) :
strung out in six-man<’

‘squads at 20-mile in- The :
tervals along the i Bookshelf

ternational border
from Texas to Ari-
zona, - were rather

mare like blueblood social clubs than fighting
 “The Tin Lizzie Troop’’ (Doubleday, $5.95,
223 . pages) by Glendon Swarthout-is an. ab-
" sorbing fictional account of one such unit—but
‘fiction, the author notes, ‘“‘cut out of ‘Cavalry
Journal’ leather and the microfilms of faded
*newspapers.”’, ’
.. Ppatrol- Post Number Two, 50 yards from
‘the Rio Grande that separated Texas and
Coahuila state in revolutionary Mexico, was
presided over by 32-year-old Stanley Dinkle, a
red-haired, = square-shouldered, nondescript
careér officer who had languished as a second
lieutenant .for eight years. A veteran of the
Philippines campaign, Dinkle had been in-
structor in equitation at the Mounted Service
School at ¥ort Riley before he was ordered to
the isolated Texas post to try to make scldiers
of ‘the National Guard squads during their
month-long border tours, even as they simul-
: taneously undertook to protect against Villa’s
incursions.- - . .
No' sooner did he get rid of one playboy
unit when another rolled into camp, bumping
down the dusty trail in two new Ford Model T
touring cars rigged out with white polo mal-
lets flying a pair of bloomers. Each auto
trailed -a string of three beautifully-propor-
“tioned Morgan horses. '

_ The sextet belonged to the Philadelphia
Light Horse, organized in 1774 by lawyers,
bankers, and merchants as self-supporting
volunteers to protect the Continental Con-
gress. Its members acted as General Wash-

_ington’s personal bodyguard, served at Tren-

Pancho Villa

ton, Brandywine, and Valley Forge, fought

Lee at Gettysburg, and sailed to Cuba in '98...

By the time of the Mexican Border campaign,.
although the Light Horse was officially a Na-
tional Guard troop, unofficially, writes the au-
thor, it was ‘‘a hoity-toity military men’s club
to which only the most well-born and wealthy.
scions of the most well-born and wealthy were
elected.” ’

Lt. Stanley Dinkle’s six charges were’
clearly in the Beau Brummel tradition. Their"
custom-tailored uniforms were set off by gilt:
hat cords. Each night at five o’clock they
formed for retreat wearing sabers, which
they flashed as a table-sized Victrola sounded
the piercing recorded notes of a bugle against
the vacuous Texas sky.

At home, the Philadelphia boys had se-
lected mounts from their private stables,
drilled every Monday night in their private
armory, and passed the time playing ericket,
tennis, polo, and riding to hounds. They were
schooled in every social grace, sophisticated,
and supercilious. They looked down' upon
their gauche commanding officer—‘‘Stanley
Steamer,”’” they called him—from the lofty
heights of money, influence and position.

In the hands of 2 lesser writer, such a

theme could well lapse into banality. But Mr.

Swarthout is.a consummate craftsman and:
established pro, as he demonstrates in his al-
ternately humorous and disturbing account of
the first mounted pistol attack ever executed:
by U.8. Cavalry against an armed enemy. In-
terspersing whimsical misadventures - with
philosophic meanderings, Mr. Swartﬁout,
Himself a former combat infantryman, limns
a vivid picture of the many faces of a limited
war. And although his story is set in mid-May
1916, it is as chillingly contemporary as My
Lai. L R R,

Author Swarthout has touched upon these’
themes before. He dealt with heroism and
cowardice in “They Came to Cordura,” a
memorable account of the U.S. Cavalry. “The
Eagle and the Iron Cross’” was the author's
personal testament ta The folly and tragedy. of
war, a damning indictment of the recidivous
brute and bully who knows no national or
ideological boundaries. “Bless the Beasts &
Children’ was a stunning study of horror and
cruelty, of honor and compassion,.of savagery
and serenity.

And in this latest novel as in his eight pre-
vious ones, Glendon Swarthout, even as he en-
tertains his readers, induces them to examine
the human condition,
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CHICANO WORLD WAR Il HEROES

HONOR THEIR MEMORY
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Chicano Studies



INTRODUCTION

The United States today is the most powerful nation on earth the result of
its triumphant role in World War 1ll. Close to seventy years ago, this country
entered that war as a direct result of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor.
Mobilization for the global conflict escalated after December 7, 1941 as
Americans of all backgrounds enlisted and joined the war effort. Over thirteen
million Americans served in all the branches of the armed services. Close to 1.2
million African Americans in segregated units, 44,000 Native Americans, and
350,000 women as well as nearly half a million Mexican Americans were either
drafted or enlisted into the armed forces.

The story of the heroic role that Chicanos performed in World War Il has
rarely been documented or recorded in United States history textbooks or
promoted in Hollywood propaganda war movies. But names such as Gabaldon,
Garcia, Herrera, Lopez, Perez, Rodriguez, Ruiz and countless others are among the
courageous men who served this country with distinction. In fact, during the
Second World War, Mexican Americans earned thirteen Congressional medals of
Honor, the highest commendation this nation gives an individual as recognition
for exceptional valor in combat. In addition, countless other commendations
such as Bronze and Purple Hearts, the Silver Star and the Navy Cross, to name a
few, also were earned by brown soldiers.

At the onset of World War I, Mexicans and Chicanos living in the United
States were hardly treated as first class citizens. Racial discrimination, political
powerlessness, impoverishment and segregation in most communities of the
American Southwest and beyond were standard. Moreover, the forced
deportation of Mexicans and American citizens of Mexican descent during the
Great Depression were still bitter memories in the brown communities of this
country. It is understandable then that Chicanos may have been disinterested in
supporting the war effort. But, in truth, overwhelming numbers chose to enlist



and serve with as much patriotic vigor as white Americans. Their willingness to
enlist in large part focused on demonstrating their loyalty and patriotism, but
more significantly, as a means to achieve equal treatment as Americans.

Even Mexican nationals enlisted into all branches of the service and gained
citizenship as a consequence. Along with Chicanos, their performance on the
battle field without question was to win them the recognition of white soldiers
with whom they fought alongside in the Pacific and European Theaters of war. In
the following pages, a few examples of this courage and valor demonstrated by
them will be highlighted.

Also important to note is the support Chicano and Mexican families gave to
the war effort. Parents hung blue stars on the windows of their homes much like
other Americans. The blue star was a symbol that signified that a family had
offspring in the service. A gold star replaced the blue one when a family lost a son
in combat. Some families had more than one son overseas. Two Sandoval
families from Silvis, lllinois, had a total of thirteen family members in the service
of whom three died in combat. In fact, that community which was located a short
distance west of Chicago was the home to Mexican immigrants who lived on a
block and a half long street, This street contributed so many of their children that
the street name was later changed to Hero Street in 1967 to honor the
disproportionate number of men who gave their lives during the war. But they
were not alone in their sacrifices. The Bafiuelo and Garcia families from Los
Angeles and the Moras from Laredo, Texas, each had six siblings who served in
the military during the war. The Nevarez family, also from Los Angeles had eight
siblings in the armed forces.

Additionally, an untold number of brown women joined the war effort,
some as nurses while others enlisted in the women’s army corps. More
substantial was the role these women played on the home front. Examples of
their contributions include service as interpreters for the Civil Defense Corps in
Texas, in war plants and various other related war industries. For their efforts
they have been identified as “Rosita the Riveter,” the counterpart to Black and
White “Rosie the Riveters.”



In Tucson, Arizona, the Associacién Hispano Americana de Madres vy
Esposas produced a newsletter, Chisme, which was sent to soldiers overseas to
keep Chicanos on the battlefields informed of news from home. This organization
also sold war bonds and raised over one million dollars for the U.S. war effort. In
other communities women worked in their churches to support the war or
cooked Mexican food for soldiers at local USOs. In California’s Central Valley,
women formed the Mexican War Mothers and ultimately raised enough funds to
build a Silent Sentinel monument of a brown soldier which is located in

Sacramento.

Since many students who enroll in Chicano Studies classes have never
heard of the heroic valor and courage of World War Il Mexican American soldiers,
in the following pages you will read about the exploits of these heroes. Their
accomplishments far exceeded anything that fictional Hollywood movie soldiers
could ever achieve on a movie set. Only once did Hollywood document the
exploits of a Chicano soldier, Samuel Guy Gabaldon. Unfortunately, the movie,
Hell to Eternity, transformed the valiant Chicano soldier into a tall Italian
American rather than portray the tiny courageous Gabaldon. Also to be
mentioned is the role of Mexico in sending a squadron of men to Asia to support
the United States war effort.

There is much that Chicanos and Chicanas have contributed to this country.
This is one of those untold stories that we should all be proud to know.
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CHICANO SOLDIERS OF HERO STREET
SILVIS, ILLINOIS

In Silvis, Hlinois, just west of Chicago, stands a monument to eight heroes of
Mexican American descent who gave their lives in defense of this nation in World War 1.
The monument is on what was formerly Second Street, now renamed Hero Street,
U.S.A.

Joe Gomez, Peter Macias, Johnny Mufios, Tony Pompa, Frank Sandoval, Joseph
Sandoval, William Sandoval, Claro Soliz grew up together on this small street in a very
close knit environment working for the railroad, as did their fathers who came from
Mexico years before. They went to war without hesitation even though the citizens of
Silvis ignored the hard working Mexicans on the edge of town who lived on a block and
a half of unpaved street. These men never came back. The men from the 22 families on
this block also participated in the Korean and Vietnam Wars.

Joseph Gomez

Tony Pompa

R
R

Joseph Sandoval Frank Sandoval Willim Sandoval Claro Soliz



Silvis had become the home to Mexican immigrants in the 1930s who settled in
this small town and worked on the railroads, living in make shift boxcars and shanty like
houses in their search for a better life. The families were large with up to twelve
children in some of them. The young men and women who heard the call to duty in
World War Il volunteered to join the Army, Navy, Marines, or Air Corps.

In recognition of the extraordinary contributions of Chicanos, Second Street was
renamed Hero Street U.S.A. in 1967 and stands alone in American military history. In
1971 a memorial park was added to honor the memory of these valiant Chicano heroes.
This street reportedly contributed more men, to military service in two wars—World
War Il and Korea—than any other place of comparable size in the United States.



PFC GUY LOUIS GABALDON
SILVER STAR UPGRADED TO NAVY CROSS
PACIFIC THEATER

United States Marine Pfc. Guy Louis Gabaldon has the honor of having captured
over 1,000 Japanese soldiers and civilians on the island of Saipan in the Northern
Marianas during summer 1944. On one day alone in July Gabaldon captured
almost 800 Japanese soldiers. The 5'4” Marine had already killed thirty-three
Japanese soldiers on his first day of combat. Subsequently, disobeying orders,
Gabaldon went behind enemy lines by himself looking for Japanese.

His Navy Cross citation states that he “daringly entered enemy caves, pillboxes,
buildings and jungle brush, frequently in the face of hostile fire” with the goal of
getting Japanese to surrender.

Gabaldon was born and reared in Boyle Heights and moved in with Japanese
American friends in his early teens. He learned to speak Japanese and gained an
appreciation for Japanese culture from his foster family. When the family was
removed to a concentration camp, Gabaldon joined the Marines at age
seventeen. He landed on Saipan with other Marines of the 2" Division. Since he
spoke Japanese, he was assigned by his regiment to Intelligence. He would slip
away from his post and began capturing Japanese with increased frequency, using
his language skills to gain the enemy’s trust.

Gabaldon’s action “saved lives on both sides and was instrumental in helping to
shorten the campaign.” For his exploits he became known as the “Pied Piper of
Saipan.” Gabaldon was nominated for the Medal of Honor but received the Silver



Star instead. Years later, Gabaldon commented that the Marines position on
denying him the Medal of Honor was premised on racism towards Chicanos.
Gabaldon’s supporters have worked for years to right this wrong but to no avail.

After the war, Gabaldon’s exploits became the basis for a movie, “Hell to
Eternity.” In this Hollywood film, Gabaldon’s character became a tall Italian
American instead of the actual hero. The attention given to Gabaldon in the
1950s when he appeared on a television show, “This Is Your Life,” led to the
upgrading of his silver star to the Navy Cross in 1960. Gabaldon returned to
civilian life and died in Florida at age eighty in 2006.

Sources: Raul Morin, Among the Valiant: Mexican Americans in World War i
and Korea; “The Pied Piper of Saipan Stood Tall during WWII,” Los Angeles Times,
November 13, 2005; “Guy Gabaldon, 80; WWII Hero Captured 1,000 Japanese on
Saipan,” Los Angeles Times, September 6, 2006;



LT. RICHARD GOMEZ CANDELARIA
WORLD WAR Il ACE
EUROPEAN THEATER

Richard Gomez Candelaria, a lieutenant in the United States Army Air Force, is
credited with shooting down a high number of enemy German planes during the
latter year of World War Il. He joined the 435" Fighter Squadron of the 479"
Fighter Group on September 22" which was assigned to the 8™ Air Force upon
arrival in Scotland.

On December 5, 1994, Lt. Candelaria “on a mission to support bombers to hit
targets in the Berlin and Munster area...shot-down 2 FW-190’s.”  On March 3,
1945, Candelaria “claimed 3 BF-109’s damaged on the ground.” His biggest
success came on April 7™ while protecting bombers over Germany. Candelaria
was in a dangerous dog fight with enemy pilots. He achieved the status of “Ace”
with a score of six German aircraft destroyed plus one probable.

Lt. Candelaria was shot down by ground fire on April 13" while strafing a German
airfield south of Tarnewitz. He was captured and reportedly taken to a POW



camp but some sources state that “he and a RAF air crewman managed to escape
by taking a German Officer hostage and driving his staff car westward, reaching
an approaching British armor unit.”

Candelaria was born in Pasadena, California and after the war he returned home
and became a restaurant owner in his home state.

Source: “Richard Gomez Candelaria vs. Schulungslehrgang “Elbe,”World War I
Ace Stories by Santiago A. Flores
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PFC. SILVESTRE HERRERA
CONGRESSIONAL MEDAL OF HONOR
EUROPEAN THEATER WORLD WAR Il FOR HEROISM IN FRANCE 1945

Pfc. Herrera was the eighth Mexican American to receive the Congressional Medal
of Honor in World War ll. He landed in Europe with the first American unit to
reach France in 1944.

His citation reads as follows:

“Private First Class Silvestre S. Herrera, Company E., 142" Infantry Regiment, 36"
Division, advanced with a platoon along a wooded road near Mertzwiller, France,
on March 15, 1945, until stopped by heavy enemy machine gun fire. As the rest
of the unit took cover, he made a one man frontal assault on a strong point and
captured eight soldiers. '

When the platoon resumed its advance and was subjected to fire from a second
emplacement beyond an extensive minefield, Private Herrera again moved
forward, disregarding the danger of exploding mines, to attack the position. He
stepped on a mine and had both feet severed; but despite intense pain and
unchecked loss of blood, he pinned down the enemy with accurate rifle fire while
a friendly squad captured the enemy gun by skirting the mine field and rushing in
from the flank.



The magnificent courage, extraordinary heroism, and willing self-sacrifice
displayed by Private Herrera resulted in the capture of two enemy strong points
and the taking of eight prisoners.”

An eyewitness account of Pfc. Herrera’s heroism was reported by Pfc. Henry Van
Dyke of Millville, New Jersey:

“Private Herrera ... charged straight ahead, knowing there were mines every inch
of the way. Again the German machine gun fire was played on him, without any
affect. But about half way to the position there was an explosion, and he fell. We
could see that a mine had blown off both of his feet. But he didn’t quit. He kept his
rifle pumping fire into the German position. The Germans couldn’t raise their
heads.”

Pfc. Herrera received his Congressional Medal of Honor from President Truman
sitting in his wheelchair on August 23, 1945. Herrera Day had been proclaimed by
the governor of Arizona on August 14, 1945 to honor Herrera who was welcomed
home with a hero’s parade. The hostile anti-Mexican sentiment in the city had to
be downplayed for the occasion. The governor ordered that all businesses in the
city remove their “no Mexican” trade signs removed from public view for the
celebration.

Silvestre Herrera was born in Camargo, Chihuahua, Mexico, but his family moved
to El Paso, Texas soon after his birth and ultimately to Phoenix, Arizona where he
was living when he was inducted into the military. He was a Mexican national at
the time he joined the army but was granted U.S. citizenship when he received his
Medal of Honor award. He died in 2007. '

Sources: Raul Morin, Among the Valiant: Mexican Americans in World War I
and Korea; Los Angeles Times, “Army private won Medal of Honor and Mexico’s
highest award for valor,” December 2, 20007.



SGT. JOSE M. LOPEZ
CONGRESSIONAL MEDAL OF HONOR WINNER
BRONZE HEART, PURPLE HEART
EUROPEAN THEATER WORLD WAR Il FOR HEROISM IN BELGIUM, 1944

Jose Lopez was the fourth Mexican American to be awarded the Congressional
Medal of Honor during World War Il. Lopez had the distinction of killing more
enemy soldiers than any other American serviceman in Europe or the Pacific.
“Not even Sgt. York of World War | fame comes close to the number of enemy
killed or personally destroyed.” Lopez, who was a machine gunner in the army,
killed over 100 Germans in the Krinkelt Wald, near Belgium on December 17,
1994.

His citation reads as follows:

“On his own initiative, he carried his heavy machine gun from Company K's right
flank to its left, in order to protect that flank which was in danger of being
overrun by advancing enemy infantry supported by tanks.

Occupying a shallow hole offering no protection above his waist, he cut down a
group of ten Germans. lIgnoring enemy fire from an advancing tank, he held his
position and cut down 25 more enemy infantry attempting to turn his flank.



Glancing to his right he saw a large number of infantry swarming in from the
front. Although dazed and shaken from enemy artillery fire which had crashed
into the ground only a few yards away, he realized that his position soon would
be outflanked. Again, alone, he carried his machine gun to a position to the right
rear of the sector; enemy tanks and infantry were forcing a withdrawal. Blown
over backwards by the concussion of enemy fire, he immediately reset his gun
and continued his fire. Single-handed, he held off the German horde until he was
satisfied his company had effected its retirement.

Again he loaded his gun on his back and in a hail of small arms fire he ran to a
point where a few of his comrades were attempting to set up another defense
against the onrushing enemy. He fired from this position until his ammunition
was exhausted. Still carrying his gun, he fell back with his small group to Krinkelt.

Sergeant Lopez’ gallantry and intrepidity on a seemingly sucicidal mission in which
he killed at least 100 of the enemy, was almost solely responsible for allowing
Company K to avoid being enveloped, to withdraw successfully, and to give other
forces coming in support time to build a line which repelled the enemy drive.”

Eyewitnesses to his heroism pointed out that “he stopped shooting only when he
ran out of ammunition...and that he killed so many enemy soldiers that officials
stopped counting after 100.”

He received his Medal of Honor from President Harry S. Truman on June 18, 1945.
In 1948 Lopez received Mexico’s highest honor medal, the Aztec Eagle, from
President Aleman while he toured the country as an honored guest.

Lopez was born in Santiago Huitlan, Mexico. His relatives moved to Brownsuville,
Texas, where he lived until he enlisted in the army in 1942. He participated in the
D-Day invasion at Normandy as a member of Company K, 2" division. He died at
age ninety-four in 2005.

Sources: Raul Morin, Among the Valiant: Mexican Americans in World War 1l
and Korea; “Jose M. Lopez, 94; Battle of the Bulge Hero Killed 100 German
Soldiers,” Los Angeles Times, May 18, 2005.



1* LIEUTENANT OSCAR PERDOMO
464" FIGHTER SQUADRON, 507" FIGHTER GROUP
DISTINGUISHED SERVICE CROSS, AIR MEDAL WITH ONE LEAF CLUSTER

An Army Air Force pilot during World War I, Perdomo had the distinction of being
the last “Ace in a Day” of the war.

Lt. Perdomo, a veteran of ten combat missions, shot down four Nakajima “Oscar”
fighters and one Yokosuka “Willow” Type 93 biplane trainer on August 13, 1945,
This action took place near Keijo/Seoul, Korea when 38 Thunderbolts of the 507"
Fighter Wing, United States Army Air Force, encountered approximately 50
enemy aircraft. It was Perdomo’s last combat mission and the five confirmed
victories made him an “Ace in a Day” and the distinction of being the last United
States “Ace” in World War ll. The honor of becoming an “Ace” in a single day is
an honor earned by only a small number of fighter pilots around the world.

Lt. Perdomo was born in EL Paso, Texas. His father served under Pancho Villa
before immigrating to the United States. The family later moved to Los Angeles in
the 1920s. In 1943 Perdomo entered the Army Air Force Pilot School and
received his “wings” on January 7, 1944. The primary mission of the 507" was to
provide fighter cover for the 8™ Air Force Boeing B-29s which were stationed on
Okinawa. Perdomo flew his first mission on July 2, 1945 while escorting a B-29 to
Kyushu.

After the war, Perdomo continued to serve in the Army Air Force and was
reassigned to the newly formed United States Air Force and served until 1950
when he entered civilian life. He returned to active duty and fought in the Korean



War at the rank of Captain and continued to serve in the Air Force until 1958
when he left the military at the rank of Major. He died in 1976.

Source: Oscar F. Perdomo — The Last Ace In a Day of WWII” by Santiago A. Flores,
Air Enthusiast, No. 67 (Jan-Feb) 1978.



PFC. MANUEL PEREZ, JR.
CONGRESSIONAL MEDAL OF HONOR
SOUTH PACIFIC WORLD WAR I
FOR HEROISM IN LUZON, PHILIPINES, FEBRUARY 1945

Pfc. Manuel Perez, Jr. was a member of the United States Army; Company A, 511"

Parachute Infantry, 11™ Airborne Division. At the time of his heroic action, he was
fighting in Luzon, Philippine Islands, in February 1945.

The account of his exploits is related by one of the members of his company,
Sergeant Max Polick of Medina, New York:

“Our company was attacking the line of Jap emplacements which defended the
high ground ahead of us in depth.

| was leading the squad on the right flank and Perez was on my left. The Nip
pillboxes were thickly covered by heavy sodding and logs. Smaller positions
contained one to four riflemen who covered the larger bunkers containing the
automatic weapons.



The Japs were throwing direct fire from 2-mm. machine guns and there was not a
helluva lot of cover.

Immediately behind the main line of fortifications was a big concrete bunker
which housed twin 50-caliber machine guns. Perez ran out, ducking this way and
that, with an armful of grenades.

We covered him with fire as he tossed his grenades into the ports and knocked
out the guns. The only time he withdrew was to go back for more grenades.

Then he ran around to the front of the bunker and tossed in a couple of grenades.
There was a helluva blast. Then Perez climbed to the top and dropped two white
phosphorous grenades through a vent.

| saw him flatten out and then the grenades exploded. There was a lot of white
smoke. Perez sat right in the middle of it, looking over at us and grinning. He
held up his hand and made a circle with his thumb and first finger.

Perez got to the smaller pillbox next door by raising his rifle and firing four times
into it. Japs were pouring out and he shot and killed eight with his rifle.

One Nip crawled out and charged Perez from the rear. Perez turned just as the
Jap hurled his bayonet like a spear. Perez used his rifle to knock down the flying
bayonet. The shock knocked his gun spinning. Perez grabbed up the Nip’s rifle
and bayoneted the howling Jap with it.

Four more Japs then started out of the pillbox tunnel. Perez clubbed two to
death, and bayoneted the other two. Then he entered the pillbox and found one
live Jap. He bayoneted him.”

He had killed a total of 18 enemy Japanese and neutralized their position which
had held up the advance of Perez’s entire company.

in his Congressional Medal of Honor citation that was awarded posthumously, it
stated that “through his courageous determination and heroic disregard of grave
danger, Pfc. Perez made possible the successful advance of his unit toward a
valuable objective and provided a lasting inspiration for his comrades.”



Perez was killed by a sniper bullet on March 19, 1945, while covering his platoon’s
withdrawal from the edge of Santo Tomas, in Southern Luzon.

Manuel Perez was born in Oklahoma City on March 3, 1923. When he was two
years old, his family moved to Chicago, lllinois. He was inducted into the army
and volunteered for the Airborne Infantry and was assigned to Company A, 511
Parachute Infantry of the 11" Airborne. His body was brought back for burial to
the place of his birth where he was buried with high military honors.

Sources: Rita Arias Jirasek and Carlos Totolero, Mexican Chicago [Images of
America Series]; Raul Morin, Among the Valiant: Mexican Americans in World
War Il and Korea.



Staff Sergeant Ysmael R. Villegas
Congressional Medal of Honor
Silver Star, Purple Heart
Pacific Theater World War Il for Heroism in the Battle of Luzon

Staff Sergeant Ysmael R. Villegas of Casa Blanca, California was awarded
posthumously the Congressional Medal of Honor for his exploits in the Battle of
Luzon in the Philippines in 1945. He was assigned to Company F, 127" Infantry
Regiment, 32 Infantry Division of the Army at the time of his heroic action that
cost him his life.

His Medal of Honor citation reads as follows:

“He was a squad leader when his unit, in a forward position, clashed with an
enemy strongly entrenched in connected caves and foxholes on commanding
ground. He moved boldly from man to man, in the face of bursting grenades and
demolition charges, through heavy machine gun and rifle fire, to bolster the spirit
of his comrades. Inspired by his gallantry, his men pressed forward to the crest of
the hill. Numerous enemy riflemen, refusing to flee, continued firing from their
foxholes. S/Sgt. Villegas, with complete disregard for his own safety and the
bullets which kicked up the dirt at his feet, charged an enemy position and, firing
at point-blank range killed the Japanese in the foxhole. He rushed a second
foxhole while bullets missed him by inches, and killed 1 more of the enemy. In
rapid succession he charged a third, a fourth, a fifth foxhole, each time destroying
the enemy within. The fire against him increased in intensity, but he pressed



onward to attack a sixth position. As he neared his goal, he was hit and killed by
enemy fire. Through his heroism and indomitable fighting spirit, S/Sgt. Villegas, at
the cost of his life, inspired his men to a determined attack in which they swept
the enemy from the field.”

Villegas, who was born in 1924, was raised in Casa Blanca, a Mexican section of
Riverside, California, and was one of thirteen children who worked in the orange
groves of that area until he joined the Army at the outbreak of the Second World
War.

In early March 1945, Villegas’ company was engaged in an intense battle against
Japanese forces on Luzon Island. His squad was attacked by an enemy machine
gun nest. Villegas “took it upon himself to save his squad by destroying the nest
and its occupants.” For his actions he was awarded the Silver Star. His courage
and valor continued until his death in combat on March 20, 1945, in the battle
that earned him the Congressional Medal of Honor. He died one day before his
21° birthday. His son was born ten days after S/Sgt. Villegas was killed in action.

Villegas also was awarded a Purple Heart, the American Campaign Medal, Asiatic-
Pacific Campaign Medal, World War Il Victory Medal, and the Philippine
Liberation Medal. His remains were returned to the U.S. to be buried with full
military honors in his home town at the Riverside National Cemetery.

Source: Raul Morin, Among the Valiant: Mexican Americans in World War Il and
Korea.
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201°" AIR FIGHTER SQUADRON
MEXICAN EXPEDITIONARY AIR FORCE
WORLD WAR Il PACIFIC THEATER

The 201" Air Fighter Squadron [Escuadrén 201] was the only Mexican military unit
to serve overseas during World War Il and participated in the liberation of the
Philippines. The group was given the nickname “Aztec Eagles” [Aguilas Aztecas]
by members of the squadron during training in the United States. The 201%"s
principal role was to aid the Allied war effort and was attached to the 58" Fighter
Group of the United States Army Air Forces during the liberation of the main
Philippine island of Luzon in the summer of 1945. <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>