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Introduction: Background to Segregation

The American public school system has treated Mexican-Americans
differently from other Americans; the consequences have contrasted
markedly with the proposed objectives of dominant educational poli-
cies and practices. To understand the full nature of this contrast, we
must first begin by acknowledging that historically, political domina-
tion and socioeconomic inequality have dictated the course of educa-
tional policy in America. As a result, we find that various factors and
conditions external to the Chicano community have shaped the educa-
tional experience of that community. This appears evident in the
Southwest, for exampie, where regional agricultural economies relied
heavily upon migrant family labor and where the seasonal nature of
this type of work affected the schooling process for members of the
entire region and for Chicanos in particular. This does not mean,
however, that regional factors dominated educational policy as applied
to Chicanos. To be sure, that policy originated in national theoretical
and practical constructions such as mass compulsory education, intel-
ligence testing and tracking, curriculum differentiation, vocational
education, Americanization, and segregation. In part, such interna-
rional conditions as World War II and the cold war also influenced the
development of this policy. This educational process has resulted in
the inequality in educational achievement between Chicano and Anglo
populations, and, as a result, it has impelled Chicano political action
to overcome it.

The twentieth-century history of Chicano education may be divided
into four periods. The first period, 1900-1950, represents the era of
de jure segregation. Although there were no laws that mandated the
practice of segregation, educators did invoke the state power granted
to school administrations to adapt educational programs to the special
needs of a linguistically and culturally distinct community. Thus, for
example, as early as 1919, the superintendent of the Santa Ana,
California, School District referred to a state attorney general’s opin-
ion upholding segregation as a legitimate educational policy for meet-
ing the “special needs” of Mexican children. During the initial forty
years of this period, educational policies for Chicanos involved the
application of principles of biological determinismn. Throughout the
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period, the Mexican community participated to a high degree in the
agricultural economy, although many took up residence in cities and
adapted to an urban industrial environment.

During the second period, 1950-65, the pattern of segregation
remained, but without the deliberate 0fﬁc131 sanction of Mexican
schoois. For the most part, this period witnessed an educational policy
that adhered to the culture concept: that is, Chicano culture was
recognized as an impediment to Mexican-American adaptation to
Anglo-American culture.. In keeping with this perspective, educa-
tional*programs tended to emphasize the acculturation of Chicanos to
the dominant American culture, while at the same time Chicano
laborers experienced an increasing shift away from agriculture and
toward urban employment.

The third period, 1965-75, marked the militant and reformist era.
Not surprisingly, education received much of the attention of the
Chicano movement during this period, and the mass demonstration of
discontent and demands for change forced substantial reforms of the
schooling process. Programs such as bilingual and bicultural edica-
tion, affirmative action, integration, curriculum reform, special ad-
mission to higher education, and financial aid, provided a substan-
tially modified educational atmosphere. The reform phase, short-lived
and quickly subverted by a conservative retrenchment, constitutes the
fourth period beginning in 1975. Marked by a political conservatism
emphasizing reliance upon traditional individualism and the mar-
ketplace and de-emphasizing and questioning the effectiveness of
state-sponsored reforms, this period has witnessed at least a halt and,
in some instances, a rollback of the reforms enacted during the pre-
vious period.!

A comprehensive study of the educational history of the Chicano
community has yet to appear. I hope to provide the beginning of such
a study in this book by examining the education of Mexicans in the
Southwest during the era of de jure segregation covering the first half
of the century. My intent includes an interpretation of the roots of
inequality in education. The few texts examining the history of Chi-
cano education somehow do not explain oppression. On the other
hand, they are long on factual evidence. My analysis emphasizes the
political economy (and not merely racial oppression as in most texts)
as the key factor in shaping the social relations between the dominant
and minority communities. Thus, I focus on an examination of that
oppression by dissecting it and holding it up for analysis. In addition,
I will look at one of the key efforts to overcome subordination in the
1947 case, Mendez v. Westminster, one of the major desegregation court
cases in U.S. legal history.

The Chicano struggle to overcome segregation in schools has had a
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lomg history, and as Guadalupe San Miguel has recently shown, the
l.cague of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) was at the
torciront of that struggle. Because this organization remained limited
to ‘Texas until the 1940s, its efforts resulted in a number of court cases
thar unfortunately had no major effect on segregation until the 1960s
and 1970s when the Chicano movement made its impact felt. A key
conscquence of the Mendez v. Westminster case was the inspiration it
imovided for a renewed campaign to terminate segregation, which
resulted in more positive consequences than previous efforts. This
~tudy will focus upon Mendez v. Westminster as one example (and a
major one, I might add) of a rather widespread movement in the
¢ hicano community to overcome educational oppression.

BBefore proceeding, I must raise three points. First, the terms
( hicano and Mexican-American had not yet become popular in the
period under study; therefore, all persons of Mexican nationality or
descent living in the United States are referred to as “Mexican.”
Seeond, T concentrate primarily on those areas of the Southwest that
had a substantial Mexican population. I exclude the New Mexican
Hispano population because these communities were isolated and
hustorically distinct from those formed by Mexican immigrants of the
1wentieth century, and because the Hispano educational experience .
~liould be examined in light of the peculiar economic institutions
~haping Hispano life. New Mexican villages are islands of traditional
nstitutions and, during the de jure segregation period, stood outside
| the educational developments taking place in the Southwest. Events
since World War II have made it quite appropriate to include New
Mexico in any analysis of southwestern Mexican communities today,
hut the immigration that has woven New Mexico into the Mexican
Southwest was not a factor during the period under study. Third, I
focus upon public education and exclude all religious and church-
sponsored institutions of learning. In an effort to narrow my topic to
manageable proportions and to identify the main currents in this
Insworical period, I have concluded that an analysis of de jure segrega-
non i public schools is comprehensive, logical, and significant.

I'inally, in my research I utilize written documentation expressing
those educational ideas predominate during the era under study. This
does not negate the significance of classroom practice, however. This
~tudy will report upon, that educational ideology that directed educa-
tonal practice. There is sufficient reason to expect that the over-
whelming pedagogical unanimity extant during the era of segregation *
would significantly impact upon classroom practice. Consequently, in
the examples of classroom practice that I draw upon, the reader will
readily note the unity between theory and practice.

An understanding of school segregation is contingent on an exam-
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ination of two key factors that condition the educational process: the
national political economy and the socioeconomic position of Mex-
icans within a class society.

Political Economy.and Educational Reform

Ironically, during the first half of this century, as the United States
rose as a world power and as an industrial giant, its domestic social
policy often proved to be oppressive and antidemocratic, especxal]y
toward minorities. Others have argued-elsewhere that its supporters
designed this broad social policy so as to-insure the necessary internal
social and political conditions for the realization of domestic and
foreign policy objectives. Historian James Weinstein has concluded
that Progressive “liberalismn incorporated the concepts of social engi-
neering and soctal efficiency that grew up alongside industrial engi-
neermg and efﬁc:ency”2 Consequently, as Clarence Karier notes, a
pervasive social engineering significantly affected the educational pro-
gram of the United States, and as it did so, it maintained the existing
socioeconomic and racial hierarchy in society. According to Karier,
“The important theme which appears in the educational literature of
the first three decades of the century was social efficiency and man-
aged social order . . . the schools were used to standardize the future
citizen as interchangeable parts for an intricate production and con-
sumption system.”3

The educational programs of the turn of the century fit the social
conditions created by the growing corporate economy.? The reforms
accomplished in the first few decades reflected new economic forces
and social conflicts. An increasing concentration of production within
large-scale enterprises and an industrial working class emerging on a
national scale, were key factors leading to the rise of labor unions and
labor-capital conflicts that threatened the social order.> Progressive
reformism represented essentially the political face of the economic
evolution of U.S. capitalism. By and large, schooling _programs
throughout the nation assumed the task of creating among minorities,
the political consciousness and productive skills necessary for’ stabihty
and growth in the economy. .

The first item on the Progressives’ agenda consisted of a critique of
prevailing social theory and the presentation of alternatives that corre-
sponded to new realities. It forecasted that as soc1ety becamé I more
industrialized and capital more concentrated, an organl&wy
must be created. The orgamc sociéty, the centraT concern of Pro-
gressivism, was posited in various theoretical ways by a number of
social scientists and social philosophers, including the preeminent
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John Dewey.6 The second item on the reformers’ agenda expressed the
nced to inculcate the Progressive ideology of political culture in the
population especially in the working class. Many reformers were
academics and became leaders in the fields of sociology, psychology,
anthropology, and political science, helping to organize research and
instruction to fit the social, political, and economic needs of the
cmerging social order.

The general aim of reform (and the task to which scholarly research
was put) involved the realization of the conditions for an integrated,
cfficient, and stable social order without altering the basic economic
institutions and the class structure linked to them. If all classes shared
a political culture, democratic capitalism could be preserved from
political instability. Influential reformers and adherents of organic
theory including Dewey, William James, E. A. Ross, Teddy Roosevelt,
Walter Lippmann, and Lewis Terman, considered many key tradi-
uonal ideas and institutions to be out of touch with contemporary
realities. They focused on competitive individualism, the labor theory
of property and classes, and laissez-faire economics. These same re-
formers argued that in the absence of an effective socialization institu-
tion in the new urban industrial order, the state, through the local
schools, had to intervene in the social process and guide its minions.
The goal was stable, peaceful social relations based on the existing
social division of labor. In the final analysis, schools became the key
institution for socializing the individual to the emerging corporate
industrial order. The movement to alter the ideological and institu-
tional structures of society had a large-scale impact affecting policies
nearly everywhere.

Progressive educational reforms operated on two levels. On the level
of culture as shared information, Progressives aimed at inculcating a
common culture that would bind together the various classes. On the
level of the educational process, they sought effective training of the
individual as a producer. The reforms insttuted to these ends in-
cluded testing, tracking, curriculum differentiation (i.e., vocational
education vs. courses for the “gifted™), Americanization, and segrega-
tion. As they spread and took root, the mass migration from Mexico
began its long historical course, and the immigrant community con-
fronted not only the new large-scale economic enterprises, but also the
reforms they had spawned.

The Socioeconomic Character of the Mexican Community

The economic integration of the Southwest into the national econ-
omy during the second half of the nineteenth century laid the
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foundations for its development in the twentieth. This process began
as the capitalist political and economic system replaced the MeXican
feudal system. The emergence of an incipient national democratic
capitalism and the penetration of U.S. corporate enterprises into Mex-
ico coincided with agricultural and extractive growth in the American
Southwest. The increasing tempo of economic development in the
agricultural economy of the Southwest—a labor intensive enterprise at
the time—created a labor vacuum filled by a2 number of nationalities
and native workers. Immigration from Mexico became a crucial factor
in the economy of the Southwest in the early 1900s and has continued
to be so. Between 1910 and 1930, 661,538 Mexicans legally crossed
the border, and it has been estimated that during the 1920s, at least 3
percent of the populanon of Mexico emigrated to the Umted States
The vast majority of the immigrants included small families (husband
wife, and unmarried children) whose able-bodied members sold their
labor to corporate farmers, mining, commerce and industry, and
transportation for construction and maintenance jobs.”

The sharp rise in Mexican residents during this period far outstrip-
ped the increase in the white American population. In the five south-
western states, the Mexican community grew from some 159,000 in
1910, to 1,283,000 by 1930, while the total non-Mexican population
grew from 8 605 000 1o 13,397,000 during that same period. In terms
of percentages, Mex1cans compnsed 4.2 percent of the population in
these five states in 1910, and nearly 10 percent by 1930. In one
generation Mexicans had become much more visible and, in a rapidly
changing environment, much more identifiable.?

The flow of Mexican immigrants into rural and urban areas where
their labor was in demand, created a strained and unequal relationship

" between the Mexican communities and the more privileged sectors of
the society. Poverty, segregation, and employment in low-skilled oc-
cupations, characterized the experiences of the Mexican community
during the era of school segregation. A 1928 study in California
showed that 35.7 percent of the first-and second-generation Mexicans
were primarily employed as agricultural laborers, most often in the
form of migrant family labor; 31.4 percent were employed in manufac-
turing, 12.2 percent in transportation {other than railroad) and trade,
and 10 percent on the railroads.?®

Mexican workers replaced Greek, Italian, Japanese, and Korean
workers on the Southwest railroads between 1909 and 1929. For
example in 1909 Greek workers numbermg 7,653, comprlsed nearly
22 percent of the total work force on nine western railroads. By 1929
only one tenth as many Greeks (767) were employed by these same
nine railroads. In 1909, 5,972 Mexicans were employed on the same
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lines, comprising 17.1 percent of the force. In 1929 Mexican workers
numbered 22,824 and constituted 59.5 percent of that force. In the
same two decades, the Italian percentage fell from 17 to 3.5 percent,
whereas the combined Japanese and Korean percentage fell from 11.2
10 1.0 percent. 10

According to one study of agricultural workers in the Southwest,
three fourths of the fruit and vegetable workers and half of the cotton
workers were Mexican in 1922.11 Seven years later three quarters of
the 400,000 migratory cotton workers in Texas were Mexican. Because
of a long-standing reliance upon foreigners for cheap labor, the south-
western labor force was largely segmented according to nationality.
Because of concentration of Mexican labor in particular industries and
their relegation to a limited range of unskilled and semiskilled occupa-
tions, Mexican labor became synonymous with unskilled, cheap man-
ual labor. Differentials in living and wage standards between the
United States and Mexico allowed employers to lower wage levels for
Mexican labor, taking advantage of the lower expectations and often
desperate situation of the immigrant. According to Victor Clark, a
“Mexican wage” existed in agriculture as early as 1908. West Texas
farmers, for example, paid Mexican workers $1.00 to $1.25 daily and
native Anglo labor $1.75 to $2.00. Twenty years later Paul S. Taylor
found that Dimmit County farmers paid Mexican workers $1.50 to
$2.00 daily, while American workers received $2.50.12 Such dif-
ferences in wage rates also appeared in mining, railroads, and indus-
try.

The rapid rise in immigration and the concentration of immigrants
about their places of work created a “belt” of Mexican settlement
approximately 130 miles wide extending from San Francisco south
along the Pacific Coast, then inland along the Mexican border through
Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas to the Gulf of Mexico. The cotton
growers of the Rio Grande Valley, the Imperial and San Joaquin Valley
farmers of California, the Salt River Valley enterprises of Arizona, and
the great citrus and truck ranches of southern California, actively
recruited a large force of Mexican families to work the fields. Mexican
immigration was, moreover, not restricted to rural areas. Large num-
bers settled in or near cities as early as 1920. Indeed, 51 percent of the
Mexican population was urban by 1930 (compared with 56 percent for
the total population). In Mexico only 31 percent of the population was
urban in 1930.13

Contemporary studies have documented the extreme precariousness
and poverty of life in the barrios in the twenties, thirties, and forties.
Dirt streets, makeshift shacks, dirt floors, and single-room habitations
for entire families were common conditions in the hundreds of barrios
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in both the rural and urban centers of America. A higher incidence of
disease and mortality prevailed in these communities than in the
dominant community. The urban and rural colonias, labeled “spik-

towns” and “Little Mexicos” by outsiders, existed neatly tucked away, . -

often across a natural division such as a river or gulley or @ctcss the
railroad tracks. Of course, the dominant society found this useful
mainly for locating a necessary force of workers, even though its
members classified Mexicans as “problems,” “misfits,” “welfare bur-
dens,” “carriers of disease,” and “social deviants.”!4,

Another salient feature of the Mexican population was its
youthfulness. In 1930 the median age fox Mexicans was twenty, in
contrast to a median for the rest of the population of twenty-six.!5
Large numbers of preschool and school-aged Mexican children posed
administrative and teaching problems for public educators. Fifteen
percent of the Mexican population was of preschool age and 35 per-
cent of school age;!% for the total U.S. population, the corresponding
figures were 9.3 and 30 percent. Forty-eight percent of all Mexicans
were of working age, as compared with 56 percent for the total
population. As compulsory education extended to all residents, dis-
proportional numbers of the poorest sector in the society. found them-
selves forced into the educational enterprise.

Mexicans became integrated into a dynamic economic process that
conditioned their lives as capitalization in railroads, mining, agri-
culture, and industry created the basis for the incorporation of Mex-
icans into the nation. Almost without exception they became part of
the working class—albeit a limited labor sector within that class. The
status of Mexicans within the larger economic class structure without
question influenced the educational experience of the Mexican com-
munity. The education of Mexicans reflected two emphases: political
socialization shaped by the dominant economic forces at play, and
training for horizontal movement on the hierarchical socioeconomic
scale. Thus, public education of the Mexican community via segrega-
tion, tended to reproduce its class character from one generation to the
next.

Framework for Segregation

As early as 1892, Mexican children were being denied entrance into
“American” schools in Corpus Christi (Texas). Taylor found that
“practically coincident with the entry of Mexican children to the cjty
schools, a separate school was provided for them.”?? By the late 1890s,
enrollment in the Corpus Christi Mexican school stood at 110, and
thirty years later the same school enrolled 1,320.
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While Mexicans integrated into the economy and as their numbers
increased, school boards established a de jure segregationist policy
that was to last until midcentury. A typical scenario across the South-
west was recorded in the Ontario, California, Board of Education
minutes for 11 April 1921. “Mr. Hill made the recommendation that
the board select two new school sites; one in the southeastern part of
the town for a Mexican school; the other near the Central
School. . . .18 His motion was seconded and passed unanimously. By
1920 most communities with sizable Mexican populations segregated
Mexican children as a matter of course. In Texas, school districts often
segregated Anglo, black, and Mexican children in a tripartite sys-
tem.!® Although Texas law mandated the segregation of only black
children, Texas custom prevailed throughout as district officials as-
signed each black and Mexican minority to its own school. Thus; as
the pattern of Mexican residential segregation into colonias developed,
school segregation followed. Educational theory quickly assimilated
the practice, and thus academics legitimized, strengthened, and other-
wise assisted in the extension of the segregation-of Mexican school-
children.

Rather than being shaped by local or regional pressures, as some
scholars have suggested,?® the education of Mexican children has
always been an integral part of national educational theory and prac-
tice. Officials practiced segregation, for example, on a national scale in
addition to widespread use of progressive educational techniques such
as testing, tracking, curriculum differentiation, and Americanization.
Moreover, U.S. foreign policy in the decade of the 1940s played a key
role in an antisegregation campaign orchestrated from Washington
that affected social attitudes as well as the desegregation court deci-
sions of the 1950s. The segregation of Mexican children attempted to
extend an existing duality demarcating the colored minorities, includ-
ing Mexicans from the Anglo communities. Thus, segregation re-
flected and recreated the social divisions within the larger society
formed by residential segregation, labor and wage rate differentials,
political inequality, socioeconomic disparities, and racial oppression.
Public school segregation involved an extension of a prior condition to
the socialization process—the psychological and socioeconomic repro-
duction of a social relationship dividing a dominant from a subordi-
nate community. Education for the Mexican community therefore
meant change as well as the preservation of their subordination. It
brought the community into contact with new knowledge and skills,
but at the same time prevented it from changing its economic and
political relationship to the dominant society.

In the mid-1930s one study found that 85 percent of surveyed
districts in the Southwest were segregated in one form or another,
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some through high school, others only through the fifth grade.?! In
some areas, such as in the south Rio Grande Valley of Texas, strict
segregation existed through most of the grades. In others, as in some
of the smaller districts of California, no such uniform pattern pre-
vailed. Nevertheless, de jure segregation of Mexican children re-
mained common throughout the Southwest until the late forties and
carly fifties when various court orders declared such segregation a
violation of the Constitution’s equal protection clause. According to
educators favoring segregation, its general purpose was to “Amer-
icanize” the child in a controlled linguistic and cultural environment,
and its specific purpose was to train Mexicans for occupations consid-
ered open to, and appropriate for, them.?%Nevertheless, the “accultu-
rated” Mexican child (one who had assuthed the dominant society’s
langnage, dress, manners, and the like) experienced segregation as
well. Although proponents justified segregation on grounds of lan-
guage and culture, the essential factor involved the economic ju&cnon
of the Mexican community as cheap labor.23} Popular as well as aca-
demic opinion held that Mexicans posed an “educational problem,” a
consequence of an alleged intellectual, social, economical, cultural,
moral, and physical inferiority.24 Whether U.S.-born or naturalized,
many members of the dominant society commonly looked upon them
as aliens or cultural outcasts whose principal function was to sell their
productive human capacities, that is, their labor, in the lowest-paid
occupations. Consequently, the American community perceived equal -
educational opportunities for Mexicans as a burden and of little value
for the Mexican community. Segregation became, therefore, the ideal
policy when legislators and other authorities enacted and enforced
compulsory education laws. These laws created an inferior and sepa-
rate education that reflected and reproduced the socioeconomic rela-
tions in the surrounding community and region.2%

Inadequate resources, poor equipment, and unfit building con-
struction made Mexican schools vastly inferior to Anglo schools. In
addition, school districts generally paid teachers at Mexican schools
less than teachers at Anglo schools, and many times a promotion for a
teacher at a Mexican school meant moving to the Anglo school. Quite
often, however, teachers in Mexican schools were either beginners or
had been “banished” as incompetent. One investigator, a high school
teacher in Sugarland, Texas, wrote that teachers placed in a Mexican
school were resentful and that “most of the teachers in the Mexican
schools hope to be transferred to the school for the other whites as
soon as vacancies may occur.”’?® They often realized their wishes
because the frequent moving of teachers from Mexican to Anglo
schools seems to have been the rule. Consequently, instruction was
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often left “in charge of teachers who are not specially prepared by
training or experience for the particular work of teaching the Spanish-
speaking pupils.”27 Pauline R. Kibbe noted that in 1943 in one six-
room Mexican school in West Texas, which enrolled 357 pupils, the
head teacher “changed three times,” and that in several classes a new
teacher arrived “every three weeks.” One wonders what degree of
Americanization could take place in such a setting. Officials in urban
areas elaborated better-organized programs of segregation.

For the most part, instruction periods for Mexican schools in agri-
cultural areas coincided with farm-labor demands. Thus, school of-
ficials shortened or modified semesters depending on the dominant
agricultural products of the region in which the schools were located.
Moreover, children of migrant farm workers usually had little or no
access to public schooling.

If, however, Mexicans attended school, whether in a segregated
school, in a specific Mexican room within a nonrestricted school, or in
a mixed school, the transition from Spanish to English was expected to
take place in the first and second grades. Consequently, in many
school districts the bulk of the children enrolled in the first two
grades, with a rapid decline in enrollment by the sixth and seventh.
The policy requiring Mexican children to repeat the first and second
grades, combined with the practice, in many districts, of modifying
the academic year to allow for child labor, tended to retard school
progress. In addition, the unwritten tradition of tracking Mexican
children into vocational and slow learner classes became institu-
tionalized almost everywhere. By their sixtecnth birthdays, many
Mexican children had barely reached junior high, and the dropout
problem, which subsequently became notorious, began to manifest
itself. Since the schools strongly advocated manual vocations, and
since most Mexican families lived in poverty, many expected the
majority of Mexican children to leave their segregated schools before
high school in order to enter the labor force.

The legal justification for segregating Mexican children generally
rested upon educational, not racial grounds. Meyer Weinberg notes
that, in a 1930 unofficial opinion, California State Attorney General U.
S. Webb declared segregation justifiable on the basis that Mexicans
were Indians and therefore subject to the state law allowing their
segregation.?® Webb’s interpretation strained credulity as well as the
law. Of course, it did not apply to all Mexicans in fact, but law and
facts do not always converge. A 1935 revision of the California educa-
tion code attempted to close Webb’s loophole by legalizing the segrega-
tion of “Indians” (excepting descendants of U.S. Indians, who, after
1924, were citizens of the United States). Certainly, one could have
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interpreted the revised code in such a way as to justify the segregation
of Mexicans given that they descended from Indians.?® However, it
seems that the code seldom if ever applied to the segregation of the
Mexican community. It made no direct mention, however, of the
Mexicans even though this group comprised the most commonly
segregated community in the state. Therefore, where segregation ex-
isted, it did so mainly on the basis of educational argument. In the
research of Dr. George 1. Sanchez—professor of education at the
University of Texas, Austin—and Virgil E. Strickland on segregation
in Texas, a survey of ten school districts found that the “language
handicap is the official reason [to justify segregation] found in the
school board minutes.”3? However, most arguments went beyond
language; a San Bernardino, California, teacher stated that segregation
was the outcome of the deliberations of the Anglo community and
“based largely on the theory that the Mexican is a menace to the health
and morals of the rest of the community.”3! These opinions attached
“a stigma to [the Mexicans’] very being,” prompting one investigator
of the segregation of Mexican children to write that Americans take
for granted that, among other things, “Mexicans are dirty, lawless,
disease spreaders, stupid, and lazy.”32 Not surprisingly, given the
strength of such public and official opinions, the practice of an official
though illegal segregation eventually anchored educational policy with
regard to the Mexican community.

Not all opinions justifying segregation demonstrated such a vicious
attitude toward the Mexican community. A number of prominent
researchers and academics viewed segregation as the preferred method
of meeting the educational needs of the Mexican community. They
often considered this practice an educational asset for the Mexican
community. Yet even here, these shallow arguments masked the same
prejudices that motivated the overt racists. The Arizona State Depart-
ment of Education, for example, concluded that segregation “gives
opportunity for the inauguration of a special program to meet the
bilingual group interests.”33 A superintendent of a southern Califor-
nia district alleged that experience had demonstrated the,ped-
agogically sound nature of segregation by showing “that Mexican
children advance more rapidly when grouped by themselves,” and
therefore profited “most by the instruction offered in such classes.”34

Although 10 percent of the students in one South Texas Mexican
school were tracked into the educationally mentally retarded group,
one of its teachers argued that “the Mexican child is not discriminated
against,” and that “in the majority of cases, the [class] room is the
child’s best home. . . .””35 In describing the impact on Mexican chil-
dren, another teacher wrote of “a most impressive” change in them.
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“Their faces radiated joy, they had thrown off the repression that held
them down when they_were in the schools with the other chil-
dren. . . . There was no one to laugh at any peculiarity they might
possess, and they were free.”36

These two arguments justifying segregation often intertwined. For
example, the superintendent of the Garden Grove, California, elemen-
tary school district stated on the witness stand in the Mendez v.
Westminster desegregation case, that integration would make Mexican
children “feel inferior because of their clothing they have to wear.”37
This same superintendent had also written on the education of Mex-
ican children in which he justified segregation with an opposite ap-
proach,

Because of (1) social differences between the two races; (2) much higher
percentage of contagious disease (among Mexican children); (3) much
higher percentage of undesirable behavior characteristics; (4) much slower
progress in school, and (5) much lower moral standards, it would seem
best that . . . Mexican children be segregated. . . .38

Most districts that practiced segregation maintained a “Mexican”
school, which admitted only Mexican children. Some districts, such as
the Los Angeles City School District, segregated via districting
boundaries (rather than a simple identification of nationality), be-
cause, according to one teacher, “One of the first demands from a
community in which there is a large Mexican population is for a
separate school.”3? In Los Angeles, the district did not refer to these
separate institutions as “Mexican schools,” as in many districts, but as”
“neighborhood schools” and sometimes as “foreign schools.” One Los
Angeles school administrator wrote that neighborhood (read “Mex-
ican”) schools existed as such because the district gerrymandered
schools [so] that they can be nothing but foreign schools and remain
foreign schools.”#® The consequences of either policy were the same,
although the Los Angeles system may have appeared to be a de facto
system of segregation.

According to arguments raised by educators, one of the main as-
pects of the Mexican school was that it allowed a curriculum tailored
to the needs of the student, thereby preparing him to transfer to an
American elementary or junior high school. In the American school,
educators expected Anglos and Americanized Mexicans to eventually -
compete in an integrated setting. Actually, that rarely happened.
Mexicans seldom, if ever, Americanized to the extent that they no
longer remained bilinguals. In fact, most retained their Mexican
cuitural heritage. Segregation seldom accomplished its objectives,
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then, and as Mexican children moved into integrated junior high,
school officials tracked them into slow learner groups. This practice,
wrote one teacher about a southern California school district, “appears
to be a disadvantage to many of the Mexican boys and girls. With few
exceptions these students are placed, as a result of the testing pro-
gram, in the slower-moving classes. . . .”4!

However, since many, if not most, students began dropping out at
this point, such integration usually affected only a minority. Thus, a
different type of segregation followed Mexican children when they
graduated from their Mexican school to what was, for all practical
purposes, an Anglo school that opened its-doors to Mexican enroll-
ment. In the late twenties at one Los Angeles junior high, Mexican
children comprised sixty out of eighty entering lower-track students;
the percentage of Mexican children in lower tracks at four other
schools varied from 33 to 55 percent.4? By the midforties the situation
remained as such, prompting the superintendent of the Los Angeles
County schools to comment that when the Mexican child entered the
junior high, “he again finds himself segregated” into ability groups,
and consequently, a “vicious cycle” of segregation was unbroken even
in an “integrated” setting.43 '

A most significant aspect of the segregated program was that it not
only applied to the education of children; it also included the adults of
the community, especially women. In fact, in most districts where the
segregation of schoolchildren appeared, a segregated adult education
_program generally accompanied it. In one southern California district,
educators offered language instruction for both men and women.
However, for women, these courses addressed “the care of infants,
cleanliness, house sanitation, and economical house management,
including sewing, cooking, and thrift”; for men these programs of-
fered “courses in thrift, in gardening, and ... principles of the
American government.”* Both adult and children’s programs had
similar objectives for substantially identical reasons, and through the
same general method—the segregated school.

Segregated schools functioned not only as the center of the socializa-
tion of the Mexican child, but also as laboratories for research into the
“Mexican educational problem.” In the early 1920s, the California
State Department of Education assigned Grace C. Stanley, formerly-of
the Los Angeles School District, to undertake and supervise “an
experiment in the education of the foreign child.” Ten schools were
selected throughout southern California “as centers for experimenta-
tion, with the “Mexican school” in Cucamonga as the principal station
for experimentation, and it was from this project that teaching “meth-



INTRODUCTION 27

ods were recommended throughout the State,”® including schools
with “foreign” populations other than Mexican. Many districts estab-
lished special departments entrusted with the design of the curriculum
for the education of Mexican children. In the Southwest, various
names identified such departments: the Department of Immigrant
Education, the Department of Americanization, or simply the Depart-
ment of Mexican Education. In one district in southern California, the
superintendent, Merton Hill (who was soon to become the director of
admissions for the University of California), ordered the Department
of Mexican Education “to make a scientific study of the Mexican . . .
the temperament of the race . . . those qualities and abilities that are
recognized as peculiar to the Mexican people. . . .”%¢ Furthermore,
the “peculiar attitudes of these good-natured and kindly people”
should be “developed along the best possible lines,” and their “capaci-
ties to perform different types of service should be set forth [so] that
their employers may utilize them to the best interests.”47 Such studies
merely reinforced existing theories and practices subordinating the
Mexican community in nearly every phase of their lives to the larger
society.

Such schooling resulted in an education that recapitulated the mi-
gration of Mexicans to the United States as a supply of flexible and
cheap labor. Thus, segregation grew out of policy decisions corre-
sponding to the economic intgrests of the Anglo community; it be-
came a means of domination and control, the antithesis of equality and
freedom; and it was intrinsically racist both in that it was based on
racial social theories, and in that it led to educational practices that
reinforced a pattern of social inequality based on nationality and race.

Politics of Desegregation

The Mexican community never accepted segregation, Indeed, re-
cords for the twenties and thirties demonstrate the fact that
community organizations and representations voiced their opposition
and struggled against segregation.*® However, the big wave of protest
occurred during and shortly after the Second World War, about the
same time that anti-Mexican hysteria was sweeping Los Angeles and
other urban centers. Ironically, the Mexican community resorted to
the legal system to gain its democratic rights despite the violent
attacks against Mezxicans, the sympathetic defense of these attacks by
police and courts, and the historical bulwark in defense of segregation
by the courts. '
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The most significant court case affecting the de jure segregation.of
Mexican children in the Southwest was the Mendez v. Westminster
decision of 1947 in California. The 1930 Lemon Grove case, also in
California, the nation’s first successful desegregation court decision,
had had only iocal repercussions, and the Salvatierra, Texas, case of
the same year, which enunciated the doctrine that Mexicans could not
be legally segregated (as were blacks) on the basis of race, had simply
underscored the widespread opinion that the only basis for separate
schooling for Mexicans was educational (Janguage, culture, etc.) and,
in any case, it was struck down by the Delgado, Texas, decision of
1947. The plaintiffs in the Mendez case could not have known that
their struggle would lead to an historic legal decision reaching far
beyond their small community. It was the first federal court decision
and the first use of the Fourteenth Amendment to overturn the
widespread segregation of a minority group. That social scientists
came forward to offer “expert” testimony in a court trial added to the
case’s significance. The anthropologist Ralph Beals, for example, suc-
cessfully argued that segregation retards rather than helps the assim-
ilation process. Robert Carter, one of the frontline attorneys for the .
NAACP (Nauonal Association for the Advancement of Colored Peo-
ple), was impressed by the utilization of social science knowledge to
criticize segregation. Carter suggested to his friend Thurgood Mar-
shall that the “social science approach would be the only way to
overturn segregation in the United States.”4® Later, attorneys for the
NAACP employed with success this particular strategy in the 1954
Supreme Court decision, Brown v. Board of Education. Carter, who
later became a district court judge in New York, also felt that the
amicus curiae that he and Marshall filed in the appellate court in
support of the district court’s Mendez decision was a “dry run for the
future.” Indeed, the attorney for the Mendez plaintiffs, David Mar-
cus, provided Marshall with all of the briefs and notes compiled
during the case, It is probably true, therefore, that Mendez was the
first stage in the process of overturning the Plessy v. Ferguson doctrine
of “separate but equal.”

The Mendez case can be ranked as one of the key legal cases in U
history. Thus, one contemporary legal analyst wrote that the Mendez
decision “must be ranked among the vanguard of those making a-
frontal attack upon the equal but separate canon of interpretation of
the equal protection clause.”30

The immediate effects of the Mendez case in the Southwest were
widespread, and Mexican parents and civil rights organizations such
as the LULAC and the GI Forum in Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico,
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and Texas, entered the campaign against school segregation shortly
thereafter. Eventually, de jure segregation in schools ended
throughout the Southwest,3! but not before an educational policy
reinforcing socioeconomic inequality severely victimized generations
of Mexican children.
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The practice of segregation created “its political opposition, and
although this study has focused on the action of segregation, the social
movement to end segregation is of critical importance to understand-
ing the era of segregation. Furthermore, we cannot fully appreciate the
process of desegregating American society without recognizing the
role of the Mexican community acting through the Mendez case within
the legal system. The historical accounts that have addressed the
Mendez case, such as Francisco Balderrama,! Charles Wollenberg,?
and Thomas P. Carter and Robert D. Segura,3 have not engaged in any
discussion of the actions taken by the Mexican-American parents,
community, and community organizations that led to that successful
desegregation court case. The case proved significant by itself, but its

" legal ramifications alone did not make the case a historical landmark:
Also, the plaintiffs and the local community breathed life into the legal
system as a result of the case as they brought it to bear upon the
desegregation of California schools. I shall now examine and docu-
ment this aspect of this important legal juncture. In doing so, I will
highlight the political behavior of the Mexican community as a key
factor in this case. The legal arguments and their consequences did
not provide the only lessons from this case. The actions of the com-
munity also figured decisively in the termination of de jure segrega-
tion.

While this historical approach is not new, however, in the literature
on the Mendez v. Westminster case, such an analysis certainly is long
overdue. I want to know what it took in terms of the parents, the
community, and organizations, to bring this case to court. I want to
know how they decided to file suit, who actually made the decisions,
and the support given (beyond the plaintffs) which furthered the
cause. I want to examine the social side of this essentially political
conflict resolved in the courts. For if indeed a political conflict did take
place, then we should acknowledge the principals who won this battle
for democracy in education.

136



THE RISE AND FALL OF DE JURE SEGREGATION 137

Given the significance and wide effect that this case had on subse-
quent desegregation decisions affecting Mexican children, it becomes
important to sharpen the analysis and also to bring forward the social
aspect of this process that has not been discussed in the literature.

The Development of Segregation in a Southern California City

Qur attention turns first to the process of the development of the
segregation of Mexican children in a single community. I have decided
to use the history of the segregation of Mexican children in Santa Ana,
California, given that it was a key defendant in the Mendez v. West-
minster case. | gleaned the informarion contained in this chapter
primarily from the minutes of the Santa Ana Board of Education. The
clear images of the development of the segregation of Mexican chil-
dren, of its justification, methods to maintain it, and the controversy
over the eventual court order dismantling it, alsc appear in the min-
utes.

Located forty miles south of Los Angeles, Santa Ana is the county
seat of Orange County. Until the 1950s wave of urbanization, Qrange
County was predominantly agricultural with Santa Ana as the hub and
largest city. The county grew prosperous on the production of or-
anges, lemons, nuts, beans, and vegetables. Within this rich agri-
cultural area, a large aRd mostly permanent population of Mexican
agriculrural labor (some' 17,000 in 1930) settled in the various cities
and towns migrating within the county and to neighboring counties to
harvest and tend the crops. As the economy grew, so did its reliance on
Mexican labor, and as one student wrote, “In the development of a
large part of the citrus industry in QOrange County, California, the
Mexican has played the role of . . . Atlas, bearing upon his shoulders
in an itnconspicuous manner the foundations of this prosperity,”*

The largest Mexican settlement lived in Santa Ana, and in the late
twenties, 4,000 dispersed into three main barrios: Artesia, Logan, and
Delhi. In 1930, Mexicans comprised about 14 percent of the county
population (17,000 of 288,000) and constituted about 15 percent of the
Santa Ana population. The schools of Orange County generally segre-
gated Mexican children in the larger districts, although in cases where
the Mexican population remained relatively small, mixed facilities
were used.’ In the midforties about 80 percent of Mexican children in
the elementary grades attended 14 segregated schools. In all, 4,037
Mexican children enrolled in elememary schools, or one quarter of the
county school population.

Discussion of the segregation of Mexican children in Santa Ana first
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appears in the superintendent’s Annual Report of 1913 and coincided
with the jnitial phase of Mexican migration to the Southwest. That
report revealed that administrators set special rooms aside for “Span-
ish” {sic] children at the Washington School. This first form of segre-
gation appeared to be an ad hoc arrangement setting up a Mexican
classroom on the grounds of an otherwise Anglo school. The report
also showed that the Mexican room had a substantially different
curriculum. Schools expected both boys and girls to study manual
training and according to the expenditures of the “work done at
Washington School by the Spanish pupils,”® Mexican boys engaged in
gardening, bootmaking, blacksmithing, and carpentry; girls were in-
volved with sewing and homemaking. The.school district carpenter
instructed the boys. The separate room arrangement soon became too
cumbersome to manage because of the increasing Mexican enroll-
ment, so it evolved into the construction of separate schooling facili-
ties. In 1913 Superintendent J. A. Cranston recommended that the
district use Washington or Central School exclusively during the com-
ing year, for the accommodation of those “Spanish” children who
can’t understand or speak the English language in order that they
receive special attention and the progress of other children continues
uninterrupted.” The superintendent contended that the focus on man-
ual training in the separate room arrangement should also extend to
the separate school.

This past year, in giving instruction to this class of children, special
emphasis has been laid upon the use of spoken and written English,
reading, writing, spelling, the most simple and practical use of numbers,
sewing and mending for the girls, and manual training for the boys, and
better habits of living for both. The manual training for the boys has taken
varied lines of activity, as carpentry, repairing shoes, basketry, haircutting
and blacksmithing.?

The school divided students into classes according to economic
function—that is, manual training for Mexican children, academic
preparation for white children—and it also divided students along
sexual lines within the segregated classes. Thus, the pattern of segre-
gation tended to reinforce the traditional sexual division of labor
within the Mexican family and to add and develop those divisions
particular to an advanced capitalist society.? Training for girls empha-
sized domestic work and certain kinds of unskilled industrial employ-
ment open to women. Boys prepared for manual labor traditionally
relegated for males. In fact, the emerging curricular track, known as
industrial preparation, became the lone curricular program available

to the Mexican children, ¢ .
w
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For nearly two generations, from 1911 to 1947, the school district
practiced segregation until ended by the Ninth District Court decision
on a suit brought by a group of parents whose children attended
segregated schools in Westminster, Orange, El Modena, and Santa
Ana in Orange County, California. The schools educated Mexican
children by molding them into a source of labor for the lowest-paid
and most physically demanding productive tasks in the local economy.
These institutions practiced a channeling function that ignored the
need and yearning for knowledge of the Mexican children, and instead
altered the child’s interests to fit the expectations of the school.

The educational system’s cultural and political manipulation and
Americanization programs also targeted Mexican parents. Thus, just
as schools established Mexican rooms for the young, they also estab-
lished Mexican rooms for the older generation. As early as 1913 the
board “agreed to grant the request for two rooms at Roosevelt School
as a night school for the Mexicans.”!!

In 1916 the board deliberated further on the practice of separating
Mexican children. The Committee on Buildings “reported favorably
for a six room building to be located near the present Fifth Street
building, and a two room building for the East part of the city for the
use of the Mexican children.”!? However, the district often referred to
classrooms for Mexican children as the “Mexican School,” and the
teacher in the “Mexican School” as the “Mexican teacher”; if such a
teacher headed the “Mexican School” she (always she) became known
as the “Mexican School principal.” Thus at Roosevelt School, two
parallel administrative and educational units existed, each functioning
separately and for distinct educational objectives.1? By the early 1920s
the school district established a Foreign Adult Education Department
and an Americanization Department for Elementary and Secondary
Schools, each with a director and staff to administer the education of
the Mexican community. The district hired teachers either for a “Mex-
ican School,” or for an Anglo school. Clear distinctions emerged
between the faculty of the Mexican and Anglo schools and their hiring
practices. By 1918 the practice of segregation was in full swing,
characterized not only by physical separation, but also by distinct and
unequal curricular programs.

The Superintendent’s Report of 1918 proudly pointed out its new
program of 1Q testing and classifying of pupils under the tutelage of
Dr. J. Harold Williams of the Whittier State School.l4 In addition,
this program would devote increased attention to vocational guidance
in the intermediate grades with course work in the occupations, pre-
paring students for the type of study selected in the high school. High
school freshmen would place in a course level according to the vocabu-
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lary test of the Stanford Revision, and information gained from the
“so-called Otis Group tests in addition to class marks and teacher’s
estimates of intelligence. . . .”!5 This selection procedure charac-
terized the education of the Anglo child. Under the heading, “The
Industrial School,” the supenntendent reported on the selection pro-
cess of the Mexican children.

You have already approved my recommendation for a new school for those

Mexican children who are unable 1o speak or understand the English

language. This school will make it possible to give such children personal

attention and a kind of training suited to, their needs, a training that is
impossible when they are placed in the samé¢ class with pupils who are not

thus handicapped by langunage and culture._ﬂ‘. .

For the Mexican parents, the report continued, a special night
school was established for “instruction in oral and written English,
Arithmetic, Writing and Spelling and in the history and laws of our
country, and in hygienic methods of living.” In addition, the schools
hired a Mexican nurse, a Mrs. Rodriguez, as an experiment “in
connection with the home life of our Mexican people.” Her task
required, among other things, that she “visit the homes, study their
mode of living and teach them sanitary methods.” Authorities deemed
the experiment a success; consequently they decided to continue the
program.

Mrs. Rodriguez has done . . . a wonderful work for her people in teaching
them more sanitary ways of living, in arousing their interest in American
life, its opportunities, and advantages. . . . She has succeeded in interest-
ing many of the mothers in work, in taking lessons in cooking and sewing,
and during the past two years has conducted a very successful Mexican
PTA in which the fathers and mothers took a lively interest in learning
better methods of bringing up and educating their children.}?

However, that cultural intervention did not pose an immediate
danger for the basic division of labor within the Mexican family.
Instead, it worked to reinforce certain features of it. On the other
hand, by sponsoring courses in vocational work for girls, the schools
promoted the entrance of Mexican women into the ranks of labor,
thereby effecting subtle but significant alterations in the family struc-
ture and in the sexual division of labor within the Mexican com-
munity.

The early process of segreganon evolved not without conflicts and
antagonisms. For some Anglos, the program to build Mexican schools
seemed too slow, while many Mexicans demanded its termination.
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Consequently, the board felt pressed 1o examine the legal basis for its
segregation practices and to provide some justification for its practices.
The first salvo came during the summer of 1918 in a lengthy resolution
from the {all Anglo) Lincoln School PTA, urging “that the Board do
something in regard to the Mexican School, . . .” and that read in
part that “segregation is eminently desirable from moral, physical and
educational standpoints,” and that it “would be a rank injustice to our
school, our teachers and our children”!® if Mexican children con-
tinued to attend.

Sufficiently moved by the resolution, the board instructed the board
president to “procure bids for material for [the] Mexican building.”
However, in order not to unwittingly create more reactions, the board
met at a later date with representatives of the Anglo PTAs and “talked
over the Mexican segregation question.”!® There, the board and An-
glo PTAs came to an agreement: all Mexican children would hereafter
attend Mexican schools. In essence, the plan outlined by Superintend-
ent Cranston in his June 1913 Annual Report for the segregation of
Mexican children, provided the basis for agreement.

The Mexican community also attacked the board’s policies. The
board minutes record that in 1919 a local Mexican patriotic organiza-
tion, the Pro Patria Club, “was objecting very strongly to segregating
their children in the Schools and asked that they be allowed to return
to their respective schools.”?0 The superintendent subsequently in-
vited the city attorney Scott, to present “an opinion on the legality of
conducting separate schools. . . .”2! On one side stood the segrega-
tionist board, backed by the Anglo community, and on the other, a
small, but tocal group of Mexican parents who demanded freedom of
choice and nonsegregation. The city artorney provided the legal de-
fense for the board’s segregation policies. He informed the board that
although the law of the state permitted separate schools for “Indians,
Chinese, and people of Mongolian descent,” that it contained no
provision to “maintain separate schools for Mexicans.” However, he
continued, it was legal to segregate Mexicans on the grounds of
language, age, or regularity of attendance. Therefore, from a legal
standpoint, the current practice of segregating Mexican children ap-
peared “fully supported by the law.”2Z A motion to continue segrega-
tion unanimously passed, and it read, “ . . . agreed, that for the best
interest of the Schools and especially for the great benefit to the
Mexican children, to continue the Mexican school work as at pre-
sent,” that is, in segregated facilities.

The Santa Ana Board of Education never again faced a need to
defend segregation until 1943 when Mexican parents raised the de-
mand for nonsegregated schooling. During that span the board classi-
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fied three schools, Artesia, Delhi, and Fremont, as Mexican schools.
On 5 June 1919, the “plans and specifications for the [just permanent]
Mexican school buildings were approved and the secretary was in-
structed to advertise for bids. . . .”"23 The temporary arrangement
evolved into the first Mexican school building in Santa Ana, named
the Sante Fe School. Thus, the process of segregation, begun in 1912
with separate classrooms, reached its completed form in 1920 with the
establishment of a separate Mexican school. In 1921 the district added
Logan, another Mexican school, and incorporated a third, Delhi, in
1924. The Santa Fe School was later renamed Artesia in 1924, closed
down in the late twenties, and redesignated as Fremont. Thereafter,
one thousand Mexican children faced busing if necessary to achieve
the segregation of the nationalities. o

The district hired instructors for the Mexican children according to
not only their particular tasks, but also to a particular hiring policy
and wage scale. The pay for teachers at the Mexican schools, on the
average, ranged from $80 to $100 less per year than teachers at Anglo
schools,?* The principal at the Mexican school received $135 less per
year than principals at the Anglo schools. This salary differential
implied that Mexican schoolteachers, although all Anglo, held a less
important status and because of such, seemed responsible for less
demanding teaching assignments, Although its policy restricted the
board from hiring married women whose husbands could support
them, it made an exception in the case of the Mexican schools. By |
1923 the board had established a policy allowing the hiring of married
women with or without husbands “able to support them” to teach in
Mexican schools. We can only speculate as to why the board encoun-
tered difficulties in employing teachers for the Mexican children and
consequently changed its criteria in order to enlarge its pool of appli-
cants. On the other hand, through hiring married women with exist-
ing means of support, the board could impose a substantially lower
wage scale for Mexican school teachers upon unemployed teachers.25
In general, the board not only applied differential criteria to the
people of the community, but it also used a differential hiring and
wage scale for teachers of segregated and nonsegregated schools.

The most controversial issue relating to segregation until the deseg-
regation decision of 1947 concerned the recommendations made based
upon an educational survey of Santa Ana conducted by two University
of Southern California professors, Drs. Osman R. Hull and Willard S.
Ford. After much fanfare and to-do, the board contracted with Hull
and Ford to carry out a survey of the educational facilities with the
purpose of formulating a comprehensive building program, taking
into consideration immediate and future needs and conditions. Their
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study completed in 1928 affords insights into the quality of the phys-
ical buildings in the Mexican and non-Mexican schools. The contro-
versy raised by the study also tells us how low Mexican children placed
on the list of educational priorities in Santa Ana and underscores the
overwhelming inequality between Anglo and Mexican educational
facilities. The report, entitled the Santa Ana School Housing Survey,
proved a bombshell, in spite of its thorough and professional quality.
The board vehemently rejected the survey’s recornmendations to tear
down two Mexican schools and build two entirely new ones. However,
Hul! and Ford had good reason to make such recommendation: the
"Mexican schools, from a physical standpoint, represented the worst
schools. Of the twelve elementary schools, the survey rated the three
Mexican schools, Artesia, Grand Avenue, and Delhi, the least fit for
educational purposes. With all schools graded on a 1,000-point scale,
the Mexican schools received the lowest ratings: Artesia scored the
lowest with a 191 rating, followed by Grand Avenue with 217, and
Dethi with 330; the Anglo schools scored between 433 and 699. The
descriptions of the Mexican schools contained in the report provide a
commentary on segregation.

The Delhi school is a wooden structure which is a fire hazard and poorly
constructed [and] provides less than one-third of the required amount of

light. . . .

The Grand Avenue School . . . is a two story frame structure entirely
unsuited to school use . . . it had been condemned for vears.

The most unsatisfactory school that is now being used . . . is the Artesia
school. . . . Itis a frame building with no interior finish. It has a low single
roof with no air space, which makes the temperature in many of the rooms
almost unbearable. Since no artificial light is provided in the building, it is
impossible to do satisfactory reading without serious eye strain on many
days of the year.2¢

The board met, along with an Advisory Committee of the Chamber
of Commerce, to discuss the recommended program. The suggestions
to replace two Mexican schools with new planis proved to be a
lightening rod of criticism. Harvey Gardner, of the Chamber of Com-
. merce, reportedly objected to so much money spent on a Mexican
school; he especially claimed, “When we do not have proper facilities
for the American school children,” Cushman, also of the chamber,
also found that the recommendation for the Artesta School to be
excessive. Thus, the board unanimously and decisively rejected plans
for improving facilities for Mexican children.?7

ir
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The board commissioned the survey in order to utilize the informa-
tion as part of an argument in upcoming bond elections. However, the
researchers made a fatal error in requesting too much for the Mexican
community. Consequently, the board requested that they prepare a
second set of recommendations, one that both the board and the voters
could support. On 27 March 1928 Dr. Ford presented a revised
program to the board and to the Advisory Committee of the Chamber
of Commerce. It reduced the elementary building programs to one,
instead of two Mexican schools, and it lowered the amount of money
earmarked for the Artesia School from $170,000 to $112,000. Not
sufficiently impressed, the board and the Advisory Committee again
requested a revision of the Artesia School figure. “There seemed to be
the unanimous opinion that Drs. Hull and Ford allowed too much for-
the Mexican School,” read the minutes.?# On 20 April 1928, the board
addressed the third Hull and Ford program, which was also rejected
and led to their abrupt termination as consultants to the district.
“Superintendent Cranston consequently recommended that the Presi-
dent appoint a committee to decide on a Mexican school.”?® The
committee recommended a new $65,000 Artesia school building
[down from the original $170,000 Hull and Ford estimate], a new
kindergarten for Delhi at a cost of $300, and rather than build a new
Grand Avenue school, it suggested the restoration of the old and
vacant Logan school and an addition made to it at a cost of $32,000.
The committee reported further that

in the Mexican situation, we believe Artesia should be developed as a
permanent school, with the new buildings of a fair construction. We have
gone over the Lincoln-Logan-Custer district situation carefully, and feel
that any effort to locate a Mexican school outside the district itself will
meet with decided and instant opposition. We, therefore, suggest and
recommend that the old I.ogan school grounds be enlarged to include lots
to the East on Lincoln Street, and one or two lots on the north. We would
regard this school as temporary as the Mexican will likely be crowded out
soon.30

However, the committee’s revision to the Hull and Ford plan angered
Anglo residents near the Artesia School, and on 22 May, two repre-
sentatives of the area met with the board to discuss relocating the
Artesia School within 2 Mexican netghborhood.3! The board decided
to take up the matter in consultation with the Advisory Committee of
the Chamber of Commerce “for further consideration.””32 During the
following year, the critical school buildings issues that administrators
debated, included relocation of the Grand Avenue School to the vacant
Logan School site and a new addition to existing school buildings
constructed. In addition, the new Artesia School continued to face
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opposition from Anglo parents, and on 29 January, they presented a
petition of two hundred signatures at a regular board meeting urging
the relocation of Artesia to a Mexican neighborhood. In spite of the
petition the board split over the site of the Artesia School. Their
discussion sheds light upon the political relationship of school to the
Mexican cominunity during the era of segregaticn.

Dr. Horton expressed his opinion that the people of that District had a just
argument but said the big question before the Board is that of finding a
better site than the present site. Mr. White . . . spoke of all properties
around the Artesia school carrying race restrictions and felt the school
should be moved, nearer the center of the Mexican population. Dr. Ball
spoke of the disadvantages found at other Mexican schools in being located
in the center of the [Mexican] population, stating adults lounged around
the buildings during the day as well as it night and were a public nuisance.
After discussion Mr. White stated that if the Board of Education persisted
in locating that school where it is now, all the voters in that district would
do all in their power to defeat any school bonds which come before the
people.??

The debate continued long into the night without a final resolution.
Board members agreed, however, to defer final decision until residents
of the Artesia district conferred at length with the Advisory Commit-
tee of the Chamber of Commerce and the board.

On the matter of the Grand Avenue School, board members raised a
similar set of points. The central issue centered on whether to relocate
the Grand Avenue School on the Logan School grounds, and to
purchase additional properties for expansion, or to move the school
out of the Mexican barrio and “across the tracks.” On 26 April 1929, a
special meeting convened to discuss “the status regarding the building
site and buildings for the new Mexican school, final settlement of the
question being the reason for which this meeting was called.”3* The
discussion followed similar lines as in the past; Herbert L. Miller of
the board, expressed the opinion of the majority at that meeting.

Mr. Miller had not changed his opinion from that of the previous meeting
and stated that he felt a definite line should be drawn and the school kept
on this side of the tracks; buying additional lots and squaring up the
property would clean up a “bad hole”; it would also avoid the criticism
which would be bound to come if the school were placed across the track as
the section East of the track is going to be a [Anglo] residential property in
the near future. . . .3

When the board asked the Chamber of Commerce Advisory Com-
mittee for their opinion on the proposed Logan School, all agreed to
build on that site although in the Mexican barrio. Next, the committee

¥
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passed a motion to purchase additional lots around the Artesia site and
to construct a new Mexican school there,

The board and its Advisory Committee had finally overcome the
impasse that had impaired its progress on the school construction
program and chose to ignore the Anglo citizens’ objections. Cn 30
~ April 192y, at the regular board meeting, the committee from the
Artesia district urged the board to reconsider its decision and to
“select another site for the Artesia school.” After considerable discus-
sion, no change occurred in previous decisions.3¢ ’

The new Artesia School, renamed the Fremont School and enroll-
ing 475 children, opened in the 1929-30_school year. Logan enrolled
232, and Delhi 319, for a total of l,OZgI;Mexican children, or well
above one quarter of the district’s enrollment of 3,514,

By 1930 segregation had reached its ultimate form, and it rarely
became a topic again for discussion at board meetings. Of more critical
interest in the 1930s was the depression and district finances. Al-
though massive repatriation drives reduced the Mexican population in
some areas by a third, the Mexican population in Orange County
remained fairly stable. In fact, the Mexican school population grew
during the depression, and one researcher found an average increase
of 16 pupils per Mexican school between 1930 and 1934.37

Segregation resuited from a mandatory attendance policy, not from
a policy of neighborhood schools. Officials generally drew school
districts so that Mexican children would attend only Mexican schools,
and when an Anglo child happened to live in a Mexican district, |
school authorities routinely accepted requests for transfers. On the
other hand, when Mexican youngsters lived outside of a Mexican
district the school authorities would arrange for transfers to a Mexican
school. The transfer of pupils to achieve segregation was commonly
achieved through busing, an ironic commentary on current efforts at
busing to achieve integration. Throughout the era of de jure segrega-
tion, any request by Mexican parents to transfer to Anglo schools were
routinely denied. Thus, while the board offered a legal justification for
segregation on the basis of language, age, or attendance, seldom did it
accept these as criteria for transfer.

Mainly utilized in the agribusiness of the area, the Mexican com-
munity served an economic function that clung to them even as they
left the fields and orchards and entered the classrooms. And this
economic function persisted within and outside of the community, not
because of a cultural affinity. Through the segregation period, schools -
operated only half a day during the walnut-picking season. Board
policy limited schooling to half a day to satisfy both the minimal
compulsory education laws and maximal agribusiness interests.



THE RISE AND FALL OF DE JURE SEGREGATION 147

Child labor proved valuable to the area and the board felt some
responsibility in supplying child labor. At the 13 September 1943
board meeting, the district attendance officer

recommended that we follow . . . plan of a walnut session in the Mexican
schools as this would permit thesz children to get their educsticn: and also
to work five hours per day. He stated that unless otherwise directed he will
continue our policy of not excusing students to work in the morning and of
issuing no permits to students under fourteen of age, as provided by law. It
was stated that if a father contracts for the whole family a work permit is
not necessary for those under 14, It was the consensus that the above
policy be followed and it was thought that such a plan would meet with
approval of the growers. It was thought that they would furnish transporta-
tion for students with a supervisor who would receive $1.00 per hour for
such supervision.?®

In contrast to its willingness to organize the educational program to
accommmodate the labor needs of local growers, the board refused to
provide free nourishment to needy children. On 12 February 1940,
the board concluded “that the providing of food to underprivileged
children is not an educational program,” and announced “that they
cannot supply food for underprivileged children.”3® Thus, segrega-
tion included more than just the separation of nationalities; broader
economic and soctal issues aso figured significantly.

The Fight for Democracy in Education: Mendez et al. v.
Westminster Board of Education

On 2 March 1945, Gonzalo Mendez, William Guzman, Frank Pal-
omino, Thomas Estrada, and Lorenzo Ramirez, filed a class action
suit against the Westminster, El Modena, Garden Grove, and Santa
Ana school districts “to enjoin the application of alleged discrimi-
natory rules, regulations, customs, and usages.”® They filed the
compiaint “on behalf of their minor children, and . . . on behalf of
‘some 5000’ persons similarly affected, all of Mexican or Latin de-
scent. . . .”¥1 Events in Santa Ana and Westminster in 1943 leading to
the filing of that petition illuminate the nature of that important
gpisode in the history of the Chicano people. These events represent
lessons in antidemocracy.

In 1943 returning Santa Ana veterans formed a civil rights group,
the Latin American Organization, specifically to combat school segre-
gation. One of the first actions taken by the LAO was confronting the
Board of Education with requests for transfers.

T
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On 25 October 1943, Mrs. Leonides Sanchez and Mrs. Frank
Garcia appeared before the Santa Ana Board of Education to “protest
the denial of a request to send their children” to the primarily Anglo
Franklin School. According to the board minutes, the two “wished to
have their children educated in an American School so that they would
have all the advantages of American children and learn to speak
English as Americans do.” The mothers charged that “it is a matter of
discrimination when Mexican children are forced to go to the Mexican
School.” Sanchez and Garcia stated that if the board did not grant the
transfers, they would, “send their children to school elsewhere.”42

The board reaffirmed their stance. Superintendent J. A. Cranston,
who had supervised the development of the segregated schools in 1913
and was still with the district, admitted- that the board regularly
granted transfers to Anglo children because “it would be educationally
unsound to send them to a school made up entirely of Mexican
children.” However, the board saw little basis for transferring Mex-
ican students out of Fremont School. Attendance officer Smith agreed
that Anglo children regularly transferred, some thirty-four having
transferred out of Fremont during the 1943 academic year, but the
“present policy” aimed at diminishing transfers, not increasing them.
Thus, if these families (the Garcias and Sanchezes) “continue to reside
in the Fremont District they attend that school.” The board also
called in the Fremont principal, Mrs. Edith Gilbert, to back up the
denial. She, like the superintendent, discussed the “positive side” of
Fremont School. She mentioned that “the older girls are taught to do”
the cooking™ in the cafeteria and Mexican “students are encouraged to
speak English at ail times, on the grounds as well as in the classroom.”
The board instructed the attendance officer not to grant the transfers,
arguing that “if they (the boundaries) are moved for one family there
will be a great many requests for transfer.”43

Nevertheless, the Sanchez and Garcia request forced the board to
reconsider its segregation policy. The board began 2 process of “study-
ing on the problem of Mexican children” and focused its attention
upon a seminar on intercultural education and Mexican children
offered at the Claremont colleges.#* Although prepared to make some
token efforts at placating the Mexican community, the board did not
propose to end de jure segregation. Events that followed shortly,
forced the board into a noncompromising position, for the Mexican
parents were not in a mood for tokens or comprormises.

A year later the superintendent reported that Sanchez and Garcia
enrolled their children in the Franklin School in spite of the board’s
ruling the previous year. The board “discovered that false addresses
were filed in order that the children could so enroll.” Quickly the
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board decided “that as soon as facts have been verified, the children
will again be enrolled in their rightful district, Fremont.”45 The fight
had barely begun when on 23 October, Charles Martin, the attorney
representing Mr. and Mrs. William Guzman, parents of Billy
Guzman, and other parents from the Fremont scliool district, among
them Mr. Leonides Sanchez, Mr. Fuentes, and Mr. Reyes, appeared
before the board to request permission to send young Billy Guzman to
the Franklin School. The struggle had escalated from that of individ-
ual parents with the support of the LAO protesting before the board,
to that of a legal representation prepared to carry forward a struggle on
the basis of law.

The board did not capitulate without determined resistance. Its
strategy did not change. It ultimately denied the request with its usual
expressions of disbelief that anyone would refuse to send their child to
Fremont. At first the board responded that it was in the process of
“considering district boundary problems” and requested time to study
Guzman’s “problem” before coming to a final decision. Martin replied
that his client would agree to a ninety-day period before approaching
the board for the final decision. Three months passed without the
slightest change in board policy.

Nearly concurrent with the conflict in Santa Ana, a parallel situa-
tion developed in Westminster, located about fifteen miles from Santa
Ana. The families involved in both cases eventually joined their strug-
gles to fight the antisegregation legal battle. It is instructive to review
the series of events orchestrated by the Westminster parents.

In the small farming community of Westminster, Gonzalo and Felic-
itas Mendez experienced for the first time the denial of equal educa-
tional opportunity for their children. Rather than accepting
segregation, they refused anything less than a democratic school sys-
tem, and in the months and vyears that followed, they and their
comrades fought the political power of Orange County. It was the
Mendezes who gave their name to one of the most significant legal
cases in the history of the Southwest, Mendez et al. v. Westminster
School District of Orange County.

At the time they filed the suit, the Mendez family leased a sixty-acre
farm owned by a Japanese family then interned in a concentration
camp.*® They raised asparagus, tomatoes, cabbage, green beans, pep-
pers, and lettuce. Their venture proved moderately successfui, and by
the midforties, they had a work force of thirty people during peak
season.

Gonzalo and Felicitas, children of migrant agricultural workers,
grew up in that same setting. Gonzalo, a native of Mexico but raised in
southern California, had earned the reputation of “champion” orange
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picker in his youth, and he attended grammar school in Westminster
when that town did not yet have a segregated school system. Felicitas,
a native of Hongos, Puerto Rico, came to the United States when
Arizona farm agents recruited her family to work on the cotton farms
of the Salt River Vallev Like all migrant families, they worked in
several different places until they settled down in Orange County as
agricultural workers. By dint of several years’ hard work, they man-
aged to do well enough and had become respected and popular figures
in the coloma. In the ecarly forties, they decided to lease a farm in
nearby Westminster; this meant that their children would enroll in the
Westminster school.

On the first day of the 1944 school year, the three Mendez children
were taken by their aunt Soledad Vidaurri-to the nearest school, the
Westminster Elementary School, to enroll them. Ironically, Gonzalo
had attended years before, but by the 1940s, the school admitted only
Anglos. Soledad’s own children had gained admission and attended
that school but only because, as she later found out, of their light
complexions and their last name, Vidaurri, which was thought to be
French. However, the school denied admission to the Mendez chil-
dren on the grounds of language deficiency, although their cousins also
Mexicans, were allowed to attend.

Furious because the school sent away her two nephews and niece,
Soledad immediately withdrew her own children and returned to the
farmhouse and informed Gonzalo and Felicitas about what had oc-
curred. The Mendez approved of her action, but instead of trying only '
to gain admission for their children, they decided upon organizing a
local group of parents to petition the board to desegregate the schools.
Thus, on 8 September 1944, the group sent a letter to the clerk asking
an end to segregation. The petition read:

Dear Sir,

We the undersigned parents of whom about one-half are American born,
respectively call to your attention to the fact of the segregation of American
children of Mexican descent is being made at Westminster in that the
American children of non-Mexican descent are made to attend West-
minster Grammar School on W. 17th Street at Westminster and the Amer-
ican children of Mexican extraction are made to attend Hoover School on
Olive Street and Maple Street. Children from one district are made to
artend the school in the other district and we believe that this situation is
not conducive to the best interests of the children nor friendliness either
among the children or their parents involved nor the eventual thorough
Americanization of our children. It would appear that there is racial
discrimination and we do not believe that there is any necessity for it and
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would respectfully request that you make an investigation of this matter
and bring about an adjustment, doing away with the segregation above
referred to. Some of our children are soldiers in the war, all are American
born and it does not appear fair nor just that our children should be
segregated as a class.¥’

In effect, the superintendent responded by arguing that Mexican
children belonged in the Mexican school; however, he continued, in
this case he would make an “exception” and offer special enrollment
for the Mendez children. Gonzalo and Felicitas rejected the idea of an
“exception,” and argued that since their children should be regularly
enrolled, they would keep them out of school until the board allowed
for such. The district made its last attempt at compromise, but this
effort also failed, thus prompting the Mendezes’ decision to use the
courts not only to gain admission, but to eliminate the practice of
“Mexican schools.”

Although Gonzalo and Felicitas had at that point decided on a legal
course of action, they had no one in mind to represent them. Upon the
suggestion of their produce truck driver, Henry Rivera, Gonzalo
learned of an attorney, David Marcus. Rivera mentioned that Marcus
had done effective work in the interests of the Mexican community
and convinced Gonzalo to meet with him. Having won the court battle
to desegregate the San Bernardino public parks and pools and handled
legal matters for the Mexican consulates in Los Angeles and San
Diego, Marcus had experience in desegregation cases.*® In the at-
torney’s Los Angeles office they met to discuss the issue. Marcus
expressed that their chances for winning an injunction against segrega-
tion appeared very good. They agreed upon the strategy and the
terms, and several years of dedication and commitment to the cause of
desegregation followed.

On 2 March 1945, the Guzman family of Santa Ana and their
friends Gonzalo and Felicitas Mendez and with Mexican parents of
Garden Grove and El Modena school districts filed suit in the Ninth
Federal District Court secking an immediate injunction against the
segregation of Mexican schoolchildren, Gonzalo Mendez practically
became Marcus’s assistant, driving him throughout the county to
gather evidence and supportive data, and to interview individuals.
Gonzalo threw himself so completely into the cause that he left the
farm for Felicitas to administer for over one year. She not only ran the
farm well, but it became more prosperous than ever. Thus, both
dedicated themselves to a long struggle.

In addition to her work on the farm, Felicitas also organized in the
community in order to gather support for the cause. She initiated
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meetings with the local parents, which eventually developed into an
educational support group known as the Asociacion de Padres de Ninos
Mexico-Americanos. For nearly a year the organization provided sup-
port of a moral nature, for it had no organizational experience nor
funds to speak of. It served an important purpose in that it conveyed
to the school officials the message that the Mexican community sujp-
ported the efforts of the Mendezes, Guzmans, Palominos, and others.
But it also expressed to the plaintiffs that they did not stand alone in
their battle. However, one of the main functions of the group involved
attending the trial to display a show of strength to the court. Since it
consisted mostly of farm workers who did pot have the funds to cover
the cost of travel plus loss of work, Gonzale and Felicitas agreed not
only to cover their transportation costs, but also to reimburse them for
their loss of pay. The Mendezes thus carried the burden of the lawyer’s
fee, compensation for their backers, and time and effort devoted 1o
manage the legal battle. Their effort to a large extent, represented an
individual struggle, yet they not only did it themselves. They also
acted in the interests of the entire Mexican community. A contempo-
rary reporter wrote that two principles motivated Gonzalo Mendez.

One is that the purpose of the law suit is to benefit the whole Mexican
community, not a mere handful of fortunate ones; and the other is that his
little Sylvia, Gonzalo, and Geronimo . . . can never be good Americans if
this insulting and painful segregation continues.*?

Given the strength of their convictions, it should not appear surpris-
ing to find that the Mendezes contributed well over one year’s time,
labor, and income to cover the lawyer’s fees and other expenses, such
as reimbursing their supporters’ lost wages. Well over one thousand
dollars (a considerable sum at the time) came out of their pockets and
made it possible to carry the case to its conclusion. In the end, their
individual fight had far-reaching ramifications.

Thée Mendez suit claimed that segregation of Mexican children
violated the Fourteenth Amendment in the absence of specific state
laws that required or enabled the local school districts 1o mandate a
Mexican school system. State education codes allowing or requiring
school segregation applied only to “nonwhite” races, specifically In-
dian children (except Native American Indians), Chinese, Japanese,
and Mongolian. The suit alleged that no legal “racial” status had been
applied to Mexicans other than that they were members of the Cauca-
sian race and therefore not subject to the discriminatory education
codes. Consequently, the suit demanded that no grounds existed for
the segregation of Mexican children and therefore its practice should
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end. The defendants, represented by the county counsel, Joel Ogle,
countered that the federal courts had no jurisdiction over essentially a
state matter. Furthermore, the district did not practice segregation of
Mexican children on the basis of race or nationality, but on the basis of
the educational needs of Mexican children, that is, special instruction
in English and in American culture.’® As such, no constitutional
issues pertained to this case; moreover, argued Ogle, segregation on
the basis of race or nationality was constitutional as long as districts
maintained separate but equal facilities for each race or nationality.

The essence of the Mendez case revolved around the charge that
segregation operated “to deny or deprive equal protection of the laws”
to English and non-English-speaking Mexican children. That argu-
ment impressed the presiding judge, Paul J. McCormick, and on 18
February 1946, he issued an injunction prohibiting the segregation of
Mexican children. McCormick allowed that the federal court had
jurisdiction over the case since the state of California did not have
legislation establishing segregated Mexican schools.3!

The defendants raised the separate but equal doctrine, thereby
obliging McCormick to address the Plessy doctrine, that is, separate
did not imply inequality. In his decision, he responded to Ogle’s
contentions by stating that “the paramount requisite in the American
system of public education is social equality. It must be open to all
children by unified school association regardless of lineage.” In so
stating, the judge broke with Plessy and clearly definedi a distinction
between physical equality (facilities) and social equality. In this case,
separate but equal facilities were unconstitutional because it created a
social inequality. Thus, rather than acting as a protection for the
practice of segregation, the Fourteenth Amendment served to repeal
segregation.

Moreover, McCormick contended that no evidence existed that
showed segregation aided in the development of English proficiency,
that on the contrary, evidence demonstrated that segregation retarded
language and cultural assimilation. Consequently, the segregation of
Mexican children had no legal or educational justification.52

The court’s decision countered each point made by the defense.
Nevertheless, the four school districts decided to appeal to the United
States Circuit Court of Appeals in San Francisco, Joel Ogle again
representing the districts. On 14 April 1947, the seven judges of the
appellate court unanimously upheld the Ninth District Court deci-
sion.

Mendez immediately gained widespread attention from legal schol-
ars who quickly recognized the historical significance of the court
decision. An article in the Columbia Law Review stated that in the past
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“so long as equal facilities were made available to both groups,” no
constitutional issues existed to be raised. However, the article con-
tinued,

The courts in the [Mendez] case breaks sharply with this approach and
finds that the Fourteenth Amendment requires “social equaility™ rather
than “equal facilities.”3?

Another analyst commented in the Yale Law Fournal that the Mendez
decision
has questioned the basic assumption of the Plessy Doctrine. . . . Modern
soc1olog1cal and psychological studies lend 'much support to the District
court’s views. A dual school system even 1f “‘equal facilities” were provided
does imply social inferiority. 54

Judge McCormick’s ruling had an immediate effect upon the Mex-
ican community and upon the Board of Education. Protests against
segregation became much stronger, as evidenced by the visit to the
Santa Ana board by Hector Tarango of the Latin American Organiza-
tion, along with Fred Ross, a “field worker for the American Council
on Race Relations.” The minutes portrayed the pair as “belligerent
and antagonistic . . . concerning the matter of the Mexican-American
children.” Ross informed the board that “he had instructed the Mex-
ican children to go to the school of their choice on the opening day of .
school and if they were not admitted, the Board of Education would be
cited for contempt.” The board discussed the strategy now spoken of
openly by the organized Mexican community and discovered that a
number of Mexican children had enrolled at the all-Anglo McKinley
school but were sent back to their former school. The board “feared
that they might have been sent [to McKinley] purposely to see what
action the schools would take.”>3

The action the school districts decided upon represented tokenism
in its narrowest form, a favorite tactic of segregationist boards in the
fifties and sixties. Rather than dismantling segregated schools, the
Santa Ana board agreed to meet with community representatives to
discuss an “amicable solution.” It agreed to ailow transfers of Mexican
children out of their district “in the same proportion as Anglo-
Americans are transferred out of their district.” However, the board
imposed discriminatory restrictions:

1. That they [Mexican community] understand that such transfer
would not be granted into a class or school which is already filled
to reasonable capacity.
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2. That the Mexican-Americans impress upon their group the ne-
cessity for a continuous emphasis upon those things which will
make the Mexican-Americans socially acceptable in transfer.

3. That the Mexican-Americans continue their training in such a
manner as to continuously foster good relationships in this ad-
jusiment.3® e ' :

Thus, the Santa Ana board would not give up segregation as a policy,
but it did begin a policy of token reforms. Not long after the decision
to grant token transfers in order to maintain segregation, the appellate
court upheld the McCormick ruling. The board knew that it could no
longer sustain segregation nor tokenism against the organized pro-
testations of the community and court rulings. Shortly before the
appellate court ruled, the Santa Ana LAQO formed a League of United
Latin American Citizens chapter, acting as an umbrella organization in
the desegregation struggle throughout the county. Thus the common
demand for integrated schooling generated a political mobilization,
which eventually reshaped the political balance of power.

On 5 June 1947, the board voted to inform the county counsel, Joel
Ogle, that it “does not wish to appeal [further] the Mexican segrega-
tion case.”%7

On the opening day of the next school year, 1947-48, the board
enforced a policy allowing Mexican-American transfers, and the for-
merly all-Anglo Franklin School became 50 percent Mexican and 50
percent Anglo.3® Shortly before the appellate ruling, the legislature of
the state of California struck down the educational todes that legally
required the segregation of Indian and Asian children. Thus, Mendez
reverberated beyond the confines of Orange County. Segregation, if it
continued to exist, would be de facto; the era of de jure segregation,
however, had ended in California.

The Mendez case inspired renewed antisegregation efforts by the GI
Forum and the League of United Latin American Citizens in Arizona
and Texas. Their struggles resulted in legal decisions enjoining school
districts from segregating Mexican children. Some twenty Mexican
parents in Bastrop, Texas, allied themselves with the LULAC and
successfully carried out a legal battle to terminate segregation in the
Delgado v. Bastrop case. The Delgado decision reaffirmed Mendez in
that it represented a “momentous victory” that “undermined the rigid
segregation of the pre-1948 Texas school system.”>%

In face of this, the main question remains squarely in focus: Did the
termination of de jure segregation of Mexican children substantially
alter the educational practices of schools attended by Mexican chil-
dren? The answer is yes and no. Yes in that legal segregation ended,
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which in itself marked a substantial change and a political victory for
the Mexican community, On the other hand, schooling for Mexican
children continued to come under the significant influence of pseudo-
scientific inte]ligence testing, with its heavy tracking into slow learner,
vocational, and EMR (Educationally Mentally Retarded) classes. Co-
ercive acculturadonist objectives ¢ontinued to dominate education,
and high dropout rates continued to plague the Mexican community,

Although Mexican schools no longer operated, there still existed
many schools with a predominantly Mexican enrollment and admin-
istrators and teachers perceived these institutions as Mexican schools.
A large number of school districts in Texas continued a form of
Mexican schools via bureaucratic impediments as well as the subter-
fuge of “free choice”—that is, Mexican ‘parents had the choice of
either sending their child to the local, or nearby, school (the old
Mexican school), or to the distant integrated (or old Anglo school).
Rarely did school districts exchange students so as to integrate both
schools. Usually these districts achieved integration only if MexXican
parents sent their children to the old Anglo school. Quite often they
achieved integration by closing down the old Mexican school, a prac-
tice seldom applied to the old Anglo school. Thus, as de jure segrega-
tion terminated, a variation on the old theme of segregation and
discrimination appeared.®0 Much of the old internal system remained
intact, such as tracking and the emphasis on. vocational education.
However, the official Mexican school eventually became a distant
figure in the history of the Mexican people in the United States.

Not until the 1960s with the Chicano Movement, did inequality and
cultural oppression through institutionalized techniques come under
direct attack. In Texas, segregation resurfaced as an issue in the
midsixties, as the LULAC and MALDEF (Mexican American Legal
Defense Fund) took up the campaign to legally enforce the court
decisions of twenty years before, Eventually that struggle evolved into
the campaign for bilingual education as the fundamental tool to over-
come inequality in education. Nevertheless, the desegregation cam-
paign of the forties and fifties stands out as a significant chapter in the
Chicano struggle for democracy, thus earning consideration as a .pre-
cursor to the Chicano Movement of the sixties.6!



Conclusion: Continuity and Change in the
Education of Chicano Children

Most historical accounts of the Chicano educational experience tend
to blend the various aspects of this history into a single, unilinear, and
unbroken process. In this study, I have taken the opposite approach
by separating the segments composing this history and by analyzing

them as particular entities, which together formed a single educational .

process. I have also looked at the changes occuring over time, the
causes of these changes, and their consequences for the Mexican
community.

I have consistently related the educational process to the political
and economic institutions at large by viewing education as a political
institution with an economic function to fulfill. Thus, segregation
grew out of an undemocratic political decision-making process, which
reproduced a socioeconomic bifurcation in society. However, the mere
segregation of children by itself could never lead to these con-
sequences; it needed certain techniques to accomplish its politico-
economic goal. Americanization, testing, tracking into vocational edu-
cation, and slow-learner and mentally retarded classes, provided the
internal machinery that made segregation an effective tool.

Fashioned by the emerging social scientists and reformers in the
carly period of the century, various theoretical constructions legit-
imized the use of these educational techniques. These ideas generally
coincided with the manner in which wealth, power, capital, and labor
was divided in society. The social function of one key institution
appearing in this century, mass compulsory education, to a large
extent, originated in social science thought. The general application of
the functionalist theory of the organic society established the overall
guidelines for the educational establishment. The universal use of IQ
testing, for example, and its educational consequences, had their roots
in the social science concept of intelligence, which corresponded with
organic theory. Americanization was extensively applied, and it was
based on assimilation theory, which also was linked closely with
organic theory. Consequently, in order to understand the nature of the
segregated schooling period, the “hidden™ aspect, social science the-
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ory, must be appreciated for its significance upon educational practice
in the Mexican community.

In addition, I analyzed the noneducation of a sxgmﬁcant element of
the Mexican community, mlgranf children. In this instance, a com-
mon practice unfolded that deliberately denied mlgrant children a
constitutional right foequal educational opportunity, even if such
involved a segregated school. Consequently, the segregated period in
Chicano educational history contained at least two widely divergent
experiences from compulsory noneducation to compulsory education
(with variations between them) This division generally corresponded
to the two main economic experiencesy the rural agricultural and
urban industrial employment settings. v .

Aimed at gliminating a nonmodern culture and subst:tutmg it with
the culture of th of memcanﬁmmf? class, Atnericanizati
peared as a 31gn1ﬁcant acuwty in the Mexican school. In- general,
Americanization placed value judgments upon virtually all things
Mexican. Thus, language, religion, dress, recreational activities, fam-
ily traditions, and home life-style, constituted social as well as political
problems that needed to be either eliminated or reconstructed upon a
new foundation. However, such a task could not be completed only in
the school room, and only among youths. Consequently, the main
target of Americanization included both girls and women—the future
and current mother and homemaker. They faced isolation in special
Americanization programs geared toward producing an agent for the
Americanization of future generations.

While the overall objective of the segregated school concerned the
Americanization of the Mexican community, the more successful prac-
tice involved that of reproducing the class character of the Mexican
community through the use of testing and tracking. Based upon
prevalent social science and eduﬁ‘mathem slotted stu-
dents upon a hierarchical scale, from superior intelligence to inferior
mtelhgence Their educational program reflected this hlerarchy, and
thus superior students received an academic preparanon, while the
inferior students received a preparation for manual vocations. In such
an educational program, schools commonly slottgd Mexicans en masse
into the slow and inferior classes and based th’$ practice upon the
uncritical application of IQ tests for predictive purposes. To no sur-
prise, therefore, the Mexican school became commonly known as the
industrial school of the district. Within this setting, boys and girls
received separate types of training. The former generally received
traditional male training for unskilled or semiskilled occupations,
while the latter received preparation for becoming a homemaker,
mother, wife, or an employee in an occupation related to her domestic
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role, such as seamstress, laundry worker, and waitress. By the end of
the segregation period, an unwritten tradition existed among edu-
cators that viewed Mexican children as best suited by “temperament”
or “IQ" for vocational education.

The practice of segregation and its programs insured that the politi-
cal and economic relationship between the Mexican and Anglo com-
munity would not only remain, but that it would also gain strength.
However, there was a price to be paid for segregating Mexican from
Anglo children; as adults they would remain separate and lack the
political integration necessary for social stability. Thus, a serious
contradicrion in the reproduction of the dominant-subordinate rela-
tionship existed. This contradiction was manifested in bold relief at
the eve of World War II when the antagonisms between minorities and
nonminorities become potentially explosive areas threatening wartime
solidarity. Consequently, the federal government launched national
reform programs, such as intercultural and inter-American education,
to ameliorate minority-nonminority relations and to mobilize society
for war.

The method employed in this reform program was education, If the
two sides could interact, learn of each other, and become accustomed
to one another, then antagonisms would melt away. In addition, inter-
American education encompassed both the Southwest and all of Latin
America. The proponents of this type of education viewed the ame-
lioration of Anglo-Mexican relations in the Southwest as indispensable
to the realization of U.S. foreign policy objectives in the hemisphere.
Essentially, policymakers in Washington, along with social scientists
and many educators, opposed segregation (although accepting of the
teaching methods within the segregated school) because it fostered
antagonisms, created separatism, retarded assimilation, and hindered
the wartime solidarity effort. Lastly, Latin perceptions of Anglo-
Mexican relations in the United States greatly influenced the ability of
the United States to realize policy objectives in Latin America.

Consequently, in such a climate certain reforms became acceptable
and even mandatory. The termination of segregation of Mexican chil-
dren had become the key objective of reform through a campaign
directed from Washington by the Office of Inter-American Affairs and
led by Nelson Rockefeller.

Coincident with this reform atmosphere, a maturing political
awareness within the Mexican community manifested itself in numer-
ous actions opposing segregation. Local community political organiza-
tions also appeared, which began to contend for political decision-
making power, eventually extending to statewide and regional bases.
Within a relatively short period of time, a generation of Mexican-



160 CONCLUSION

American activists made their presence felt. The combination of the
minority’s political thrust and the government-sponsored reform cam-
paign made the termination of de jure segregation inevitable. How-
ever, it is crucial that recognition be given to the role played by the
international factor appearing in cold war aspects as well as national
liberation movements. To a large extent the international facior ema-
nated from the interrelationship between the political actions of U.S.
minorities and of dominated peoples in underdeveloped areas. of the
world. Thus, a wide number of separate political actions on a local
level created an international pattern having the potential to disrupt
U.S. foreign policy objecuves

The development and maintenance of {he de jure segreganon of
Mexican children involved a political relanonshlp, especially a rela-
tionship of domination. Eventually, however, the subordinate com-
munity gathered itself and began a process first of balancing and
eventually emerging as the politically dominant actor. This evolution
of political subordination to political dominance (in this instance,
limited to the struggle to desegregate) could not occur without certain
favorable external conditions that gave the subordinate group added
and decisive leverage. It is probably true, therefore, that at least since
World War II, no significant minority democratic struggle in the
United States can exist in isolation and must touch on national and,
therefore, international issues.

Such a perspective leads to the conclusion that one cannot separate
the education of the Mexican-American people, and of its_potiticat
relationship to the dominant community, from the mternat?&ial\reﬁ-
tionship binding the destinies of Mexico to the United States. The
debate over bilingual education, for example, raises an international,
as well as national question. Americanization of Mexican irnmigrants

- remains a goal of the educational process. In a recent testimony before

a congressional committee, Colorado Governor Richard D. Lamm
warned of “perpetual tension and strife” if Latino immigrants “do not
assimilate into American life.”! Such provides an example of the
continued concern over the assimilation of Mexicans. In another in-
stance, the Texas legislature voted in 1975 to depy the right to an
education for the children of undocumented workers. The courts,
however, struck down that legislation in 1980. Nevertheless, the gen-
eral educational issue for the Mexican-American community, whether
it is bilingualism, Americanization, or mandatory exclusion, continues
inseparable from the general migration question.

The continued inequality in educational outcomes distinguishing
Mexican from Anglo communities remains, to a large extent, a linger-
ing consequence of an historical relationship between a developed and
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underdeveloped nation. This does not mean that no educational im-
provement can be expected for the Mexican-American community
until Mexico emerges as a developed country. It is to say, however, that
a number of major problems confronting the Mexican-American com-
munity stem from the ties binding this immigrant community to the
vieissitudes of an international relationship. As a subordinate and
dependent nation, Mexico cannot exist independently of the economic
power of the United States. Consequently, continued and massive
migration, the major consequence of this international tie, maintains,
reproduces, and deepens a long history of socioeconomic inequality
separating the Anglo from the Mexican-American community. The
educational process tends to integrate this segmentation into its struc-
ture and thereby maintains, rather than alters, this socioeconomic
relattonship. Education in this society, as in any society, tends toward
reflecting the social relationships imbedded in society.



