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A DIFFERENT MIRROR

HAD FLOWN FROM San Francisco to Norfolk and was riding in

a taxi to my hotel to attend a conference on multiculturalism.

Hundreds of educators from across the country were meeting to
discuss the need for greater cultural diversity in the curriculum. My
driver and I chatted about the weather and the tourists. The sky was
cloudy, and Virginia Beach was twenty minutes away. The rearview
mirror reflected a white man in his forties. “How long have you been
in this country?”” he asked. “All my life,” I replied, wincing. “I was born
in the United States.” With a strong southern drawl, he remarked: “I
was wondering because your English is excellent!” Then, as I had many
times before, I explained: “My grandfather came here from Japan in the
1880s. My family has been here, in America, for over a hundred years.”
He glanced at me in the mirror. Somehow 1 did not look “American”
to him; my eyes and complexion looked foreign.

Suddenly, we both became uncomfortably conscious of a racial divide
separating us. An awkward silence turned my gaze from the mirror to
the passing landscape, the shore where the English and the Powhatan
Indians first encountered each other. Our highway was on land that Sir
Walter Raleigh had renamed “Virginia” in honor of Elizabeth I, the
Virgin Queen. In the English cultural appropriation of America, the
indigenous peoples themselves would become outsiders in their native
land. Here, at the eastern edge of the continent, I mused, was the site
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of the beginning of multicultural America. Jamestown, the English set-
tlement founded in 1607, was nearby: the first twenty Africans were
brought here a year before the Pilgrims arrived at Plymouth Rock. Several
hundred miles offshore was Bermuda, the “Bermoothes’ where William
Shakespeare’s Prospero had landed and met the native Caliban in The
Tempest. Earlier, another voyager had made an Atlantic crossing and
unexpectedly bumped into some islands to the south. Thinking he had
mamnrnm Asia, Christopher Columbus mistakenly identified one of the
islands as “Cipango” (Japan). In the wake of the admiral, many peoples
would come to America from different shores, not only from Europe
but also Africa and Asia. One of them would be my grandfather. My
mental wandering across terrain and time ended mvn&u:w as we arrived
at my destination. I said good-bye to my driver and went into the hotel,
carrying a vivid reminder of why I was attending this conference.

QUESTIONS like the one my taxi driver asked me are always jarring, but
I can understand why he could not see me as American. He had a narrow
but widely shared sense of the past — a history that has viewed American
as European in ancestry. “Race,” Toni Morrison explained, has func-
tioned as a “‘metaphor” necessary to the “construction of American-
ness”: in the creation of our national identity, “American” has been
defined as “white.”!

But America has been racially diverse since our very beginning on
ﬂ_ﬁ, Virginia shore, and this reality is increasingly becoming visible and
nv_.n_::o:m. Currently, one-third of the American people do not trace
Hrnwn origins to Europe; in California, minorities are fast becoming a
majority. They already predominate in major cities across the country —
New York, Chicago, Atlanta, Detroit, Philadelphia, San Francisco, and
Los Angeles.

. This emerging demographic diversity has raised fundamental ques-
tions about America’s identity and culture. In 1990, Time published a
cover story on “America’s Changing Colors.” “Someday soon,” the
magazine announced, “white Americans will become a minority group.™
Im& soon? By 2056, most Americans will trace their descent to “*Africa,
Asia, the Hispanic world, the Pacific Islands, Arabia — almost anywhere
but white Europe.” This dramatic change in our nation’s ethnic com-
position is altering the way we think about ourselves. “The deeper sig-
nificance of America’s becoming a majority nonwhite society is what it
means to the national psyche, to individuals’ sense of themselves and
their nation — their idea of what it is to be American.”?
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Indeed, more than ever before, as we approach the time when whites
become a minority, many of us are perplexed about our national identity
and our future as one people. This uncertainty has provoked Allan Bloom
to reaffirm the preeminence of Western civilization. Author of The Clos-
ing of the American Mind, he has emerged as a leader of an intellectual
backlash against cultural diversity. In his view, students entering the
university are “‘uncivilized,” and the university has the responsibility to
«civilize” them. Bloom claims he knows what their “hungers” are and
“what they can digest.” Eating is one of his favorite metaphors. Noting
the “large black presence” in major universities, he laments the “one
failure” in race relations — black students have proven to be “indiges-
tible.” They do not “melt as have all other groups.” The problem, he
contends, is that “blacks have become blacks”: they have become “eth-
nic.” This separatism has been reinforced by an academic permissiveness
that has befouled the curriculum with “Black Studies” along with “Learn
Another Culture.” The only solution, Bloom insists, is “the good old
Great Books approach.”

Similarly, E. D. Hirsch worries that America is becoming a “tower
of Babel,” and that this multiplicity of cultures is threatening to rend
our social fabric. He, too, longs for a more cohesive culture and a more
homogeneous America: “If we had to make a choice between the one
and the many, most Americans would choose the principle of unity,
since we cannot function as a nation without it.” The way to correct
this fragmentization, Hirsch argues, is to acculturate “disadvantaged
children.” What do they need to know? “Only by accumulating shared
symbols, and the shared information that symbols represent,” Hirsch
answers, ‘‘can we learn to communicate effectively with one another in
our national community.” Though he concedes the value of multicultural
education, he quickly dismisses it by insisting that it “should not be
allowed to supplant or interfere with our schools’ responsibility to ensure
our children’s mastery of American literate culture.” In Cultural Lit-
eracy: What Every American Needs to Know, Hirsch offers a long list

of terms that excludes much of the history of minority groups.*

While Bloom and Hirsch are reacting defensively to what they re-
gard as a vexatious balkanization of America, many other educators
are responding to our diversity as an opportunity to open American
minds. In 1990, the Task Force on Minorities for New York emphasized
the importance of a culturally diverse education. “Essentially,” the New
York Times commented, “the issue is how to deal with both dimen-
sions of the nation’s motto: ‘E pluribus unum’ — ‘Out of many, one.” ”
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Universities from New Hampshire to Berkeley have established American
cultural diversity graduation requirements. “Every student needs to
know,” explained University of Wisconsin’s chancellor Donna Shalala,
“much more about the origins and history of the particular cultures
which, as Americans, we will encounter during our lives.” Even the
University of Minnesota, located in a state that is 98 percent white,
requires its students to take ethnic studies courses. Asked why multi-
culturalism is so important, Dean Fred Lukermann answered: As a na-
tional university, Minnesota has to offer a national curriculum — one
that includes all of the peoples of America. He added that after grad-
uation many students move to cities like Chicago and Los Angeles and
thus need to know about racial diversity. Moreover, many educators
stress, multiculturalism has an intellectual purpose. By allowing us to
see events from the viewpoints of different groups, a multicultural cur-
riculum enables us to reach toward a more comprehensive understanding
of American history.’

What is fueling this debate over our national identity and the content
of our curriculum is America’s intensifying racial crisis. The alarming
signs and symptoms seem to be everywhere — the killing of Vincent
Chin in Detroit, the black boycott of a Korean grocery store in Flatbush,
the hysteria in Boston over the Carol Stuart murder, the battle between
white sportsmen and Indians over tribal fishing rights in Wisconsin, the
Jewish-black clashes in Brooklyn’s Crown Heights, the black-Hispanic
competition for jobs and educational resources in Dallas, which News-
week described as “a conflict of the have-nots,” and the Willie Horton
campaign commercials, which widened the divide between the suburbs
and the inner cities.®

This reality of racial tension rudely woke America like a fire bell in
the night on April 29, 1992. Immediately after four Los Angeles police
officers were found not guilty of brutality against Rodney King, rage
exploded in Los Angeles. Race relations reached a new nadir. During
the nightmarish rampage, scores of people were killed, over two thou-
sand injured, twelve thousand arrested, and almost a billion dollars’
worth of property destroyed. The live televised images mesmerized
America. The rioting and the murderous melee on the streets resembled
the fighting in Beirut and the West Bank. The thousands of fires burning
out of control and the dark smoke filling the skies brought back images
of the burning oil fields of Kuwait during Desert Storm. Entire sections
of Los Angeles looked like a bombed city. “Is this America?” many
shocked viewers asked. “Please, can we get along here,” pleaded Rodney
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King, calling for calm. “We all can get along. 1 mean, we're all stuck
here for a while. Let’s try to work it out.””

But how should “we” be defined? Who are the people *“stuck here”
in America? One of the lessons of the Los Angeles explosion is the
recognition of the fact that we are a multiracial society and that race
can no longer be defined in the binary terms of white and black. “We”
will have to include Hispanics and Asians. While blacks currently con-
stitute 13 percent of the Los Angeles population, Hispanics represent
40 percent. The 1990 census revealed that South Central Los Angeles,
which was predominantly black in 1965 when the Watts rebellion oc-
curred, is now 4§ percent Hispanic. A majority of the first 5,438 people
arrested were Hispanic, while 37 percent were black. Of the fifty-eight
people who died in the riot, more than a third were Hispanic, and about
40 percent of the businesses destroyed were Hispanic-owned. Most of
the other shops and stores were Korean-owned. The dreams of many
Korean immigrants went up in smoke during the riot: two thousand
Korean-owned businesses were damaged or demolished, totaling about
$400 million in losses. There is evidence indicating they were targeted.
“After all,” explained a black gang member, “‘we didn’t burn our com-
munity, just their stores.”*

I don’t feel like ’'m in America anymore,” said Denisse Bustamente
as she watched the police protecting the firefighters. “1 feel like 1 am far
away.” Indeed, Americans have been witnessing ethnic strife erupting
around the world — the rise of neo-Nazism and the murder of Turks in
Germany, the ugly “ethnic cleansing” in Bosnia, the terrible and bloody
clashes between Muslims and Hindus in India. Is the situation here
different, we have been nervously wondering, or do ethnic conflicts
elsewhere represent a prologue for America? What is the nature of mal-
evolence? Is there a deep, perhaps primordial, need for group identity
rooted in hatred for the other? Is ethnic pluralism possible for America?
But answers have been limited. Television reports have been little more
than thirty-second sound bites. Newspaper articles have been mostly
superficial descriptions of racial antagonisms and the current urban
malaise. What is lacking is historical context; consequently, we are left
feeling bewildered.’

How did we get to this point, Americans everywhere are anxiously
asking. What does our diversity mean, and where is it leading us? How
do we work it out in the post—Rodney King era?

Certainly one crucial way is for our society’s various ethnic groups
to develop a greater understanding of each other. For example, how can
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African Americans and Korean Americans work it out unless they learn
about each other’s cultures, histories, and also economic situations? This
need to share knowledge about our ethnic diversity has acquired new
importance and has given new urgency to the pursuit for a more accurate
history.

More than ever before, there is a growing realization that the estab-
lished scholarship has tended to define America too narrowly. For ex-
ample, in his prize-winning study The Uprooted, Harvard historian
Oscar Handlin presented — to use the book’s subtitle — “the Epic Story
of the Great Migrations That Made the American People.” But Handlin’s
“epic story” excluded the “uprooted” from Africa, Asia, and Latin
America — the other “Great Migrations” that also helped to make *the
American People.” Similarly, in The Age of Jackson, Arthur M. Schles-
inger, Jr., left out blacks and Indians. There is not even a mention of
two marker events — the Nat Turner insurrection and Indian removal,
which Andrew Jackson himself would have been surprised to find omit-
ted from a history of his era.’®

Still, Schlesinger and Handlin offered us a refreshing revisionism,
paving the way for the study of common people rather than princes and
presidents. They inspired the next generation of historians to examine
groups such as the artisan laborers of Philadelphia and the Irish im-
migrants of Boston. “Once I thought to write a history of the immigrants
in America,” Handlin confided in his introduction to The Uprooted. 1
discovered that the immigrants were American history.” This door, once
opened, led to the flowering of a more inclusive scholarship as we began
to recognize that ethnic history was American history. Suddenly, there
was a proliferation of seminal works such as Irving Howe’s World of
Our Fathers: The Journey of the East European Jews to America, Dee
Brown’s Bury My Heart at Wounded Knee: An Indian History of the
American West, Albert Camarillo’s Chicanos in a Changing Society,
Lawrence Levine’s Black Culture and Black Consciousness, Yuji Ichi-
oka’s The Issei: The World of the First Generation Japanese Immigrants,
and Kerby Miller’s Emigrants and Exiles: Ireland and the Irish Exodus
to North America."

But even this new scholarship, while it has given us a more expanded
understanding of the mosaic called America, does not address our needs
in the post—Rodney King era. These books and others like them fragment
American society, studying each group separately, in isolation from the
other groups and the whole. While scrutinizing our specific pieces, we
have to step back in order to see the rich and complex portrait they
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compose. What is needed is a fresh angle, a study of the American past
from a comparative perspective.

While all of America’s many groups cannot be covered in one book,
the English immigrants and their descendants require attention, for they
possessed inordinate power to define American culture and make public
policy. What men like John Winthrop, Thomas Jefferson, and Andrew
Jackson thought as well as did mattered greatly to all of us and was
consequential for everyone. A broad range of groups has been selected:
African Americans, Asian Americans, Chicanos, Irish, Jews, and Indians.
While together they help to explain general patterns in our society, each
has contributed to the making of the United States.

African Americans have been the central minority throughout our
country’s history. They were initially brought here on a slave ship in
1619. Actually, these first twenty Africans might not have been slaves;
rather, like most of the white laborers, they were probably indentured
servants. The transformation of Africans into slaves is the story of the
“hidden” origins of slavery. How and when was it decided to institute
a system of bonded black labor? What happened, while freighted with
racial significance, was actually conditioned by class conflicts within
white society. Once established, the “peculiar institution” would have
consequences for centuries to come. During the nineteenth century, the
political storm over slavery almost destroyed the nation. Since the Civil
War and emancipation, race has continued to be largely defined in re-
lation to African Americans — segregation, civil rights, the underclass,
and affirmative action. Constituting the largest minority group in our
society, they have been at the cutting edge of the Civil Rights Movement.
Indeed, their struggle has been a constant reminder of America’s moral
vision as a country committed to the principle of liberty. Martin Luther
King clearly understood this truth when he wrote from a jail cell: “We
will reach the goal of freedom in Birmingham and all over the nation,
because the goal of America is freedom. Abused and scorned though we
may be, our destiny is tied up with America’s destiny.”!?

Asian Americans have been here for over one hundred and fifty years,
before many European immigrant groups. But as “strangers” coming
from a “different shore,” they have been stereotyped as “heathen,”
exotic, and unassimilable. Seeking “Gold Mountain,” the Chinese ar-
rived first, and what happened to them influenced the reception of the
Japanese, Koreans, Filipinos, and Asian Indians as well as the Southeast
Asian refugees like the Vietnamese and the Hmong. The 1882 Chinese
Exclusion Act was the first law that prohibited the entry of immigrants
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on the basis of nationality. The Chinese condemned this restriction as
racist and tyrannical. “They call us ‘Chink,’” complained a Chinese
immigrant, cursing the “white demons.” “They think we no good! Amer-
ica cuts us off. No more come now, too bad!” This precedent later
provided a basis for the restriction of European immigrant groups such
as Italians, Russians, Poles, and Greeks. The Japanese painfully discov-
ered that their accomplishments in America did not lead to acceptance,
for during World War II, unlike Italian Americans and German Amer-
icans, they were placed in internment camps. Two-thirds of them were
citizens by birth. “How could I as a 6-month-old child born in this
country,” asked Congressman Robert Matsui years later, “be declared
by my own Government to be an enemy alien?”” Today, Asian Americans
represent the fastest-growing ethnic group. They have also become the
focus of much mass media attention as ‘“‘the Model Minority” not only
for blacks and Chicanos, but also for whites on welfare and even middle-
class whites experiencing economic difficulties.?

Chicanos represent the largest group among the Hispanic population,
which is projected to outnumber African Americans. They have been in
the United States for a long time, initially incorporated by the war against
Mexico. The treaty had moved the border between the two countries,
and the people of “occupied” Mexico suddenly found themselves ““for-
eigners” in their “native land.” As historian Albert Camarillo pointed
out, the Chicano past is an integral part of America’s westward expan-
sion, also known as “manifest destiny.” But while the early Chicanos
were a colonized people, most of them today have immigrant roots.
Many began the trek to El Norte in the early twentieth century. “As I
had heard a lot about the United States,” Jesus Garza recalled, “it was
my dream to come here.” “We came to know families from Chihuahua,
Sonora, Jalisco, and Durango,” stated Ernesto Galarza. “Like ourselves,
our Mexican neighbors had come this far moving step by step, working
and waiting, as if they were feeling their way up a ladder.” Nevertheless,
the Chicano experience has been unique, for most of them have lived
close to their homeland — a proximity that has helped reinforce their
language, identity, and culture. This migration to El Norte has continued
to the present. Los Angeles has more people of Mexican origin than any
other city in the world, except Mexico City. A mostly mestizo people
of Indian as well as African and Spanish ancestries, Chicanos currently
represent the largest minority group in the Southwest, where they have
been visibly transforming culture and society.*

The Irish came here in greater numbers than most immigrant groups.
Their history has been tied to America’s past from the very beginning.
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Ireland represented the earliest English frontier: the conquest of Ireland
occurred before the colonization of America, and the Irish were the first
group that the English called “savages.” In this context, the Irish past
foreshadowed the Indian future. During the nineteenth century, the Irish,
like the Chinese, were victims of British colonialism. While the Chinese
fled from the ravages of the Opium Wars, the Irish were pushed from
their homeland by “English tyranny.” Here they became construction
workers and factory operatives as well as the “maids” of America. Rep-
resenting a Catholic group seeking to settle ina fiercely Protestant society,
the Irish immigrants were targets of American nativist hostility. They
were also what historian Lawrence J. McCaffrey called “the pioneers
of the American urban ghetto,” “previewing” experiences that would
later be shared by the Italians, Poles, and other groups from southern
and eastern Europe. Furthermore, they offer contrast to the immigrants
from Asia. The Irish came about the same time as the Chinese, but they
had a distinct advantage: the Naturalization Law of 1790 had reserved
citizenship for “whites” only. Their compatible complexion allowed
them to assimilate by blending into American society. In making their
journey successfully into the mainstream, however, these immigrants
from Erin pursued an Irish “ethnic” strategy: they promoted “Irish”
solidarity in order to gain political power and also to dominate the
skilled blue-collar occupations, often at the expense of the Chinese and
blacks.!

Fleeing pogroms and religious persecution in Russia, the Jews were
driven from what John Cuddihy described as the “Middle Ages into the
Anglo-American world of the goyim ‘beyond the pale.” ” To them, Amer-
ica represented the Promised Land. This vision led Jews to struggle not
only for themselves but also for other oppressed groups, especially
blacks. After the 1917 East St. Louis race riot, the Yiddish Forward of
New York compared this anti-black violence to a 1903 pogrom in Russia:
“Kishinev and St. Louis — the same soil, the same people.” Jews cheered
when Jackie Robinson broke into the Brooklyn Dodgers in 1947. “He
was adopted as the surrogate hero by many of us growing up at the
time,” recalled Jack Greenberg of the NAACP Legal Defense Fund. “He
was the way we saw ourselves triumphing against the forces of bigotry
and ignorance.” Jews stood shoulder to shoulder with blacks in the Civil
Rights Movement: two-thirds of the white volunteers who went south
during the 1964 Freedom Summer were Jewish. Today Jews are consid-
ered a highly successful “ethnic” group. How did they make such great
socioeconomic strides? This question is often reframed by neoconser-
vative intellectuals like Irving Kristol and Nathan Glazer to read: if




A DIFFERENT MIRROR

Jewish immigrants were able to lift themselves from poverty into the
mainstream through self-help and education without welfare and af-
firmative action, why can’t blacks? But what this thinking overlooks is
the unique history of Jewish immigrants, especially the initial advantages
of many of them as literate and skilled. Moreover, it minimizes the
virulence of racial prejudice rooted in American slavery.'®

Indians represent a critical contrast, for theirs was not an immigrant
experience. The Wampanoags were on the shore as the first English
strangers arrived in what would be called “New England.” The en-
counters between Indians and whites not only shaped the course of race
relations, but also influenced the very culture and identity of the general
society. The architect of Indian removal, President Andrew Jackson told
Congress: “Our conduct toward these people is deeply interesting to the
national character.” Frederick Jackson Turner understood the meaning
of this observation when he identified the frontier as our transforming
crucible. At first, the European newcomers had to wear Indian moccasins
and shout the war cry. “Little by little,” as they subdued the wilderness,
the pioneers became ‘‘a new product” that was “American.” But Indians
have had a different view of this entire process. *“The white man,” Luther
Standing Bear of the Sioux explained, “does not understand the Indian
for the reason that he does not understand America.” Continuing to be
“troubled with primitive fears,” he has “in his consciousness the perils
of this frontier continent. . . . The man from Europe is still a foreigner
and an alien. And he still hates the man who questioned his path across
the continent.” Indians questioned what Jackson and Turner trumpeted
as “progress.” For them, the frontier had a different “significance”: their
history was how the West was lost. But their story has also been one of
resistance. As Vine Deloria declared, “Custer died for your sins.”"”

By looking at these groups from a multicultural perspective, we can
comparatively analyze their experiences in order to develop an under-
standing of their differences and similarities. Race, we will see, has been
a social construction that has historically set apart racial minorities from
European immigrant groups. Contrary to the notions of scholars like
Nathan Glazer and Thomas Sowell, race in America has not been the
same as ethnicity. A broad comparative focus also allows us to see how
the varied experiences of different racial and ethnic groups occurred
within shared contexts.

During the nineteenth century, for example, the Market Revolution
employed Irish immigrant laborers in New England factories as it ex-
panded cotton fields worked by enslaved blacks across Indian lands
toward Mexico. Like blacks, the Irish newcomers were stereotyped as
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“savages,” ruled by passions rather than “civilized” virtues such as self-
control and hard work. The Irish saw themselves as the “slaves” of
British oppressors, and during a visit to Ireland in the 1840s, Frederick
Douglass found that the “wailing notes” of the Irish ballads reminded
him of the “wild notes” of slave songs. The United States annexation
of California, while incorporating Mexicans, led to trade with Asia and
the migration of “strangers” from Pacific shores. In 1870, Chinese im-
migrant laborers were transported to Massachusetts as scabs to break
an Irish immigrant strike; in response, the Irish recognized the need for
interethnic working-class solidarity and tried to organize a Chinese lodge
of the Knights of St. Crispin. After the Civil War, Mississippi planters
recruited Chinese immigrants to discipline the newly freed blacks. Dur-
ing the debate over an immigration exclusion bill in 1882, a senator
asked: If Indians could be located on reservations, why not the Chinese?®

Other instances of our connectedness abound. In 1903, Mexican and
Japanese farm laborers went on strike together in California: their union
officers had names like Yamaguchi and Lizarras, and strike meetings
were conducted in Japanese and Spanish. The Mexican strikers declared
that they were standing in solidarity with their “Japanese brothers”
because the two groups had toiled together in the fields and were now
fighting together for a fair wage. Speaking in impassioned Yiddish during
the 1909 “uprising of twenty thousand” strikers in New York, the char-
ismatic Clara Lemlich compared the abuse of Jewish female garment
workers to the experience of blacks: “[The bosses] yell at the girls and
‘call them down’ even worse than I imagine the Negro slaves were in
the South.” During the 1920s, elite universities like Harvard worried
about the increasing numbers of Jewish students, and new admissions
criteria were instituted to curb their enrollment. Jewish students were
scorned for their studiousness and criticized for their “clannishness.”
Recently, Asian-American students have been the targets of similar com-
plaints: they have been called “nerds” and told there are “too many”
of them on campus."

Indians were already here, while blacks were forcibly transported to
America, and Mexicans were initially enclosed by America’s expanding
border. The other groups came here as immigrants: for them, America
represented liminality — a new world where they could pursue extrav-
agant urges and do things they had thought beyond their capabilities.
Like the land itself, they found themselves “‘betwixt and between all
fixed points of classification.” No longer fastened as fiercely to their old
countries, they felt a stirring to become new people in a society still
being defined and formed.*
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SEVEN TIME PERIODS OF
FEDERAL INDIAN POLICY

Indigenous Peoples Timeline



1492 - 1787 Tribal Independence - Jimin

Dominant Narrative

At the time of first contact with Europeans, the tribal societies throughout the Americas
and surrounding island nations or empires were flourishing. Many of the tribal nations
developed agricultural, navigational, medicinal, and technological advances. While they
are suffering by slavery, colonialism, land dispossession and genocide, they kept fight

for their freedom

Source




1492 - 1787: Tribal Independence - Sarika

Counter-Narrative:

1492: Columbus saw Native people as the inferior race and enslaved and murdered many of them
1524 The first kidnapping of a Native person.

1600: Masses of Native American deaths due to the introduction of new diseases from settlers.
1676: Bacon’s Rebellion occurs. Colonists burn Jamestown and many Natives die.

1704: British settlers used Native people as soldiers to attack Spanish settlements and to capture more
Natives.

1756: The Scalp Act was made. It stated that anyone who brought in a killed Native from a certain trade
would be given money.

1787: First federal treaty enacted with the Native people of Delaware. .



1492 - 1787 Tribal Independence - Sarika

North American Indian Timeline (1492-1999). North American indian timeline (1492-1999). (n.d.). Retrieved
November 29, 2022, from https://www.thelatinlibrary.com/imperialism/notes/nativeamericanchron.html



1787 - 1828: Agreements of Equals-Natalia and Jocelyn

Dominant Narrative Counter Narrative

e Indiginous folk were not consulted when
Great Britain gave US land to settlers
-US started making treaties as an attempt
at keeping the peace

e 1786- U.S. signs several treaties with
multiple indignous nations -
Indiginous people were unhappy with the
rapid expansion of the US into the west

e 1787 - Disputes and between indiginous
people and settlers increased
- Congress calls in additional troops and
fortification as a response to violence

e 1789 - First federal treaty enacted with
Delaware Indiginous people
e Indian Commerce Clause - congress had ).
power to regulate the tribes but Indiginous N
agents were empowered to negotiate L
treaties
e 1790-All interactions between indiginous
people and non indiginous people was
under federal law
o  Established boundaries of infiginousy
country, protected indiginous land, §
stipulated that injuries against
indiginous by non indiginous people
was a federal crime




1828 - 1887: Relocation of the Indians (slide 1): Poiema and Henry

Dominant Narrative:

e The Native Americans could
move to the newly made ' B
reservations in Oklahoma and RS i wia P
live using their old lifestyle. g ="

e This move was beneficial to both 4
parties, the natives got to keep
their culture and the settlers got
the sought after land in the
eastern US.

e Most of the southern tribes being
moved were mostly untouched by
the settlers and Andrew Jackson
wanted to preserve there tribes
and not suffer the same fate as
the natives in the north east.
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Counter-Narrative:

Taking land, faith, and culture away
US government making laws
removing power from tribes
May 28, 1830: Indian Removal Act
o Law promised fairness —
President Jackson ignored
Native Americans forced travel
west with no food or water leading
to thousands dead (“Trail of
Tears”)
Either relocation or death -
Seminoles refuse to leave,
government slaughter many, tribe
surrender and move



1828 - 1887: Relocation of the Indians - Eva & Rafael

Dominant Narrative: Through Andrew Jackson’s presidency he instilled the idea that the removal of
the Indians was necessary for the removal of American Indians, implying that it was a noble act for the
benefit of the Indian tribes. And that the Indian Removal Act had saved the tribes from life under state

control. Military force was the only way to protect the tribes from invading Southerners. He continued
to urge Indian Removal despite his opposmon to pourlng the blood of Americans in the name of

TEKKITUKY

protecting Indian rights.

e Within 1838-39,
approximately 4,000 of
16,000 Cherokees died
along the way. This sad
chapter in our history is
known as the "Trail of Tears."

REPUBLIC
OF TEXAS

Indian lands
=] before relocatio

Routes of Removal
e Cherokee Mn:/
e Creek

e Chickasaw o 200 mi
= Seminole e ———
s Choctaw

The 5 tribes that were relocated

oy



1828 - 1887: Relocation of the Indians - Eva & Rafael

Counter-narrative: Congress codified the removal of Native Americans from their
land and moving them West through the Indian Removal Act (1830). President
Jackson ignored promises of fairness to the Native Americans. The removal of the
Cherokee (the Trail of Tears) being one of the most deadly displacements, with
over four thousand Indigenous deaths. Allotments were sold to white settlers on
Native land by force and the removal cost Native Americans their tribal identity/and
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A map of the Trail of Tears from the National Park Service website



1887 - 1934: Allotment & Assimilation (slide 1) Max & Damien

The Allotment & assimilation era was built upon the goals of the reservation era (relocation),
altering the Indigenous People’s way of life.

INDIAN LAND FOR SALE

GET A HOME P[RF[CT TITLE
voua own PSSESSON
WITHN
EASY PAYMENTS THIRTY DAYS

FINE LANDS IIN THE WEST

IRRIGATED AGRICULTURAL
IRRIGABLE  GRAZING ey FARMING

IN 1910 THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR SoLD UNDER SeALED Bios ALLOTTED INDIAN LAND As FoLLows:
= Average Price Average Price




1887 - 1934: Allotment & Assimilation (slide 2)

Dominant Narrative: Counter-Narrative:

- The assimilation of Native
American culture and Indian
country to spread Christianity,
and make money off the land.
Most Indigenous people didn’t
have a choice to rebel.

- The US government further
rolled back treaties made with
Native Americans. For
example, access to land was
only legible to those who were
legally enrolled in a tribe.

- The assimilation of Native
American culture was to help
“re-socialize” their population.

- Tribes still had say for what
happens to their land

- Treaties were still respected.



1934 - 1954: Indian Reorganization Ricky, Arleen

e privatization was terminated
e some of the land taken was
returned and new land could

The act was seen to help decrease federal be purchased with federal
control of american indian affairs and increase funds

, o e Over 90 million acres of tribal =
their own self government and responsibility. land held under treaties were &

Dominant narrative:

taken
<  Help restore surplus land to the tribe e more than two-thirds of the
rather than homesteaders tribal land base
<  encouraged written constitutions and e The Indian Reorganization

Act faced considerable
opposition from people who
wanted to acquire or exploit

charters giving Indians the power to
manage their internal affairs

%  Funding(credit) given by the federal gov. tribal lands
To help improve schools(educational e The act faced opposition
assistance), tribal land purchases, health from some tribes

care, business

O
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Dominant Narrative

Congress intends to free tribes from federal
control
House Resolution No. 108 passed on August
1, 1953
o Indigenous people’s status as
“‘government wards” ended
o  They were to become full citizens
o  They were given the same privileges
as other citizens
Indigenous people were encouraged to move
out of the reservations to live in more urban
areas and look for the many promising
economic opportunities

1953 - 1968: Termination - Emilia and Eleanor

Counter-narrative

In practice, the goal of liberation for
indigenous people played out as forced
relocation and removal of rights
Tribes were ordered to distribute their
land to their members and dissolve their
governments
Land dedicated to homeless native
americans (Rancherias) was terminated
Transfer act of 1954: To transfer the
maintenance and operation of hospital
and health facilities for Indians Public
Health
o  Allowed for discrimination in
healthcare
BIA relocation office established in 1955
o Forced assimilation led to racial
discrimination within cities



COME TO DENVER

THE CHANCE OF YOUR LIFETIME !

Good Jobs
Retoil Trade
Monufacturing

rment-F

Happy Homes
Beautiful Houses
Mary Churches
Exciting Community Life
Over Halfof Homes Owned by Residents
Convenient Stores-Shopping Centers

tional Training
foMech, Beoaty Shop.Drafting,
Fice Work Wolchmaking

Beautiful Colorado
“Tallest" State, 48 Mt Peaks Over I4O00FL.
350Days Sunshine, Mild Winters

Areos Lakes, Amusement Rarks
8igGame Hunting, Trout Fishing Comping

A brochure distributed to natives by
the Bureau of Indian Affairs relocation

“Community of occupation” set up by native residents
to protest inferior housing in chicago




Background: 1968 - Present: Tribal Self-Determination - Madison and Amita

American Indians originally occupied Alcatraz Island before settlers arrived. In the

1850s, the government declared Alcatraz Island for military purposes. The
American Indians have been attempting to retrieve an island that was once theirs.




1968 - Present: Tribal Self-Determination - Madison and Amita

Counter Narrative:
Dominant Narrative:

President Nixon determined that the Federal
government should recognize all Indegenous people
and “build on the capacities and insights” of them
During the Occupation of Alcatraz, the government
introduced a non-interference tactic and wait for the
occupation to end
In order to make money occupants sold scrap copper
from wiring and buildings

o 3 occupants were found guilty and arrested
During the Wounded Knee occupation AIM members
protesting on Alcatraz engaged in gun fire with federal
marshals
Aftermath: AIM members were violent protesters and
therefore warranted the police brutality that followed in
the years after the Occupation of Alcatraz.

Under a 1868 treaty, the Sioux tribe had a right to
claim their property
Several occupations by Indigenous people
attempt to take over Alcatraz (longest: held island
for 18 months)
o Goal: prove that this was their land
Many American Indians were sent to prison on
Alcatraz in their own land
American Indians wanted to build establish a
school, cultural center and museum
History lost on island
Government shut off all electrical power & water
so a fire broke out
o  American Indians blamed undercover
government infiltrators trying to turn
non-American Indian supporters against
them



Pictures of Wounded Knee and Alcatraz

Wounded Knee: Alcatraz:
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1887 - 1934 Allotment & Assimilation(Zihao Lin)

Dominant narrative:

Counter narrative:

- The United States Congress passed the -
General Allotment Act in 1887, tribal lands
were no longer under the control of tribal
governments and the land became under -

the control of individual land owners.
- This act give Natives a sense of land
ownership as well as integrate an
agricultural lifestyle with the tribes
- Americanize Native peoples into
mainstream society.

INDIAN LAND FOR SALE
GET A HOME PERFECT TTLE

YOUR OWN POSSESSON
A Wi
THRTY DAYS

IRRIGATED AGRICULTURAL
IRRIGABLE ~ GRAZING by FaRMING
I 1910 i Dparuo s o o S hch s Bes ALITE o L 4 P

Native peoples was forbidden to live their
lives according to traditional practices and
teachings on the reservation.

Resulted in the loss of over two thirds of
tribally entrusted lands.
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FOREIGNERS IN THEIR
NATIVE LAND

Manifest Destiny in the Southwest

tiles and as Irish men helped to build a nation.al system of trans-

portation, America’s frontier was advancing beyond ‘f"hf“
Jefferson called the “Stony mountains.” “Let our work.s.ljnops remain |‘n
Europe,” Jefferson had warned. “The mobs of great cities add h]usft ;]u
much to the support of pure government, as sores do the strength o ht (l
human body.” By the 1840s, however, the workshpps, or factories, nac
come to America, and great cities had developed‘ in the eastern sectmn;
of the country. But Jefferson’s vision of an American continent c?vm-x
with “a people speaking the same language, governed in similar luqm,
and by similar laws” was being realized. In(.ieed, the Market Revolution
had set in motion forces that were propelling American expansion (o
ward the Pacific. Between our border and this western ocean in the

Southwest lay Mexico.!

e S IRISH WOMEN worked in Lowell’s mills manufacturing tex-

“In the Hands of an Enterprising People”

i i ico i Irish immigrant.
During the war against Mexico in the 184053 many : :
servedgin the United States armed forces. Ironically, the Irish had been
pushed from their homeland by British colonialism, and here they foun
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themselves becoming Americans by participating in the conquest of the

~ Southwest — an American expansionist thrust celebrated as “manifest

destiny.” In California, this conflict began in the small town of Sonoma.

~ There, on June 6, 1846, General Mariano Vallejo was rudely wakened

it his home by thirty armed Americans. They had arrived “before it

was quite light,” one of them recalled. “We knocked on the front of his

dwelling and one of his servants came out. We was standing all a-
horseback. . . .2

So began the revolt to wrest California from Mexico and establish

what would be called the “Bear Flag Republic.” American westward

#xpansion was reaching the Pacific, and Americans were entering Cal-

- Mornia. The rebels were mostly uncouth frontiersmen, viewed by the

- Mexicans as “grimy adventurers” and “exiles from civilization.” Some

~ of them had crossed the border after the Mexican government had

prohibited American immigration, and hence were illegal aliens. Most
of the intruders had been in California for less than a year, and now
they were claiming the territory as theirs. Their homemade flag displayed
the image of a grizzly bear facing a lone star suggesting an analogy to
the Texas Republic. To the Mexicans, the bear was a thief, a plunderer
0f their cattle; they would call the armed intruders Jos Osos, “the
| “.m"’s
When she saw the rebels, Dofia Francisca Vallejo urged her husband
10 escape through the back door, but the general refused. Commandante
Villejo represented Mexican authority in the region of California north
0l San Francisco, and the American rebels had come to ‘“‘arrest” him,
Actually, Vallejo was no longer on active duty, and there were no Mex-
Atin troops at the fort. The ragtag rebels entered the general’s elegant
home with its handsome mahogany chairs and fine piano; a gentleman
Mlways, Vallejo offered them a bottle of wine before returning to his
bedroom to change his clothes. A striking contrast to the Americans,
Vllejo was educated and cultured, the possessor of a vast library. The
general and his brother Salvador as well as his brother-in-law Jacob
Loese were then taken as prisoners to Fort Sutter near Sacramento.

vador Vallejo bitterly recalled that his captors would check on them

i comment: “Let me see if my Greasers are safe.”

Iwo months later, General Vallejo was freed and allowed to return
e, only to find his rancho stripped. “I left Sacramento half dead,
il arrived here [Sonoma] almost without life, but am now much

1,” Vallejo wrote to an American friend in San Francisco. “The
political change has cost a great deal to my person and mind, and likewise
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my property. I have lost more than one thm.}sand live l;orned c:;:ltl?;
:i)x h};ﬁdred tame horses, and many other things of value.. ..
lost.”

i iforni birth.
Unlike his immigrant captors, Don Vallejo was a Ca::{llfolrr:uar;l lias);my b
As the commander of the Sonoma fort, he repre.r;entef a oriltg e
i i cure the California territory
h and Mexican efforts to se i ; T Sgaser
ipan;:can and Russian expansion. Three centuries earlier, behe;fn‘g :1 a
An'l: was close to Mexico, Herndn Cortés had sen‘t an expe:_nt:ooaSt
C:llifornia and in 1542, Juan Rodriguez Cabnllo.salled alonfelr:s Fcathe;
The Spani’sh colonization of this region bega}n mdr-]:!g) vlv g
Junipero Serra founded the mission of San Diego de ;:(ala.d el
as 1:0 extend the Spanish frontier as the colonizers took In twcnty._
;vnd converted the native peoples. During t}f;e nEXt }é:lfd cen‘vi::y;long il
issi ished, stretching five hundred mi
missions were established, g t
g:;ifornia coast northward to Los Angeles, Santa Barbara, Mo Y,
i Sonoma. _
ose, San Francisco, and . o
Sar;)ghile’ some of the settlers came from Spain, most were from I:i i
recruited from the ranks of the desperately poor. Thfey were gle el
“mestizo”: the forty-six settlers sent to Los Angeles, for cxa;nsp ;1 yere
«5 mixture of Indian and Negro with here and there a t:afce (()1 ‘paludir;g
The government promised the colonists equipment and foo . lr:: s
h 1'dsg of cattle. By 1781, however, there were gnly .ab01.1t sncG lj; ndred
s:ttlers in Alta California. Trying to bolster 1mmlg1;1at10n, ; ;)caccflﬂ
is i the mos
i i d: “This is a great country,
Diego de Borica reporte : peace vl
andgquiet country in the world . . . [with] good bread, tlzxt:elsl;;I et
tolerable fish.” But California failed to attracthsettlel:s. f%; I .ng,of L
. i ri
Mexicans, most of them the oftsp
ere only three thousand . . : oL
‘{fivrst colozists. Meanwhile, Spain had overextended its empire, an
i i try.®
became an independent coun . .
ICOA member of the landed elite, Don Vallejo owned 17 5,?1(:115:;[;; i
ts O
had been granted vast trac la
and the other rancheros haiip i
i i nments. Many of them ha g
Spanish and Mexican gover : g gl
i i land for their service. In 1784,
soldiers and were given : ‘ . i
Governor Pedro Fages wrote to his superiors requesting lat}d Er mi
“The cattle are increasing in such manner, that it is neiessary lln (; e L-I :
iti 3 ave asked me to
ive them additional lands; they
of several owners to give L - et
iti i anted provisionally, namely
some ‘sitios’ which I have Br? vis . e
Dominguez who was a soldier in the pres1dlp of San D;fgo e tg- e
Nieto for a similar reason that of la Zanja on the highway .

7

mission. . .
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Society in Don Vallejo’s California was stratified. At the top were the
gente de razon. The Spanish term for “people of reason” generally meant
Spanish and Castilian-speaking, although it did come to include mestizos
who were properly educated. Some of the Mexicans, Richard Henry
Dana reported in his autobiographical Two Years before the Mast, were
“‘even as fair” as the English: of “pure Spanish blood,” they formed the
upper class. Below them was the laboring class. Racially, the laborers
“[went] down by regular shades,” Dana noted, “growing more and more
dark and muddy” with “pure” Indians at the bottom rung. “Throughout
all California,” John Marsh reported in 1836, “the Indians are the prin-
cipal laborers; without them the business of the country could hardly
be carried on.” The laborers worked not only on the range but also in
the hacienda. “Each one of my children, boys and girls, has a servant
who has no other duty than to care for

him or her,” Dofia Francisca
Vallejo, the mother of sixteen children, told a visitor. “I have two for

My own personal service. Four or five grind the corn for the tortillas;
for here we entertain so many guests that three could not furnish enough
meals to feed them all. About six or seven are set apart for service in
the kitchen. Five or six are continually occupied in washing clothes of
the children and the rest employed in the house; and finally, nearly a '
tlozen are charged to attend the sewing and spinning.” A traveler ob-
served that the Indians herding the cattle were kept “poor” and “in
debt,” seldom paid more than “two or three bullock hides per month
or six dollars in goods.”*
Vallejo and his fellow rancheros practiced a patriarchical culture. ““All
Our servants are very much attached to us,” explained Doiia Vallejo.
"They do not ask for money, nor do they have a fixed wage; we give
them all they need, and if they are ill we care for them like members of
the family. If they have children we stand as godparents and see to their
#ducation. . . . [W]e treat our servants rather as friends than as servants.”
Wealth was important to these rancheros, not for capitalist accumulation
and investment, but as a means to support a genteel lifestyle of “splendid
Illeness.” Describing one of these Mexican gentlemen farmers, Dana
Wrote: Don Juan Bandini “had a slight and elegant figure, moved grace-
fully, danced and waltzed beautifully, spoke good Castilian
At and refined voice and accent, and had, throughout, t
A man of birth and figure.”*
Men like Don Bandini cultivated a pastoral and aristocratic style,
"We were the pioneers of the Pacific coast, building towns and Missions,”
itimembered Guadalupe Vallejo, nephew of Mariano. “[A] few hundred

, with a pleas-
he bearing of
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i issi ied the whole country
large Spanish ranches and Mission tracts occupic r
fro%n thI:: Pacific to the San Joaquin [valley]. Though .the rancheros ll\rid
on widely scattered estates, they frequently socialized at events like
dances and weddings. Capturing one of these moments, Guadalupe Val-

lejo wrote:

Nothing was more attractive than the wedding cavalcade on its way
from the bride’s house to the Mission church. The horses \.ver‘e more
richly caparisoned than for any other ceremony, and l:htf bride’s near-
est relative or family representative carried her before him, she su}tmg
on the saddle with her white satin shoe in a loop of golden or silver
braid, while he on the bear-skin covered anquera behind. The groom
and his friends mingled with the bride’s party, all on the best horses
that could be obtained, and they rode gaily from the ranch house to
the Mission, sometimes fifteen or twenty miles away.'

Initially, Mexicans in California, especiall}:‘ ranch;ros like V:li:eyo,
welcomed foreigners from the United States. “The kmdncsi ar; os‘;
pitality of the native Californians have not been overstated, ohser\fe
John Bidwell, who arrived in 1841. “They had a custom of neverc z;’r&g}llng
for anything . . . for entertainment — food, use of hoFses, etc.l; .. When
you had eaten, the invariable custom was to rise, deliver to the womag
or hostess the plate on which you had eaten the meat ;fnd b;al;:ls h : sms
say, ‘Muchas gracias, Senora’ (‘Many thanks, madamc )H anh the d?sf:zj\
as invariably replied, ‘Buen provecho’ (‘May it do you much goo L ;
visitor to the Vallejo home in 1839, William Hcath Da‘\rls, described t le
hospitality of his host: “We were very cordlally‘recewed., handsgfge y
entertained at dinner, and invited to pass t_l'u: night, which we did at
Casa Grande of Mariano Vallejo. On retiring we werc.shown to ou;
several apartments; I found an elegant bed with beautifully trimme
idered sheets. . ..”"!
an%zr:l?;;“:z California as individuals and few in number, the ﬁ:}ft
Americans were generally accepted, even offer?d. land grants by the
Mexican government if they converted to Cathollf:lsm and F)ecar;'ie.nat-
uralized citizens. For example, Jacob Leese married Rosalia Va ¢jo, 3
sister of Mariano Vallejo. Don Abel Stearns of Massachusetts rnamel
into the wealthy Bandini family and became a large la.ndo“.rnef apd c;\:t E
rancher. These American men became “Dons,” a title 51gn.1fy1ng 1.gh
status and membership in the California landed elite. Learnn"lg Sgamsd
and practicing the local customs, they became part of their adopte
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society. “While here [in San Gabriel],” an American visitor reported, “I
met with a Yankee — Daniel A. Hill [from Santa Barbara] . . . who had
been a resident in the country for many years, and who had become, in
manner and appearance, a complete Californian.”2
But the Mexican people found themselves and their world criticized

by other Yankees. For example, Richard Henry Dana complained that
the Mexicans were “an idle, thriftless people.” He disdainfully noticed
that many Americans were marrying “natives” and bringing up their
children as Catholics and Mexicans. Perhaps he had in mind his uncle.
After his arrival in Santa Barbara in 1826, William G. Dana of Boston
converted to Catholicism and married sixteen-year-old Josefa Carillo
after delaying the nuptial ceremony for two years in order to complete
naturalization formalities. Don “Guillermo” and Dofia Josefa had
twenty-one children. Richard never visited his uncle during his stay in
California. If the “California fever” ( laziness) spared the first generation,
the younger Dana warned, it was likely to “attack” the second, for
Mexicans lacked the enterprise and calculating mentality that charac-
terized Americans. Thus, although Mexicans grew an abundance of
grapes, they bought “at a great price, bad wine made in Boston”’; they
also bartered the hides of cattle, valued at two dollars, for something
worth only seventy-five cents in Boston. Inefficient in enterprise, they

spent their time in pleasure-giving activities such as festive parties called

fandangos. What distinguished Anglos from Mexicans, in Dana’s opin-

ion, was their Yankeeness — their industry, frugality, sobriety, and en-
terprise. Impressed with California’s natural resources, its forests,
grazing land, and harbors, Dana exclaimed: “In the hands of an enter-
prising people, what a country this might be!”1?

By the 1840s, more Yankees were entering Vallejo’s world, driven
there by dreams of wealth and landownership generated by pamphlets
and books about California. Determined to transform the territory into
their own image, American foreigners were now coming in groups; many
brought their families and saw themselves as Americans, not future
Mexicans. They were a different sort than the first Americanos. “Many
[of these early immigrants] settled among us and contributed with their
intelligence and industry to the progress of my beloved country,” Gov-
ernor Juan Alvarado observed and then added unhappily: “Would that
the foreigners that came to settle in Alta California after 18471 had been
of the same quality as those who preceded them!”” Mexicans complained
about the new foreigners: “The idea these gentlemen have formed for
themselves is, that God made the world and them also, therefore what
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there is in the world belongs to them as sons of God.” “These Americans
are so contriving that some day they will build ladders to touch the sky,
and once in the heavens they will change the whole face of the universe
and even the color of the stars.”

By 1846, there were several hundred American foreigners in this
Mexican territory. “We find ourselves threatened by hordes of Yankee
immigrants who have already begun to flock into our country and whose
progress we cannot arrest,” complained Governor Pio Pico nervously.
Many of them had come west fully intending to take the territory from
Mexico. The leader of Vallejo’s captors, Benjamin Ide, told his men:
“We must be conquerors . . . [or] we are robbers.”'

Shortly after the rebels arrested General Vallejo and established the
Bear Flag Republic, Commander John D. Sloat sailed his ship into Mon-
terey Bay and declared California a possession of the United States. He
had instructions to occupy ports in California and establish American
authority in the event of war with Mexico.

A key American objective of the Mexican-American War was the
annexation of California. This territory was an important source of raw
material for the Market Revolution: it exported cattle hides to New
England, where Irish factory laborers manufactured boots and shoes.
California was also the site of strategic harbors. Sperm oil from whales
was a crucial fuel and lubricant in the economy of the Market Revo-
lution, and the American whaling industry was sending its ships to the
Pacific Ocean. The ports of California were needed for repairs and sup-
plies. Moreover, policymakers wanted to promote American trade with
the Pacific rim. In a message to Congress, President James K. Polk ex-
plained that California’s harbors “would afford shelter for our navy, for
our numerous whale ships, and other merchant vessels employed in the
Pacific ocean, and would in a short period become the marts of an
extensive and profitable commerce with China, and other countries of
the East.”16

The Bear Flag rebellion coincided with the beginning of the war
against Mexico. The rebels had insisted that they were defending the
interests of American settlers against unfair and arbitrary Mexican rule.
But the manager of Fort Sutter where Vallejo was imprisoned refuted
this claim. “This was simply a pretense,” John Bidwell charged, “to
justify the premature beginning of the war [in California], which hence-
forth was to be carried in the name of the United States.” What Vallejo’s
armed captors were doing, he added, was playing “the Texas game.”"

The war itself began more than a thousand miles away — in Texas.

172

FOREIGNERS IN THEIR NATIVE LAND

The Market Revolution had stimulated the expansion of the Cotton
Kingdom toward Mexico. During the 1820s, Americans crossed the
Mexican border, settling in a territory known as Texas. Many of them
were slaveholders from the South in search of new lands for cotton
cultivation. President John Quincy Adams tried to purchase Texas for a
million dollars in 1826, but Mexico refused the offer.

A year later, worried about U.S. westward expansion, the Mexican
government sent a commission to investigate the influx of Americans
into Texas. In his diary, Lieutenant José Maria Sinchez described how
the foreign intruders were growing in number and defying Mexican laws.
“The Americans from the north have taken possession of practically all
the eastern part of Texas, in most cases without the permission of the
authorities. They immigrate constantly, finding no one to prevent them,
and take possession of the sitio [location] that best suits them without
either asking leave or going through any formality other than that of
building their homes.” While visiting the American settlement of San
Felipe de Austin, Sinchez predicted: “In my judgment, the spark that
will start the conflagration that will deprive us of Texas, will start from
this colony.” Similarly, Commissioner Manuel Mier y Terdn reported:
“The incoming stream of new settlers is unceasing. . . .” As the military
commander of Mexico’s eastern interior provinces in 1829, Mier y Terdn
again expressed apprehension: “The department of Texas is contiguous
to the most avid nation in the world. The North Americans have con-
quered whatever territory adjoins them.” Then he added ominously:
“They incite uprisings in the territory in question.”®

In 1830, the Mexican government outlawed the institution of slavery
and prohibited further American immigration into Texas. The new pol-
icy, however, provoked opposition among some Mexicans in the terri-
tory. The ayuntamiento (council) of San Antonio, composed of members
of the Mexican elite, favored keeping the border open to Americans.
“The industrious, honest North American settlers have made great im-
provements in the past seven or eight years,” the council declared. “They
have raised cotton and cane and erected gins and sawmills.”*

Meanwhile, American foreigners in Texas were furious at the new
restrictions. As slaveholders, many of them were determined to defy the
Mexican law abolishing slavery. Americans continued to cross the border
as illegal aliens. By 1835, there were some twenty thousand Americans
in Texas, greatly outnumbering the four thousand Mexicans. Tensions
were escalating. Stephen Austin urged his countrymen to “Americanize”
Texas and bring the territory under the U.S. flag. He stated that his “sole
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and only desire” since he first saw Texas was to “redeem it from the
wilderness — to settle it with an intelligent honorable and interprising
[sic] people.” He invited compatriots to come to Texas, “each man with
his rifle,” “passports or no passports.” Viewing the conflict as one be-
tween a “mongrel Spanish-Indian and negro race” and “civilization and
the Anglo-American race,” Austin declared that violence was inevitable:
“War is our only recourse. There is no other remedy.”?’

The war came in 1836, when some Americans in Texas began an
armed insurrection against Mexican authority. The center of the rebel-
lion for independence was San Antonio, where a mission had been con-
verted into a fort that would become the stuff of American legend.
Barricading themselves in the Alamo, 175 Texas rebels initiated hostil-
ities in a struggle for what would be called the Lone Star Republic. The
Mexican government declared the action illegal and sent troops to sup-
press the rebellion. Surrounded by Mexican soldiers, the rebels refused
to surrender. According to one story, their leader, William Barret Travis,
dramatically drew “a line in the sand.” All the men who crossed it, he
declared, would fight to the death.?!

Led by General Antonio Lépez de Santa Anna, the Mexican soldiers
stormed the Alamo and killed most of the rebels, including Jim Bowie
and Davy Crockett. Among the men slain were a few Mexicans including
Juan Abamillo, Carlos Espalier, and Antonio Fuentes who had decided
to side with the Americans. The conflict even pitted brother against
brother — Gregorio Esparza defended the fort while Francisco Esparza
was one of the attacking soldiers. Santa Anna’s army then captured the
town of Goliad, where four hundred American prisoners were executed.
Rallying around the cry “Remember the Alamo,” Sam Houston orga-
nized a counterattack. Houston’s troops surprised Santa Anna’s forces
at San Jacinto. According to historian Carlos Castafieda, they “clubbed
and stabbed” Mexican soldiers seeking to surrender, “some on their
knees.” The slaughter became “methodical” as “the Texan riflemen knelt
and poured a steady fire into the packed, jostling ranks.” After the battle,
two Americans and 630 Mexicans lay dead.

Houston forced Santa Anna to cede Texas; Mexico repudiated the
treaty, but Houston declared Texas an independent republic and was
subsequently elected its president. In his inaugural address, Houston
claimed that the Lone Star Republic reflected “glory on the Anglo-Saxon
race.” He insisted that theirs was a struggle against Mexican “tyranny”
and for American “democracy”: “With these principles we will march
across the Rio Grande, and . . . ere the banner of Mexico shall trium-
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phantly float upon the banks of the Sabine, the Texan standard of the
single star, borne by the Anglo-Saxon race, shall display its bright folds
in Liberty’s triumph, on the isthmus of Darien.”

Immediately after the United States annexation of Texas in 1845,
Mexico broke off diplomatic relations. Tensions between the two coun-
tries then focused on a border dispute: the United States claimed that
the southern border of Texas was the Rio Grande, but Mexico insisted
that it was 150 miles to the north at the Nueces River. In early January
1846, President James K. Polk ordered General Zachary Taylor to take
his troops into the disputed territory. The American forces occupied an
area near the mouth of the Rio Grande and blockaded the river —an
act of war under international law. On May 11, an armed skirmish
between American and Mexican forces occurred, providing the pretext
for a declaration of war. In his war message, Polk declared that Mexican
troops had “passed the boundary of the United States . .. invaded our
territory and shed American blood upon American soil.” He added:
“War exists notwithstanding all our efforts to avoid it.”*

What followed was a brutal, unrestrained military campaign. Amer-
ican soldiers themselves documented the actrocities committed against
the Mexican civilian population. “Since we have been in Matamoros a
great many murders have been committed,” a young captain, Ulysses S.
Grant, wrote in a private letter. “Some of the volunteers and about all
the Texans seem to think it perfectly right to impose on the people of
a conquered city to any extent, and even to murder them where the act
can be covered by dark. And how much they seem to enjoy acts of
violence too!” Another officer, George G. Meade, wrote in a letter:
“They [the volunteers] have killed five or six innocent people walking
in the street, for no other object than their own amusement. . . . They
rob and steal the cattle and corn of the poor farmers....” General
Winfield Scott admitted that American soldiers had “committed atroc-
ities to make Heaven weep and every American of Christian morals
blush for his country. Murder, robbery and rape of mothers and daugh-
ters in the presence of tied-up males of the families have been common
all along the Rio Grande.” A Mexican newspaper denounced the out-
rages, describing the American invaders as “the horde of banditti, of
drunkards, of fornicators . . . vandals vomited from hell, monsters who
bid defiance to the laws of nature . . . shameless, daring, ignorant, rag-
ged, bad-smelling, long-bearded men with hats turned up at the brim,
thirsty with the desire to appropriate our riches and our beautiful
damsels.”*
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The horror ended in early 1848, a few months after General Winfield
Scott’s army occupied Mexico City. In the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo,
Mexico accepted the Rio Grande as the Texas border and ceded the
Southwest territories to the United States for $1 5 million. The acquisition
included the present-day states of California, New Mexico, Nevada, and
parts of Colorado, Arizona, and Utah, a total of over one million square
miles. Together with Texas, the area amounted to one-half of Mexico.

To many Americans, the war and the conquest had extended the
“errand into the wilderness” to the Pacific. In 1845, Democratic Review
editor John L. O’Sullivan announced that “to overspread the continent
allotted by Providence for the free development of our yearly multiplying
millions” was America’s “manifest destiny.” Like John Winthrop’s “city
upon a hill,” this vision depicted the national mission as divinely de-
signed: the course of the country’s past and future was something inex-
orable, destined.?¢

The doctrine of “manifest destiny” embraced a belief in American
Anglo-Saxon superiority — the expansion of Jefferson’s homogeneous
republic and Franklin’s America of “the lovely White.” “This continent,”
a congressman declared, “was intended by Providence as a vast theatre
on which to work out the grand experiment of Republican government,
under the auspices of the Anglo-Saxon race.” Former secretary of state
of the Texas Republic Ashbel Smith confidently predicted: “The two
races, the Americans distinctively so called, and the Spanish Americans
or Mexicans, are now brought by the war into inseparable contact. No
treaties can henceforth dissever them; and the inferior must give way
before the superior race. . .. After the war, when the 40,000 soldiers
now in Mexico shall be withdrawn, their places will be soon more than
supplied by a still greater number of merchants, mechanics, physicians,
lawyers, preachers, schoolmasters, and printers.” As a soldier during
the war, Colonel Thomas Jefferson Green described America’s glowing
future: “The Rio Grande...is capable of maintaining many millions
of population, with a variety of products which no river upon the north
continent can boast. This river once settled with the enterprise and
intelligence of the English race, will yearly send forth an export which
it will require hundreds of steamers to transport to its delta. . . .”%

The war also seemed to manifest a masculine destiny. American men
bragged how they were displaying their prowess in the Southwest not
only on the battlefield but also in bed. They claimed that their sexual
attractiveness to Mexican women was God-given. A poem published
during the war, entitled ‘“They Wait for Us,” boasted:

176

FOREIGNERS IN THEIR NATIVE LAND

The Spanish maid, with eye of fire,
At balmy evening turns her lyre
And, looking to the Eastern sky,
Awaits our Yankee chivalry

Whose purer blood and valiant arms,
Are fit to clasp ber budding charms.

The man, her mate, is sunk in sloth —
To love, his senseless heart is loth:
The pipe and glass and tinkling lute,
A sofa, and a dish of fruit;

A nap, some dozen times by day;
Sombre and sad, and never gay.*®

In an essay on “The Conquest of California,” the editor of the South-
ern Quarterly Review proudly explained the reason why the ‘“‘senoritas
of California . . . invaribly preferred” the men of the Anglo-Saxon race.
The conquest was inevitable, the editor insisted. “There are some nations
that have a doom upon them. ... The nation that makes no onward
progress . . . that wastes its treasure wantonly — that cherishes not its
resources — such a nation will burn out . . . will become the easy prey
of the more adventurous enemy.” Enterprising Americans, the editor
reported, had already begun to “penetrate” the remote territory of Cal-
ifornia, extracting her vast and hidden riches, and would soon make her
resources “useful” by opening her “swollen veins” of precious metals.?

“Occupied” Mexico

Mexicans viewed the conquest of their land very differently. Suddenly,
they were “thrown among those who were strangers to their language,
customs, laws, and habits.” The border had been moved, and now thou-
sands of Mexicans found themselves inside the United States. The treaty
permitted them to remain in the United States or to move across the
new southern border. If they stayed, they would be guaranteed “the
enjoyment of all the rights of citizens of the United States according to
the principles of the Constitution,”*

Most remained, but they felt a peculiar alienation. “Our race, our
unfortunate people will have to wander in search of hospitality in a
strange land, only to be ejected later,” Mexican diplomat Manuel Cres-
cién Rejon predicted. “Descendents of the Indians that we are, the North
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Americans hate us, their spokesmen depreciate us, even if they recogn!z;:
the justice of our cause, and they consider us un\jvorthy to foFm wit
them one nation and one society, they clearly manifest that their ful.t:..lre
expansion begins with the territory that they take from us and pusd u-;g
aside our citizens who inhabit the land.” A few years later, Pablo“ ela
Guerra vented his frustrations before the California Senate. The *“con-
quered” Mexicans, he complained, did not undt.:rstan‘d the r}&:.:r langa.laktlge;i
English, which was now “prevalent” on “their native soil.” They ha
become “‘foreigners in their own land.” N i !
What this meant for many Mexicans was polltlca! vulnerability and
powerlessness. In California, for example, while. Mexicans were ngnt;
suffrage, they found that democracy was essentially for Anglos (])3n y.tht
first, they greatly outnumbered Anglqs, by about ten to one. But t;
discovery of gold near John Sutter’s mill. led to a massive migration in
California; by 1849, the Anglo population had reached 100,000, com-
d to only 13,000 Mexicans. ;
pa%ominan’f in 3;he state legislature, Anglos enacted laws almefl, at Mex-
icans. An antivagrancy act, described as the “Greaser ﬁfct, deﬁ?cd
vagrants as “all persons who [were] commonly known as Greaszrs 0‘;
the issue of Spanish or Indian blood. .. and vsrho [x?'ent],arme : ;n
[were] not peaceable and quiet persons.’l’ A f::)relgl}’ miners’ tax ltl) 20
monthly was in practice a “Mexican Mmers. Tax.. The tax co ectors
took fees mainly from Spanish-speaking miners, including American
iti f Mexican ancestry.*? .
Cltlﬁ::l; of the miners hadycome from Mexif:o, “:rherc techmqugs i::fr
extracting gold had been developed. 11? Callfor'nla, t.hc‘zy shared t Clﬁ
knowledge with Anglo miners, introduagg Spams.h'mmmg terms slu
as bonanza (rich ore) and placer (deposits containing golddpagnc 1.35).
But Anglos resented the Mexicans as compen‘tors, making no tst:lnctlon
between Mexicans and Mexican Americans. “The Yankee regarded every
man but a native American as an interloper,” 0b§erved a contempo::?ry,
“who had no right to come to California and p‘le up the gold c;f dreg
and enlightened citizens.’ ” Anglo miners sometimes vmlently defen e
what they regarded as their “right” to the gold. !n his rﬂemm}', Antonl;o
Franco Coronel described one frightening experience: “I arrived at the
Placer Seco [about March 1849] and begal? to work at a regular dl‘g-
ging. . . . Presently news was circulated that it had been resolved to evict
all those who were not American citizens from thc‘placers becayse it
was believed that the foreigners did not have Fhe right to e:::pi.ou: thn;
placers.” Shortly afterward, a hundred Anglos invaded the diggings o
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Coronel and some other Mexicans, forcing them to flee for their lives.
“All of these men raised their pistols, their Bowie knives; some had rifles,
others pickaxes and shovels.”?

Though Mexicans were a minority of the state population, they con-
tinued to constitute a sizable presence in Southern California. In Santa
Barbara, for example, Mexicans represented a majority of the voters
and dominated local elections. “The Americans have very little influence
in the elections,” complained Charles Huse in the 1850s. The Mexicans
possessed a majority of the votes. When they were united, they were
able to elect whomever they wished. However, Huse predicted that An-
glos would have “all the power” in a few years and would not consult
the Mexicans about anything. Indeed, Mexicans soon became a minority
as Anglos flocked to Santa Barbara. In 187 3, Mexican voters were over-
whelmed at the polls. Though they elected Nicolas Covarrubias as county
sheriff, they lost the positions of county assessor, clerk, treasurer, and
district attorney. Politically, the Anglos were now in command. “The
native population wear a wondering, bewildered look at the sudden
change of affairs,” a visitor noted, “yet seem resigned to their unexpected
situation, while the conquerors are proud and elated with their con-
qQuest.” Mexican political participation declined precipitously in Santa
Barbara — to only 15 percent of registered voters in 1904 and only
3 percent in 19203

Compared to California, the political proscription of Mexicans in
Texas was more direct. There, Mexicans were granted suffrage, but only
in principle. A merchant in Corpus Christi reported that the practice in
several counties was to withhold the franchise from Mexicans, A traveler
observed that the Mexicans in San Antonio could elect a government of
their own if they voted but added: “Such a step would be followed,
however, by a summary revolution.” In 186 3, after a closely contested
election, the Fort Brown Flag editorialized: “We are opposed to allowing
an ignorant crowd of Mexicans to determine the political questions in
this country, where a man is supposed to vote knowingly and thought-
fully.” During the 1890s, many counties established “white primaries”
to disfranchise Mexicans as well as blacks, and the legislature instituted
additional measures like the poll tax to reduce Mexican political
participation.3

Political restrictions lessened the ability of Mexicans not only to claim
their rights as citizens, but also to protect their rights as landowners.
The original version of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo had contained
a provision, Article X, which guaranteed protection of “all prior and
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pending titles to property of every descrigtion.” In ratifying .thc treaty,
however, the U.S. Senate omitted this article. Instead, American e::ns-
saries offered the Mexican government a “Statement of Protoc:"ol to
reassure Mexicans that “the American government by suppressing the
Xth article . . . did not in any way intend to annul the grants of lands
made by Mexico in the ceded territories.” Grantees _would be allowed
to have their legitimate titles acknowledged in American courts.*

But whether the courts would in fact confirm their land titles was
another matter. In New Mexico, the state surveyor general handled
conflicts over land claims until 1891, when a Court of. Private Land
Claims was established. Dominated by Anglo legal officials, tht.: court
confirmed the grants of only 2,051,526 acres, turning down .clalms for
33,439,493 acres. The court’s actions led to Anglo ownership of four-
fifths of the Mexican land grants.*”

Similarly, in California, Mexican land titles were contested. Three
years after the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, angress passed a land
law establishing a commission to review the validity of some twenty
land grants made under Spanish rule and another five hundred by the
Mexican government. The boundaries for these land grants had been
drawn without surveying instruments and were loo;ely marked on maps
indicating a notched tree, a spot “between Fhe hills at the head of a
running water,” a pile of stones, and the like. Freguently, land wai
measured with the expression poco mds o menos, “a little more or less.
The entire Pomona Valley, for example, was described as “the place
being vacant which is known by the name of IRz.mcho] San Josez dlstan:
some six leagues, more or less, from the Ex-Mission 9f San Gabriel. . . .
U.S. land law, however, required accurate boundaries and proof of le-
gitimate titles.*® _ :

Such evidence, Mexican landholders discovered, was very difficult to
provide. Unfamiliar with American law and lacking English language
skills, they became prey to Anglo lawyers. If tht.ey were success.fully able
to prove their claim, they would often be required to pay t.heu: lawyers
one-quarter of their land. Others borrowed money at high interest rates
in order to pay legal fees; after they won their cases, many rancheros
were forced to sell their land to pay off their debts. “Thf: average length
of time required to secure evidence of ownership,” h‘lst‘onan V{alton
Bean calculated, “was 17 years from the time of submitting a cl‘ann to
the board.” Furthermore, during this time, squatters ofteq occupied the
lands, and when the rancheros finally proved their ownership, they found
it difficult and sometimes impossible to remove them. In the end, whether
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or not they won their claims, most of the great Mexican rancheros in
northern California lost their lands.*

“When they [the rancheros] receive patent,” El Clamor Publico of
Los Angeles observed, “if they are not already ruined, they will be very
close to it.” In an 1859 petition to Congress, sixty rancheros protested
that they had been forced to sell their lands to pay interests, taxes, and
litigation expenses. “Some, who at one time had been the richest land-
holders,” they observed, ‘“‘today find themselves without a foot of
ground, living as objects of charity.”®

After paying his lawyers $80,000, Salvador Vallejo managed to prove
his land claim before the Land Commission; during his appeal in the
district court, however, squatters settled on his rancho. They kept burn-
ing his crops, and he finally sold his property for $160,000 and moved
to San Francisco. Although Mariano Vallejo lost his Soscol land claim,
he won his Petaluma land claim in appeals to the United States Supreme
Court. But squatters occupied his land and refused to move; they also
ran off his Indian laborers and destroyed his crops. Vallejo was forced
to sell parts of his vast estate, which had originally totaled more than
100,000 acres, until he was down to only 280 acres in Sonoma. Bitter
over the loss of his lands, Vallejo cursed the new Anglo order: “The
language now spoken in our country, the laws which govern us, the faces
which we encounter daily are those of the masters of the land, and of
course antagonistic to our interests and rights, but what does that matter
to the conqueror? He wishes his own well-being and not ours!”*

Meanwhile, in Texas, many rancheros had also lost their lands in

courts or to squatters. “The hacendado class, as a class,” the historian
T. R. Fehrenbach observed, “was stripped of property perfectly legally,
according to the highest traditions of U.S. law.” Mexican landowners
had to defend their “ancient titles in court, and they lost either way,
either to their own lawyers or to the claimants.” In the Rio Grande
Valley, for example, Anglo squatters occupied land known as the Espiritu
Santo grant belonging to Francisco Cavazos and made claims based on
their rights as squatters. Trading-post operator Charles Stillman then
purchased the squatters’ claims. The conflicting claims were then taken
to court, which validated Cavazos’s title to the land. Represented by the
law firm of Basse and Horde, Stillman offered $33,000 for the grant,
threatening to appeal the decision. The land itself was worth $214,000,
but the Cavazos family accepted the offer because the legal costs to
defend the grant would have been prohibitive. In the end, the Cavazos
family received nothing: Stillman never paid the $33,000.%
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Meanwhile, the “play of the market” contributed to the dispossession
of the Mexican landed class. The cattle industry in California had begun
to decline in the late 1850s; lacking the financial resources to convert
their lands from grazing to agriculture, many Mexican ranchers were
forced to sell their lands. In Texas, the cattle industry was extremely
unstable and volatile. The periodic fall in the cattle market generated
sales and transfers of lands from Mexican to Anglo ranchers. “During
the ten-year boom of 1875—1885, the King ranch purchased nearly
58,000 acres of Mexican-owned land,” historian David Montejano cal-
culated, “but the ranch would acquire nearly as much, 54,000 acres, in
the following five years, a time of market collapse (1886—1891).”%

The market also gave Anglo ranchers an edge over Mexican ranchers
during periods of drought. For example, the drought of the 1890s fi-
nancially devastated rancher Victoriano Chapa of Texas. In 1901, at the
age of eighty-nine years, Chapa was persuaded to sell his stock and lease
the land. The approaching transfer made him depressed. Chapa told
historian J. Frank Dobie, whose family owned a nearby ranch: “Why
have we been talked into this evil trade? We belong here. My roots go
deeper than those of any mesquite growing up and down this long arroyo.
We do not need money. When a man belongs to a place and lives there,
all the money in the world cannot buy him anything else so good.
Valgame Dios, why, why, why?” Chapa took his life two days before
the transfer of his land. While drought was a tragedy for Mexican ranch-
ers like Chapa, it opened the way for Anglo ranchers to acquire Mexican
land. They, too, suffered losses of livestock during times of drought, but
they were able to protect their ranches better than their Mexican com-
petitors because they had greater access to bank credit and could obtain
funds to develop deeper wells. After the drought, they were financially
stronger and able to purchase lands from economically distressed Mex-
ican ranchers.*

What made the market especially destructive for Mexican ranchers
was the introduction of a new system of taxation. Previously, under
Mexican rule, the products of the land were taxed. This policy made
sense in a region where climatic conditions caused income from agri-
culture to fluxuate; ranchers and farmers paid taxes only when their
cattle or crops yielded profits. Under the new order, however, the land
itself was taxed. This hurt landholders during years of business losses
and made them economically vulnerable: unable to pay their taxes, many
lost title to their land.

While this tax system was color-blind and applied to all landowners,
it assisted the dispossession of Mexican landowners. Anglos sometimes
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took over lands from Mexicans by paying the back taxes based on $1.50
an acre, and then they had Anglo tax assessors reduce the land tax to
thirty or forty cents an acre. Many Mexicans borrowed money to pay
their taxes only to be forced to sell their lands to pay off debts incurred
by the interest. In Southern California, for example, Julio Verdugo mort-
gaged his Rancho San Rafael to Jacob Elias for $3,445 at 3 percent
interest per month. After eight years, Verdugo owed $58,000 and had
to sell his entire rancho to Alfred B. Chapman. Chapman, feeling sorry
for Verdugo, gave the old ranchero some land for a residence. Suffering
from plummeting profits in the cattle trade, Santa Barbara rancheros
found it difficult to pay their taxes. “Everybody in this town is broke,”
one of them complained, and “cattle can be bought at any price.” By
1865, their herds had been reduced from more than 300,000 head to
only 7,000.%

As Mexican ranchers told and retold stories about the loss of their
lands, they created a community of the dispossessed. They recalled how
“the native Californians were an agricultural people” and had “wished
to continue so.” But then they “encountered the obstacle of the enter-
prising genius of the Americans, who . .. assumed possession of their
lands, [took] their cattle, and destroyed their woods.” In Santa Barbara,
a Mexican old-timer recounted the decline of the rancheros who had
fallen into debt to Anglo merchants and lost their lands: “The Spanish
people had to live and as the dwindling herds would not pay their bills,
they mortgaged their land to the Americanos.” They bought supplies
on credit from a store run by Americans, “two tall dark, gloomy men
who dressed in black. The Spanish people called them ‘Los Evangelistas’
because they looked like the evangelists who preached the sorrowful
Yankee religion in those days. They got much of our lands.”*

In 1910, the Laredo La Cronica described the degradation of many
Mexicans from landholders to laborers: “The Mexicans have sold the
great share of their landholdings and some work as day laborers on
what once belonged to them. How sad this truth!” A Mexican woman
remembered her grandmother’s bitterness: “Grandmother would not
trust any gringo, because they did take their land grants away and it
still was a memory to her. She always used to say, ‘Stay with your race,
stay with your own.’ ” A Mexican song poignantly expressed how it felt
to be dispossessed and alienated on their native soil:

The Mexico-Texan, he’s one fonny man

Who lives in the region that’s north of the Gran’;
Of Mexican father, be born in thees part.
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For the Mexico-Texan, be no gotta lan’;

And sometimes be rues it, deep down in hees heart.
He stomped on da neck on both sides of the Gran’;
The dam gringo lingo no cannot spick,

It twista da tong and it maka heem sik;

A cit’zen of Texas they say that be ees!

But then, — why they call heem da Mexican Grease?
Soft talk and hard action, he can’t understan’,

The Mexico-Texan, he no gotta lan’.¥’

The Making of a Mexican Proletariat

As the American market expanded into the Southwest, it appropriated
not only Mexican land but also Mexican labor. They were now working
for strangers who had come into their country. Mexicans were exten-
sively used as workers in ranching and agriculture. In Texas, Mexican
cowboys, “vaqueros,” helped to drive the cattle herds on the Chisholm
and Western trails to the railroad centers in Abilene and Dodge City.
The original cowboys, the vaqueros taught the Anglos their time-tested
techniques of roping, branding, and handling cattle. Rancher C. C. Cox
described the work of the vaqueros at a roundup: “Once a week or
oftener we would make a rodeo or round up the cattle. The plan is to
have one herding ground on the Ranch — the cattle soon learn to run
together at that place when they see the vacqueros on the wing — and
when those on the outskirts of the range are started, the movement
becomes general, and no prettier or more interesting sight can be imag-
ined than a rodeo in full progress — every cow catches the alarm and
starts off at a brisk trot headed for the herding ground. . ..”*

But the vaqueros soon began to vanish. The extension of rail lines
into Texas eliminated the cattle drives, and agriculture in the state shifted
from grazing to tillage. Mexican cowboys had looked down on farm
laborers with “mingled contempt and pity,” rancher J. Frank Dobie
observed in the 1920s, but “more and more of the vaqueros” were
turning to “cotton picking each fall.”#

Mexican farm laborers had been in the cotton fields even before Texan
independence. As cotton cultivation expanded during the second half of
the nineteenth century, they became the mainstay of agricultural labor.
“Soil and climate are suitable and cheap labor is at hand,” announced
the Corpus Christi Weekly Caller in 1885. “Mexican farm labor can be
utilized in the culture of cotton as well during the picking season.” These
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workers also cleared the lands for planting. “Grubbing brush,” many
Anglos said, “is a Mexican job.” They also dug irrigation ditches, bring-
ing water from rivers and streams to parched areas. Some of the irrigation
methods had originally been developed by the Moors in Africa before
the tenth century and had been brought to the Southwest by the Spanish.
Other techniques had come from the Pueblo Indians, who had developed
irrigation systems in the region long before the arrival of the first Span-
iards. Mexican laborers would level the land, then divide the fields into
squares with low embankments to hold the water. After soaking a block,
they would make a hole in one of the walls, permitting the water to flow
into the next square. This method of irrigation came to be known as
“the Mexican system.” Over the years, these laborers transformed the
Texas terrain from scrub bushes to the green fields of the Lower Valley
known as the “winter garden.”s

Mexicans also served as an important work force in railroad con-
struction. During the 1880s, they constituted a majority of the laborers
laying tracks for the Texas and Mexican Railroad. An Arizona newspaper
stated: “It is difficult to get white men to work, the wages being only
$1.50 a day, and board $5 per week with some minor charges, which
reduce a man’s net earnings.” When the first Mexican section crew began
working in Santa Barbara in 1894, the Morning Press reported that the
“Chinamen section hands” of the Southern Pacific had been replaced by
“a gang of Mexicans.” By 1900, the Southern Pacific Railroad had 4,500
Mexican employees in California.*!

Railroad construction work was migratory. Railroad workers and
their families literally lived in boxcars and were shunted to the places
where they were needed. “Their abode,” a manager said, “is where these
cars are placed.” In the torrid heat of summer and the freezing cold of
winter, the workers laid tracks as they sang:

Some unloaded rails
Others unloaded ties. . . .

An army of bending backs and swinging arms, they connected the cities
of the Southwest with ribbons of steel.

Those who knew the work

Went repairing the jack

With sledge hammers and shovels,
Throwing earth up the track.
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They shoveled up not only dirt, but also complaints about the low wages
and exhausting work.

And others of my companions
Threw out thousands of curses.”

Meanwhile, Mexicans were also working in the mining industries. In
the New Almaden Quicksilver Mine in California, Mexican miners la-
bored deep in the bowels of the earth. To bring the ore to the surface,
each worker carried a two-hundred-pound pack strapped to his shoul-
ders and forehead. Their nerves straining and muscles quivering,
hundreds of these carriers ascended perpendicular steps, “winding
through deep caverns” in darkness lit by candles on the walls. They
wore pantaloons with the legs cut above the knees, calico shirts, and
leather sandals fastened at their ankles. Emerging into the daylight at
the entrance of the mine, they deposited their burdens into cars and then
took time to smoke their cigarros before descending again. In the copper
mines of Arizona, Mexicans extracted the “red metal” used to manu-
facture electrical wires. “One might say,” observed historian Carey
McWilliams, “. . . that Mexican miners in the copper mines of Arizona,
Utah, and Nevada, have played an important role in making possible
the illumination of America by electricity.”*?

Now “in the hands of an enterprising people,” Mexican laborers
found themselves in a caste labor system — a racially stratified occu-
pational hierarchy. On the Anglo-owned cattle ranches in Texas, for
example, the managers and foremen were Anglo, while the cowhands
were Mexican. In the New Mexico mines, Anglo workers operated the
machines, while Mexican miners did the manual and dangerous work.
In Santa Barbara, building contractors hired Anglos as skilled carpenters
and Mexicans as unskilled ditch diggers. Sixty-one percent of the Mex-
ican laborers in San Antonio were unskilled in 1870, compared to only
24 percent of the Anglos. In Southern California cities like Santa Barbara
and Los Angeles, 75 percent of the Mexican workers were crowded into
low blue-collar occupations such as service and unskilled labor, com-
pared to 30 percent of the Anglos. Less than 10 percent of the Mexican
workers were employed in white-collar jobs, compared to over 40 percent
of the Anglos. The situation for Mexicans actually deteriorated over
time. In 1850, the rural Mexican population in Texas was evenly dis-
tributed into three strata — 34 percent ranch-farm owners, 29 percent
skilled laborers, and 34 percent manual laborers. Fifty years later, the
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first tier had shrunk to only 16 percent and the second to 12 percent,
while the lowest tier had ballooned to 67 percent.>

Even where Mexicans did the same work as Anglos, they were paid
less than their counterparts. In the silver-mining industry of Arizona,
for example, Mexican workers received between $12 and $30 a month
plus a weekly ration of flour, while “American” miners got between $30
and $70 a month plus board. In the copper industry, companies listed
their Mexican employees on their payrolls under the special heading of
“Mexican labor,” paying them at lower rates than Anglo laborers for
the same job classifications. “The differences in the wages paid Mexicans
and the native-born and north Europeans employed as general laborers,”
a congressional investigation reported, . . . are largely accounted for by
discrimination against the Mexicans in payment of wages.” Trapped in
this dual wage system, Mexican miners were especially vulnerable to
debt peonage. Forced to live in company towns, they had no choice but
to buy necessities from the company store, where they had to use their
low wages to pay high prices for food and clothing. Allowed to make
purchases on credit, these miners frequently found themselves financially
chained to the company.s

Justifying this racial hierarchy, mine owner Sylvester Mowry invoked
the images as well as language used earlier by slavemasters to describe
the affection and loyalty of their slaves. “My own experience has taught
me that the lower class of Mexicans . . . ,” Mowry declared, “are docile,
faithful, good servants, capable of strong attachments when firmly and
kindly treated. They have been ‘peons’ for generations. They will always
remain so, as it is their natural condition.”

But, like the enslaved blacks of the Old South, Mexican workers
demonstrated that they were capable of defying these stereotypes of
docility and submissiveness. They had a sense of self-respect and the
worth of their work, and they repeatedly went out on strike. In 1901,
two hundred Mexican construction workers of the El Paso Electric Street
Car Company struck, demanding a wage increase and an end to man-
agement’s practice of replacing them with lower-paid workers recruited
from Judrez, Mexico. While they did not win a raise, they successfully
protected their jobs against imported laborers. Two years later, Mexican
members of the United Mine Workers won strike demands for a pay
increase and an eight-hour day from the Texas and Pacific Coal Company
in Thurber, Texas.s”

Protesting wage cuts, two hundred Mexican farm workers joined
hundreds of fellow Japanese laborers in a 1903 strike at Oxnard,
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California. Together, the two groups organized the Japanese-Mexican
Labor Association (JMLA). The strikers elected Kosaburo Baba as pres-
ident, Y. Yamaguchi as secretary of the Japanese l?ranch, and Ji M.
Lizarras as secretary of the Mexican branch. At thelr‘umonb meetings,
discussions were conducted in both Japanese and Spanish, wth Erllghsh
serving as a common language for both groups. F_or the ﬁr.st time in the
history of California, two minority groups, feeling a solidarity based
on class, had come together to form a union. Here was a West Coast
version of the “giddy multitude.” . ]

In a statement written jointly by Yamaguchi and Lizarras, the union
declared: “Many of us have family, were born in the country, and are
lawfully seeking to protect the only property that we have — our labor.
It is just as necessary for the welfare of the valley that we get a decent
living wage, as it is that the machines in the great sugar factory be
properly oiled — if the machines stop, the wealth of the valley stops,
and likewise if the laborers are not given a decent wage, ‘they too,”must
stop work and the whole people of this country suffer with thf?m. The
strikers successfully forced the farmers to pay union laborers a piecework
rate of five dollars per acre for thinning beets. The JMLA had emerged
as a victorious and powerful force for organizing farm laborers.**

Flushed with victory, the Mexican secretary of the JMLA, ]J. M
Lizarras, petitioned the American Federation of .Labor to charter their
organization as the Sugar Beet Farm Laborers’ Union o.f Oxnard. Samuel
Gompers, the president of the federation, agreed to issue a charter to
Lizarras on one condition: “Your union will unch no circumstances
accept membership of any Chinese or ]apanese..” This requirement con-
tradicted the very principles of the Oxnard strike. Refusing the charter,

Lizarras protested:

We beg to say in reply that our Japanese brothers .h‘ere were the ﬁ‘rst
to recognize the importance of cooperating and uniting in deman(:lmg
a fair wage scale. . . . In the past we have counseled, f01:lght a.nd lived
on very short rations with our Japanese brothers, and tmlec.l with them
in the fields, and they have been uniformly kind and conmdera.te. We
would be false to them and to ourselves and to the cause of unionism
if we now accepted privileges for ourselves which are not accorc!ed
to them. . . . We will refuse any other kind of charter, except one wh.lch
will wipe out race prejudice and recognize our fellpw worlfers as belpg
as good as ourselves. I am ordered by the Mexican union to write
this letter to you and they fully approve its words.

188

FOREIGNERS IN THEIR NATIVE LAND

Without the AFL charter and the general support of organized labor,
the Japanese and Mexican union passed out of existence within a few
years. Their strike, however, had demonstrated that Mexican laborers
were ready to stand with fellow Japanese in a movement based on
interethnic class unity.**

The most powerful Mexican workers’ show of force occurred in Ar-
izona. There, in 1903, the Clifton-Morenci mines were struck by some
3,500 miners, 8o percent of them Mexican. The strikers demanded an
eight-hour day, free hospitalization, paid life insurance, fair prices at the
company stores, and the abolition of the dual wage system. Italian and
Slavonian workers joined them in demanding wages equal to those paid
to Anglo Americans and northern Europeans. The strikers successfully
shut down the mines, but they were forced to return to work after heavy
rains and flooding destroyed many of their homes. Several strike leaders
were convicted of inciting a riot and sent to prison. Twelve years later,
however, the miners struck again. To thwart the actions of the 5,000
strikers, the company sealed the mine entrances with cement and told
them “to go back to Mexico.” Hundreds of strikers were arrested during
the nineteen-week conflict. The national guard was ordered to break the
strike, but in the end, the strikers managed to extract wage increases.
“Everyone knows,” commented the Los Angeles Labor Press, “that it
was the Mexican miners that won the strike at Clifton and Morenci by
standing like a stone wall until the bosses came to terms,s?

These strikes reflected a feeling of Mexican ethnic solidarity. “Abajo
los gerentes,” the workers chanted, “down with the bosses.” Mexican
musicians provided entertainment for the parades and meetings, while
Mexican merchants, comerciantes, offered food and clothing to the
strikers. More importantly, the huelgas, “strikes,” were often supported
by Mexican mutualistas, “benevolent associations.” “The Mexicans be-
long to numerous societies and through these they can exert some sort
of organizational stand together,” reported a local newspaper during
the 1903 strike at the Clifton-Morenci mines.'

The mutualistas reinforced this consciousness of being Mexican north
of the border. Everywhere in the barrios of Arizona, Texas, New Mexico,
and California, there were organizations like Sociedad Benevolencia,
Miguel Hidalgo, Sociedad Mutualista, Sociedad Obreros, Los Caballeros
del Progreso, and Sociedad Mutualista Mexicana. Members of the mu-
tualistas were laborers as well as shopkeepers and professionals such as
lawyers, newspaper editors, and doctors. These associations helped in-
dividual members cover hospitalization and funeral expenses, provide
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low-interest loans, and raise money for people in time of dire need.
Taking some of their names from national heroes and conducting their
meetings in Spanish, they reminded Mexicans of their common origins
as children of “the same mother: Mexico.”¢?

The mutualistas dispelled the myth of Mexicans as a quiet, siesta-
loving, sombreroed people. Through these ethnic organizations, Mexi-
cans resisted labor exploitation and racism. In 1911, several Texas mu-
tualistas came together in a statewide convention, the Congreso
Mexicanista. Concerned about anti-Mexican hostility and violence, the
congress called for ethnic solidarity: “Por la raza y para la raza,” “All
for one and one for all.” One of the delegates, the Reverend Pedro Grado,
defined their struggle as one of class and race: “The Mexican braceros
who work in a mill, on a hacienda, or in a plantation would do well to
establish Ligas Mexicanistas, and see that their neighbors form them.”
United, they would have the strength to “strike back at the hatred of
some bad sons of Uncle Sam who believe themselves better than the
Mexicans because of the magic that surrounds the word white.” The
mutualistas reflected a dynamic Mexican-American identity — a proud
attachment to the culture south of the border as well as a fierce deter-
mination to claim their rights and dignity in “occupied” Mexico.*?
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SEARCHING FOR GOLD
MOUNTAIN

Strangers from a Pacific Shore

UT CALIBAN COULD have been Asian. “Have we devils here?”
the theatergoers heard Stephano declare in The Tempest. “Do you
put tricks upon’s with savages and men of Inde, ha?” The war
against Mexico reflected America’s quest for a passage to India. During
the nineteenth century, this vision inspired Senator Thomas Hart Benton
of Missouri to proclaim the movement toward Asia as America’s destiny.
The “White” race was obeying the “divine command, to subdue and
replenish the earth,” as it searched for new and distant lands. As whites
migrated westward, Benton pointed out, they were destroying “sav-
agery.” As civilization advanced, the “Capitol” had replaced the “wig-
wam,” “Christians” had replaced “savages,” and “white matrons” had
replaced “red squaws.” Under the “touch” of an ““American road to
India,” Benton exclaimed, the western wilderness would “start” into
life, creating a long line of cities across the continent. Crossing the Rocky
Mountains and reaching the Pacific, whites were finally circumnavigating
the earth to bring civilization to the “Yellow™ race.!
The annexation of California led not only to American expansion
toward Asia, but also the migration of Asians to America. In a plan sent
to Congress in 1848 shortly after the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo,
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The History of
Thanksgiving

An investigation of the American tradition.




What do you know or wonder about the
history of Thanksgiving?




..
. Myths and
TUANKSEIVING NISTORY . .
IS oy & WRONG Misconceptions

What stood out to you in this video?
Were you surprised by any arguments
made in this video?

)




What Actually Happened?

How does the information in this video compare to the
arguments in the last video?
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" The Foods

"They begane now to gather in ye small harvest...
being all well recovered in health & strength, and
had all things in good plenty; [they] were exercised
in fishing, aboute codd, & bass, & other fish... And
now begane to come in store of foule (birds)... ther
was great store of wild Turkies... besids venison, &c.
Besids, they had... Indean corn to that proportion...”

William Bradford, Of Plimoth Plantation
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* What Did They Have?




The Feast? * \

According to this source, what
event led to the feast?




The Feast?

Why do you think Winslow wrote
this passage?

Does Winslow’s purpose for writing
make this source more or less
reliable? Why?

N
AN VA



What historians
¢ think happened...

The “Rejoicing” The Gathering

Pilgrims held a celebration (not a The Wampanoag tribe had
“thanksgiving”) in Fall of 1621. declared an alliance with the
5 settlers. They heard gunshots and
They shot their weapons as part of thought the Pilgrims were in
the festivities. danger. They arrived to help and

decided to join the feast.




A Tradition?

“Thanksgivings” were generally days of
fasting (not eating) and prayer.

Days of thanksgiving were typically ’
observed after military victories.

In 1637, Massachusetts Governor Winthrop
declared a day of "thanksgiving” after the
massacre of 700 Pequot people by
Massachusetts Colony volunteers.
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Washington’s.

b g

By the PRESIRENT

= B Thanksgiving

o . +
Proclamation.

“I do recommend and assign ...the
26th day of November next to be
devoted ...to the service of [God]... .
That we may then all unite in WW?'/ did
rendering unto him our sincere and gashingron
o declare a day of

humble thanks- for his kind care o

. . Thanksgiving?
and protection of the People of this
Country... for the great degree of
tranquility, union, and plenty, which
we have since enjoyed- for the
peaceable and rational manner, in
which we have been enabled to
establish constitutions...”

President Washington, October 1789
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Fast Forward to the N
19th Century

Informal Celebrations

BB Harvest celebrations continued but the
date varied by year and by state.

m( A Local Holiday *

= Ceclebrations were mostly in the Northeast
and Midwest.




Sarah
Josepha Hale

\ LADY'S
'BOODK

Sarah Josepha Hale published Godey’s Lady’s
Book, a conservative magazine directed
towards “proper women.”

Godey’s Lady’s Book began to publicize
Thanksgiving stories, poems, and recipes
nationwide. Hale urged politicians to choose one
national uniform day.




An Abolitionist Holiday?

“This theatrical national claptrap
of Thanksgiving has aided other
causes in setting thousands of
pulpits to preaching ‘Christian
politics’ instead of humbly
letting... alone...”

Virginia Governor Henry A. Wise,
1856




Thanksgiving was...

a

Associated with the
Northern states

£
Wi

Heavily tied to the Many Northern
Protestant Great protestant reformers
Awakening of the were also abolitionist and
Antebellum years wanted to end slavery

s



K . ]

Colton is Kiné

“[Thanksgiving is] little more
than an occasion for indulgence
in dissipation at the cost of
character... While we are
content to buy our cotton
spools and wooden ware from
New England, because hers are
the cheapest, we are by no
means content to receive her
notions of religion, morals, the
duties of citizenship, etfc., as
being the best.”

The Richmond Whig, 1856




Why did many in the South refuse
to celebrate Thanksgiving?

“Our counftry friends overlooked [Thanksgiving], and
came to town to trade, in great numbers. Cotton is
King, and everything has to give way before his
pale-faced majesty.”

The Daily Confederation, 1858

=
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The Official Proclamation

Civil War begins Lincoln proclaims
Thanksgiving Day

-Ef-@- . @
=1l|1s
vy September 1863

Sarah Josepha Hale writes to Lincoln encouraging him to
establish “ the great Union Festival of America”




N K,
The Proclamation

In the midst of a civil war of unequalled magnitude and severity... order has
been maintained... everywhere except in the theatre of military conflict... the axe
has enlarged the borders of our settlements, and the mines... have yielded even
more abundantly... Population has steadily increased...; and the country... is
permitted to expect continuance of years with large increase of freedom... I do
therefore invite my fellow citizens in every part of the United States... o set
apart and observe the last Thursday of November next, as a day of
Thanksgiving and Praise to our beneficent Father... And I recommend to them
that... they do also... commend to [God’s] tender care all those who have
become widows, orphans, mourners or sufferers in the lamentable civil strife in
which we are unavoidably engaged, and fervently implore the interposition of
the Almighty Hand to heal the wounds of the nation and to restore... the full
enjoyment of peace, harmony, tranquillity and Union.

By the President: Abraham Lincoln, October 3, 1863
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Why did Lincoln declare Thanksgiving?



At the same
time...

After unfair tfreaties and abusive government
treatment, 1,000 Dakota hunters fought against
Union froops and white settlers during the
“starving winter” of 1861.
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- ~1in6
1,000 of ~6,500 Dakota people fought.

~-600 e
White settlers died.

~100

o
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The Trials %* |

®
o ® .
Evidence Judge
Mostly hearsay and testimony Blatantly biased towards
from white seftlers white settlers,
Jury Procedure
Entirely composed of white Conducted in English and
settlers. Dakota men did not have
lawyers.
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Mass Execution Sy

By order of Lincoln, 38 Dakota men were executed in the
largest mass execution in American history.
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The Resl is
History

When the Civil War ended, there was a
national push to adopt Thanksgiving as a way
to restore national unity. Magazines in the
South published recipes and gave tips on
timing the meal preparation.
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- Rising Immigration

As immigration rose during the Industrial Revolution, people emphasized the
colonial history as a crucial component of “Americanness.”




Why do you think the Pilgrim
story became popular during the
Industrial Revolution?




* . <

4 So, what now?

Thanksgiving has meant many
different things to those living in
America at different times.



Day of
Mourning?

What is the history of the Day of Mourning?

)




S

Cafe
Ohlone

How do the owners of Cafe Ohlone grapple
with the complex history of Thanksgiving?
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. What do you think? S

Is Thanksgiving a... Why?

Day of Conquest?

Day of Division? g SN SR " Day of Abolition?
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Have a restful and
restorative break!

To offer an alternative view of
Thanksgiving, google the

statement of the

v ® Haudenosaunee Nations.

Thanks to Ms. Howard for
sharing this assignment.

CREDITS: This presentation template was
created by Slidesgo, including icons by Flaticon
and infographics & images by Freepik

Please keep this slide for attribution



A DIFFERENT MIRROR

These immigrants made bold and dangerous crossings, pushed by
political events and economic hardships in their homelands and pulled
by America’s demand for labor as well as by their own dreams for a
better life. “By all means let me go to America,” a young man in Japan
begged his parents. He had calculated that in one year as a laborer here
he could save almost a thousand yen — an amount equal to the income
of a governor in Japan. “My dear Father,” wrote an immigrant Irish girl
living in New York, “Any man or woman without a family are fools that
would not venture and come to this plentyful Country where no man
or woman ever hungered.” In the shtetls of Russia, the cry “To America!”
roared like “wild-fire.” “America was in everybody’s mouth,” a Jewish
immigrant recalled. “Businessmen talked [about] it over their accounts;
the market women made up their quarrels that they might discuss it
from stall to stall; people who had relatives in the famous land went
around reading their letters.” Similarly, for Mexican immigrants crossing
the border in the early twentieth century, El Norte became the stuff of
overblown hopes. “If only you could see how nice the United States is,”
they said, “that is why the Mexicans are crazy about it.”*!

The signs of America’s ethnic diversity can be discerned across the
continent — Ellis Island, Angel Island, Chinatown, Harlem, South Bos-
ton, the Lower East Side, places with Spanish names like Los Angeles
and San Antonio or Indian names like Massachusetts and lowa. Much
of what is familiar in America’s cultural landscape actually has ethnic
origins. The Bing cherry was developed by an early Chinese immigrant
named Ah Bing. American Indians were cultivating corn, tomatoes, and
tobacco long before the arrival of Columbus. The term okay was derived
from the Choctaw word oke, meaning “it is so.” There is evidence
indicating that the name Yankee came from Indian terms for the En-
glish — from eankke in Cherokee and Yankwis in Delaware. Jazz and
blues as well as rock and roll have African-American origins. The “Forty-
Niners” of the Gold Rush learned mining techniques from the Mexicans;
American cowboys acquired herding skills from Mexican vaqueros and
adopted their range terms — such as lariat from la reata, lasso from
lazo, and stampede from estampida. Songs like “God Bless America,”
“Easter Parade,” and “White Christmas” were written by a Russian-
Jewish immigrant named Israel Baline, more popularly known as Irving
Berlin.?

Furthermore, many diverse ethnic groups have contributed to the
building of the American economy, forming what Walt Whitman saluted
as “a vast, surging, hopeful army of workers.” They worked in the
South’s cotton fields, New England’s textile mills, Hawaii’s canefields,
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New York’s garment factories, California’s orchards, Washington’s sal-
mon canneries, and Arizona’s copper mines. They built the railroad, the
great symbol of America’s industrial triumph. Laying railroad ties, black
laborers sang;

Down the railroad, um-hub
Well, raise the iron, um-huh
Raise the iron, um-bub.

Irish railroad workers shouted as they stretched an iron ribbon across
the continent:

Then drill, my Paddies, drill —
Drill, my heroes, drill,

Drill all day, no sugar in your tay
Workin' on the U.P. railway.

Japanese laborers in the Northwest chorused as their bodies fought the
fickle weather:

A railroad worker —
That’s me!

I am great.

Yes, I am a railroad worker.
Complaining:

“It is too hot!”

“It is too cold!”

“It rains too often!”
“It snows too much!”
They all ran off.

I alone remained.

I am a railroad worker!

Chicano workers in the Southwest joined in as they swore at the
punishing work:

Some unloaded rails

Others unloaded ties,

And others of my companions
Threw out thousands of curses.™
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Moreover, our diversity was tied to America’s most serious crisis: the
Civil War was fought over a racial issue — slavery. In his “First Inaugural
Address,” presented on March 4, 1861, President Abraham Lincoln
declared: “One section of our country believes slavery is right and ought
to be extended, while the other believes it is wrong and ought not to be
extended.” Southern secession, he argued, would be anarchy. Lincoln
sternly warned the South that he had a solemn oath to defend and
preserve the Union. Americans were one people, he explained, bound
together by “the mystic chords of memory, stretching from every bat-
tlefield and patriot grave to every living heart and hearthstone all over
this broad land.” The struggle and sacrifices of the War for Independence
had enabled Americans to create a new nation out of thirteen separate
colonies. But Lincoln’s appeal for unity fell on deaf ears in the South.
And the war came. Two and a half years later, at Gettysburg, President
Lincoln declared that “*brave men” had fought and “consecrated” the
ground of this battlefield in order to preserve the Union. Among the
brave were black men. Shortly after this bloody battle, Lincoln acknowl-
edged the military contributions of blacks. “There will be some black
men,” he wrote in a letter to an old friend, James C. Conkling, “who
can remember that with silent tongue, and clenched teeth, and steady
eye, and well-poised bayonet, they have helped mankind on to this great
consummation. . . .”" Indeed, 186,000 blacks served in the Union Army,
and one-third of them were listed as missing or dead. Black men in blue,
Frederick Douglass pointed out, were “‘on the battlefield mingling their
blood with that of white men in one common effort to save the country.”
Now the mystic chords of memory stretched across the new battlefields
of the Civil War, and black soldiers were buried in “patriot graves.”
They, too, had given their lives to ensure that the “government of the
people, by the people, for the people shall not perish from the earth.”

Like these black soldiers, the people in our study have been actors in
history, not merely victims of discrimination and exploitation. They are
entitled to be viewed as subjects — as men and women with minds,
wills, and voices.

In the telling and retelling
of their stories,

They create communities
of memory.

They also re-vision history. “It is very natural that the history written
by the victim,” said a Mexican in 1874, “does not altogether chime with
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the story of the victor.” Sometimes they are hesitant to speak, thinking
they are only “little people.” ““I don’t know why anybody wants to hear
my history,”’ an Irish maid said apologetically in 1900. “Nothing ever
happened to me worth the tellin’.”’2

But their stories are worthy. Through their stories, the people who
have lived America’s history can help all of us, including my taxi driver,
understand that Americans originated from many shores, and that all
of us are entitled to dignity. “I hope this survey do a lot of good for
Chinese people,” an immigrant told an interviewer from Stanford Uni-
versity in the 1920s. “Make American people realize that Chinese people
are humans. I think very few American people really know anything
about Chinese.”” But the remembering is also for the sake of the children.
“This story is dedicated to the descendants of Lazar and Goldie Glaub-
erman,” Jewish immigrant Minnie Miller wrote in her autobiography.
“My history is bound up in their history and the generations that follow
should know where they came from to know better who they are.”
Similarly, Tomo Shoji, an elderly Nisei woman, urged Asian Americans
to learn more about their roots: ‘“We got such good, fantastic stories to
tell. All our stories are different.” Seeking to know how they fit into
America, many young people have become listeners; they are eager to
learn about the hardships and humiliations experienced by their parents
and grandparents. They want to hear their stories, unwilling to remain
ignorant or ashamed of their identity and past.2

The telling of stories liberates. By writing about the people on Mango
Street, Sandra Cisneros explained, ‘‘the ghost does not ache so much.”
The place no longer holds her with “both arms. She sets me free.” Indeed,
stories may not be as innocent or simple as they seem to be, Native-
American novelist Leslie Marmon Silko cautioned:

I will tell you something about stories . . .
They aren’t just entertainment.
Don’t be fooled.

Indeed, the accounts given by the people in this study vibrantly re-create
moments, capturing the complexities of human emotions and thoughts.
They also provide the authenticity of experience. After she escaped from
slavery, Harriet Jacobs wrote in her autobiography: “[My purpose] is
not to tell you what I have heard but what I have seen — and what I
have suffered.” In their sharing of memory, the people in this study offer
us an opportunity to see ourselves reflected in a mirror called history.?”

In his recent study of Spain and the New World, The Buried Mirror,
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Carlos Fuentes points out that mirrors have been found in the tombs of
ancient Mexico, placed there to guide the dead through the underworld.
He also tells us about the legend of Quetzalcoatl, the Plumed Serpent:
when this god was given a mirror by the Toltec deity Tezcatlipoca, he
saw a man’s face in the mirror and realized his own humanity. For us,
the “mirror” of history can guide the living and also help us recognize
who we have been and hence are. In A Distant Mirror, Barbara W.
Tuchman finds “phenomenal parallels” between the “calamitous 14th
century” of European society and our own era. We can, she observes,
have “greater fellow-feeling for a distraught age” as we painfully rec-
ognize the “similar disarray,” “collapsing assumptions,” and “‘unusual
discomfort.”?

But what is needed in our own perplexing times is not so much a
“distant”’ mirror, as one that is “different.” While the study of the past
can provide collective self-knowledge, it often reflects the scholar’s par-
ticular perspective or view of the world. What happens when historians
leave out many of America’s peoples? What happens, to borrow the
words of Adrienne Rich, “when someone with the authority of a
teacher” describes our society, and “you are not in it”? Such an expe-
rience can be disorienting — “a moment of psychic disequilibrium, as
if you looked into a mirror and saw nothing.”**

Through their narratives about their lives and circumstances, the peo-
ple of America’s diverse groups are able to see themselves and each other
in our common past. They celebrate what Ishmael Reed has described
as a society “unique” in the world because “the world is here” — a
place “where the cultures of the world crisscross.” Much of America’s
past, they point out, has been riddled with racism. At the same time,
these people offer hope, affirming the struggle for equality as a central
theme in our country’s history. At its conception, our nation was ded-
icated to the proposition of equality. What has given concreteness to
this powerful national principle has been our coming together in the
creation of a new society. “‘Stuck here” together, workers of different
backgrounds have attempted to get along with each other.

People harvesting
Work together unaware
Of racial problems,

wrote a Japanese immigrant describing a lesson learned by Mexican and
Asian farm laborers in California.*
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Finally, how do we see our prospects for “working out”” America’s
racial crisis? Do we see it as through a glass darkly? Do the televised
images of racial hatred and violence that riveted us in 1992 during the
days of rage in Los Angeles frame a future of divisive race relations —
what Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., has fearfully denounced as the “disuniting
of America”? Or will Americans of diverse races and ethnicities be able
to connect themselves to a larger narrative? Whatever happens, we can
be certain that much of our society’s future will be influenced by which
“mirror” we choose to see ourselves. America does not belong to one
race or one group, the people in this study remind us, and Americans
have been constantly redefining their national identity from the moment
of first contact on the Virginia shore. By sharing their stories, they invite
us to see ourselves in a different mirror.3!
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FOREIGNERS IN THEIR
NATIVE LAND

Manifest Destiny in the Southwest

tiles and as Irish men helped to build a nation.al system of trans-

portation, America’s frontier was advancing beyond ‘f"hf“
Jefferson called the “Stony mountains.” “Let our work.s.ljnops remain |‘n
Europe,” Jefferson had warned. “The mobs of great cities add h]usft ;]u
much to the support of pure government, as sores do the strength o ht (l
human body.” By the 1840s, however, the workshpps, or factories, nac
come to America, and great cities had developed‘ in the eastern sectmn;
of the country. But Jefferson’s vision of an American continent c?vm-x
with “a people speaking the same language, governed in similar luqm,
and by similar laws” was being realized. In(.ieed, the Market Revolution
had set in motion forces that were propelling American expansion (o
ward the Pacific. Between our border and this western ocean in the

Southwest lay Mexico.!

e S IRISH WOMEN worked in Lowell’s mills manufacturing tex-

“In the Hands of an Enterprising People”

i i ico i Irish immigrant.
During the war against Mexico in the 184053 many : :
servedgin the United States armed forces. Ironically, the Irish had been
pushed from their homeland by British colonialism, and here they foun
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themselves becoming Americans by participating in the conquest of the

~ Southwest — an American expansionist thrust celebrated as “manifest

destiny.” In California, this conflict began in the small town of Sonoma.

~ There, on June 6, 1846, General Mariano Vallejo was rudely wakened

it his home by thirty armed Americans. They had arrived “before it

was quite light,” one of them recalled. “We knocked on the front of his

dwelling and one of his servants came out. We was standing all a-
horseback. . . .2

So began the revolt to wrest California from Mexico and establish

what would be called the “Bear Flag Republic.” American westward

#xpansion was reaching the Pacific, and Americans were entering Cal-

- Mornia. The rebels were mostly uncouth frontiersmen, viewed by the

- Mexicans as “grimy adventurers” and “exiles from civilization.” Some

~ of them had crossed the border after the Mexican government had

prohibited American immigration, and hence were illegal aliens. Most
of the intruders had been in California for less than a year, and now
they were claiming the territory as theirs. Their homemade flag displayed
the image of a grizzly bear facing a lone star suggesting an analogy to
the Texas Republic. To the Mexicans, the bear was a thief, a plunderer
0f their cattle; they would call the armed intruders Jos Osos, “the
| “.m"’s
When she saw the rebels, Dofia Francisca Vallejo urged her husband
10 escape through the back door, but the general refused. Commandante
Villejo represented Mexican authority in the region of California north
0l San Francisco, and the American rebels had come to ‘“‘arrest” him,
Actually, Vallejo was no longer on active duty, and there were no Mex-
Atin troops at the fort. The ragtag rebels entered the general’s elegant
home with its handsome mahogany chairs and fine piano; a gentleman
Mlways, Vallejo offered them a bottle of wine before returning to his
bedroom to change his clothes. A striking contrast to the Americans,
Vllejo was educated and cultured, the possessor of a vast library. The
general and his brother Salvador as well as his brother-in-law Jacob
Loese were then taken as prisoners to Fort Sutter near Sacramento.

vador Vallejo bitterly recalled that his captors would check on them

i comment: “Let me see if my Greasers are safe.”

Iwo months later, General Vallejo was freed and allowed to return
e, only to find his rancho stripped. “I left Sacramento half dead,
il arrived here [Sonoma] almost without life, but am now much

1,” Vallejo wrote to an American friend in San Francisco. “The
political change has cost a great deal to my person and mind, and likewise
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my property. I have lost more than one thm.}sand live l;orned c:;:ltl?;
:i)x h};ﬁdred tame horses, and many other things of value.. ..
lost.”

i iforni birth.
Unlike his immigrant captors, Don Vallejo was a Ca::{llfolrr:uar;l lias);my b
As the commander of the Sonoma fort, he repre.r;entef a oriltg e
i i cure the California territory
h and Mexican efforts to se i ; T Sgaser
ipan;:can and Russian expansion. Three centuries earlier, behe;fn‘g :1 a
An'l: was close to Mexico, Herndn Cortés had sen‘t an expe:_nt:ooaSt
C:llifornia and in 1542, Juan Rodriguez Cabnllo.salled alonfelr:s Fcathe;
The Spani’sh colonization of this region bega}n mdr-]:!g) vlv g
Junipero Serra founded the mission of San Diego de ;:(ala.d el
as 1:0 extend the Spanish frontier as the colonizers took In twcnty._
;vnd converted the native peoples. During t}f;e nEXt }é:lfd cen‘vi::y;long il
issi ished, stretching five hundred mi
missions were established, g t
g:;ifornia coast northward to Los Angeles, Santa Barbara, Mo Y,
i Sonoma. _
ose, San Francisco, and . o
Sar;)ghile’ some of the settlers came from Spain, most were from I:i i
recruited from the ranks of the desperately poor. Thfey were gle el
“mestizo”: the forty-six settlers sent to Los Angeles, for cxa;nsp ;1 yere
«5 mixture of Indian and Negro with here and there a t:afce (()1 ‘paludir;g
The government promised the colonists equipment and foo . lr:: s
h 1'dsg of cattle. By 1781, however, there were gnly .ab01.1t sncG lj; ndred
s:ttlers in Alta California. Trying to bolster 1mmlg1;1at10n, ; ;)caccflﬂ
is i the mos
i i d: “This is a great country,
Diego de Borica reporte : peace vl
andgquiet country in the world . . . [with] good bread, tlzxt:elsl;;I et
tolerable fish.” But California failed to attracthsettlel:s. f%; I .ng,of L
. i ri
Mexicans, most of them the oftsp
ere only three thousand . . : oL
‘{fivrst colozists. Meanwhile, Spain had overextended its empire, an
i i try.®
became an independent coun . .
ICOA member of the landed elite, Don Vallejo owned 17 5,?1(:115:;[;; i
ts O
had been granted vast trac la
and the other rancheros haiip i
i i nments. Many of them ha g
Spanish and Mexican gover : g gl
i i land for their service. In 1784,
soldiers and were given : ‘ . i
Governor Pedro Fages wrote to his superiors requesting lat}d Er mi
“The cattle are increasing in such manner, that it is neiessary lln (; e L-I :
iti 3 ave asked me to
ive them additional lands; they
of several owners to give L - et
iti i anted provisionally, namely
some ‘sitios’ which I have Br? vis . e
Dominguez who was a soldier in the pres1dlp of San D;fgo e tg- e
Nieto for a similar reason that of la Zanja on the highway .

7

mission. . .
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Society in Don Vallejo’s California was stratified. At the top were the
gente de razon. The Spanish term for “people of reason” generally meant
Spanish and Castilian-speaking, although it did come to include mestizos
who were properly educated. Some of the Mexicans, Richard Henry
Dana reported in his autobiographical Two Years before the Mast, were
“‘even as fair” as the English: of “pure Spanish blood,” they formed the
upper class. Below them was the laboring class. Racially, the laborers
“[went] down by regular shades,” Dana noted, “growing more and more
dark and muddy” with “pure” Indians at the bottom rung. “Throughout
all California,” John Marsh reported in 1836, “the Indians are the prin-
cipal laborers; without them the business of the country could hardly
be carried on.” The laborers worked not only on the range but also in
the hacienda. “Each one of my children, boys and girls, has a servant
who has no other duty than to care for

him or her,” Dofia Francisca
Vallejo, the mother of sixteen children, told a visitor. “I have two for

My own personal service. Four or five grind the corn for the tortillas;
for here we entertain so many guests that three could not furnish enough
meals to feed them all. About six or seven are set apart for service in
the kitchen. Five or six are continually occupied in washing clothes of
the children and the rest employed in the house; and finally, nearly a '
tlozen are charged to attend the sewing and spinning.” A traveler ob-
served that the Indians herding the cattle were kept “poor” and “in
debt,” seldom paid more than “two or three bullock hides per month
or six dollars in goods.”*
Vallejo and his fellow rancheros practiced a patriarchical culture. ““All
Our servants are very much attached to us,” explained Doiia Vallejo.
"They do not ask for money, nor do they have a fixed wage; we give
them all they need, and if they are ill we care for them like members of
the family. If they have children we stand as godparents and see to their
#ducation. . . . [W]e treat our servants rather as friends than as servants.”
Wealth was important to these rancheros, not for capitalist accumulation
and investment, but as a means to support a genteel lifestyle of “splendid
Illeness.” Describing one of these Mexican gentlemen farmers, Dana
Wrote: Don Juan Bandini “had a slight and elegant figure, moved grace-
fully, danced and waltzed beautifully, spoke good Castilian
At and refined voice and accent, and had, throughout, t
A man of birth and figure.”*
Men like Don Bandini cultivated a pastoral and aristocratic style,
"We were the pioneers of the Pacific coast, building towns and Missions,”
itimembered Guadalupe Vallejo, nephew of Mariano. “[A] few hundred

, with a pleas-
he bearing of
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i issi ied the whole country
large Spanish ranches and Mission tracts occupic r
fro%n thI:: Pacific to the San Joaquin [valley]. Though .the rancheros ll\rid
on widely scattered estates, they frequently socialized at events like
dances and weddings. Capturing one of these moments, Guadalupe Val-

lejo wrote:

Nothing was more attractive than the wedding cavalcade on its way
from the bride’s house to the Mission church. The horses \.ver‘e more
richly caparisoned than for any other ceremony, and l:htf bride’s near-
est relative or family representative carried her before him, she su}tmg
on the saddle with her white satin shoe in a loop of golden or silver
braid, while he on the bear-skin covered anquera behind. The groom
and his friends mingled with the bride’s party, all on the best horses
that could be obtained, and they rode gaily from the ranch house to
the Mission, sometimes fifteen or twenty miles away.'

Initially, Mexicans in California, especiall}:‘ ranch;ros like V:li:eyo,
welcomed foreigners from the United States. “The kmdncsi ar; os‘;
pitality of the native Californians have not been overstated, ohser\fe
John Bidwell, who arrived in 1841. “They had a custom of neverc z;’r&g}llng
for anything . . . for entertainment — food, use of hoFses, etc.l; .. When
you had eaten, the invariable custom was to rise, deliver to the womag
or hostess the plate on which you had eaten the meat ;fnd b;al;:ls h : sms
say, ‘Muchas gracias, Senora’ (‘Many thanks, madamc )H anh the d?sf:zj\
as invariably replied, ‘Buen provecho’ (‘May it do you much goo L ;
visitor to the Vallejo home in 1839, William Hcath Da‘\rls, described t le
hospitality of his host: “We were very cordlally‘recewed., handsgfge y
entertained at dinner, and invited to pass t_l'u: night, which we did at
Casa Grande of Mariano Vallejo. On retiring we werc.shown to ou;
several apartments; I found an elegant bed with beautifully trimme
idered sheets. . ..”"!
an%zr:l?;;“:z California as individuals and few in number, the ﬁ:}ft
Americans were generally accepted, even offer?d. land grants by the
Mexican government if they converted to Cathollf:lsm and F)ecar;'ie.nat-
uralized citizens. For example, Jacob Leese married Rosalia Va ¢jo, 3
sister of Mariano Vallejo. Don Abel Stearns of Massachusetts rnamel
into the wealthy Bandini family and became a large la.ndo“.rnef apd c;\:t E
rancher. These American men became “Dons,” a title 51gn.1fy1ng 1.gh
status and membership in the California landed elite. Learnn"lg Sgamsd
and practicing the local customs, they became part of their adopte
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society. “While here [in San Gabriel],” an American visitor reported, “I
met with a Yankee — Daniel A. Hill [from Santa Barbara] . . . who had
been a resident in the country for many years, and who had become, in
manner and appearance, a complete Californian.”2
But the Mexican people found themselves and their world criticized

by other Yankees. For example, Richard Henry Dana complained that
the Mexicans were “an idle, thriftless people.” He disdainfully noticed
that many Americans were marrying “natives” and bringing up their
children as Catholics and Mexicans. Perhaps he had in mind his uncle.
After his arrival in Santa Barbara in 1826, William G. Dana of Boston
converted to Catholicism and married sixteen-year-old Josefa Carillo
after delaying the nuptial ceremony for two years in order to complete
naturalization formalities. Don “Guillermo” and Dofia Josefa had
twenty-one children. Richard never visited his uncle during his stay in
California. If the “California fever” ( laziness) spared the first generation,
the younger Dana warned, it was likely to “attack” the second, for
Mexicans lacked the enterprise and calculating mentality that charac-
terized Americans. Thus, although Mexicans grew an abundance of
grapes, they bought “at a great price, bad wine made in Boston”’; they
also bartered the hides of cattle, valued at two dollars, for something
worth only seventy-five cents in Boston. Inefficient in enterprise, they

spent their time in pleasure-giving activities such as festive parties called

fandangos. What distinguished Anglos from Mexicans, in Dana’s opin-

ion, was their Yankeeness — their industry, frugality, sobriety, and en-
terprise. Impressed with California’s natural resources, its forests,
grazing land, and harbors, Dana exclaimed: “In the hands of an enter-
prising people, what a country this might be!”1?

By the 1840s, more Yankees were entering Vallejo’s world, driven
there by dreams of wealth and landownership generated by pamphlets
and books about California. Determined to transform the territory into
their own image, American foreigners were now coming in groups; many
brought their families and saw themselves as Americans, not future
Mexicans. They were a different sort than the first Americanos. “Many
[of these early immigrants] settled among us and contributed with their
intelligence and industry to the progress of my beloved country,” Gov-
ernor Juan Alvarado observed and then added unhappily: “Would that
the foreigners that came to settle in Alta California after 18471 had been
of the same quality as those who preceded them!”” Mexicans complained
about the new foreigners: “The idea these gentlemen have formed for
themselves is, that God made the world and them also, therefore what
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there is in the world belongs to them as sons of God.” “These Americans
are so contriving that some day they will build ladders to touch the sky,
and once in the heavens they will change the whole face of the universe
and even the color of the stars.”

By 1846, there were several hundred American foreigners in this
Mexican territory. “We find ourselves threatened by hordes of Yankee
immigrants who have already begun to flock into our country and whose
progress we cannot arrest,” complained Governor Pio Pico nervously.
Many of them had come west fully intending to take the territory from
Mexico. The leader of Vallejo’s captors, Benjamin Ide, told his men:
“We must be conquerors . . . [or] we are robbers.”'

Shortly after the rebels arrested General Vallejo and established the
Bear Flag Republic, Commander John D. Sloat sailed his ship into Mon-
terey Bay and declared California a possession of the United States. He
had instructions to occupy ports in California and establish American
authority in the event of war with Mexico.

A key American objective of the Mexican-American War was the
annexation of California. This territory was an important source of raw
material for the Market Revolution: it exported cattle hides to New
England, where Irish factory laborers manufactured boots and shoes.
California was also the site of strategic harbors. Sperm oil from whales
was a crucial fuel and lubricant in the economy of the Market Revo-
lution, and the American whaling industry was sending its ships to the
Pacific Ocean. The ports of California were needed for repairs and sup-
plies. Moreover, policymakers wanted to promote American trade with
the Pacific rim. In a message to Congress, President James K. Polk ex-
plained that California’s harbors “would afford shelter for our navy, for
our numerous whale ships, and other merchant vessels employed in the
Pacific ocean, and would in a short period become the marts of an
extensive and profitable commerce with China, and other countries of
the East.”16

The Bear Flag rebellion coincided with the beginning of the war
against Mexico. The rebels had insisted that they were defending the
interests of American settlers against unfair and arbitrary Mexican rule.
But the manager of Fort Sutter where Vallejo was imprisoned refuted
this claim. “This was simply a pretense,” John Bidwell charged, “to
justify the premature beginning of the war [in California], which hence-
forth was to be carried in the name of the United States.” What Vallejo’s
armed captors were doing, he added, was playing “the Texas game.”"

The war itself began more than a thousand miles away — in Texas.
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The Market Revolution had stimulated the expansion of the Cotton
Kingdom toward Mexico. During the 1820s, Americans crossed the
Mexican border, settling in a territory known as Texas. Many of them
were slaveholders from the South in search of new lands for cotton
cultivation. President John Quincy Adams tried to purchase Texas for a
million dollars in 1826, but Mexico refused the offer.

A year later, worried about U.S. westward expansion, the Mexican
government sent a commission to investigate the influx of Americans
into Texas. In his diary, Lieutenant José Maria Sinchez described how
the foreign intruders were growing in number and defying Mexican laws.
“The Americans from the north have taken possession of practically all
the eastern part of Texas, in most cases without the permission of the
authorities. They immigrate constantly, finding no one to prevent them,
and take possession of the sitio [location] that best suits them without
either asking leave or going through any formality other than that of
building their homes.” While visiting the American settlement of San
Felipe de Austin, Sinchez predicted: “In my judgment, the spark that
will start the conflagration that will deprive us of Texas, will start from
this colony.” Similarly, Commissioner Manuel Mier y Terdn reported:
“The incoming stream of new settlers is unceasing. . . .” As the military
commander of Mexico’s eastern interior provinces in 1829, Mier y Terdn
again expressed apprehension: “The department of Texas is contiguous
to the most avid nation in the world. The North Americans have con-
quered whatever territory adjoins them.” Then he added ominously:
“They incite uprisings in the territory in question.”®

In 1830, the Mexican government outlawed the institution of slavery
and prohibited further American immigration into Texas. The new pol-
icy, however, provoked opposition among some Mexicans in the terri-
tory. The ayuntamiento (council) of San Antonio, composed of members
of the Mexican elite, favored keeping the border open to Americans.
“The industrious, honest North American settlers have made great im-
provements in the past seven or eight years,” the council declared. “They
have raised cotton and cane and erected gins and sawmills.”*

Meanwhile, American foreigners in Texas were furious at the new
restrictions. As slaveholders, many of them were determined to defy the
Mexican law abolishing slavery. Americans continued to cross the border
as illegal aliens. By 1835, there were some twenty thousand Americans
in Texas, greatly outnumbering the four thousand Mexicans. Tensions
were escalating. Stephen Austin urged his countrymen to “Americanize”
Texas and bring the territory under the U.S. flag. He stated that his “sole
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and only desire” since he first saw Texas was to “redeem it from the
wilderness — to settle it with an intelligent honorable and interprising
[sic] people.” He invited compatriots to come to Texas, “each man with
his rifle,” “passports or no passports.” Viewing the conflict as one be-
tween a “mongrel Spanish-Indian and negro race” and “civilization and
the Anglo-American race,” Austin declared that violence was inevitable:
“War is our only recourse. There is no other remedy.”?’

The war came in 1836, when some Americans in Texas began an
armed insurrection against Mexican authority. The center of the rebel-
lion for independence was San Antonio, where a mission had been con-
verted into a fort that would become the stuff of American legend.
Barricading themselves in the Alamo, 175 Texas rebels initiated hostil-
ities in a struggle for what would be called the Lone Star Republic. The
Mexican government declared the action illegal and sent troops to sup-
press the rebellion. Surrounded by Mexican soldiers, the rebels refused
to surrender. According to one story, their leader, William Barret Travis,
dramatically drew “a line in the sand.” All the men who crossed it, he
declared, would fight to the death.?!

Led by General Antonio Lépez de Santa Anna, the Mexican soldiers
stormed the Alamo and killed most of the rebels, including Jim Bowie
and Davy Crockett. Among the men slain were a few Mexicans including
Juan Abamillo, Carlos Espalier, and Antonio Fuentes who had decided
to side with the Americans. The conflict even pitted brother against
brother — Gregorio Esparza defended the fort while Francisco Esparza
was one of the attacking soldiers. Santa Anna’s army then captured the
town of Goliad, where four hundred American prisoners were executed.
Rallying around the cry “Remember the Alamo,” Sam Houston orga-
nized a counterattack. Houston’s troops surprised Santa Anna’s forces
at San Jacinto. According to historian Carlos Castafieda, they “clubbed
and stabbed” Mexican soldiers seeking to surrender, “some on their
knees.” The slaughter became “methodical” as “the Texan riflemen knelt
and poured a steady fire into the packed, jostling ranks.” After the battle,
two Americans and 630 Mexicans lay dead.

Houston forced Santa Anna to cede Texas; Mexico repudiated the
treaty, but Houston declared Texas an independent republic and was
subsequently elected its president. In his inaugural address, Houston
claimed that the Lone Star Republic reflected “glory on the Anglo-Saxon
race.” He insisted that theirs was a struggle against Mexican “tyranny”
and for American “democracy”: “With these principles we will march
across the Rio Grande, and . . . ere the banner of Mexico shall trium-
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phantly float upon the banks of the Sabine, the Texan standard of the
single star, borne by the Anglo-Saxon race, shall display its bright folds
in Liberty’s triumph, on the isthmus of Darien.”

Immediately after the United States annexation of Texas in 1845,
Mexico broke off diplomatic relations. Tensions between the two coun-
tries then focused on a border dispute: the United States claimed that
the southern border of Texas was the Rio Grande, but Mexico insisted
that it was 150 miles to the north at the Nueces River. In early January
1846, President James K. Polk ordered General Zachary Taylor to take
his troops into the disputed territory. The American forces occupied an
area near the mouth of the Rio Grande and blockaded the river —an
act of war under international law. On May 11, an armed skirmish
between American and Mexican forces occurred, providing the pretext
for a declaration of war. In his war message, Polk declared that Mexican
troops had “passed the boundary of the United States . .. invaded our
territory and shed American blood upon American soil.” He added:
“War exists notwithstanding all our efforts to avoid it.”*

What followed was a brutal, unrestrained military campaign. Amer-
ican soldiers themselves documented the actrocities committed against
the Mexican civilian population. “Since we have been in Matamoros a
great many murders have been committed,” a young captain, Ulysses S.
Grant, wrote in a private letter. “Some of the volunteers and about all
the Texans seem to think it perfectly right to impose on the people of
a conquered city to any extent, and even to murder them where the act
can be covered by dark. And how much they seem to enjoy acts of
violence too!” Another officer, George G. Meade, wrote in a letter:
“They [the volunteers] have killed five or six innocent people walking
in the street, for no other object than their own amusement. . . . They
rob and steal the cattle and corn of the poor farmers....” General
Winfield Scott admitted that American soldiers had “committed atroc-
ities to make Heaven weep and every American of Christian morals
blush for his country. Murder, robbery and rape of mothers and daugh-
ters in the presence of tied-up males of the families have been common
all along the Rio Grande.” A Mexican newspaper denounced the out-
rages, describing the American invaders as “the horde of banditti, of
drunkards, of fornicators . . . vandals vomited from hell, monsters who
bid defiance to the laws of nature . . . shameless, daring, ignorant, rag-
ged, bad-smelling, long-bearded men with hats turned up at the brim,
thirsty with the desire to appropriate our riches and our beautiful
damsels.”*




BORDERS

The horror ended in early 1848, a few months after General Winfield
Scott’s army occupied Mexico City. In the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo,
Mexico accepted the Rio Grande as the Texas border and ceded the
Southwest territories to the United States for $1 5 million. The acquisition
included the present-day states of California, New Mexico, Nevada, and
parts of Colorado, Arizona, and Utah, a total of over one million square
miles. Together with Texas, the area amounted to one-half of Mexico.

To many Americans, the war and the conquest had extended the
“errand into the wilderness” to the Pacific. In 1845, Democratic Review
editor John L. O’Sullivan announced that “to overspread the continent
allotted by Providence for the free development of our yearly multiplying
millions” was America’s “manifest destiny.” Like John Winthrop’s “city
upon a hill,” this vision depicted the national mission as divinely de-
signed: the course of the country’s past and future was something inex-
orable, destined.?¢

The doctrine of “manifest destiny” embraced a belief in American
Anglo-Saxon superiority — the expansion of Jefferson’s homogeneous
republic and Franklin’s America of “the lovely White.” “This continent,”
a congressman declared, “was intended by Providence as a vast theatre
on which to work out the grand experiment of Republican government,
under the auspices of the Anglo-Saxon race.” Former secretary of state
of the Texas Republic Ashbel Smith confidently predicted: “The two
races, the Americans distinctively so called, and the Spanish Americans
or Mexicans, are now brought by the war into inseparable contact. No
treaties can henceforth dissever them; and the inferior must give way
before the superior race. . .. After the war, when the 40,000 soldiers
now in Mexico shall be withdrawn, their places will be soon more than
supplied by a still greater number of merchants, mechanics, physicians,
lawyers, preachers, schoolmasters, and printers.” As a soldier during
the war, Colonel Thomas Jefferson Green described America’s glowing
future: “The Rio Grande...is capable of maintaining many millions
of population, with a variety of products which no river upon the north
continent can boast. This river once settled with the enterprise and
intelligence of the English race, will yearly send forth an export which
it will require hundreds of steamers to transport to its delta. . . .”%

The war also seemed to manifest a masculine destiny. American men
bragged how they were displaying their prowess in the Southwest not
only on the battlefield but also in bed. They claimed that their sexual
attractiveness to Mexican women was God-given. A poem published
during the war, entitled ‘“They Wait for Us,” boasted:
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The Spanish maid, with eye of fire,
At balmy evening turns her lyre
And, looking to the Eastern sky,
Awaits our Yankee chivalry

Whose purer blood and valiant arms,
Are fit to clasp ber budding charms.

The man, her mate, is sunk in sloth —
To love, his senseless heart is loth:
The pipe and glass and tinkling lute,
A sofa, and a dish of fruit;

A nap, some dozen times by day;
Sombre and sad, and never gay.*®

In an essay on “The Conquest of California,” the editor of the South-
ern Quarterly Review proudly explained the reason why the ‘“‘senoritas
of California . . . invaribly preferred” the men of the Anglo-Saxon race.
The conquest was inevitable, the editor insisted. “There are some nations
that have a doom upon them. ... The nation that makes no onward
progress . . . that wastes its treasure wantonly — that cherishes not its
resources — such a nation will burn out . . . will become the easy prey
of the more adventurous enemy.” Enterprising Americans, the editor
reported, had already begun to “penetrate” the remote territory of Cal-
ifornia, extracting her vast and hidden riches, and would soon make her
resources “useful” by opening her “swollen veins” of precious metals.?

“Occupied” Mexico

Mexicans viewed the conquest of their land very differently. Suddenly,
they were “thrown among those who were strangers to their language,
customs, laws, and habits.” The border had been moved, and now thou-
sands of Mexicans found themselves inside the United States. The treaty
permitted them to remain in the United States or to move across the
new southern border. If they stayed, they would be guaranteed “the
enjoyment of all the rights of citizens of the United States according to
the principles of the Constitution,”*

Most remained, but they felt a peculiar alienation. “Our race, our
unfortunate people will have to wander in search of hospitality in a
strange land, only to be ejected later,” Mexican diplomat Manuel Cres-
cién Rejon predicted. “Descendents of the Indians that we are, the North
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Americans hate us, their spokesmen depreciate us, even if they recogn!z;:
the justice of our cause, and they consider us un\jvorthy to foFm wit
them one nation and one society, they clearly manifest that their ful.t:..lre
expansion begins with the territory that they take from us and pusd u-;g
aside our citizens who inhabit the land.” A few years later, Pablo“ ela
Guerra vented his frustrations before the California Senate. The *“con-
quered” Mexicans, he complained, did not undt.:rstan‘d the r}&:.:r langa.laktlge;i
English, which was now “prevalent” on “their native soil.” They ha
become “‘foreigners in their own land.” N i !
What this meant for many Mexicans was polltlca! vulnerability and
powerlessness. In California, for example, while. Mexicans were ngnt;
suffrage, they found that democracy was essentially for Anglos (])3n y.tht
first, they greatly outnumbered Anglqs, by about ten to one. But t;
discovery of gold near John Sutter’s mill. led to a massive migration in
California; by 1849, the Anglo population had reached 100,000, com-
d to only 13,000 Mexicans. ;
pa%ominan’f in 3;he state legislature, Anglos enacted laws almefl, at Mex-
icans. An antivagrancy act, described as the “Greaser ﬁfct, deﬁ?cd
vagrants as “all persons who [were] commonly known as Greaszrs 0‘;
the issue of Spanish or Indian blood. .. and vsrho [x?'ent],arme : ;n
[were] not peaceable and quiet persons.’l’ A f::)relgl}’ miners’ tax ltl) 20
monthly was in practice a “Mexican Mmers. Tax.. The tax co ectors
took fees mainly from Spanish-speaking miners, including American
iti f Mexican ancestry.*? .
Cltlﬁ::l; of the miners hadycome from Mexif:o, “:rherc techmqugs i::fr
extracting gold had been developed. 11? Callfor'nla, t.hc‘zy shared t Clﬁ
knowledge with Anglo miners, introduagg Spams.h'mmmg terms slu
as bonanza (rich ore) and placer (deposits containing golddpagnc 1.35).
But Anglos resented the Mexicans as compen‘tors, making no tst:lnctlon
between Mexicans and Mexican Americans. “The Yankee regarded every
man but a native American as an interloper,” 0b§erved a contempo::?ry,
“who had no right to come to California and p‘le up the gold c;f dreg
and enlightened citizens.’ ” Anglo miners sometimes vmlently defen e
what they regarded as their “right” to the gold. !n his rﬂemm}', Antonl;o
Franco Coronel described one frightening experience: “I arrived at the
Placer Seco [about March 1849] and begal? to work at a regular dl‘g-
ging. . . . Presently news was circulated that it had been resolved to evict
all those who were not American citizens from thc‘placers becayse it
was believed that the foreigners did not have Fhe right to e:::pi.ou: thn;
placers.” Shortly afterward, a hundred Anglos invaded the diggings o

178

FOREIGNERS IN THEIR NATIVE LAND

Coronel and some other Mexicans, forcing them to flee for their lives.
“All of these men raised their pistols, their Bowie knives; some had rifles,
others pickaxes and shovels.”?

Though Mexicans were a minority of the state population, they con-
tinued to constitute a sizable presence in Southern California. In Santa
Barbara, for example, Mexicans represented a majority of the voters
and dominated local elections. “The Americans have very little influence
in the elections,” complained Charles Huse in the 1850s. The Mexicans
possessed a majority of the votes. When they were united, they were
able to elect whomever they wished. However, Huse predicted that An-
glos would have “all the power” in a few years and would not consult
the Mexicans about anything. Indeed, Mexicans soon became a minority
as Anglos flocked to Santa Barbara. In 187 3, Mexican voters were over-
whelmed at the polls. Though they elected Nicolas Covarrubias as county
sheriff, they lost the positions of county assessor, clerk, treasurer, and
district attorney. Politically, the Anglos were now in command. “The
native population wear a wondering, bewildered look at the sudden
change of affairs,” a visitor noted, “yet seem resigned to their unexpected
situation, while the conquerors are proud and elated with their con-
qQuest.” Mexican political participation declined precipitously in Santa
Barbara — to only 15 percent of registered voters in 1904 and only
3 percent in 19203

Compared to California, the political proscription of Mexicans in
Texas was more direct. There, Mexicans were granted suffrage, but only
in principle. A merchant in Corpus Christi reported that the practice in
several counties was to withhold the franchise from Mexicans, A traveler
observed that the Mexicans in San Antonio could elect a government of
their own if they voted but added: “Such a step would be followed,
however, by a summary revolution.” In 186 3, after a closely contested
election, the Fort Brown Flag editorialized: “We are opposed to allowing
an ignorant crowd of Mexicans to determine the political questions in
this country, where a man is supposed to vote knowingly and thought-
fully.” During the 1890s, many counties established “white primaries”
to disfranchise Mexicans as well as blacks, and the legislature instituted
additional measures like the poll tax to reduce Mexican political
participation.3

Political restrictions lessened the ability of Mexicans not only to claim
their rights as citizens, but also to protect their rights as landowners.
The original version of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo had contained
a provision, Article X, which guaranteed protection of “all prior and
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pending titles to property of every descrigtion.” In ratifying .thc treaty,
however, the U.S. Senate omitted this article. Instead, American e::ns-
saries offered the Mexican government a “Statement of Protoc:"ol to
reassure Mexicans that “the American government by suppressing the
Xth article . . . did not in any way intend to annul the grants of lands
made by Mexico in the ceded territories.” Grantees _would be allowed
to have their legitimate titles acknowledged in American courts.*

But whether the courts would in fact confirm their land titles was
another matter. In New Mexico, the state surveyor general handled
conflicts over land claims until 1891, when a Court of. Private Land
Claims was established. Dominated by Anglo legal officials, tht.: court
confirmed the grants of only 2,051,526 acres, turning down .clalms for
33,439,493 acres. The court’s actions led to Anglo ownership of four-
fifths of the Mexican land grants.*”

Similarly, in California, Mexican land titles were contested. Three
years after the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, angress passed a land
law establishing a commission to review the validity of some twenty
land grants made under Spanish rule and another five hundred by the
Mexican government. The boundaries for these land grants had been
drawn without surveying instruments and were loo;ely marked on maps
indicating a notched tree, a spot “between Fhe hills at the head of a
running water,” a pile of stones, and the like. Freguently, land wai
measured with the expression poco mds o menos, “a little more or less.
The entire Pomona Valley, for example, was described as “the place
being vacant which is known by the name of IRz.mcho] San Josez dlstan:
some six leagues, more or less, from the Ex-Mission 9f San Gabriel. . . .
U.S. land law, however, required accurate boundaries and proof of le-
gitimate titles.*® _ :

Such evidence, Mexican landholders discovered, was very difficult to
provide. Unfamiliar with American law and lacking English language
skills, they became prey to Anglo lawyers. If tht.ey were success.fully able
to prove their claim, they would often be required to pay t.heu: lawyers
one-quarter of their land. Others borrowed money at high interest rates
in order to pay legal fees; after they won their cases, many rancheros
were forced to sell their land to pay off their debts. “Thf: average length
of time required to secure evidence of ownership,” h‘lst‘onan V{alton
Bean calculated, “was 17 years from the time of submitting a cl‘ann to
the board.” Furthermore, during this time, squatters ofteq occupied the
lands, and when the rancheros finally proved their ownership, they found
it difficult and sometimes impossible to remove them. In the end, whether
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or not they won their claims, most of the great Mexican rancheros in
northern California lost their lands.*

“When they [the rancheros] receive patent,” El Clamor Publico of
Los Angeles observed, “if they are not already ruined, they will be very
close to it.” In an 1859 petition to Congress, sixty rancheros protested
that they had been forced to sell their lands to pay interests, taxes, and
litigation expenses. “Some, who at one time had been the richest land-
holders,” they observed, ‘“‘today find themselves without a foot of
ground, living as objects of charity.”®

After paying his lawyers $80,000, Salvador Vallejo managed to prove
his land claim before the Land Commission; during his appeal in the
district court, however, squatters settled on his rancho. They kept burn-
ing his crops, and he finally sold his property for $160,000 and moved
to San Francisco. Although Mariano Vallejo lost his Soscol land claim,
he won his Petaluma land claim in appeals to the United States Supreme
Court. But squatters occupied his land and refused to move; they also
ran off his Indian laborers and destroyed his crops. Vallejo was forced
to sell parts of his vast estate, which had originally totaled more than
100,000 acres, until he was down to only 280 acres in Sonoma. Bitter
over the loss of his lands, Vallejo cursed the new Anglo order: “The
language now spoken in our country, the laws which govern us, the faces
which we encounter daily are those of the masters of the land, and of
course antagonistic to our interests and rights, but what does that matter
to the conqueror? He wishes his own well-being and not ours!”*

Meanwhile, in Texas, many rancheros had also lost their lands in

courts or to squatters. “The hacendado class, as a class,” the historian
T. R. Fehrenbach observed, “was stripped of property perfectly legally,
according to the highest traditions of U.S. law.” Mexican landowners
had to defend their “ancient titles in court, and they lost either way,
either to their own lawyers or to the claimants.” In the Rio Grande
Valley, for example, Anglo squatters occupied land known as the Espiritu
Santo grant belonging to Francisco Cavazos and made claims based on
their rights as squatters. Trading-post operator Charles Stillman then
purchased the squatters’ claims. The conflicting claims were then taken
to court, which validated Cavazos’s title to the land. Represented by the
law firm of Basse and Horde, Stillman offered $33,000 for the grant,
threatening to appeal the decision. The land itself was worth $214,000,
but the Cavazos family accepted the offer because the legal costs to
defend the grant would have been prohibitive. In the end, the Cavazos
family received nothing: Stillman never paid the $33,000.%
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Meanwhile, the “play of the market” contributed to the dispossession
of the Mexican landed class. The cattle industry in California had begun
to decline in the late 1850s; lacking the financial resources to convert
their lands from grazing to agriculture, many Mexican ranchers were
forced to sell their lands. In Texas, the cattle industry was extremely
unstable and volatile. The periodic fall in the cattle market generated
sales and transfers of lands from Mexican to Anglo ranchers. “During
the ten-year boom of 1875—1885, the King ranch purchased nearly
58,000 acres of Mexican-owned land,” historian David Montejano cal-
culated, “but the ranch would acquire nearly as much, 54,000 acres, in
the following five years, a time of market collapse (1886—1891).”%

The market also gave Anglo ranchers an edge over Mexican ranchers
during periods of drought. For example, the drought of the 1890s fi-
nancially devastated rancher Victoriano Chapa of Texas. In 1901, at the
age of eighty-nine years, Chapa was persuaded to sell his stock and lease
the land. The approaching transfer made him depressed. Chapa told
historian J. Frank Dobie, whose family owned a nearby ranch: “Why
have we been talked into this evil trade? We belong here. My roots go
deeper than those of any mesquite growing up and down this long arroyo.
We do not need money. When a man belongs to a place and lives there,
all the money in the world cannot buy him anything else so good.
Valgame Dios, why, why, why?” Chapa took his life two days before
the transfer of his land. While drought was a tragedy for Mexican ranch-
ers like Chapa, it opened the way for Anglo ranchers to acquire Mexican
land. They, too, suffered losses of livestock during times of drought, but
they were able to protect their ranches better than their Mexican com-
petitors because they had greater access to bank credit and could obtain
funds to develop deeper wells. After the drought, they were financially
stronger and able to purchase lands from economically distressed Mex-
ican ranchers.*

What made the market especially destructive for Mexican ranchers
was the introduction of a new system of taxation. Previously, under
Mexican rule, the products of the land were taxed. This policy made
sense in a region where climatic conditions caused income from agri-
culture to fluxuate; ranchers and farmers paid taxes only when their
cattle or crops yielded profits. Under the new order, however, the land
itself was taxed. This hurt landholders during years of business losses
and made them economically vulnerable: unable to pay their taxes, many
lost title to their land.

While this tax system was color-blind and applied to all landowners,
it assisted the dispossession of Mexican landowners. Anglos sometimes
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took over lands from Mexicans by paying the back taxes based on $1.50
an acre, and then they had Anglo tax assessors reduce the land tax to
thirty or forty cents an acre. Many Mexicans borrowed money to pay
their taxes only to be forced to sell their lands to pay off debts incurred
by the interest. In Southern California, for example, Julio Verdugo mort-
gaged his Rancho San Rafael to Jacob Elias for $3,445 at 3 percent
interest per month. After eight years, Verdugo owed $58,000 and had
to sell his entire rancho to Alfred B. Chapman. Chapman, feeling sorry
for Verdugo, gave the old ranchero some land for a residence. Suffering
from plummeting profits in the cattle trade, Santa Barbara rancheros
found it difficult to pay their taxes. “Everybody in this town is broke,”
one of them complained, and “cattle can be bought at any price.” By
1865, their herds had been reduced from more than 300,000 head to
only 7,000.%

As Mexican ranchers told and retold stories about the loss of their
lands, they created a community of the dispossessed. They recalled how
“the native Californians were an agricultural people” and had “wished
to continue so.” But then they “encountered the obstacle of the enter-
prising genius of the Americans, who . .. assumed possession of their
lands, [took] their cattle, and destroyed their woods.” In Santa Barbara,
a Mexican old-timer recounted the decline of the rancheros who had
fallen into debt to Anglo merchants and lost their lands: “The Spanish
people had to live and as the dwindling herds would not pay their bills,
they mortgaged their land to the Americanos.” They bought supplies
on credit from a store run by Americans, “two tall dark, gloomy men
who dressed in black. The Spanish people called them ‘Los Evangelistas’
because they looked like the evangelists who preached the sorrowful
Yankee religion in those days. They got much of our lands.”*

In 1910, the Laredo La Cronica described the degradation of many
Mexicans from landholders to laborers: “The Mexicans have sold the
great share of their landholdings and some work as day laborers on
what once belonged to them. How sad this truth!” A Mexican woman
remembered her grandmother’s bitterness: “Grandmother would not
trust any gringo, because they did take their land grants away and it
still was a memory to her. She always used to say, ‘Stay with your race,
stay with your own.’ ” A Mexican song poignantly expressed how it felt
to be dispossessed and alienated on their native soil:

The Mexico-Texan, he’s one fonny man

Who lives in the region that’s north of the Gran’;
Of Mexican father, be born in thees part.
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For the Mexico-Texan, be no gotta lan’;

And sometimes be rues it, deep down in hees heart.
He stomped on da neck on both sides of the Gran’;
The dam gringo lingo no cannot spick,

It twista da tong and it maka heem sik;

A cit’zen of Texas they say that be ees!

But then, — why they call heem da Mexican Grease?
Soft talk and hard action, he can’t understan’,

The Mexico-Texan, he no gotta lan’.¥’

The Making of a Mexican Proletariat

As the American market expanded into the Southwest, it appropriated
not only Mexican land but also Mexican labor. They were now working
for strangers who had come into their country. Mexicans were exten-
sively used as workers in ranching and agriculture. In Texas, Mexican
cowboys, “vaqueros,” helped to drive the cattle herds on the Chisholm
and Western trails to the railroad centers in Abilene and Dodge City.
The original cowboys, the vaqueros taught the Anglos their time-tested
techniques of roping, branding, and handling cattle. Rancher C. C. Cox
described the work of the vaqueros at a roundup: “Once a week or
oftener we would make a rodeo or round up the cattle. The plan is to
have one herding ground on the Ranch — the cattle soon learn to run
together at that place when they see the vacqueros on the wing — and
when those on the outskirts of the range are started, the movement
becomes general, and no prettier or more interesting sight can be imag-
ined than a rodeo in full progress — every cow catches the alarm and
starts off at a brisk trot headed for the herding ground. . ..”*

But the vaqueros soon began to vanish. The extension of rail lines
into Texas eliminated the cattle drives, and agriculture in the state shifted
from grazing to tillage. Mexican cowboys had looked down on farm
laborers with “mingled contempt and pity,” rancher J. Frank Dobie
observed in the 1920s, but “more and more of the vaqueros” were
turning to “cotton picking each fall.”#

Mexican farm laborers had been in the cotton fields even before Texan
independence. As cotton cultivation expanded during the second half of
the nineteenth century, they became the mainstay of agricultural labor.
“Soil and climate are suitable and cheap labor is at hand,” announced
the Corpus Christi Weekly Caller in 1885. “Mexican farm labor can be
utilized in the culture of cotton as well during the picking season.” These
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workers also cleared the lands for planting. “Grubbing brush,” many
Anglos said, “is a Mexican job.” They also dug irrigation ditches, bring-
ing water from rivers and streams to parched areas. Some of the irrigation
methods had originally been developed by the Moors in Africa before
the tenth century and had been brought to the Southwest by the Spanish.
Other techniques had come from the Pueblo Indians, who had developed
irrigation systems in the region long before the arrival of the first Span-
iards. Mexican laborers would level the land, then divide the fields into
squares with low embankments to hold the water. After soaking a block,
they would make a hole in one of the walls, permitting the water to flow
into the next square. This method of irrigation came to be known as
“the Mexican system.” Over the years, these laborers transformed the
Texas terrain from scrub bushes to the green fields of the Lower Valley
known as the “winter garden.”s

Mexicans also served as an important work force in railroad con-
struction. During the 1880s, they constituted a majority of the laborers
laying tracks for the Texas and Mexican Railroad. An Arizona newspaper
stated: “It is difficult to get white men to work, the wages being only
$1.50 a day, and board $5 per week with some minor charges, which
reduce a man’s net earnings.” When the first Mexican section crew began
working in Santa Barbara in 1894, the Morning Press reported that the
“Chinamen section hands” of the Southern Pacific had been replaced by
“a gang of Mexicans.” By 1900, the Southern Pacific Railroad had 4,500
Mexican employees in California.*!

Railroad construction work was migratory. Railroad workers and
their families literally lived in boxcars and were shunted to the places
where they were needed. “Their abode,” a manager said, “is where these
cars are placed.” In the torrid heat of summer and the freezing cold of
winter, the workers laid tracks as they sang:

Some unloaded rails
Others unloaded ties. . . .

An army of bending backs and swinging arms, they connected the cities
of the Southwest with ribbons of steel.

Those who knew the work

Went repairing the jack

With sledge hammers and shovels,
Throwing earth up the track.
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They shoveled up not only dirt, but also complaints about the low wages
and exhausting work.

And others of my companions
Threw out thousands of curses.”

Meanwhile, Mexicans were also working in the mining industries. In
the New Almaden Quicksilver Mine in California, Mexican miners la-
bored deep in the bowels of the earth. To bring the ore to the surface,
each worker carried a two-hundred-pound pack strapped to his shoul-
ders and forehead. Their nerves straining and muscles quivering,
hundreds of these carriers ascended perpendicular steps, “winding
through deep caverns” in darkness lit by candles on the walls. They
wore pantaloons with the legs cut above the knees, calico shirts, and
leather sandals fastened at their ankles. Emerging into the daylight at
the entrance of the mine, they deposited their burdens into cars and then
took time to smoke their cigarros before descending again. In the copper
mines of Arizona, Mexicans extracted the “red metal” used to manu-
facture electrical wires. “One might say,” observed historian Carey
McWilliams, “. . . that Mexican miners in the copper mines of Arizona,
Utah, and Nevada, have played an important role in making possible
the illumination of America by electricity.”*?

Now “in the hands of an enterprising people,” Mexican laborers
found themselves in a caste labor system — a racially stratified occu-
pational hierarchy. On the Anglo-owned cattle ranches in Texas, for
example, the managers and foremen were Anglo, while the cowhands
were Mexican. In the New Mexico mines, Anglo workers operated the
machines, while Mexican miners did the manual and dangerous work.
In Santa Barbara, building contractors hired Anglos as skilled carpenters
and Mexicans as unskilled ditch diggers. Sixty-one percent of the Mex-
ican laborers in San Antonio were unskilled in 1870, compared to only
24 percent of the Anglos. In Southern California cities like Santa Barbara
and Los Angeles, 75 percent of the Mexican workers were crowded into
low blue-collar occupations such as service and unskilled labor, com-
pared to 30 percent of the Anglos. Less than 10 percent of the Mexican
workers were employed in white-collar jobs, compared to over 40 percent
of the Anglos. The situation for Mexicans actually deteriorated over
time. In 1850, the rural Mexican population in Texas was evenly dis-
tributed into three strata — 34 percent ranch-farm owners, 29 percent
skilled laborers, and 34 percent manual laborers. Fifty years later, the
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first tier had shrunk to only 16 percent and the second to 12 percent,
while the lowest tier had ballooned to 67 percent.>

Even where Mexicans did the same work as Anglos, they were paid
less than their counterparts. In the silver-mining industry of Arizona,
for example, Mexican workers received between $12 and $30 a month
plus a weekly ration of flour, while “American” miners got between $30
and $70 a month plus board. In the copper industry, companies listed
their Mexican employees on their payrolls under the special heading of
“Mexican labor,” paying them at lower rates than Anglo laborers for
the same job classifications. “The differences in the wages paid Mexicans
and the native-born and north Europeans employed as general laborers,”
a congressional investigation reported, . . . are largely accounted for by
discrimination against the Mexicans in payment of wages.” Trapped in
this dual wage system, Mexican miners were especially vulnerable to
debt peonage. Forced to live in company towns, they had no choice but
to buy necessities from the company store, where they had to use their
low wages to pay high prices for food and clothing. Allowed to make
purchases on credit, these miners frequently found themselves financially
chained to the company.s

Justifying this racial hierarchy, mine owner Sylvester Mowry invoked
the images as well as language used earlier by slavemasters to describe
the affection and loyalty of their slaves. “My own experience has taught
me that the lower class of Mexicans . . . ,” Mowry declared, “are docile,
faithful, good servants, capable of strong attachments when firmly and
kindly treated. They have been ‘peons’ for generations. They will always
remain so, as it is their natural condition.”

But, like the enslaved blacks of the Old South, Mexican workers
demonstrated that they were capable of defying these stereotypes of
docility and submissiveness. They had a sense of self-respect and the
worth of their work, and they repeatedly went out on strike. In 1901,
two hundred Mexican construction workers of the El Paso Electric Street
Car Company struck, demanding a wage increase and an end to man-
agement’s practice of replacing them with lower-paid workers recruited
from Judrez, Mexico. While they did not win a raise, they successfully
protected their jobs against imported laborers. Two years later, Mexican
members of the United Mine Workers won strike demands for a pay
increase and an eight-hour day from the Texas and Pacific Coal Company
in Thurber, Texas.s”

Protesting wage cuts, two hundred Mexican farm workers joined
hundreds of fellow Japanese laborers in a 1903 strike at Oxnard,
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California. Together, the two groups organized the Japanese-Mexican
Labor Association (JMLA). The strikers elected Kosaburo Baba as pres-
ident, Y. Yamaguchi as secretary of the Japanese l?ranch, and Ji M.
Lizarras as secretary of the Mexican branch. At thelr‘umonb meetings,
discussions were conducted in both Japanese and Spanish, wth Erllghsh
serving as a common language for both groups. F_or the ﬁr.st time in the
history of California, two minority groups, feeling a solidarity based
on class, had come together to form a union. Here was a West Coast
version of the “giddy multitude.” . ]

In a statement written jointly by Yamaguchi and Lizarras, the union
declared: “Many of us have family, were born in the country, and are
lawfully seeking to protect the only property that we have — our labor.
It is just as necessary for the welfare of the valley that we get a decent
living wage, as it is that the machines in the great sugar factory be
properly oiled — if the machines stop, the wealth of the valley stops,
and likewise if the laborers are not given a decent wage, ‘they too,”must
stop work and the whole people of this country suffer with thf?m. The
strikers successfully forced the farmers to pay union laborers a piecework
rate of five dollars per acre for thinning beets. The JMLA had emerged
as a victorious and powerful force for organizing farm laborers.**

Flushed with victory, the Mexican secretary of the JMLA, ]J. M
Lizarras, petitioned the American Federation of .Labor to charter their
organization as the Sugar Beet Farm Laborers’ Union o.f Oxnard. Samuel
Gompers, the president of the federation, agreed to issue a charter to
Lizarras on one condition: “Your union will unch no circumstances
accept membership of any Chinese or ]apanese..” This requirement con-
tradicted the very principles of the Oxnard strike. Refusing the charter,

Lizarras protested:

We beg to say in reply that our Japanese brothers .h‘ere were the ﬁ‘rst
to recognize the importance of cooperating and uniting in deman(:lmg
a fair wage scale. . . . In the past we have counseled, f01:lght a.nd lived
on very short rations with our Japanese brothers, and tmlec.l with them
in the fields, and they have been uniformly kind and conmdera.te. We
would be false to them and to ourselves and to the cause of unionism
if we now accepted privileges for ourselves which are not accorc!ed
to them. . . . We will refuse any other kind of charter, except one wh.lch
will wipe out race prejudice and recognize our fellpw worlfers as belpg
as good as ourselves. I am ordered by the Mexican union to write
this letter to you and they fully approve its words.
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Without the AFL charter and the general support of organized labor,
the Japanese and Mexican union passed out of existence within a few
years. Their strike, however, had demonstrated that Mexican laborers
were ready to stand with fellow Japanese in a movement based on
interethnic class unity.**

The most powerful Mexican workers’ show of force occurred in Ar-
izona. There, in 1903, the Clifton-Morenci mines were struck by some
3,500 miners, 8o percent of them Mexican. The strikers demanded an
eight-hour day, free hospitalization, paid life insurance, fair prices at the
company stores, and the abolition of the dual wage system. Italian and
Slavonian workers joined them in demanding wages equal to those paid
to Anglo Americans and northern Europeans. The strikers successfully
shut down the mines, but they were forced to return to work after heavy
rains and flooding destroyed many of their homes. Several strike leaders
were convicted of inciting a riot and sent to prison. Twelve years later,
however, the miners struck again. To thwart the actions of the 5,000
strikers, the company sealed the mine entrances with cement and told
them “to go back to Mexico.” Hundreds of strikers were arrested during
the nineteen-week conflict. The national guard was ordered to break the
strike, but in the end, the strikers managed to extract wage increases.
“Everyone knows,” commented the Los Angeles Labor Press, “that it
was the Mexican miners that won the strike at Clifton and Morenci by
standing like a stone wall until the bosses came to terms,s?

These strikes reflected a feeling of Mexican ethnic solidarity. “Abajo
los gerentes,” the workers chanted, “down with the bosses.” Mexican
musicians provided entertainment for the parades and meetings, while
Mexican merchants, comerciantes, offered food and clothing to the
strikers. More importantly, the huelgas, “strikes,” were often supported
by Mexican mutualistas, “benevolent associations.” “The Mexicans be-
long to numerous societies and through these they can exert some sort
of organizational stand together,” reported a local newspaper during
the 1903 strike at the Clifton-Morenci mines.'

The mutualistas reinforced this consciousness of being Mexican north
of the border. Everywhere in the barrios of Arizona, Texas, New Mexico,
and California, there were organizations like Sociedad Benevolencia,
Miguel Hidalgo, Sociedad Mutualista, Sociedad Obreros, Los Caballeros
del Progreso, and Sociedad Mutualista Mexicana. Members of the mu-
tualistas were laborers as well as shopkeepers and professionals such as
lawyers, newspaper editors, and doctors. These associations helped in-
dividual members cover hospitalization and funeral expenses, provide
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low-interest loans, and raise money for people in time of dire need.
Taking some of their names from national heroes and conducting their
meetings in Spanish, they reminded Mexicans of their common origins
as children of “the same mother: Mexico.”¢?

The mutualistas dispelled the myth of Mexicans as a quiet, siesta-
loving, sombreroed people. Through these ethnic organizations, Mexi-
cans resisted labor exploitation and racism. In 1911, several Texas mu-
tualistas came together in a statewide convention, the Congreso
Mexicanista. Concerned about anti-Mexican hostility and violence, the
congress called for ethnic solidarity: “Por la raza y para la raza,” “All
for one and one for all.” One of the delegates, the Reverend Pedro Grado,
defined their struggle as one of class and race: “The Mexican braceros
who work in a mill, on a hacienda, or in a plantation would do well to
establish Ligas Mexicanistas, and see that their neighbors form them.”
United, they would have the strength to “strike back at the hatred of
some bad sons of Uncle Sam who believe themselves better than the
Mexicans because of the magic that surrounds the word white.” The
mutualistas reflected a dynamic Mexican-American identity — a proud
attachment to the culture south of the border as well as a fierce deter-
mination to claim their rights and dignity in “occupied” Mexico.*?
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SEARCHING FOR GOLD
MOUNTAIN

Strangers from a Pacific Shore

UT CALIBAN COULD have been Asian. “Have we devils here?”
the theatergoers heard Stephano declare in The Tempest. “Do you
put tricks upon’s with savages and men of Inde, ha?” The war
against Mexico reflected America’s quest for a passage to India. During
the nineteenth century, this vision inspired Senator Thomas Hart Benton
of Missouri to proclaim the movement toward Asia as America’s destiny.
The “White” race was obeying the “divine command, to subdue and
replenish the earth,” as it searched for new and distant lands. As whites
migrated westward, Benton pointed out, they were destroying “sav-
agery.” As civilization advanced, the “Capitol” had replaced the “wig-
wam,” “Christians” had replaced “savages,” and “white matrons” had
replaced “red squaws.” Under the “touch” of an ““American road to
India,” Benton exclaimed, the western wilderness would “start” into
life, creating a long line of cities across the continent. Crossing the Rocky
Mountains and reaching the Pacific, whites were finally circumnavigating
the earth to bring civilization to the “Yellow™ race.!
The annexation of California led not only to American expansion
toward Asia, but also the migration of Asians to America. In a plan sent
to Congress in 1848 shortly after the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo,
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Students will develop positive social identities
based on their membership in multiple groups
in society.

Students will develop language and historical
and cultural knowledge that affirm and
accurately describe their membership in
multiple identity groups.

Students will recognize that people’s multiple
identities interact and create unique and
complex individuals.

Students will express pride, confidence and
healthy self-esteem without denying the value
and dignity of other people.

Students will recognize traits of the dominant
culture, their home culture and other cultures
and understand how they negotiate their own
identity in multiple spaces.

10.

Dveesi |

Students will express comfort with people who
are both similar to and different from them and
engage respectfully with all people.

Students will develop language and knowledge
to accurately and respectfully describe how
people (including themselves) are both similar
to and different from each other and others in
their identity groups.

Students will respectfully express curiosity
about the history and lived experiences of
others and will exchange ideas and beliefs in an
open-minded way.

Students will respond to diversity by building
empathy, respect, understanding and connection.
Students will examine diversity in social, cultural,
political and historical contexts rather than in
ways that are superficial or oversimplified.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Students will recognize stereotypes and

relate to people as individuals rather than
representatives of groups.

Students will recognize unfairness on the
individual level (e.g., biased speech) and
injustice at the institutional or systemic level
(e.g., discrimination).

Students will analyze the harmful impact of bias
and injustice on the world, historically and today.
Students will recognize that power and privilege
influence relationships on interpersonal,
intergroup and institutional levels and consider
how they have been affected by those dynamics.
Students will identify figures, groups, events and
avariety of strategies and philosophies relevant
to the history of social justice around the world.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Students will express empathy when people

are excluded or mistreated because of their
identities and concern when they themselves
experience bias.

Students will recognize their own responsibility
to stand up to exclusion, prejudice and injustice.
Students will speak up with courage and
respect when they or someone else has been
hurt or wronged by bias.

Students will make principled decisions about
when and how to take a stand against bias and
injustice in their everyday lives and will do so
despite negative peer or group pressure.
Students will plan and carry out collective action
against bias and injustice in the world and will
evaluate what strategies are most effective.




In August of 1619, a journal entry recorded that “20 and odd” Angolans, kidnapped by the
Portuguese, arrived in the British colony of Virginia and were then were bought by English
colonists.

The date and the story of the enslaved Africans have become symbolic of slavery’s roots, despite
captive and free Africans likely being present in the Americas in the 1400s and as early as 1526 in
the region that would become the United States.

The fate of enslaved people in the United States would divide the nation during the Civil War. And
after the war, the racist legacy of slavery would persist, spurring movements of resistance,
including the Underground Railroad, the Montgomery Bus Boycott, the Selma to Montgomery March, and
the Black Lives Matter movement. Through it all, Black leaders, artists and writers have emerged to
shape the character and identity of a nation.

Slavery Comes to North America, 1619

To satisfy the labor needs of the rapidly growing North American colonies, white European settlers
turned in the early 17th century from indentured servants (mostly poorer Europeans) to a cheaper,
more plentiful labor source: enslaved Africans. After 1619, when a Dutch ship brought 20 Africans

ashore at the British colony of Jamestown, Virginia, slavery spread quickly through the American
colonies. Though it is impossible to give accurate figures, some historians have estimated that 6 to
7 million enslaved people were imported to the New World during the 18th century alone,
depriving the African continent of its most valuable resource—its healthiest and ablest men and

women.

After the American Revolution, many colonists (particularly in the North, where slavery was

relatively unimportant to the economy) began to link the oppression of enslaved Africans to their
own oppression by the British. Though leaders such as George Washington and Thomas Jefferson—

both slaveholders from Virginia—took cautious steps towards limiting slavery in the newly
independent nation, the Constitution tacitly acknowledged the institution, guaranteeing the right to
repossess any “person held to service or labor” (an obvious euphemism for slavery).

Many northern states had abolished slavery by the end of the 18th century, but the institution was
absolutely vital to the South, where Black people constituted a large minority of the population and
the economy relied on the production of crops like tobacco and cotton. Congress outlawed the
import of new enslaved people in 1808, but the enslaved population in the U.S. nearly tripled over
the next 50 years, and by 1860 it had reached nearly 4 million, with more than half living in the
cotton—producing states of the South.



Rise of the Cotton Industry, 1793

An enslaved family picking cotton in the fields near Savannah, circa 1860s.

Bettmann Archives/Getty Images

In the years immediately following the Revolutionary War, the rural South—the region where slavery

had taken the strongest hold in North America—tfaced an economic crisis. The soil used to grow
tobacco, then the leading cash crop, was exhausted, while products such as rice and indigo failed to
generate much profit. As a result, the price of enslaved people was dropping, and the continued
growth of slavery seemed in doubt.

Around the same time, the mechanization of spinning and weaving had revolutionized the textile
industry in England, and the demand for American cotton soon became insatiable. Production was
limited, however, by the laborious process of removing the seeds from raw cotton fibers, which had
to be completed by hand.

In 1793, a young Yankee schoolteacher named Eli Whitney came up with a solution to the problem:
The cotton gin, a simple mechanized device that efficiently removed the seeds, could be hand—
powered or, on a large scale, harnessed to a horse or powered by water. The cotton gin was widely
copied, and within a few years the South would transition from a dependence on the cultivation of
tobacco to that of cotton.

As the growth of the cotton industry led inexorably to an increased demand for enslaved Africans,
the prospect of slave rebellion—such as the one that triumphed in Haiti in 1791—drove
slaveholders to make increased efforts to prevent a similar event from happening in the South. Also
in 1793, Congress passed the Fugitive Slave Act, which made it a federal crime to assist an enslaved

person trying to escape. Though it was difficult to enforce from state to state, especially with the



growth of abolitionist feeling in the North, the law helped enshrine and legitimize slavery as an

enduring American institution.

Nat Turner’s Revolt, August 1831

In August 1831, Nat Turner struck fear into the hearts of white Southerners by leading the only
effective slave rebellion in U.S. history. Born on a small plantation in Southampton County,
Virginia, Turner inherited a passionate hatred of slavery from his African—born mother and came to
see himself as anointed by God to lead his people out of bondage.

In early 1831, Turner took a solar eclipse as a sign that the time for revolution was near, and on the
night of August 21, he and a small band of followers killed his owners, the Travis family, and set
off toward the town of Jerusalem, where they planned to capture an armory and gather more recruits.
The group, which eventually numbered around 75 Black people, killed some 60 white people in
two days before armed resistance from local white people and the arrival of state militia forces
overwhelmed them just outside Jerusalem. Some 100 enslaved people, including innocent
bystanders, lost their lives in the struggle. Turner escaped and spent six weeks on the run before he
was captured, tried and hanged.

Oft—exaggerated reports of the insurrection—some said that hundreds of white people had been
killed—sparked a wave of anxiety across the South. Several states called special emergency
sessions of the legislature, and most strengthened their codes in order to limit the education,
movement and assembly of enslaved people. While supporters of slavery pointed to the Turner
rebellion as evidence that Black people were inherently inferior barbarians requiring an institution
such as slavery to discipline them, the increased repression of southern Black people would
strengthen anti—slavery feeling in the North through the 1860s and intensify the regional tensions
building toward civil war.

Abolitionism and the Underground Railroad, 1831

The early abolition movement in North America was fueled both by enslaved people's efforts to
liberate themselves and by groups of white settlers, such as the Quakers, who opposed slavery on
religious or moral grounds. Though the lofty ideals of the Revolutionary era invigorated the
movement, by the late 1780s it was in decline, as the growing southern cotton industry made
slavery an ever more vital part of the national economy. In the early 19th century, however, a new



brand of radical abolitionism emerged in the North, partly in reaction to Congress’ passage of the
Fugitive Slave Act of 1793 and the tightening of codes in most southern states. One of its most
eloquent voices was William Lloyd Garrison, a crusading journalist from Massachusetts, who
founded the abolitionist newspaper The Liberator in 1831 and became known as the most radical of
America’s antislavery activists.

Antislavery northerners—many of them free Black people—had begun helping enslaved people
escape from southern plantations to the North via a loose network of safe houses as early as the
1780s called the Underground Railroad.

Dred Scott Case, March 6, 1857

Dred Scott

Bettmann Archive/Getty Images

On March 6, 1857, the U.S. Supreme Court handed down its decision in Scott v. Sanford, delivering
a resounding victory to southern supporters of slavery and arousing the ire of northern abolitionists.
During the 1830s, the owner of an enslaved man named Dred Scott had taken him from the slave
state of Missouri to the Wisconsin territory and Illinois, where slavery was outlawed, according to the

terms of the Missouri Compromise of 1820.

Upon his return to Missouri, Scott sued for his freedom on the basis that his temporary removal to
free soil had made him legally free. The case went to the Supreme Court, where Chief Justice
Roger B. Taney and the majority eventually ruled that Scott was an enslaved person and not a
citizen, and thus had no legal rights to sue.



According to the Court, Congress had no constitutional power to deprive persons of their property
rights when dealing with enslaved people in the territories. The verdict effectively declared
the Missouri Compromise unconstitutional, ruling that all territories were open to slavery and could

exclude it only when they became states.

While much of the South rejoiced, seeing the verdict as a clear victory, antislavery northerners

were furious. One of the most prominent abolitionists, Frederick Douglass, was cautiously optimistic,

however, wisely predicting that—"This very attempt to blot out forever the hopes of an enslaved
people may be one necessary link in the chain of events preparatory to the complete overthrow of
the whole slave system.”

John Brown's Raid, October 16, 1859

A native of Connecticut, John Brown struggled to support his large family and moved restlessly from

state to state throughout his life, becoming a passionate opponent of slavery along the way. After
assisting in the Underground Railroad out of Missouri and engaging in the bloody struggle between
pro- and anti-slavery forces in Kansas in the 1850s, Brown grew anxious to strike a more extreme

blow for the cause.

On the night of October 16, 1859, he led a small band of less than 50 men in a raid against the
federal arsenal at Harper’s Ferry, Virginia. Their aim was to capture enough ammunition to lead a
large operation against Virginia’s slaveholders. Brown’s men, including several Black people,
captured and held the arsenal until federal and state governments sent troops and were able to

overpower them.

John Brown was hanged on December 2, 1859. His trial riveted the nation, and he emerged as an
eloquent voice against the injustice of slavery and a martyr to the abolitionist cause. Just as
Brown’s courage turned thousands of previously indifferent northerners against slavery, his violent
actions convinced slave owners in the South beyond doubt that abolitionists would go to any
lengths to destroy the "peculiar institution.” Rumors spread of other planned insurrections, and the
South reverted to a semi-war status. Only the election of the anti—slavery Republican Abraham
Lincoln as president in 1860 remained before the southern states would begin severing ties with the
Union, sparking the bloodiest conflict in American history.

Civil War and Emancipation, 1861



In the spring of 1861, the bitter sectional conflicts that had been intensifying between North and
South over the course of four decades erupted into civil war, with 11 southern states seceding from
the Union and forming the Confederate States of America. Though President Abraham Lincoln’s

antislavery views were well established, and his election as the nation’s first Republican president
had been the catalyst that pushed the first southern states to secede in late 1860, the Civil War at its
outset was not a war to abolish slavery. Lincoln sought first and foremost to preserve the Union,
and he knew that few people even in the North—Iet alone the border slave states still loyal to
Washington—would have supported a war against slavery in 1861.

By the summer of 1862, however, Lincoln had come to believe he could not avoid the slavery
question much longer. Five days after the bloody Union victory at Antietam in September, he issued
a preliminary emancipation proclamation; on January 1, 1863, he made it official that enslaved
people within any State, or designated part of a State in rebellion, “shall be then, thenceforward,
and forever free.” Lincoln justified his decision as a wartime measure, and as such he did not go so
far as to free enslaved people in the border states loyal to the Union, an omission that angered many
abolitionists.

By freeing some 3 million enslaved people in the rebel states, the Emancipation

Proclamation deprived the Confederacy of the bulk of its labor forces and put international public
opinion strongly on the Union side. Some 186,000 Black soldiers would join the Union Army by the
time the war ended in 1865, and 38,000 lost their lives. The total number of dead at war’s end was
620,000 (out of a population of some 35 million), making it the costliest conflict in American
history.

The Post-Slavery South, 1865

Though the Union victory in the Civil War gave some 4 million enslaved people their freedom,
significant challenges awaited during the Reconstruction period. The 13th Amendment, adopted late in

1865, officially abolished slavery, but the question of freed Black peoples’ status in the post—war
South remained. As white southerners gradually reestablished civil authority in the former
Confederate states in 1865 and 1866, they enacted a series of laws known as the Black Codes, which
were designed to restrict freed Black peoples’ activity and ensure their availability as a labor force.

Impatient with the leniency shown toward the former Confederate states by Andrew Johnson, who

became president after Lincoln’s assassination in April 1865, so-called Radical Republicans in



Congress overrode Johnson’s veto and passed the Reconstruction Act of 1867, which basically
placed the South under martial law. The following year, the 14th Amendment broadened the

definition of citizenship, granting "equal protection” of the Constitution to people who had been
enslaved. Congress required southern states to ratify the 14th Amendment and enact universal male
suffrage before they could rejoin the Union, and the state constitutions during those years were the

most progressive in the region’s history.

The 15th Amendment, adopted in 1870, guaranteed that a citizen’s right to vote would not be

denied—on account of race, color, or previous condition of servitude.” During Reconstruction,
Black Americans won election to southern state governments and even to the U.S. Congress. Their
growing influence greatly dismayed many white southerners, who felt control slipping ever further
away from them. The white protective societies that arose during this period—the largest of which
was the Ku Klux Klan (KKK)—sought to disenfranchise Black voters by using voter suppression
and intimidation as well as more extreme violence. By 1877, when the last federal soldiers left the
South and Reconstruction drew to a close, Black Americans had seen dishearteningly little
improvement in their economic and social status, and what political gains they had made had been
wiped away by the vigorous efforts of white supremacist forces throughout the region.

'Separate But Equal,’ 1896

As Reconstruction drew to a close and the forces of white supremacy regained control from
carpetbaggers (northerners who moved South) and freed Black people, Southern state legislatures
began enacting the first segregation laws, known as the “Jim Crow” laws. Taken from a much-copied

minstrel routine written by a white actor who performed often in blackface, the name “Jim Crow”
came to serve as a general derogatory term for African Americans in the post-Reconstruction
South. By 1885, most southern states had laws requiring separate schools for Black and white
students, and by 1900, “persons of color” were required to be separated from white people in
railroad cars and depots, hotels, theaters, restaurants, barber shops and other establishments. On

May 18, 1896, the U.S. Supreme Court issued its verdict in Plessy v. Ferguson, a case that
represented the first major test of the meaning of the 14th Amendment’s provision of full and equal

citizenship to African Americans.

By an 8—1 majority, the Court upheld a Louisiana law that required the segregation of passengers on
railroad cars. By asserting that the equal protection clause was not violated as long as reasonably
equal conditions were provided to both groups, the Court established the “separate but equal”



doctrine that would thereafter be used for assessing the constitutionality of racial segregation laws.
Plessy vs. Ferguson stood as the overriding judicial precedent in civil rights cases until 1954, when
it was reversed by the Court’s verdict in Brown v. Board of Education.

Washington, Carver & Du Bois, 1900
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As the 19th century came to an end and segregation took ever stronger hold in the South, many
African Americans saw self-improvement, especially through education, as the single greatest
opportunity to escape the indignities they suffered. Many Black people looked to Booker T.
Washington, the author of the bestselling Up From Slavery (1900), as an inspiration. As president of
Alabama’s Tuskegee Normal and Industrial Institute, Washington urged Black Americans to
acquire the kind of industrial or vocational training (such as farming, mechanics and domestic
service) that would give them the necessary skills to carve out a niche for themselves in the U.S.
economy. George Washington Carver, another formerly enslaved man and the head of Tuskegee’s
agriculture department, helped liberate the South from its reliance on cotton by convincing farmers
to plant peanuts, soybeans and sweet potatoes in order to rejuvenate the exhausted soil.

By 1940, peanuts had become the second cash crop in the South. Like Washington, Carver had
little interest in racial politics, and was celebrated by many white Americans as a shining example
of a modest, industrious Black man. While Washington and Carver represented a philosophy of
accommodation to white supremacy, another prominent Black educator, the Harvard-trained
historian and sociologist W.E.B. Du Bois, became a leading voice in the growing Black protest
movement during the first half of the 20th century. In his 1903 book Souls of Black Folk, Du Bois
spoke strongly against Washington’s advocacy of industrial education, which he saw as too narrow
and economically focused, and stressed the importance of higher education for African Americans.



NAACP Founded, 1909

In June 1905, a group led by the prominent Black educator W.E.B. Du Bois met at Niagara Falls,
Canada, sparking a new political protest movement to demand civil rights for Black people in the
old spirit of abolitionism. As America’s exploding urban population faced shortages of
employment and housing, violent hostility towards Black people had increased around the country;
lynching, though illegal, was a widespread practice. A wave of race riots—particularly one in
Springfield, Illinois in 1908—Ient a sense of urgency to the Niagara Movement and its supporters,

who in 1909 joined their agenda with that of a new permanent civil rights organization, the
National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP). Among the NAACP’s
stated goals were the abolition of all forced segregation, the enforcement of the 14th and 15th
Amendments, equal education for Black and white students and complete enfranchisement of all
Black men. (Though proponents of female suffrage were part of the original NAACP, the issue was
not mentioned.)

First established in Chicago, the NAACP had expanded to more than 400 locations by 1921. One of
its earliest programs was a crusade against lynching and other lawless acts. Those efforts—
including a nationwide protest of D.W. Griffiths’ silent film Birth of a Nation (1915), which glorified
white supremacy and the Ku Klux Klan—would continue into the 1920s, playing a crucial role in

drastically reducing the number of lynchings carried out in the United States. Du Bois edited the
NAACP’s official magazine, The Crisis, from 1910 to 1934, publishing many of the leading voices
in African American literature and politics and helping fuel the spread of the Harlem Renaissance in
the 1920s.

Marcus Garvey and the UNIA, 1916

Born in Jamaica, the Black nationalist leader Marcus Garvey founded his Universal Negro

Improvement Association (UNIA) there in 1914; two years later, he brought it to the United States.
Garvey appealed to the racial pride of African Americans, exalting blackness as strong and
beautiful. As racial prejudice was so ingrained in white civilization, Garvey claimed, it was futile
for Black people to appeal to white peoples’ sense of justice and democratic principles. Their only
hope, according to him, was to flee America and return to Africa to build a country of their own.
After an unsuccessful appeal to the League of Nations to settle a colony in Africa and failed

negotiations with Liberia, Garvey announced the formation of the Empire of Africa in 1921, with
himself as provisional president.



Other African American leaders, notably W.E.B. Du Bois of the National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People (NAACP), criticized Garvey and his “Back to Africa” movement;
he was openly contemptuous of them in return. There was no denying the movement’s appeal,
however. Garvey’s boast of 6 million followers in 1923 was probably exaggerated, but even his
critics admitted that the UNIA had some 500,000 members. In 1923, the U.S. government
successfully prosecuted and convicted Garvey for mail fraud in connection with selling stock in his
Black Star Line shipping company. After serving a two-year jail sentence, Garvey was pardoned by
President Calvin Coolidge and immediately deported; he died in London in 1940.

Harlem Renaissance, 1920

In the 1920s, the great migration of Black Americans from the rural South to the urban North
sparked an African American cultural renaissance that took its name from the New York

City neighborhood of Harlem but became a widespread movement in cities throughout the North
and West. Also known as the Black Renaissance or the New Negro Movement, the Harlem
Renaissance marked the first time that mainstream publishers and critics turned their attention
seriously to African American literature, music, art and politics. Blues singer Bessie Smith, pianist
Jelly Roll Morton, bandleader Louis Armstrong, composer Duke Ellington, dancer Josephine Baker
and actor Paul Robeson were among the leading entertainment talents of the Harlem Renaissance,
while Paul Laurence Dunbar, James Weldon Johnson, Claude McKay, Langston Hughes and Zora

Neale Hurston were some of its most eloquent writers.

There was a flip side to this greater exposure, however: Emerging Black writers relied heavily on
white-owned publications and publishing houses, while in Harlem’s most famous cabaret, the
Cotton Club, the preeminent Black entertainers of the day played to exclusively white audiences. In



1926, a controversial bestseller about Harlem life by the white novelist Carl von Vechten
exemplified the attitude of many white urban sophisticates, who looked to Black culture as a
window into a more “primitive” and “vital” way of life. W.E.B. Du Bois, for one, railed against
Van Vechten’s novel and criticized works by Black writers, such as McKay’s novel Home to
Harlem, that he saw as reinforcing negative stereotypes of Black people. With the onset of the Great
Depression, as organizations like the NAACP and the National Urban League switched their focus to
the economic and political problems facing Black Americans, the Harlem Renaissance drew to a
close. Its influence had stretched around the world, opening the doors of mainstream culture to
Black artists and writers.

African Americans in WWII, 1941

During World War II, many African Americans were ready to fight for what President Franklin D.
Roosevelt called the “Four Freedoms”—freedom of speech, freedom of worship, freedom from want
and freedom from fear—even while they themselves lacked those freedoms at home. More than 3
million Black Americans would register for service during the war, with some 500,000 seeing
action overseas. According to War Department policy, enlisted Black and white people were
organized into separate units. Frustrated Black servicemen were forced to combat racism even as
they sought to further U.S. war aims; this became known as the “Double V" strategy, for the two
victories they sought to win.

The war’s first African American hero emerged from the attack on Pearl Harbor, when Dorie Miller,
a young Navy steward on the U.S.S. West Virginia, carried wounded crew members to safety and
manned a machine gun post, shooting down several Japanese planes. In the spring of 1943,
graduates of the first all-Black military aviation program, created at the Tuskegee Institute in 1941,
headed to North Africa as the 99th Pursuit Squadron. Their commander, Captain Benjamin O.
Davis Jr., later became one of the first African American generals (his father—General Benjamin O.

Davis Sr.—was the first). The Tuskegee Airmen saw combat against German and Italian troops, flew

more than 3,000 missions, and served as a great source of pride for many Black Americans.

Aside from celebrated accomplishments like these, overall gains were slow, and maintaining high
morale among black forces was difficult due to the continued discrimination they faced. In July
1948, President Harry S. Truman finally integrated the U.S. Armed Forces under an executive order

mandating that “there shall be equality of treatment and opportunity for all persons in the armed
services without regard to race, color, religion or national origin.”



Jackie Robinson, 1947

Jackie Robinson
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By 1900, the unwritten color line barring Black players from white teams in professional baseball

was strictly enforced. Jackie Robinson, a sharecropper’s son from Georgia, joined the Kansas City

Monarchs of the Negro American League in 1945 after a stint in the U.S. Army (he earned an
honorable discharge after facing a court-martial for refusing to move to the back of a segregated
bus). His play caught the attention of Branch Rickey, general manager of the Brooklyn Dodgers,
who had been considering bringing an end to segregation in baseball. Rickey signed Robinson to a
Dodgers farm team that same year and two years later moved him up, making Robinson the first
African American player to play on a major league team.

Robinson played his first game with the Dodgers on April 15, 1947; he led the National League in
stolen bases that season, earning Rookie of the Year honors. Over the next nine years, Robinson
compiled a .311 batting average and led the Dodgers to six league championships and one World
Series victory. Despite his success on the field, however, he encountered hostility from both fans
and other players. Members of the St. Louis Cardinals even threatened to strike if Robinson played;
baseball commissioner Ford Frick settled the question by threatening to suspend any player who

went on strike.



After Robinson’s historic breakthrough, baseball was steadily integrated, with professional
basketball and tennis following suit in 1950. His groundbreaking achievement transcended sports,
and as soon as he signed the contract with Rickey, Robinson became one of the most visible
African Americans in the country, and a figure that Black people could look to as a source of pride,
inspiration and hope. As his success and fame grew, Robinson began speaking out publicly for
Black equality. In 1949, he testified before the House Un-American Activities Committee to
discuss the appeal of Communism to Black Americans, surprising them with a ferocious
condemnation of the racial discrimination embodied by the Jim Crow segregation laws of the
South: “The white public should start toward real understanding by appreciating that every single
Negro who is worth his salt is going to resent any kind of slurs and discrimination because of his
race, and he’s going to use every bit of intelligence. . .to stop it...”

Brown v. Board of Education, May 17, 1954

challenged the legality of American public school segregation: Vicki Henderson, Donald

Henderson, Linda Brown, James Emanuel, Nancy Todd, and Katherine Carper.
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On May 17, 1954, the U.S. Supreme Court delivered its verdict in Brown v. Board of Education, ruling

unanimously that racial segregation in public schools violated the 14th Amendment’s mandate of
equal protection of the laws of the U.S. Constitution to any person within its jurisdiction. Oliver
Brown, the lead plaintiff in the case, was one of almost 200 people from five different states who
had joined related NAACP cases brought before the Supreme Court since 1938.



The landmark verdict reversed the “separate but equal” doctrine the Court had established with
Plessy v. Ferguson (1896), in which it determined that equal protection was not violated as long as
reasonably equal conditions were provided to both groups. In the Brown decision, Chief Justice Earl
Warren famously declared that “separate educational facilities are inherently unequal.” Though the
Court’s ruling applied specifically to public schools, it implied that other segregated facilities were
also unconstitutional, thus striking a heavy blow to the Jim Crow South. As such, the ruling
provoked serious resistance, including a “Southern manifesto” issued by southern congressmen
denouncing it. The decision was also difficult to enforce, a fact that became increasingly clear in
May 1955 when the Court remanded the case to the courts of origin due to “their proximity to local
conditions” and urged “a prompt and reasonable start toward full compliance.” Though some
southern schools moved towards integration relatively without incident, in other cases—notably

in Arkansas and Alabama—enforcing Brown would require federal intervention.

Emmett Till, August 1955

In August 1955, a 14-year-old black boy from Chicago named Emmett Till had recently arrived in
Money, Mississippi to visit relatives. While in a grocery store, he allegedly whistled and made a
flirtatious remark to the white woman behind the counter, violating the strict racial codes of the Jim
Crow South. Three days later, two white men—the woman’s husband, Roy Bryant, and his half-
brother, J.W. Milam—dragged Till from his great uncle’s house in the middle of the night. After
beating the boy, they shot him to death and threw his body in the Tallahatchie River. The two men
confessed to kidnapping Till but were acquitted of murder charges by an all-white, all-male jury
after barely an hour of deliberations. Never brought to justice, Bryant and Milam later shared vivid
details of how they killed Till with a journalist for Look magazine, which published their
confessions under the headline “The Shocking Story of Approved Killing in Mississippi.”

Till’s mother held an open-casket funeral for her son in Chicago, hoping to bring public attention to
the brutal murder. Thousands of mourners attended, and Jet magazine published a photo of the
corpse. International outrage over the crime and the verdict helped fuel the civil rights movement:
just three months after Emmett Till’s body was found, and a month after a Mississippi grand jury
refused to indict Milam and Bryant on kidnapping charges, a citywide bus boycott in

Montgomery, Alabama would begin the movement in earnest.

Rosa Parks and the Montgomery Bus Boycott, December 1955



Rosa Parks sitting in front of a bus in Montgomery, Alabama, after the Supreme Court ruled
segregation illegal on the city bus system on December 21st, 1956.

Bettmann Archive/Getty Images

On December 1, 1955, an African American woman named Rosa Parks was riding a city bus in
Montgomery, Alabama when the driver told her to give up her seat to a white man. Parks refused
and was arrested for violating the city’s racial segregation ordinances, which mandated that Black
passengers sit in the back of public buses and give up their seats for white riders if the front seats
were full. Parks, a 42-year-old seamstress, was also the secretary of the Montgomery chapter of the
NAACP. As she later explained: “I had been pushed as far as I could stand to be pushed. I had
decided that I would have to know once and for all what rights I had as a human being and a

citizen.”

Four days after Parks’ arrest, an activist organization called the Montgomery Improvement
Association—Ied by a young pastor named Martin Luther King Jr—spearheaded a boycott of the

city’s municipal bus company. Because African Americans made up some 70 percent of the bus
company’s riders at the time, and the great majority of Montgomery’s Black citizens supported the
bus boycott, its impact was immediate.

About 90 participants in the Montgomery Bus Boycott, including King, were indicted under a law

forbidding conspiracy to obstruct the operation of a business. Found guilty, King immediately
appealed the decision. Meanwhile, the boycott stretched on for more than a year, and the bus
company struggled to avoid bankruptcy. On November 13, 1956, in Browder v. Gayle, the U.S.
Supreme Court upheld a lower court’s decision declaring the bus company’s segregation seating



policy unconstitutional under the equal protection clause of the 14th Amendment. King, called off
the boycott on December 20, and Rosa Parks—known as the “mother of the civil rights
movement”—would be one of the first to ride the newly desegregated buses.

Central High School Integrated, September 1957
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The Little Rock Nine forming a study group after being prevented from entering Little Rock's
Central High School.

Bettmann Archive/Getty Images

Although the Supreme Court declared segregation of public schools illegal in Brown v. Board of
Education (1954), the decision was extremely difficult to enforce, as 11 southern states enacted
resolutions interfering with, nullifying or protesting school desegregation. In Arkansas, Governor
Orval Faubus made resistance to desegregation a central part of his successful 1956 reelection
campaign. The following September, after a federal court ordered the desegregation of Central
High School, located in the state capital of Little Rock, Faubus called out the Arkansas National
Guard to prevent nine African American students from entering the school. He was later forced to
call off the guard, and in the tense standoff that followed, TV cameras captured footage of white
mobs converging on the “Little Rock Nine” outside the high school. For millions of viewers

throughout the country, the unforgettable images provided a vivid contrast between the angry
forces of white supremacy and the quiet, dignified resistance of African American students.

After an appeal by the local congressman and mayor of Little Rock to stop the violence,
President Dwight D. Eisenhower federalized the state’s National Guard and sent 1,000 members of

the U.S. Army’s 101st Airborne Division to enforce the integration of Central High School. The



nine Black students entered the school under heavily armed guard, marking the first time since
Reconstruction that federal troops had provided protection for Black Americans against racial
violence. Not done fighting, Faubus closed all of Little Rock’s high schools in the fall of 1958
rather than permit integration. A federal court struck down this act, and four of the nine students
returned, under police protection, after the schools were reopened in 1959.

READ MORE: Why Eisenhower Sent the 101st Airborne to Little Rock After Brown v. Board

Loving v. Virginia Ruling, 1958

Mildred and Richard Loving answer questions at a press conference the day after the Supreme
Court ruled in their favor in Loving v. Virginia. (Credit: Francis Miller/The LIFE Picture
Collection/Getty Images)

Francis Miller / The LIFE Picture Collection / Getty Images

Mildred and Richard Loving were one of the first interracial couples legally married in the United

States and their union marked a pivotal moment in marriage rights for mixed-race families. At 2 a.m.

on July 11, 1958, Mildred Jeter was lying next to her husband Richard Loving, when police began
knocking on their door, demanding to know about the nature of their relationship. At the time,
interracial marriage was illegal in Virginia and the newly-wed couple was guilty of breaking the

law.



Richard spent the night in prison, and his sister had to pay a $1,000 bond for his release. Mildred,
however, spent three nights in a small women’s cell and was released to her father. The couple was
then given a choice: spend 25 years in prison or leave Virginia. They chose exile and abandoned
the state for nine years, making periodic trips back to visit family while trying to avoid being
detected.

Amidst the civil rights movement, ACLU lawyers Bernard S. Cohen and Philip J. Hirschkop
decided to take on the couple’s case. They tried to have the case vacated and the ruling overturned
without success. They then tried appealing the decision to the Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals,
but the court ultimately stuck to the original ruling. The case eventually made its way to

the Supreme Court, where a majority of members decided on June 12, 1967, that laws banning

interracial marriage were unconstitutional.

Sit-In Movement and Founding of SNCC, 1960

On February 1, 1960, four Black students from the Agricultural and Technical College in
Greensboro, North Carolina, sat down at the lunch counter in a local branch of Woolworth’s and

"

ordered coffee. Refused service due to the counter’s "whites-only" policy, they stayed put until the
store closed, then returned the next day with other students. Heavily covered by the news media,
the Greensboro sit-ins sparked a movement that spread quickly to college towns throughout the
South and into the North, as young Black and white people engaged in various forms of peaceful
protest against segregation in libraries, on beaches, in hotels and other establishments. Though
many protesters were arrested for trespassing, disorderly conduct or disturbing the peace, their
actions made an immediate impact, forcing Woolworth’s—among other establishments—to change

their segregationist policies.

To capitalize on the sit-in movement’s increasing momentum, the Student Nonviolent Coordinating

Committee (SNCC) was founded in Raleigh, North Carolina in April 1960. Over the next few years,
SNCC broadened its influence, organizing so-called “Freedom Rides” through the South in 1961
and the historic March on Washington in 1963; it also joined the NAACP in pushing for the passage

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Later, SNCC would mount an organized resistance to the Vietnam

War. As its members faced increased violence, SNCC became more militant, and by the late 1960s
it was advocating the “Black Power” philosophy of Stokely Carmichael (SNCC’s chairman from
1966—67) and his successor, H. Rap Brown. By the early 1970s, SNCC was effectively disbanded.




CORE and Freedom Rides, May 1961

Founded in 1942 by the civil rights leader James Farmer, the Congress of Racial Equality (CORE)
sought to end discrimination and improve race relations through direct action. In its early years,
CORE staged a sit-in at a Chicago coffee shop (a precursor to the successful sit-in movement of
1960) and organized a “Journey of Reconciliation,” in which a group of Black and white activists
rode together on a bus through the upper South in 1947, a year after the U.S. Supreme Court
banned segregation in interstate bus travel.

In Boynton v. Virginia (1960), the Court extended the earlier ruling to include bus terminals,
restrooms and other related facilities, and CORE took action to test the enforcement of that ruling.
In May 1961, CORE sent seven African Americans and six white Americans on a “freedom ride”
on two buses from Washington, D.C. Bound for New Orleans, the freedom riders were attacked by
angry segregationists outside of Anniston, Alabama, and one bus was even firebombed. Local law
enforcement responded, but slowly, and U.S. Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy eventually

ordered State Highway Patrol protection for the freedom riders to continue to Montgomery,
Alabama, where they again encountered violent resistance.

Kennedy sent federal marshals to escort the riders to Jackson, Mississippi, but images of the
bloodshed made the worldwide news, and the freedom rides continued. In September, under
pressure from CORE and other civil rights organizations, as well as from the attorney general’s
office, the Interstate Commerce Commission ruled that all passengers on interstate bus carriers
should be seated without regard to race and carriers could not mandate segregated terminals.

Integration of Ole Miss, September 1962

By the end of the 1950s, African Americans had begun to be admitted in small numbers to white
colleges and universities in the South without too much incident. In 1962, however, a crisis erupted
when the state-funded University of Mississippi (known as “Ole Miss”) admitted a Black man, James
Meredith. After nine years in the Air Force, Meredith had studied at the all-Black Jackson State
College and applied repeatedly to Ole Miss with no success. With the aid of the NAACP, Meredith
filed a lawsuit alleging that the university had discriminated against him because of his race. In

September 1962, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Meredith’s favor, but state officials including
Governor Ross Barnett vowed to block his admission.



When Meredith arrived at Ole Miss under the protection of federal forces including U.S. marshals,
a mob of more than 2,000 people formed on the Oxford, Mississippi campus. Two people were
killed and close to 200 injured in the ensuing chaos, which ended only after President Kennedy’s
administration sent some 31,000 troops to restore order. Meredith went on to graduate from Ole
Miss in 1963, but the struggle to integrate higher education continued. Later that year, Governor
George Wallace blocked the enrollment of a Black student at the University of Alabama, pledging
to “stand in the schoolhouse door.” Though Wallace was eventually forced by the federalized
National Guard to integrate the university, he became a prominent symbol of the ongoing resistance
to desegregation nearly a decade after Brown v. Board of Education.

Birmingham Church Bombed, 1963

Despite Martin Luther King Jr.’s inspiring words at the Lincoln Memorial during the historic March

on Washington in August 1963, violence against Black people in the segregated South continued to
indicate the strength of white resistance to the ideals of justice and racial harmony King espoused.
In mid-September, white supremacists bombed the 16th Street Baptist Church in Birmingham,

Alabama during Sunday services; four young African American girls were killed in the explosion.
The church bombing was the third in 11 days after the federal government had ordered the
integration of Alabama’s school system.

Governor George Wallace was a leading foe of desegregation, and Birmingham had one of the
strongest and most violent chapters of the Ku Klux Klan. Birmingham had become a leading focus
of the civil rights movement by the spring of 1963 when Martin Luther King Jr. was arrested there
while leading supporters of his Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC) in a nonviolent
campaign of demonstrations against segregation.

While in jail, King wrote a letter to local white ministers justifying his decision not to call off the
demonstrations in the face of continued bloodshed at the hands of local law enforcement officials,
led by Birmingham’s police commissioner, Eugene “Bull” Connor. “Letter from a Birmingham

Jail” was published in the national press even as images of police brutality against protesters in
Birmingham—including children being attacked by police dogs and knocked off their feet by fire
hoses—sent shock waves around the world, helping to build crucial support for the civil rights

movement.

'l Have a Dream,' 1963



On August 28, 1963, some 250,000 people—both Black and white—participated in the March on
Washington for Jobs and Freedom, the largest demonstration in the history of the nation’s capital
and the most significant display of the civil rights movement’s growing strength. After marching

from the Washington Monument, the demonstrators gathered near the Lincoln Memorial, where a
number of civil rights leaders addressed the crowd, calling for voting rights, equal employment

opportunities for Black Americans and an end to racial segregation.

The last leader to appear was the Baptist preacher Martin Luther King Jr. of the Southern Christian

Leadership Conference (SCLC), who spoke eloquently of the struggle facing Black Americans and
the need for continued action and nonviolent resistance. “I have a dream,” King intoned, expressing
his faith that one day white and Black people would stand together as equals, and there would be
harmony between the races: “I have a dream that my four little children will one day live in a
nation where they will not be judged by the color of their skin, but by the content of their
character.”

King’s improvised sermon continued for nine minutes after the end of his prepared remarks, and his
stirring words would be remembered as undoubtedly one of the greatest speeches in American
history. At its conclusion, King quoted an “old Negro spiritual: ‘Free at last! Free at last! Thank
God Almighty, we are free at last!”” King’s speech served as a defining moment for the civil rights
movement, and he soon emerged as its most prominent figure.

Civil Rights Act of 1964, July 1964

Thanks to the campaign of nonviolent resistance championed by Martin Luther King Jr. beginning
in the late 1950s, the civil rights movement had begun to gain serious momentum in the United

States by 1960. That year, John F. Kennedy made passage of new civil rights legislation part of his
presidential campaign platform; he won more than 70 percent of the African American vote.
Congress was debating Kennedy’s civil rights reform bill when he was killed by an assassin’s bullet in

Dallas, Texas in November 1963. It was left to Lyndon Johnson (not previously known for his support

of civil rights) to push the Civil Rights Act—the most far-reaching act of legislation supporting racial

equality in American history—through Congress in June 1964.

At its most basic level, the act gave the federal government more power to protect citizens against
discrimination on the basis of race, religion, sex or national origin. It mandated the desegregation of

most public accommodations, including lunch counters, bus depots, parks and swimming pools,



and established the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) to ensure equal treatment
of minorities in the workplace. The act also guaranteed equal voting rights by removing biased
registration requirements and procedures and authorized the U.S. Office of Education to provide
aid to assist with school desegregation. In a televised ceremony on July 2, 1964, Johnson signed the
Civil Rights Act into law using 75 pens; he presented one of them to King, who counted it among
his most prized possessions.

Freedom Summer and the 'Mississippi Burning' Murders, June 1964

In the summer of 1964, civil rights organizations including the Congress of Racial Equality
(CORE) urged white students from the North to travel to Mississippi, where they helped register
Black voters and build schools for Black children. The organizations believed the participation of
white students in the so-called “Freedom Summer” would bring increased visibility to their efforts.
The summer had barely begun, however, when three volunteers—Michael Schwerner and Andrew
Goodman, both white New Yorkers, and James Chaney, a Black Mississippian—disappeared on
their way back from investigating the burning of an African American church by the Ku Klux Klan.
After a massive FBI investigation (code—named “Mississippi Burning”) their bodies were
discovered on August 4 buried in an earthen dam near Philadelphia, in Neshoba County,
Mississippi.

Although the culprits in the case—white supremacists who included the county’s deputy sheriff—
were soon identified, the state made no arrests. The Justice Department eventually indicted 19 men
for violating the three volunteers’ civil rights (the only charge that would give the federal
government jurisdiction over the case) and after a three-year-long legal battle, the men finally went
on trial in Jackson, Mississippi. In October 1967, an all-white jury found seven of the defendants
guilty and acquitted the other nine. Though the verdict was hailed as a major civil rights victory—it
was the first time anyone in Mississippi had been convicted for a crime against a civil rights
worker—the judge in the case gave out relatively light sentences, and none of the convicted men
served more than six years behind bars.

Selma to Montgomery March, March 1965

In early 1965, Martin Luther King Jr.’s Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC) made
Selma, Alabama, the focus of its efforts to register Black voters in the South. Alabama’s governor,
George Wallace, was a notorious opponent of desegregation, and the local county sheriff had led a



steadfast opposition to Black voter registration drives: Only 2 percent of Selma’s eligible Black
voters had managed to register. In February, an Alabama state trooper shot a young African
American demonstrator in nearby Marion, and the SCLC announced a massive protest march

from Selma to the state capital in Montgomery.

On March 7, 600 marchers got as far as the Edmund Pettus Bridge outside Selma when they were
attacked by state troopers wielding whips, nightsticks and tear gas. The brutal scene was captured
on television, enraging many Americans and drawing civil rights and religious leaders of all faiths
to Selma in protest. King himself led another attempt on March 9, but turned the marchers around
when state troopers again blocked the road; that night, a group of segregationists fatally beat a
protester, the young white minister James Reeb.

On March 21, after a U.S. district court ordered Alabama to permit the Selma-Montgomery march,
some 2,000 marchers set out on the three-day journey, this time protected by U.S. Army troops and
Alabama National Guard forces under federal control. “No tide of racism can stop us,” King
proclaimed from the steps of the state capitol building, addressing the nearly 50,000 supporters—
Black and white—who met the marchers in Montgomery.

Malcolm X Shot to Death, February 1965

In 1952, the former Malcolm Little was released from prison after serving six years on a robbery
charge; while incarcerated, he had joined the Nation of Islam (NOI, commonly known as the Black
Muslims), given up drinking and drugs and replaced his surname with an X to signify his rejection
of his “slave” name. Charismatic and eloquent, Malcolm X soon became an influential leader of the
NOI, which combined Islam with Black nationalism and sought to encourage disadvantaged young
Black people searching for confidence in segregated America.

As the outspoken public voice of the Black Muslim faith, Malcolm challenged the mainstream civil
rights movement and the nonviolent pursuit of integration championed by Martin Luther King Jr.
Instead, he urged followers to defend themselves against white aggression “by any means
necessary.” Mounting tensions between Malcolm and NOI founder Elijah Muhammad led Malcolm
to form his own mosque in 1964. He made a pilgrimage to Mecca that same year and underwent a
second conversion, this time to Sunni [slam. Calling himself el-Haj; Malik el-Shabazz, he
renounced NOI’s philosophy of separatism and advocated a more inclusive approach to the struggle
for Black rights.



On February 21, 1965, during a speaking engagement in Harlem, three members of the NOI rushed
the stage and shot Malcolm some 15 times at close range. After Malcolm’s death, his bestselling
book The Autobiography of Malcolm X popularized his ideas, particularly among Black youth, and
laid the foundation for the Black Power movement of the late 1960s and 1970s.

Voting Rights Act of 1965, August 1965

Less than a week after the Selma-to-Montgomery marchers were beaten and bloodied by Alabama
state troopers in March 1965, President Lyndon Johnson addressed a joint session of Congress,
calling for federal legislation to ensure protection of the voting rights of African Americans. The
result was the Voting Rights Act, which Congress passed in August 1965.

The Voting Rights Act sought to overcome the legal barriers that still existed at the state and local

levels preventing Black citizens from exercising the right to vote given them by the 15th
Amendment. Specifically, it banned literacy tests as a requirement for voting, mandated federal
oversight of voter registration in areas where tests had previously been used and gave the U.S.
attorney general the duty of challenging the use of poll taxes for state and local elections.

Along with the Civil Rights Act of the previous year, the Voting Rights Act was one of the most
expansive pieces of civil rights legislation in American history, and it greatly reduced the disparity
between Black and white voters in the U.S. In Mississippi alone, the percentage of eligible Black
voters registered to vote increased from 5 percent in 1960 to nearly 60 percent in 1968. In the mid-
1960s, 70 African Americans were serving as elected officials in the South, while by the turn of the
century there were some 5,000. In the same time period, the number of Black people serving in
Congress increased from six to about 40.

Rise of Black Power
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Children and members of the Black Panthers give the Black Power salute outside of their
"liberation school" in San Francisco, California in 1969.

Bettmann Archive/Getty Images

After the heady rush of the civil rights movement’s first years, anger and frustration was increasing
among many African Americans, who saw clearly that true equality—social, economic and
political—still eluded them. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, this frustration fueled the rise of

the Black Power movement. According to then—SNCC chairman Stokely Carmichael, who first

popularized the term “Black Power” in 1966, the traditional civil rights movement and its emphasis
on nonviolence, did not go far enough, and the federal legislation it had achieved failed to address
the economic and social disadvantages facing Black Americans.

Black Power was a form of both self-definition and self-defense for African Americans; it called on
them to stop looking to the institutions of white America—which were believed to be inherently
racist—and act for themselves, by themselves, to seize the gains they desired, including better jobs,
housing and education. Also in 1966, Huey P. Newton and Bobby Seale, college students in
Oakland, California, founded the Black Panther Party.

While its original mission was to protect Black people from white brutality by sending patrol
groups into Black neighborhoods, the Panthers soon developed into a Marxist group that promoted
Black Power by urging African Americans to arm themselves and demand full employment, decent
housing and control over their own communities. Clashes ensued between the Panthers and police
in California, New York and Chicago, and in 1967 Newton was convicted of voluntary
manslaughter after killing a police officer. His trial brought national attention to the organization,
which at its peak in the late 1960s boasted some 2,000 members.



Fair Housing Act, April 1968

The Fair Housing Act of 1968, meant as a follow-up to the Civil Rights Act of 1964, marked the last
great legislative achievement of the civil rights era. Originally intended to extend federal protection
to civil rights workers, it was later expanded to address racial discrimination in the sale, rental or
financing of housing units. After the bill passed the Senate by an exceedingly narrow margin in
early April, it was thought that the increasingly conservative House of Representatives, wary of the

growing strength and militancy of the Black Power movement, would weaken it considerably.

On the day of the Senate vote, however, Martin Luther King Jr. was assassinated in Memphis.
Pressure to pass the bill increased amid the wave of national remorse that followed, and after a
strictly limited debate, the House passed the Fair Housing Act on April 10. President Johnson
signed it into law the following day. Over the next years, however, there was little decrease in
housing segregation, and violence arose from Black efforts to seek housing in white
neighborhoods.

From 1950 to 1980, the total Black population in America’s urban centers increased from 6.1
million to 15.3 million; during this same time period, white Americans steadily moved out of the
cities into the suburbs, taking with them many of the employment opportunities Black people
needed. In this way, the ghetto—an inner city community plagued by high unemployment, crime
and other social ills—became an ever more prevalent fact of urban Black life.

MLK Assassinated, April 4, 1968

On April 4, 1968, the world was stunned and saddened by the news that the civil rights activist and
Nobel Peace Prize winner Martin Luther King Jr. had been shot and killed on the balcony of a motel in

Memphis, Tennessee, where he had gone to support a sanitation workers” strike. King’s death opened a

huge rift between white and Black Americans, as many Black people saw the killing as a rejection
of their vigorous pursuit of equality through the nonviolent resistance he had championed. In more
than 100 cities, several days of riots, burning and looting followed his death.

The accused killer, a white man named James Earl Ray, was captured and tried immediately; he
entered a guilty plea and was sentenced to 99 years in prison; no testimony was heard. Ray later
recanted his confession, and despite several inquiries into the matter by the U.S. government, many
continued to believe that the speedy trial had been a cover-up for a larger conspiracy. King’s



assassination, along with the killing of Malcolm X three years earlier, radicalized many moderate
African American activists, fueling the growth of the Black Power movement and the Black
Panther Party.

The success of conservative politicians that year—including Richard Nixon’s election as president
and the third-party candidacy of the ardent segregationist George Wallace, who won 13 percent of
the vote—further discouraged African Americans, many of whom felt that the tide was turning

against the civil rights movement.

Shirley Chisholm Runs for President, 1972
12
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Shirley Chisholm

Don Hogan Charles/New York Times Co./Getty Images

By the early 1970s, the advances of the civil rights movement had combined with the rise of the
feminist movement to create an African American women’s movement. “There can’t be liberation
for half a race,” declared Margaret Sloan, one of the women behind the National Black Feminist

Organization, founded in 1973. A year earlier, Representative Shirley Chisholm of New York

became a national symbol of both movements as the first major party African American candidate

and the first female candidate for president of the United States.

A former educational consultant and a founder of the National Women’s Caucus, Chisholm became
the first Black woman in Congress in 1968, when she was elected to the House from her Brooklyn
district. Though she failed to win a primary, Chisholm received more than 150 votes at the



Democratic National Convention. She claimed she never expected to win the nomination. It went to
George McGovern, who lost to Richard Nixon in the general election.

The outspoken Chisholm, who attracted little support among African American men during her
presidential campaign, later told the press: “I’ve always met more discrimination being a woman
than being Black. When I ran for the Congress, when I ran for president, I met more discrimination
as a woman than for being Black. Men are men.”

The Bakke Decision and Affirmative Action, 1978

Beginning in the 1960s, the term “affirmative action” was used to refer to policies and initiatives
aimed at compensating for past discrimination on the basis of race, color, sex, religion or national
origin. President John F. Kennedy first used the phrase in 1961, in an executive order calling on the
federal government to hire more African Americans. By the mid 1970s, many universities were
seeking to increase the presence of minority and female faculty and students on their campuses.
The University of California at Davis, for example, designated 16 percent of its medical school’s
admissions spots for minority applicants.

After Allan Bakke, a white California man, applied twice without success, he sued U.C. Davis,
claiming that his grades and test scores were higher than those of minority students who were
admitted and accusing UC Davis of “reverse discrimination.” In June 1978, in Regents of the
University of California v. Bakke, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the use of strict racial quotas
was unconstitutional and that Bakke should be admitted; on the other hand, it held that institutions
of higher education could rightfully use race as a criterion in admissions decisions in order to
ensure diversity.

In the wake of the Bakke verdict, affirmative action continued to be a controversial and divisive
issue, with a growing opposition movement claiming that the so-called “racial playing field” was
now equal and that African Americans no longer needed special consideration to overcome their
disadvantages. In subsequent decisions over the next decades, the Court limited the scope of
affirmative action programs, while several U.S. states prohibited racially based affirmative action.

Jesse Jackson Galvanizes Black Voters, 1984



As a young man, Jesse Jackson left his studies at the Chicago Theological Seminary to join Martin
Luther King Jr.’s Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC) in its crusade for Black civil
rights in the South; when King was assassinated in Memphis in April 1968, Jackson was at his side.
In 1971, Jackson founded PUSH, or People United to Save Humanity (later changed to People
United to Serve Humanity), an organization that advocated self-reliance for African Americans and
sought to establish racial parity in the business and financial community.

He was a leading voice for Black Americans during the early 1980s, urging them to be more
politically active and heading up a voter registration drive that led to the election of Harold
Washington as the first Black mayor of Chicago in 1983. The following year, Jackson ran for the
Democratic nomination for president. On the strength of his Rainbow/PUSH Coalition, he placed third

in the primaries, propelled by a surge of Black voter participation.

He ran again in 1988 and received 6.6 million votes, or 24 percent of the total primary vote,
winning seven states and finishing second behind the eventual Democratic nominee, Michael
Dukakis. Jackson’s continued influence in the Democratic Party in the decades that followed
ensured that African American issues had an important role in the party’s platform.

Throughout his long career, Jackson has inspired both admiration and criticism for his tireless
efforts on behalf of the Black community and his outspoken public persona. His son, Jesse L.
Jackson Jr., won election to the U.S. House of Representatives from Illinois in 1995.

Oprah Winfrey Launches Syndicated Talk Show, 1986

Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the success of the long-running sitcom The Cosby Show—
featuring popular comedian Bill Cosby as the doctor patriarch of a close-knit middle-class African
American family—helped redefine the image of Black characters on mainstream American
television. Suddenly, there was no lack of educated, upwardly mobile, family-oriented Black
characters for TV viewers to look to, both in fiction and in life. In 1980, entrepreneur Robert L.

Johnson founded Black Entertainment Television (BET), which he later sold to entertainment giant
Viacom for some $3 billion. Perhaps the most striking phenomenon, however, was the rise of Oprah

Winfrey.

Born in rural Mississippi to a poor unwed teenage mother, Winfrey got her start in television news
before taking over a morning talk show in Chicago in 1984. Two years later, she launched her own



nationally syndicated talk show, The Oprah Winfrey Show, which would go on to become the
highest rated in TV history. Celebrated for her ability to talk candidly about a wide range of issues,
Winfrey spun her talk show success into a one-woman empire—including acting, film and
television production and publishing.

She notably promoted the work of Black female writers, forming a film company to produce
movies based on novels like The Color Purple, by Alice Walker, and Beloved, by Nobel Prize
winner Toni Morrison. (She starred in both.) One of the most influential individuals in
entertainment and the first Black female billionaire, Winfrey is also an active philanthropist, giving
generously to Black South Africans and to the historically Black Morehouse College, among other

causcs.

Los Angeles Riots, 1992

In March 1991, officers with the California Highway Patrol attempted to pull an African American
man named Rodney King over for speeding on a Los Angeles freeway. King, who was on
probation for robbery and had been drinking, led them on a high-speed chase, and by the time the
patrolmen caught up to his car, several officers of the Los Angeles Police Department were on the
scene. After King allegedly resisted arrest and threatened them, four LAPD officers shot him with a
TASER gun and severely beat him.

Caught on videotape by an onlooker and broadcast around the world, the beating inspired
widespread outrage in the city’s African American community, who had long condemned the racial
profiling and abuse its members suffered at the hands of the police force. Many demanded that the
unpopular L.A. police chief, Daryl Gates, be fired and that the four officers be brought to justice for
their use of excessive force. The King case was eventually tried in the suburb of Simi Valley, and
in April 1992 a jury found the officers not guilty.

Rage over the verdict sparked the four days of the L.A. riots, beginning in the mostly Black South
Central neighborhood. By the time the riots subsided, some 55 people were dead, more than 2,300
injured, and more than 1,000 buildings had been burned. Authorities later estimated the total
damage at around $1 billion. The next year, two of the four LAPD officers involved in the beating
were retried and convicted in a federal court for violating King’s civil rights; he eventually received
$3.8 million from the city in a settlement.



Million Man March, 1995

In October 1995, hundreds of thousands of Black men gathered in Washington, D.C. for the
Million Man March, one of the largest demonstrations of its kind in the capital’s history. Its
organizer, Minister Louis Farrakhan, had called for “a million sober, disciplined, committed,
dedicated, inspired Black men to meet in Washington on a day of atonement.” Farrakhan, who had
asserted control over the Nation of Islam (commonly known as the Black Muslims) in the late
1970s and reasserted its original principles of Black separatism, may have been an incendiary
figure, but the idea behind the Million Man March was one most Black—and many white—people
could get behind.

The march was intended to bring about a kind of spiritual renewal among Black men and to instill
in them a sense of solidarity and of personal responsibility to improve their own condition. It would
also, organizers believed, disprove some of the stereotypical negative images of Black men that

existed in American society.

By that time, the U.S. government’s “war on drugs” had sent a disproportionate number of African
Americans to prison, and by 2000, more Black men were incarcerated than in college. Estimates of
the number of participants in the Million Man March ranged from 400,000 to more than 1 million,
and its success spurred the organization of a Million Woman March, which took place in 1997 in
Philadelphia.

Colin Powell Becomes Secretary of State, 2001

As chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff from 1989 to 1993—the first African American to hold
that position—the Vietnam veteran and four—star U.S. Army general Colin Powell played an integral
role in planning and executing the first Persian Gulf War under President George H.W. Bush. After his

retirement from the military in 1993, many people began floating his name as a possible
presidential candidate. He decided against running, but soon became a prominent fixture in the
Republican Party.

In 2001, George W. Bush appointed Powell as secretary of state, making him the first African

American to serve as America’s top diplomat. Powell sought to build international support for the
controversial U.S invasion of Iraq in 2003, delivering a divisive speech to the United Nations




regarding that country’s possession of weapons material that was later revealed to be based on
faulty intelligence. He resigned after Bush’s reelection in 2004.

In another history-making appointment, Condoleezza Rice, Bush’s longtime foreign policy adviser
and the former head of the National Security Council, succeeded Powell, becoming the first African
American woman to serve as secretary of state. Though he largely stayed out of the political
spotlight after stepping down, Powell remained an admired figure in Washington and beyond.

Though he continued to brush off any speculation of a possible future presidential run, Powell
made headlines during the 2008 presidential campaign when he broke from the Republican party to
endorse Barack Obama, the eventual winner and the first African American to be elected president of
the United States.

Barack Obama Becomes 44th US President, 2008

On January 20, 2009, Barack Obama was inaugurated as the 44th president of the United States; he
is the first African American to hold that office. The product of an interracial marriage—his father
grew up in a small village in Kenya, his mother in Kansas—OQObama grew up in Hawaii but
discovered his civic calling in Chicago, where he worked for several years as a community
organizer on the city’s largely Black South Side.

After studying at Harvard Law School and practicing constitutional law in Chicago, he began his
political career in 1996 in the Illinois State Senate and in 2004 announced his candidacy for a
newly vacant seat in the U.S. Senate. He delivered a rousing keynote speech at that year’s
Democratic National Convention, attracting national attention with his eloquent call for national
unity and cooperation across party lines. In February 2007, just months after he became only the
third African American elected to the U.S. Senate since Reconstruction, Obama announced his
candidacy for the 2008 Democratic presidential nomination.

After withstanding a tight Democratic primary battle with Hillary Clinton, the New York senator
and former first lady, Obama defeated Senator John McCain of Arizona in the general election that

November. Obama’s appearances in both the primaries and the general election drew impressive
crowds, and his message of hope and change—embodied by the slogan “Yes We Can”—inspired
thousands of new voters, many young and Black, to cast their vote for the first time in the historic
election. He was reelected in 2012.



The Black Lives Matter Movement

The term “Black lives matter” was first used by organizer Alicia Garza in a July 2013 Facebook
post in response to the acquittal of George Zimmerman, a Florida man who shot and killed
unarmed 17-year-old Trayvon Martin on February 26, 2012. Martin’s death set off nationwide
protests like the Million Hoodie March. In 2013, Patrisse Cullors, Alicia Garza, and Opal Tometi
formed the Black Lives Matter Network with the mission to “eradicate white supremacy and build

local power to intervene in violence inflicted on Black communities by the state and vigilantes.”

The hashtag #BlackLivesMatter first appeared on Twitter on July 13, 2013, and spread widely as

high-profile cases involving the deaths of Black civilians provoked renewed outrage.

A series of deaths of Black Americans at the hands of police officers continued to spark outrage
and protests, including Eric Garner in New York City, Michael Brown in Ferguson, Missouri,
Tamir Rice in Cleveland Ohio and Freddie Gray in Baltimore, Maryland.

The Black Lives Matter movement gained renewed attention on September 25, 2016, when San
Francisco 49ers players Eric Reid, Eli Harold, and_quarterback Colin Kaepernick kneeled during the

national anthem before the game against the Seattle Seahawks to draw attention to recent acts of
police brutality. Dozens of other players in the NFL and beyond followed suit.

George Floyd Protests




Tony L. Clark holding a photo of George Floyd among protestors in front of the Cup Food Store
where George Floyd was killed.

Jerry Holt/Star Tribune/Getty Images

The movement swelled to a critical juncture on May 25, 2020, in the midst of the COVID-19
epidemic when 46-year-old George Floyd died after being handcuffed and pinned to the ground by
police officer Derek Chauvin.

Chauvin was filmed kneeling on Floyd’s neck for more than eight minutes. Floyd had been accused
of using a counterfeit $20 bill at a local deli in Minneapolis. All four officers involved in the
incident were fired. In April 2021, Chauvin was convicted of second-degree unintentional murder,
third-degree murder and second-degree manslaughter. The three other officers were charged

with aiding and abetting murder.

Floyd’s killing came on the heels of two other high-profile cases in 2020. On February 23, 25-year-
old Ahmaud Arbery was killed while out on a run after being followed by three white men in a

pickup truck. And on March 13, 26-year-old EMT Breonna Taylor was shot eight times and killed

after police broke down the door to her apartment while executing a nighttime warrant.

On May 26, 2020, the day after Floyd’s death, protestors in Minneapolis took to the streets to
protest Floyd’s killing. Police cars were set on fire and officers released tear gas to disperse crowds.
After months of quarantine and isolation during a global pandemic, protests mounted, spreading

across the country in the following days and weeks.




Kamala Harris.

Noah Berger/AFP/Getty Images

Kamala Harris Becomes the First Woman and First Black US Vice President, 2021

In January 2021, Kamala Harris became the first woman and first woman of color to become vice
president of the United States. Then-candidate Joe Biden had nominated Harris in August 2020
during the Democratic party’s “remote” national convention. Harris, whose mother immigrated to
the United States from India and whose father immigrated from Jamaica, was the first person of
African or Asian descent to become a major party’s vice presidential candidate—and the first to

win the office.

In her victory speech in November 2020, Harris said that she was thinking "about the generations
of women, Black women, Asian, white, Latina, Native American women—who throughout our
nation’s history have paved the way for this moment tonight—women who fought and sacrificed so
much for equality and liberty and justice for all.”

Sources:

Ferguson shooting victim Michael Brown. BBC.
George Floyd Protests: A Timeline. The New York Times.

Tamir Rice. PBS.org.

The Matter of Black Lives. The New Yorker.

The Hashtag Black Lives Matter. Pew Research.

The Path to Eric Garner’s death. The New York Times.
Timeline of Murder Trial of Amber Guyger. ABC.
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Timeline of Chinese Immigration and Exclusion

1848 Gold discovered at Sutter's Mill, California; many Chinese
arrive to mine for gold.

1850 Fgreign Miners’ tax mainly targets Chinese and Mexican
miners.

1852 Approximately 25,000 Chinese in America.

1854 Court rules that Chinese cannot give testimony in court.

1862 Chinese Consolidated Benevolent Association forms.

1865 Central Pacific Railroad recruits Chinese workers;

ultimately employs about 15,000 Chinese workers.
1869 First transcontinental railroad completed.

1870 California passes a law against the importation of
Chinese and Japanese women for prostitution.

1871 Los Angeles: anti-Chinese violence; 18 Chinese killed.

1873 Panic of 1873; start of major economic downturn that last
through the decade; blamed on corrupt RR companies.

1877 Chico, CA: anti-Chinese violence.
1878 Court rules Chinese ineligible for naturalized citizenship.
1880 Approximately 106,000 Chinese in America; California

passes anti-miscegenation law (no interracial marriage).

1882 Chinese Exclusion Act: prohibits Chinese immigration (in
one year, Chinese immigration drops from 40,000 to 23).

1885 Rock Springs Wyoming Anti-Chinese Violence.

1892 Geary Act—extends Chinese Exclusion Act.

Chinese Immigration and Exclusion
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Document A: Anti-Chinese Play, 1879

If this document were your ONLY piece of evidence, how would you answer
the question: ‘Why did Americans pass the 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act?’

: “THE CHINESE MUST GO.”

ACT I

Scexe—A Kitchen; Sam Gin washing dishes ; Ak Coy smoking his
opiwm pipe.

Ah Coy. I telly you, white man big fools; eaty too muchee,
» drinky too mnchee, and talkee too muchee,

Sam Gin. White man catchee plenty money; Chinaman catchee
little money.

Al Coy. By and by white man catchee no money; Chinaman
catchee heap momey; Chinaman workee cheap, plenty work;
L white man workee dear, no work—sabee?

Sum Gin, Me heep sabee.
Al Coy. Chinaman plenty work, plenty money, plenty to eat.
White man no work, no money, die—sabee?
. Sam Gin. Me heep sabee.
Ah Coy. White man damn fools; keep wifee and children—cost
plenty money; Chinaman no wife, no children, save plenty money.
» By and by, no more white workingman in California; all China-
man—sabee?
(Enter Frank Blaine.)

Frank B. Damn such luck; ean’t borrow a cent to save my
f life. Money is getting as scarce as flies about Christmas, I
must have some. Losing three games of billiards, one after the
other, with this flat-footed Jack Flint is a shame. (7o 4k Coy.)
Why don’t you work?
Ah Coy. Your mother no payee me last month; no payee, no
= workee—sabee?
. Frank B. How much does she owe jou?
’ Ah Coy. Six dollars, =
Frank B. All right, John; I get it for you. (Aside.) If I
squeeze the six dollars out of the old man that Chinaman has to
pay me commission, that’s business (pulling Sum Gin by the
queue), Ewit.
: Sam Gin, Damn hoodlum. What for you foolee me all the
“time?

Source: The page above comes from a play called “The Chinese Must Go:” A
Farce in Four Acts by Henry Grimm, published in San Francisco, 1879. In just
the first page, you will be able to see many of the common stereotypes of
Chinese immigrants in the 19" century.

Chinese Immigration and Exclusion
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Document B: Political Cartoon, 1871

If this document were your ONLY piece of evidence, how would you answer
the question: ‘Why did Americans pass the 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act?’
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Source: The cartoon was drawn by Thomas Nast for Harper’'s Weekly, a
Northern magazine. In this cartoon, we see Columbia, the feminine symbol of
the United States, protecting a Chinese man against a gang of Irish and
German thugs. At the bottom it says "Hands off-Gentlemen! America
means fair play for all men."

Chinese Immigration and Exclusion
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Document C: Workingmen of San Francisco (Modified)

If this document were your ONLY piece of evidence, how would you answer
the question: ‘Why did Americans pass the 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act?’

We have met here in San Francisco tonight to raise our
voice to you in warning of a great danger that seems to us
imminent, and threatens our almost utter destruction as a
prosperous community.

The danger is, that while we have been sleeping in fancied
security, believing that the tide of Chinese immigration to our
State had been checked and was in a fair way to be entirely
stopped, our opponents, the pro-China wealthy men of the
land, have been wide-awake and have succeeded in reviving
the importation of this Chinese slave-labor. So that now,
hundreds and thousands of Chinese are every week flocking
into our State.

Today, every avenue to labor, of every sort, is crowded with
Chinese slave labor worse than it was eight years ago. The
boot, shoe and cigar industries are almost entirely in their
hands. In the manufacture of men’s overalls and women’s
and children’s underwear they run over three thousand
sewing machines night and day. They monopolize nearly all
the farming done to supply the market with all sorts of
vegetables. This state of things brings about a terrible
competition between our own people, who must live as
civilized Americans, and the Chinese, who live like degraded
slaves. We should all understand that this state of things
cannot be much longer endured.

Vocabulary
Imminent: about to happen

Source: The document above is a speech to the workingmen of San Francisco
on August 16, 1888.

Chinese Immigration and Exclusion
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Document D: Autobiography of a Chinese Immigrant (Modified)

If this document were your ONLY piece of evidence, how would you answer
the question: ‘Why did Americans pass the 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act?’

The treatment of the Chinese in this country is all wrong and mean. . .

There is no reason for the prejudice against the Chinese. The cheap
labor cry was always a falsehood. Their labor was never cheap, and
is not cheap now. It has always commanded the highest market price.
But the trouble is that the Chinese are such excellent and faithful
workers that bosses will have no others when they can get them. If
you look at men working on the street you will find a supervisor for
every four or five of them. That watching is not necessary for
Chinese. They work as well when left to themselves as they do when
some one is looking at them.

It was the jealousy of laboring men of other nationalities — especially
the Irish—that raised the outcry against the Chinese. No one would
hire an Irishman, German, Englishman or Italian when he could get a
Chinese, because our countrymen are so much more honest,
industrious, steady, sober and painstaking. Chinese were persecuted,
not for their vices [sins], but for their virtues [good qualities].

There are few Chinamen in jails and none in the poor houses. There
are no Chinese tramps or drunkards. Many Chinese here have
become sincere Christians, in spite of the persecution which they
have to endure from their heathen countrymen. More than half the
Chinese in this country would become citizens if allowed to do so,
and would be patriotic Americans. But how can they make this
country their home as matters now are! They are not allowed to bring
wives here from China, and if they marry American women there is a
great outcry.

Under the circumstances, how can | call this my home, and how can
any one blame me if | take my money and go back to my village in
China?

Source: The passage above is from Lee Chew, “The Biography of a
Chinaman,” Independent, 15 (19 February 1903), 417-423.

Chinese Immigration and Exclusion



VOCABULARY

ETHNIC STUDIES



Acculturation

assimilation to a different culture, typically the dominant one

Example: Japanese people wearing

Western clothing




AGENCY

(Sociological)
The capacity of individuals to act independently & make their own choices

Example: Towns, and farms had been superseded by other social agencies.




Assimilation

Cultural assimilation is the process in which a minority group or culture comes to
resemble a society's majority group or assume the values, behaviors, and beliefs
of another group whether fully or partially.

> 9

Example: Indian people were
banned from participating in and
practicing their traditional rituals
and ceremonies; they were forced
to give up their lands and adopt
the religious and education
system of the U.S majority.




Backlash

A strong adverse reaction (as to a recent political or social development)

4 I

Example: Donald Trump did not receive

enough backlash when his supporters

stormed the capital.



Colonialism

The practice of getting full control over another country; occupying it and exploiting
it's people and/or resources.

- Use began in the 1940s

CHRISTMAS IN INDIA
FROM THE PICTURE BY E. K. JOHNSON —



Counter-Culture

Living outside the boundaries of the social norm in society.

- The hippies in the 60s




De facto Segregation

Segregation, not enforced by law, but still in
fact

- Opposite of “de jure”

- The act of “white flight:” white people
moving out of areas that have increasing
minority population, which isn’t enforced
by the law




Dehumanization

Depriving a person of human qualities/respect.

- In the Three-Fifths Clause in 1787, enslaved black population were only
considered to be % of the white population when voting




De jure segregation

Separation of groups because of the laws.

- Jim Crow Laws: separated Black people from White people
from 1948 to 1990
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Demographics

Data relating to the population and particular groups within it.

- In Oakland demographics, 34.36% of the population is white, 22.69% is
African American, 17.28% is other races, and 15.76% is Asian

-




Discrimination

The unjust and prejudicial treatment towards people

-  Women make 84% of the average male salary despite working in the same
areas and the same amount in the US in 2020




Ethnic Group

A community or population made up of people who share a common cultural
background or descent.



Eugenics

The study of traits in people, specifically how to eliminate “undesirable” traits from
the population. It was developed by Sir Francis in the 20th century to improve the
human race and it was used to justify genocides such as the Holocaust.

LIKE R TREE
€UCENICS DRAWS ITS MATERIALS FROM MRNY SOURCES AND ORCANIZES
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Ghetto

Neighborhoods made up largely of minority groups, usually poverty stricken areas.
Came to be most due to immigrants being concentrated in certain “slum” areas
and then Iater redl|n|ng in the 20th century




Harassment

any unwanted behavior, physical or verbal (or even suggested), that makes a reasonable
person feel uncomfortable, humiliated, or mentally distressed.
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Hegemony



|dentity

A personal, self-categorizing concept
in which an individual identifies with
groups and their cultural identity,
beliefs, values, and origins.




Marginalization

A process of social exclusion in which
individuals or groups are relegated to
the fringes of a society, being denied
economic, political, and/or symbolic
power and pushed towards being
‘outsiders’. This means they are less
able to do things or access basic
services or opportunities.




Multiculturalism

A society's presence of, or support
for, multiple diverse cultural or ethnic
groups. Each distinct ethnic and
cultural groups are seen to be
politically relevant.




Oppression

Oppression is the combination of
prejudice and institutional power which
creates a system that discriminates
against some groups and benefits other
groups.




Persecution

Hostility and ill-treatment in persecution due to identity, religion, and social outlook.

Example: Native Americans were persecuted, kidnapped, and murdered for their
religious beleifs and foricbly converted to christianity.



Perspective

A particular attitude toward or way of regarding something.

Example:




Poverty

The state of being extremely poor.

Example: In many African nations, GDP per capita is less than
USS5200 per year, with the vast malorlt of the populatlon
living on much less I . faci o




Prejudice

Preconceived opinion that is not based on reason or actual
experience.

Example:Racism, Sexism, r w



Racism



Redlining



Resegregation



Self-Determination



Socio Economics



Stereotype



Sun-downer law(s)



System

A set of principles or procedures according to which something is done; an
organized framework or method.

Example: The justice system. Criminal Justice System
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White flight

The phenomenon of white people moving out of urban
areas, particularly those with significant minority
populations.

Example: The suburbs (most of the time) are
predominantly white.












Identity Categories



PRIVILEGE

e Oluo’s Definition:

Privilege, in the social justice context, 1s an advantage or
a set of advantages that you have that others do not. P. 59



PRIVILEGE

« From your previous list of 1dentities, try to come up with at
least one privilege that you get from that identity.

For this activity, we’re focusing on privilege, not disadvantages
as a result of your identity

» Choose one of your privileges that you would like to talk
about with a group, 1deally one that specifically has a Social
Justice implication.

How might your privilege influence your experience with and
understanding of the world at large?

How might your privilege impact your ideas on racism,
education, or the environment?



What is intersectionality
and why do | need it?

@ "M SO SORRY,” I SAID AS MY PHONE u_cmmm_u_ bmﬁzq
H.:Onn. you excuse me.for a minute? I rﬁ.ﬂ this—thing I
need to take care-of with my kids really quick.” .
My dinner companion graciously b.ommn.m in: nnmw% maa
I rushied upstairs to ‘my botel room, to my Fm.ﬁom... .Ooﬂn
™ T said to myselfas I tried to quickly run
knew that every minute, this took made.
. and mote and more a liar, No, there

Ol ...COmEOn ..
the online program. 1
me more.and-more rude, a

was o issue with my kids, and yes, it’s pretty shitty to use.

themn as an excuse (hey, consider it-a rare indulgence for wﬁm_n.

mmﬂnﬁnmv- © ™
have to leave our dinner to go run. a program 10 block ...:n.E”,
mmbm_m of Twitter trolls who think I hate black men before this

¢T70

). But T 'was damned if I was going to say; “Sorry, 1

What is intersectionality and why do I need jt?

shit goes viral and I can never use Twitter again.” There’s no
rescaing dinner after that.

It had started quietly enough weeks earlier. T had found
.out that a famous black male musician was coming, to town to
peiform. This musician .A.Sr.o shall remain nameless) was long
believed by many, including mysélf; to be a sexual predator of
multiple young black women and teenage. girls, How could a
‘man.so notorious for suspicion of suich heinous offeénses sell
out an-aregna in liberal Seattle? How was this man still rich

- and famous? I tweeted out some of my frustration, express-

ing the desire that, if he’d never see jail time due 16 a society
that did not value black womanhood, he would at least be
forever reminded -of his misdeeds in m...n«x venture he tried to
undertake. Plus-a lot of swear words, I was-angry. I really-care

- about the plight of black- women and girls. The Tweets got

some likes and a few retweets, but, as I said, society doesn’t

. really value black womanhood; and the conversation didn’t
gain much traction.

That is, untl, Hotep Twitter got hold of my Tweets. To
Hotep Twitter (think black mén’s rights activists with the
added fun of wildly inaccurate Egyptian origin mythology, on
Twitter), the fact that T would use so many swear words on a
black man dccused of assaulting multiple young black women
led them to only one conclusion: T hated black men.

Not only-did I hate black men, but I was on the side of
the lynch mobs, on the side of .nrn.m&Hoo_»no-w%o.:.wmmnmnn.
[ was the house Negro, the high-yellow bed wench who'd
spread her legs for her white master (for real, these are words
that have been sent to me). And before L knew what was hap-
pening, I had thousands of angry black men (and some black




So you want to talk about race

women) interrupting my dinner with buzzes on my phone
notifying me that they were working as hard as possible to
drown my T'witter feed in hatred. |
‘To those clamoring to send me hateful messages, T had
betrayed black people with my comments against a black mu-
sician. I had taken the side of white oppressors by speaking so
publicly about a black fan’s crimes. But this is because theit
idéa of blackness and the oppressions that black people face did
not include black women and .nrn..mﬁonmmn.ow.m.nmm&onm we face
from being both black and women. While they were fighting
to defend this black man, they were giving little thought to
his black female victims or.the other black women ‘who may
r.mﬂn. been harmeéd by seeing someone so EE&M _Soﬁ.ﬁ. .m.an
_Hm.mu.:bm black women lauded so publicly, This sort .om hirtful
denial of the various oppressions that I and many others have
mo .:u&.m».ﬁn is something I'm often forced to noEn.nown.I:Ms.
office meetings, ih social justice forums, in feminist activist
grotps, in governmeni and social programs-aimed at fighting
inequality—and, most often, on the Internet. |
1"d seen the consequerices of this sort of anger at people
who demand that their vaiious identities be takén into ac-
count when &wnﬁm&a.m Targer social groups-and I’d seen how
quickly this anger can turn into a full-scale online mob. ﬁﬂ_
seen how these campaigns. of harassment can take on a life. of
their own; lasting weeks, months—even years. I knew that it
could lead to doxxing nu_d@&mn.m, where angry Internet. vigi-
lantes publish your home address and work info to the miasses,
T knew that there was a limited amount of time to contain this
problem before there would be no saving- my on_:nn. presence:
and 1’d have to leave my Twiiter account for dead. Twitter

72

What'is intersectionality and why do | need it?

may seem to many like a frivolous thing to be in a panic over,
but it is not just a fun online community for En.. Twitter is
a huge part of my job. As a black woman, it is very hard to
build a platform for your writing in a white male~-dominated
Enm..cw.ﬁg that shows little interest in giving black women reg-
ular columins or placing them behind a news anchor’s desk.
Twitter is a huge tool in finding and E&Euﬁ.ﬁm my audi-
ence, and it is how miary editors who want to commission the
work of women of color find me. I simply could not afford
to be pushed off of thar platform. I scrambled to block as
many of these attackess as I could in an attempt to stem this
assault in as much time as I felt T could be away without wor-
fying my very paticnt dinner companion too much or making
her feel abandoned. Then T closed my laptop, said an atheist
prayer for the best, and went back downstairs to apologize
and finish dinner. .

By the next day, the uproar had mostly died down. I’d
been ible to cut off access to my account to a large number
of Twittér sers that online instigators ‘were hoping to send
to my page to harass me. When the retirnon troll investment

(the barrage of hate met with my frantic pleas and denials)
hiad proved underwhelming, the builies had moved on.

I breathed a sigh of relief at-the crisis averted. But then I

‘was almost as quickly overcome with sadness. All T had done

was express anger at the abuse of black women, all I had done
was ask people to care aboutus as theydid about othets. AllT
had done . was ‘ask for the fight for black lives to include black
women, too, and for that, I had to block tens of thousands
of black people—my vnoEn,I%re wanted me to pay for my
audacity.




So you wantto talk about race

And I, like 50 many other prominent black women on so-

cial media, felt very alon¢ and very abused. Because in our
struggle for justice and equality, we arc often exploited and
discarded. White women-will heap praise on-my words calling
for the destruction of the patriar chy, and then turn around
and ask why I have to “be so divisive” or say dismissively that
I “sound like Al Sharpton” when I dare bring up race. Black
meri will follow me by the dozens after -each essay T write
calling out White Supremacy, but will forget all of that and
call me a “feminist tool of slave masters” when I demand that
black women be treated with respect and dignity by every-
one—even black men. And even though Black: Lives Matter
-was founded by black women, even though black women have
been at the heart of every feminist movement in this country’s
history—nobody marches for us:when we are raped, when we
are killed, when we are denied work and equal pay: Nobody
marches for us.

Tntersectionality, the belief that our social justice move-
ments must consider-all of the intersections of identity, priv-
ilege, and oppression that people face in order to be just and
effective, is the number one requirement of all of the work that
I do. When I firsc learned about intersectionality in college, T
honestly had no idea what a Wcmn part of my life it would later
become. What was at first an interesting if not abstract theory
1 wrote about for college papers became a matter of my polit-
Hn& ‘social, spiritual, and yes, even physical survival. Because I
am not capable of cutting myself to picces. I'm 1ot capable of
cutting away my blackness in order to support feminism that
views the needs of women of color as divisive iriconveniences.
T’m not capable of cutting away wornanhood in order to stand

What is intersectionality and why do [ need jt?

by black men who prey on black women. I’'m a black woman,

each and every minute of every day—and T need 'you to march
for mé, too.

WHILE THIS BOOK 1S. ABOUT.RACE, I’M SURE YOU KNOW
that we as people are far more than just cur race, But éven
.m.:.ﬁrﬁ our experience of race is shaped by far more. than j just
our skin color-and hair texture. And just as racial identity i is
not the o:_% type of identity in our society, ractal oppression is
not the only form of oppression in oursociety. Racial privilege
is not the: only form of privilege in our society.

‘Each of us has a myriad of identities—our gender, class,
race, sexuality, and so ‘much more—that inform our experi-
ences in life and our interactions with the world. As we saw
* ‘when we were checking our privilege, the different hierarchies
privileges, and oppressioiis. assigned to these identitics mmwnm
our lives in many ways. These privileges and oppressions do.
not exist in a vacuum, however, and can combine with each
‘other, compound each other, mitigate ¢ach other; and ¢ontra-
dict each other.

We walk through the world with all our identities at once
- and therefore our day has an endless number of possible com-
. Enmnoﬁm of outcomes depending on how individual events and
 situations we encounter interact with our individual identitics.

I’'m a black, queer woman. If I'm harassed on the: street,
I don’t know if it is bécause I'm ‘black, if it’s because I’'m
& woman, or if it’s bécause I’m queer. In fact, it may be all
_ three reasons at once. But many of our social justice move-
ments would fail to consider the ways in which our multiple
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identities interact, or intersect (for example; when feminist
mnoc_@m are-discussing how to fight the street harassmient of
wonieit ). .

As a black, queer, middle-class woman, my queer iden-
tity: may often be: overlooked by aiti-racist or feminist move-.
ments; my female identity may be overlooked by anti-racist or
queer Movements; my black identity may be oﬁwn_oo_ﬂn& by
feminist or queei movements; and my middle-class identity
may well cause me to overlook poor people in all movements.
And when that happens, none of them can really help me or
many others. .

This is very often the case in our movements, and our so-
ciety at large. Feminist movements, for example, often fail to
consider the different needs-and challenges that many womien
of color face when they differ from what white women face.
T've &ouw a faif amount of work in support-of reprodictive
fights, and I’m still surpriscd it how often reproductive rights
groups claim that they are fighting for reproductive rights for
all women, yét consistently ignore the documented racial bias

in the medical field that keeps many women of color from.

accessing teproductive healthcare, tegardless.of law.

So how does this happen? How do our social justice ef-
forts so often fail to rnau the most vulnerable in our pop-
ulations! This is primarily a.result of unexamined privilege.
Becanse of how nmnm_w..osﬁ privilege is examined, even our so-
cial justice movements will tend to focus on the most privi-
leged and most well represented people within those groups.
Anti-racism groups will often tend to prioritize the needs of
straight-men of color, feminist groups will tend to prioritize
the needs of white women, LGBTQ groups will tend to pri-
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oritize the sieeds of white gay cisgender men, disability rights.
groups will tend to prioritize the needs of disabled white men.
Hgmm—un where this leaves a- disabled Latinx trans woman on
any group’s priotity list. Because the needs of the most privi-
leged are usinally the ones prioritized, they are often the only
ones considered when discussing solutions to oppression and
inequality. These solutions, not surprisihgly; often leave the
pbn_.n_._uménmnn_.vom&..mmcnm inour movements behind.

The. idea of M.n.nnm.mnnn.on&m% provides a'more inclusive al-
terpative to the status.quo. Coined by the brilliant race the-
orist and civil rights activist Kimberlé Crenshaw in 1989, the
term “intersectionality” was born from Crenshaw’s work to
shed light on’ the ways in which experiences in both race and
gender intertwine to uniquely impact the lives of black women
and women of color. Crenshaw referred to those intersections
of race and gender as intersectionality and stressed the need
to consider intérsectionality in ‘our social justice movements.

Intersectionality as a theory and practice was quickly ad-
opted by prominerit black ferninists to describe the need: they
saw for a more holistic view of race and gender; From there
intersectionality spread to-a large section of feminist scholar-
ship andactivism and was expanded to iriclude class, ability,
and mnﬁﬁmmmw as well.

H.bﬁnwmnnmouu.:g and the necessity of no:mmmﬁmnm intérsec-
tionality, applies to more than just our social justice efforts.
Our government, education system, economic system, and
social systems all should consider intersectionality if they have.
any hope of effectively serving the public.

Intersectionality helps ensure that fewer people are left be-

ind and that our efforts to:do better for some do not make
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things far worse for others. Intersectionality helps-us stay true
to our values of justice and equality by helping to keep out
privilege from getting in our way, Intcrsectionality makes our
systems more cffective-and more fair.

So wm.Eﬁnnmnnmoame makes all of our social justice efforts
so-much better, why isn’t it a more prominent part. of out so-
cial justice. movements? I believe there are mauy reasons that
may be why social justice movements have beeii stow to adopt
-intersectional practices:

o Intersectionality slows things down. Theé simple truth
is, when you dre only considering the needs of a select
few, it’s a lot €asier to-make what looks like progress-than
when you have to consider the needs of a diverse group
of people. This is wheré yon often hear people say things
like, “Well, fet’s just work on what the majority needs
mnmﬂ and we’ll get to the rest later.”

» Intersectionality brings people face-to-face with their.

privilege. People, in general, do not like to recognize the
ways in-which they may be unfairly advantaged over other
@nc.w_n. To embrace intersectionality is to also embrace
the knowledge of those advantages and to acknowledge

that your advantages may have kept you from first secing.

the. disadvantages others face, This becomes even stick-
ier in social justice moverents whete you are targeting

oppression. When you are supposed to be fighting the.
evils of “the man” you don’t want to realize that you’ve:

become “the man” within yotur 6wit movement.
» Intersectionality decentralizes people who are used
to being the primary fociss of the movements they
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are a-part of, If your needs have always been among the
prioritized in your social justice moyements, that is go-
ing 1o feel like the natural order of things for you. Hm.nﬂuﬂ
well have not even occurred to you that .oﬂ.rn_..m within
your movement have never felt prioritized. While you
may, in theory, want others to have equal priority within
your movements, when put into practice, that does mean
less time and attention for your specific needs—and that-
can feel really unfair, even if it isn’t.

» Intersectionality forcés people to intéract with, listen
to, and consider people they don’t usually interact
with, listen to, or considet. People like to form groups
with people they corisider “similar” to themsélves. Many
of us spend alot of oar days with “people like ns”—people
with similar backgrounds, goals, identities, and personal-
ities. ‘This is human nature. This also im¢ans that our so-
cial. wnmmnn.mmona often self-segregate in this way as well.
Intersectionality requires that we break free from these.
divides and reach out to people ‘we have not reached out.
to inn the past: While many people would not consider this
unpleasant, it is often ﬁbn@_ﬁwoﬁ.m_u_nrl.mﬂ._nmmn at first.

These challenges to intersectionality are not easy to over-
come, but it is worth the effort. I strongly believe that the.
vast majority of people who set out to fight racism, sexism,
ableism, and other forms of oppression do so bécause they
really do want to make the world a better place for all. people.
Bitt if you don’t eimbrace intersectionility, even if you make
progress for somé, you will look arouind one day and find that
you’ve become the oppressor of others.
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So-how do you increase the intersectionality in your discus-

sions of race? Here are some questions to ask yourself:

How might race, gender, sexuality, ability, class, or
sex impact this sabject? You don’t have to have the ex-
act-answers to this question, but asking it of yourself will
give you ideas of other viewpoints to seek out.

Could the identity differences between me and the
person Pm talking with about race be contributing
to our differences of opinion or perspective?

Are the people in my racial justice conversations mb&
the opinions being considered truly representing the
diversity of identities that interact with the subject
miatter being addressed? |
Does my scholarship of racial justice reflect the n_.@ﬂ.-
sity of identities impacted by Hmnmm_.owmﬂnmmm.cbm Who
writes the books and articles I'm using to help inform
my opinions? |

Am T listening to people whose identities and experi-
ences differ from mine?

Am T looking. for what I don’t know? Am I asking

people if they notice anything missing from Ew racial

justice efforts? | |
Am I shifting some focus and power away from the

most privileged in the conversation? Am I letting
those we don’t hear from very often speak first? Am. 1

making conversation accessible to everyone who warits
to participate? Am I prioritizing the opinions of those
who are often overlooked?

What is ...:ﬁma_m.nw..o:%c\ and why do | need it?

s AmI wnoﬁ&bm a safe space for marginalized people
to speak out? Ifyou find yourself saying, “Well, disabled
people nevertalk to me about this” or, “I just never hear
from black wormen,” then you need to ask yourself why
and what you can do to-make people feel safe to speak
up around you. Privilege has been used to silence people
for so long, that you wil reed to put out the effort to let
people know that you will value.and respect their input,
Don’t expect that. trust to form Immediately with your
intentions.

It’s not enough for you to personally beélieve in intersec-
tionality. We need to start demanding. Eﬂo_..mnnn_oumrg of all
those who seek to join us in our social i justice movements. If'
you want to call ittention to the need for greater focus on
intersectionality in 'your discussions. of race and racial justice
efforts, here are some things to remember:

* Most people don’t know what intersectonality is,

and unknown words. can put people on the defen-
sive. You may need to explain further, with examples of
the intersecting identities not being considered, if you
don’t want people to just pretend like they understand
w_.; then never put intersectionality into practice,

t's often best to start first with real-life. examples
Om how this conversation or project could be tore
intersectional.

» The concept of intersectionality is more easily under-

stood when viewed as an opportunity to do better
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and do more, instead of just an examination of the
ways in which these efforts are failing.

« Intersectionality is absolutely always important to all
discussions of race and social justice; do not let other
people buily you ot of .mio.nmm&bm it. It is important
that our efforts to end oppression for some do not per-
petuate oppression of others.

Remember, while embracing intcrsectionality is vital for
our efforts of fighting racism and other oppression, it applies
to-all aspects.of our lives, not just our movements. Who gets
to speak-at company mieetings? Whom do you vote for? How
is your child’s school curricutum developed? Who is consid-
ered when developing environmental policy? Everything we
do publicly can be made more inclusive and uplifting with
intersectionality; and everything we do can become exclusion-
ary and oppressive without it. Intersectionality, and the recog-
nition and confrentation of our ptivilege, can make us bétter
people with better lives.




LIBRARY
OF CONGRESS

TEAGHING
- PRIMARY @

Stanford Hi
SOURGES Education Group

Consortium Member

Directions: Use the sources below and your knowledge of history to answer each of the questions
that follow.

Document A: The following is from an editorial article that appeared in the El Paso Herald on April 28,
1920.

MEXICAN EMERGENCY LABOR SHOULD NOT BE BARRED OUT

If Congress understands the difference between industrial conditions along the border and those of
northern and eastern centers, that body will not give serious consideration to the protest just filed by the
American Federation of Labor against the admission to the United States of Mexican labor. . . . It is bad
enough to have our industries halted by constant strikes. It would be vastly worse to have our food and
fiber production delayed or actually prevented by any groups of men with selfish interests foremost.

Document B: The following is from testimony delivered by Roy Miller, arepresentative of the Rural Land
Owners’ Association and the Texas Cattle Raisers’ Association, at the Temporary Admission of Illiterate
Mexican Laborers Congressional Hearings before the House of Representatives Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization on January 26, 1920.

ROY MILLER: Down in my part of the State we have experienced in the past few years aremarkable
development. This Mexican labor has not only harvested our crops, but it has grubbed our lands, thereby
enabling the lands to be put into production. We are all of the opinion that unless we can get this labor in
the future as we have in the past, this development will be stopped and that present production will be
curtailed more than 50 percent. . . . Thisisavery serious situation. It affects not only Texas, but this entire
country of ours. . . . We are asking you to give us nothing more than what we have had through all the years
of the past, to enable us to take care of agreat productive need which, without the Mexicans, will not be
filled at all.

ALBERT JOHNSON [congressman from Washington]: Y ou want the Mexican to come and become a
citizen?

ROY MILLER: I should say so, in certain instances. We have very good Mexican citizens.

CONTINUE ON BACK
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Document A: American Federation of Labor

This document is an excerpt from testimony Edward F. McGrady gave before Congress
on June 20, 1932. McGrady was a representative of the American Federation of Labor,
one of the country’s largest labor unions. Congress was considering a bill that would
increase employment by funding construction projects.

Now, what is the situation? In the last two weeks there have been 287,000 men and
women thrown out on the streets without jobs. At this very hour today, according to the
most conservative figures, there are 10,867,000 people walking the streets. . . .

The figures have gone up almost to 11,000,000 without any jobs at all. Have we any
hope that the conditions are going to get better? Not at all. . . .

Now, what is the situation in recent months industrially? In New York State, the factory
pay rolls fell 10 per cent last month, down to 45 percent of what they were three years
ago. Steel production in the Pittsburgh district is at 15 percent of capacity. Eighty-five
per cent of the steel industry is without any work at all. The New York Times business-
activity index on June 12 showed a new low of 55, meaning that it is 55 percent normal.
Cotton has reached the lowest price in 200 years. Orders on the books of the United
States Steel Company are at the lowest point in the company's history after 14 months
of consecutive declining. Farm products are selling at 64.8 percent of 1915 prices and
the tendency is downward. Pig-iron production in May was down 60 percent from May,
1931. ...

So that all signs indicate that we are heading into very serious trouble in this country.
We are warning the leaders of the nation that they have got to meet this situation
adequately just as soon as they can, and certainly they have got to meet this situation
before this Congress is allowed to adjourn, and if they do not meet it adequately and
courageously and boldly and intelligently, | say to you the cry will not be to save the
hungry but the cry next winter will be to save this government of the United States.

Source: Testimony of Edward F. McGrady, Federal Emergency Measures to Relieve
Unemployment, United States Senate, (1932).
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Document B: Dorothea Lange

The Dust Bowl was a period of severe dust storms that badly damaged agriculture in the United States Plains in the
1930s. Approximately 3.5 million people left the Plains. Many of these refugees moved to California. Dorothea Lange, a
photographer employed by the Farm Security Administration, took the pictures and wrote the accompanying notes below.

Photograph by Dorothea Lange taken in March Photograph by Dorothea Lange taken in May 1937.
1935. Lange’s note on the photo: “Drought Lange’s note on the photo: “Drought refugee families
refugees from Oklahoma looking for work in the are now mingling with and supplanting Mexican field
pea fields of California. Near San Jose Mission.” laborers in the Southwest. Near Chandler, Arizona.”
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Document C: Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce

Arthur G. Arnoll was the secretary and general manager of the Los Angeles
Chamber of Commerce, a federation of Los Angeles businesses. He wrote this
letter in response to a University of Michigan student’s request for information on
migratory labor in California.

DECEMBER 18, 1936.
Mr. G. J. Brunske,
722 Church St.
Ann Arbor, Michigan.

Dear Mr. Brunske: | have your favor before me, requesting information regarding
the casual or migratory labor in California. . . .

| am enclosing a number of articles touching upon this question, particularly
concerned with the type of labor which during the war and those years following
the war up to 1929 proved all that we could ask—I mean the American of
Mexican stem and the Mexican immigrant.

California’s agriculture for all these years required the services of a migrating
army of some 170,000 of these people. . ..

During the first years of the depression we lost about 160,000 of our Mexican
people. They were frightened out of the state, mostly by the cry of the vast
increase in population which had within recent years come into California from
temperate region areas and unfamiliar with the fact that the Mexican laborer was
an older citizen as a rule than himself, yet adhered to the slogan “do not hire a
Mexican if a white man is out of work.” . . .

Yours very truly,
Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce,
A.G. Arnall,

Secretary and General Manager

Source: Letter from A.G. Arnoll, secretary and general manager of the Los
Angeles Chamber of Commerce, to G. J. Brunske.
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Document D: Apology Act for the 1930s Mexican Repatriation Program

This is an excerpt from a bill passed by the California legislature in 2005.

The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(a) Beginning in 1929, government authorities and certain private sector entities in
California and throughout the United States undertook an aggressive program to forcibly
remove persons of Mexican ancestry from the United States. . . .

(c) In total, it is estimated that two million people of Mexican ancestry were forcibly
relocated to Mexico, approximately 1.2 million of whom had been born in the United
States, including the State of California.

(d) Throughout California, massive raids were conducted on Mexican—-American
communities, resulting in the clandestine removal of thousands of people, many of
whom were never able to return to the United States, their country of birth.

(e) These raids also had the effect of coercing thousands of people to leave the country
in the face of threats and acts of violence.

(f) These raids targeted persons of Mexican ancestry, with authorities and others
indiscriminately characterizing these persons as “illegal aliens” even when they were
United States citizens or permanent legal residents.

(9) Authorities in California and other states instituted programs to wrongfully remove
persons of Mexican ancestry and secure transportation arrangements with railroads,
automobiles, ships, and airlines to effectuate the wholesale removal of persons out of
the United States to Mexico.

(h) As a result of these illegal activities, families were forced to abandon, or were
defrauded of, personal and real property, which often was sold by local authorities as
“‘payment” for the transportation expenses incurred in their removal from the United
States to Mexico. . . .

The State of California apologizes to those individuals . . . for the fundamental violations
of their basic civil liberties and constitutional rights committed during the period of illegal
deportation and coerced emigration. The State of California regrets the suffering and
hardship those individuals and their families endured as a direct result of the
government sponsored Repatriation Program of the 1930s.

Source: California Senate Bill-670, Apology Act for the 1930s Mexican Repatriation
Program, (2005).
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CHAPTER 1

An Introduction: At the Root of Identity

L.

have a memory of the first time I realized I was black. It was

when, at seven or eight, I was walking home from school with
neighborhood kids on the last day of the school year—the whole
summer in front of us—and I learned that we “black” kids couldn’t
swim at the pool in our area park, except on Wednesday afternoons.
And then on those summer Wednesdays, with our swimming suits
wrapped tightly in our towels, we filed, caravan-style, out of our
neighborhood toward the hallowed pool in the adjoining white
neighborhood. It was a strange weekly pilgrimage. It marked the
racial order of the time and place—Chicagoland, the 1950s and
early 1960s. For me it was what the psychologist William Cross
calls an “encounter”—with the very fact that there was a racial
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order. The implications of this order for my life seemed massive—a
life of swimming only on Wednesday afternoons? Why? Moreover,
it turned out to be a portent of things to come. I next found out
that we black kids—who, by the way, lived in my neighborhood
and who had been, until these encounters, just kids—couldn't go
to the roller rink, except on Thursday nights. We could be regular
people but only in the middle of the week? These segregations were
hard to ignore. And mistakes were costly, as when, at thirteen,
after arriving at six in the morning, I waited all day to be hired as
a caddy at an area golf course, only to be told at the end of the day
that they didn't hire Negroes. This is how I became aware I was
black. I didn't know what being black meant, but I was getting the
idea that it was a big deal.

With decades of hindsight, I now think I know what was going
on. | was recognizing nothing less than a condition of life—most
important, a condition of life tied to my race, to my being black in
that time and place. The condition was simple enough: if I joined
the caravan and went to the pool on Wednesday afternoons then
| got in; if I went to the pool any other time, then I didn't get in.
To my seven- or eight-year-old self, this was a bad condition of life.
But the condition itself wasn't the worst of it. For example, had my
parents imposed it on me for not taking out the garbage, [ wouldn't
have been so upset. What got me was that it was imposed on me
because [ was black. There was nothing I could do about that, and
i being black was reason enough to restrict my swimming, then
what else would happen because of it?

[n an interview many vyears later, a college student, whom you
will meet later in this book, would describe for me an experience
that took a similar form. He was one of only two whites in an Afri-
can American political science class composed of mostly black and
other minority students. He, too, described a condition of life: if

he said something that revealed an ignorance of African American
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experience, or a confusion about how to think about it, then he
could well be seen as racially insensitive, or . . . worse; if he said
nothing in class, then he could largely escape the suspicion of his
fellow students. His condition, like my swimming pool condition,
made him feel his racial identity, his whiteness, in that time and
place—something he hadn't thought much about before.

From experiences like these, troubling questions arise. Will
there be other conditions®> How many? In how many areas of life?
Will they be about important things? Can you avoid them? Do you
have to stay on the lookout for them?

When I encountered my swimming pool restriction, it mystified
me. Where did it come from? Conditions of life tied to identity like
that still mystify me. But now [ have a working idea about where
they come from. They come from the way a society, at a given
time, is organized around an identity like race. That organization
reflects the history of a place, as well as the ongoing individual
and group competition for opportunity and the good life. The way
Chicagoland was organized around race in the late 1950s and
early 1960s—the rigid housing segregation, the de facto school
segregation, the employment discrimination, and so on—meant
that black people in that time and place had many restrictive con-
ditions of life tied to their identity, perhaps the least of which was
the Wednesday afternoon swimming restriction that so worried
my seven- or eight-year-old self.

This book is about what my colleagues and I call identity con-
tingencies—the things you have to deal with in a situation because
you have a given social identity, because you are old, young, gay,
a white male, a woman, black, Latino, politically conservative or
liberal, diagnosed with bipolar disorder, a cancer patient, and so
on. Generally speaking, contingencies are circumstances you have
to deal with in order to get what you want or need in a situation.

In the Chicagoland of my youth, in order to go swimming | had to
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restrict my pool going to W .dnesday afternoons. That's a contin-
gency. In his African American political science class, my inter-
viewee had the added pressure that his ignorance could cause him
serious disapproval. That, too, is a contingency. What makes both
of these contingencies identity contingencies is that the people
involved had to deal with them because they had a particular social
identity in the situation. Other people in the situation didn't have
to deal with them, just the people who had the same identity he
had. This book examines the role these identity contingencies play
in our lives, in the broader society, and in some of society’s most
tenacious problems.

Now, of course, ours is an individualistic society. We don't like
to think that conditions tied to our social identities have much say
in our lives, especially if we don't want them to. We have a creed.
When barriers arise, we're supposed to march through the storm,
picking ourselves up by our bootstraps. | have to count myself a
subscriber to this creed. But this book offers an important quali-
fication to this creed: that by imposing on us certain conditions of
life. our social identities can strongly affect things as important as
our performances in the classroom and on standardized tests, our
memory capacity, our athletic performance, the pressure we feel
to prove ourselves, even the comfort level we have with people of
different groups—all things we typically think of as being deter-
mined by individual talents, motivations, and preferences.

The purpose of this book is nothing less than to bring this
poorly understood part of social reality into view. | hope to con-
vince you that ignoring it—allowing our creed of individualism,
for example, to push it into the shadows—is costly, to our own
personal success and development, to the quality of life in an
identity-diverse society and world, and to our ability to fix some
of the bad ways that identity still influences the distribution of

outcomes in society.

wn
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How do identity contingencies influence us? Some constrain
our behavior down on the ground, like restricted access to a pub-
lic swimming pool. Others, just as powerful, influence us more
subtly, not by constraining behavior on the ground but by putting

a threat in the air.

At the center of this book is a particular kind of identity contin-
gency, that of stereotype threat. 1 believe stereotype threat is a
standard predicament of life. It springs from our human powers of
intersubjectivity—the fact that as members of society we have a
pretty good idea of what other members of our society think about
lots of things, including the major groups and identities in society.
We could all take out a piece of paper, write down the major ste-
reotypes of these identities, and show a high degree of agreement in
what we wrote. This means that whenever we're in a situation where
a bad stereotype about one of our own identities could be applied
to us—such as those about being old, poor, rich, or female—we
know it. We know what “people could think.” We know that any-
thing we do that fits the stereotype ¢ould be taken as confirming it.
And we know that, for that reason, we could be judged and treated
accordingly. That's why I thinkits a standard human predicament.
In one form or another—be it through the threat of a stereotype
about having lost memory capacity or being cold in relations with
others—it happens to us all, perhaps several times a day.

It is also a threat that, like the swimming pool restriction,

tied to an identity. It is present in any situation to which the ste-
reotype is relevant. And this means that it follows members of the

stereotyped group into these situations like a balloon over their

heads. It can be very hard to shake.
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Consider the experience of Brent Staples, now a columnist for
the New York Times, but then a psychology graduate student at the
University of Chicago, a young African American male dressed in
informal student clothing walking down the streets of Chicago's

Hyde Park neighborhood. In his own words:

I became an expert in the language of fear. Couples locked arms
or reached for each other’s hand when they saw me. Some crossed
to the other side of the street. People who were carrying on con-
versations went mute and stared straight ahead, as though avoid-
ing my eyes would save them. . ..

I'd been a fool. I'd been walking the streets grinning good evening

at people who were frightened to death of me. 1 did violence to
them by just being. How had I missed this . .

I tried to be innocuous but didn't know how. . . . I began to avoid
people. I turned out of my way into side streets to spare them
the sense that they were being stalked. . . . Out of nervousness
[ began to whistle and discovered I was good at it. My w histle
was pure and sweet—and also in tune. On the street at night
I whistled popular tunes from the Beatles and Vivaldi's Four

Seasons. The tension drained from people’s bodies when they

heard me. A few even smiled as they passed me in the dark

(pp. 202-3)

Staples was dealing with a phantom, a bad stereotype about
his race that was in the air on the streets of Hyde Park—the ste-
reotype that young African American males in this neighborhood
are violence prone. People from other groups in other situations
about lacking math ability

might face very different stereotypes
rather than being violence prone for example—but their predica-
ments would be the same. When they were in situations where
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those stereotypes could apply to them, they understood that one
false move could cause them to be reduced to that stereotype,
to be seen and treated in terms of it. That's stereotype threat, a
contingency of their identity in these situations.

Unless, as Staples discovered, they devised a way to deflect it.
Staples whistled Vivaldi, by his own account a very good version
of it. What would that do for him? Would it improve his atti-
tude toward others on the street, make him more understanding?
Probably not. What it did for sure was change the situation he
was dealing with. And how it did this illustrates nicely the nature
of stereotype threat. In a single stroke, he made the stereotype
about violence-prone African American males less applicable to
him personally. He displayed knowledge of white culture, even

m

“high white culture.” People on the street may not have recog-
nized the Vivaldi he was whistling, but they could tell he was
whistling classical music. This caused him to be seen differ-
ently, as an educated, refined person, not as a violence-prone
African American youth. Such youths don't typically walk down
the street whistling classical music. While hardly being aware of
it, people drop the stereotype of violence-proneness as the lens
through which they see him. He seems less threatening. People
don't know who he is; but they know he isn't someone to fear.
Fear fades from their demeanor. Staples himself relaxes. The
stereotype in the air that threatened him is fended off. And the
change in the behavior of those on the street, and in his own
behavior, reveals the power that a mere stereotype—floating in
the air like a cloud gathering the nation’s history—was having
on everyone 4ll along.

Whistling Vivaldi is about the experience of living under such a
cloud—an experience we all have—and the role such clouds play
in shaping our lives and society.




Suppose you are invited into a psychology laboratory and asked
to play ten holes of golf on a miniature course that has been set
up in a small room. Suppose also that you are a white college
student, reasonably athletically inclined. Now suppose that just
as you are getting the feel of the golf clubs, you are told that the
golf task is part of a standardized sports psychology measure called
the Michigan Athletic Aptitude Test (MAAT), which measures
“natural athletic ability.” How well do you think you'd do? Would
being told that the golf task measures natural athletic ability make
a difference?

A group of social psychologists at Princeton University led
by Jeff Stone did exactly this experiment several years ago. They
found something very interesting: white students who were told
the golf task measured natural athletic ability golfed a lot worse
than white students who were told nothing about the task. They
tried just as hard. But it took them, on average, three strokes more
to get through the course.

What was it about thinking of the task as a measure of natural
athletic ability that so strikingly undermined their performance?

Jeff and his colleagues reasoned that it had something to do
with their being white. In the terms I have been using, it had
to do with a contingency of white identity that comes to bear in
situations where natural athletic ability is being evaluated. This
contingency comes from a broadly known stereotype in this society
that, compared with blacks at least, whites may have less natural
athletic ability. Participants in Jeff’s experiment would know this
stereotype simply by being members of this society. They might
not believe it. But being told that the golfing task measured the
very trait their group was stereotyped as lacking, just before they

began the task, could put them in a quandary: their frustration on
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the task could be seen as confirming the stereotype, as a charac-
terization both of themselves and of their group. And this, in turn,
might be upsetting and distracting enough to add an average of
three strokes to their scores.
The stereotype about their group, and the threatening inter-
pretation of their golf frustration that it posed, is not a contin-
gency like the swimming pool restriction of my youth that directly
affected behavior. It imposed no extra restrictions on their golfing,
or any material impediments. But it was nonetheless a contingency
of their identity during the golf task. If they experienced frustration
at golf, then they could be confirming, or be seen to be confirm-
ing, the unsavory stereotype. If they didn't experience frustration
at golf, then they didn't confirm the racial stereotype. This was an
extra pressure they had to deal with during the golfing task, for
no other reason than that they were white. It hung over them as
a threat in the air, implying that one false move could get them
judged and treated as a white kid with no natural athletic ability.
(You will learn later in the book how my colleagues and I came to
call this kind of threat in the air simply stereotype threat.)
With this reasoning in tow, Jeff and colleagues started asking
more questions.
. If the mere act of telling white Princeton students that their
golfing measured natural athletic ability had caused them to golf
poorly by distracting them with the risk of being stereotyped, then
telling black Princeton students the same thing should have no
effect on their golfing, since their group isn't stereotyped in that
way. And it didn't. Jeff and his colleagues had put a group of
black Princeton students through the same procedure they'd put
the white students through. And, lo and behold, their golfing was
unaffected. They golfed the same whether or not they'd been told
the task measured natural athletic ability.
Here was more evidence that what had interfered with white

students’ golfing, when it was seen to measure natural athletic
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ability, was a distracting sense of threat arising from how whites
are stereotyped in the larger society.

But Jeff and his research team weren't satisfied. They devised
a still cleverer way to make their argument.

They reasoned that if group stereotypes can really set up threats
in the air that are capable of interfering with actions as concrete
as golfing for entire groups of people—Tlike the stereotype threat
Staples had to contend with on the streets of Hyde Park—then it
should be possible to set up a stereotype threat that would inter-
fere with black students’ golfing as well. All they'd have to do was
represent the golfing task as measuring something related to a bad
stereotype of blacks. Then, as black participants golfed, they'd have
to fend off, like whites in the earlier experiment, the bad stereotype
about their group. This added pressure might hurt their golfing.

They tested this idea in a simple way. They told new groups of
black and white Princeton students that the golf task they were
about to begin was a measure of “sports strategic intelligence.” This
simple change of phrase had a powerful effect. It now put black
students at risk, through their golfing, of confirming or being seen
to confirm the ancient and very bad stereotype of blacks as less
intelligent. Now, as they tried to sink their putts, any mistake could
make them feel vulnerable to being judged and treated like a less
intelligent black kid. That was a heavy contingency of identity in
this situation indeed, which might well cause enough distraction
to interfere with their golfing. Importantly, this same instruction
freed white students of stereotype threat in this situation, since
whites aren't stereotyped as less intelligent.

The results were dramatic. Now the black students, suffering
their form of stereotype threat during the golfing task, golfed dra-
matically worse than the white students, for whom this instruction
had lifted stereotype threat. They took, on average, four strokes

more to get through the course.
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Neither 5._7_5? when the w:_::m task was H.r.ﬁ?.xr__:ca_ as a test
of natural athletic ability, nor blacks, when it was represented as a
test of sports strategic intelligence, confronted a directly interfer-
ing contingency of identity in these experiments—nothing that
directly affected their behavior like a swimming pool restriction.
The contingencies they faced were threats in the air—the threat
that their golfing could confirm or be seen to confirm a bad group
stereotype as a characterization of their group and of themselves.
Still, it was a threat with a big effect. On a course that typically
took between twenty-two and twenty-four strokes to complete, it
led whites to take three more strokes to complete it, and blacks to
take five more strokes to complete it.

At first glance, one might dismiss the importance of something
“in the air” like stereotype threat. At second glance, however, it's
clear that this threat can be a tenacious force in our lives. Staples
had to contend with it every time he walked down the streets of his
own neighborhood. White athletes have to contend with it in each
competition, especially against black athletes. Think of the white
athlete in a sport with heavy black competition. To reach a high
level of performance, say, to make it into the National Basketball
Association, which is dominated by black players, the white athlete
would have to survive and prosper against a lifelong gauntlet of
%namc:.:x:nn situations loaded with this extra race-linked threat.
No single good athletic performance would put the stereotype to
rest. The effort to disprove it would be Sisyphean, reemergent at
sach important new _uni.ﬂ.ijmsnc.

The aim of this book is not to show that stereotype threat is so
powerful and.persistent that it can’t be overcome. Quite the con-
trary. Its goal is to show how, as an unrecognized factor in our lives,
it can contribute to some of our most vexing personal and societal

problems, but that doing quite feasible things to reduce this threat

can lead to dramatic improvements in these problems.
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Now suppose it wasn't miniature golf that you were asked to per-
form when you arrived at a psychology experiment, and suppose it
wasn't your group’s athletic ability that was negatively stereotyped
in the larger society. Suppose it was difficult math problems that
you were asked to solve on a timed standardized test, and suppose
that it was your group’s math ability that was negatively stereo-
typed in the larger society. In other words, suppose you were an
American woman showing up for an experiment involving difficult
math.

Would the stereotype threat that is a contingency of your gender
identity in math-related settings be enough to interfere with your
performance on the test? Would you be able to just push through
this threat of being seen stereotypically and perform well anyway?
Or would the very effort to push hard on a timed test be distract-
ing enough to impair your performance despite the extra effort?
Would you experience this threat, this contingency of identity,
every time you tried difficult math in settings with males around?
Would this contingency of identity in math settings become frus-
trating enough to make you avoid math-related college majors and
careers? Would women living in a society where women's math
ability is not negatively stereotyped experience this threat? Would
their scores be better?

Or suppose the test you were asked to take wasn't the Michigan
Athletic Aptitude Test but was the SAT, and suppose the negative
stereotype about your group wasn't about athletic ability, or even
about math ability, alone, but about scholastic ability in general.
Again, would the stereotype threat you experience as a contin-

gency of your identity in scholastic settings be enough to interfere

with your performance on this test? Does the threat cause this
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interference by diverting mental resources away from the test and
onto your worries? Would the stereotype threat you experience
in scholastic settings affect other experiences as well, such as
your classroom performance and your comfort interacting with
teachers, professors, teaching assistants, and even other students
not in your group? Would this contingency of identity make these
settings so frustrating for you that you might try to avoid them in
choosing a walk of life?

The purpose of this book is to describe the journey that my
colleagues and 1 have taken in formulating these and related ques-
tions and then in systematically trying to answer them over the
past twenty years. The experience has been like trying to solve a
mystery. And the approach of the book is to give you an over-the-
shoulder view of how that mystery has unfolded, of the progression
of ideas and revelations, often from the research itself, about the
surprising ways that stereotypes affect us—our intellectual func-
tioning, our stress reactions, the tension that can exist between
people from different groups, and the sometimes very surprising
strategies that alleviate these effects and thereby help solve some
of society’s worst problems. And because science is rarely a solitary
activity anymore—something long true for me—the story also
describes many of the people who have done this research, as
well as how they work. You will also meet many interesting people
who have experienced this threat—including a famous journal-
ist, an African American expatriate in Paris, a person who rose
from sharecropping to wealth in rural North Carolina, students
at some of America’s most elite universities, and students in some
of America’s most wanting K through 12 schools.

Although the book deals with issues that can have a political
charge, neither it nor the work it reports is propelled by an ideo-
logical orientation—to the best of my and my colleagues’ ability.

One of the first things one learns as a social psychologist is that
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everyone is capable of bias. We simply are not, and cannot be,

all knowing and completely objective. Our understandings and
views of the world are partial, and reflect the circumstances of
our particular lives. This is where a discipline like science comes
in. It doesn't purge us of bias. But it extends what we can see and
understand, while constraining bias. That is where I would stake
my claim, at any rate. The constant back-and-forth between ideas
and research results hammers away at bias and, just as impor-
tant, often reveals aspects of reality that surpass our original ideas
and insights. When that has happened—and it has—that is the
direction our research goes in. I would like to see my strongest
convictions as arising from that kind of revelation, not from prior
belief, and I hope you will get a view of that experience as you
read along.

Arising this way, several general patterns of findings have per-
_.,.F.Hn,::f Ejm_‘mnn_ in this research. Seeing these patterns, more
than any ideas or hunches I began this research with, has con-
vinced me of the importance of identity contingencies and identity
threat in our lives.

The first pattern is that despite the strong sense we have of
ourselves as autonomous individuals, evidence consistently shows
that contingencies tied to our social identities do make a difference
in shaping our lives, from the way we perform in certain situations
to the careers and friends we choose. As the white world-class
sprinter takes the starting blocks in the 100-meter dash at the
Olympic trials, he is as autonomous an individual as the black
sprinters next to him. And they all face precisely the same 100
meters of free and open track. Nonetheless, in order to do well
in that situation, research suggests that he may have to surmount
a pressure tied to his racial identity that the black sprinters don't
face.

The second dimension of reality, long evident in our research,
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is that identity threats—and the damage they can do to our func-

ming—play an important role in some of society’s most impor-

it social problems. These range from the racial, social class,
and gender achievement gaps that persistently plague and distort
our society to the equally persistent intergroup tensions that often

trouble our social relations.

Third, also coming to light in this research is a general pro-
cess—involving the allocation of mental resources and even a pre-
cise pattern of brain activation—by which these threats impair
a broad range of human functioning. Something like a unifying
understanding of how these threats have their effect is emerging.

Finally, a set of things we can do as individuals to reduce the

impact of these threats in our own lives, as well as what we as
a society can do to reduce their impact in important places like

schools and workplaces, has come to light. There is truly inspira-

ional news here: evidence that often small, feasible things done
to reduce these threats in schools and classrooms can dramatically
reduce the racial and xc:aE. achievement gaps that so L?nocﬁm-
ingly characterize our society. |
These findings have convinced me of the importance of under-
standing identity threat to our personal progress, in areas of great
concern like achievement and better group relations, and to soci-
ttal progress, in achieving the identity-integrated civil life and
equal opportunity that is a founding dream of this society. This
book presents the journey that my colleagues and I have taken in

getting to this conviction.

Let’s begin the journey where it began
1987.

Ann Arbor, Michigan,
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READING LIKE A HISTORIAN

Document A: Chester Himes (Excerpt)

Chester Himes was an African American writer who lived and worked in
Los Angeles and witnessed the Zoot Suit Riots. Racism was a central
subject in his writing. This article appeared in The Crisis, a magazine
published by the National Association for the Advancement of Colored
People (NAACP), the nation’s leading civil rights organization.

ZOOT RIOTS ARE RACE RIOTS

When the sailors departed in their cars, trucks, and taxicabs (furnished to
them no doubt by the Nazi-minded citizenry), the police appeared as if they
had been waiting around the corner and arrested the Mexican youths who
had been knocked out, stunned, or too frightened to run. We know that
gangs of servicemen boarded streetcars and glared at women and insulted
men at will, with no police in evidence. In fact, during the first three nights,
by which time all manner of servicemen had joined the storm troopers, it
seemed as if there were no civil officers at all in Los Angeles.

As long as the servicemen were getting the best of the fight, attacking and
stripping, beating and molesting, all dark-skinned people who wore zoot
suits ... regardless of whether they were pachucos, war workers,
juveniles, or invalids, everyone seemed happy. The papers of Los Angeles
... rooted and cheered. What could make the white people more happy
than to see their uniformed sons sapping up some dark-skinned people? It
proved beyond all doubt the bravery of white servicemen. ... Los Angeles
was at last being made safe for white people—to do as they ... pleased. ...
The outcome is simply that the South has won Los Angeles.

Source: Chester B. Himes, The Crisis, July 1943.

Vocabulary

in evidence: to be seen invalids: term used at the time to

, , refer to people with disabilities
storm troopers: Nazi soldiers

, , sap up: beat up
pachucos: Mexican American zoot

suiters
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READING LIKE A HISTORIAN

Document B: Carey McWilliams (Excerpt)

Carey McWiilliams was a prominent Anglo lawyer who wrote about politics
and supported left-wing causes. He served on the Sleepy Lagoon Defense
Committee.

Immediate responsibility for the outbreak of the riots must be placed upon
the Los Angeles press and the Los Angeles police. For more than a year
now the press ... has been building up anti-Mexican sentiment in Los
Angeles. ... The press has headlined every case in which a Mexican has
been arrested, featured photographs of Mexicans dressed in “zoot suits,”
checked back over criminal records to “prove” that there has been an
increase in Mexican “crime” and constantly needled the police to make
arrests. This campaign reached such a pitch during the Sleepy Lagoon
case in August 1942, that the Office of War Information sent a
representative to Los Angeles to reason with the publishers. The press was
most obliging; it dropped the word “Mexican” and began to feature “zoot
suit.” The constant repetition of the phrase “zoot suit,” coupled with
Mexican names and pictures of Mexicans, had the effect of convincing the
public that all Mexicans were zoot suiters and all zoot suiters were
criminals; ergo, all Mexicans were criminals.

Source: Carey McWilliams, “The Zoot-Suit Riots,” published by The New
Republic, a weekly political magazine, on June 21, 1943.

Vocabulary
sentiment: attitude, Office of War Information: a U.S. government
opinion, or feeling agency in operation during World War Il that

published propaganda in support of the war effort
needled: pressured  and censored information that portrayed the U.S.
in a negative light

ergo: therefore
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READING LIKE A HISTORIAN

Document C: Committee on Un-American Activities in California (Excerpt)

The California legislature convened the Joint Fact-Finding Committee on Un-
American Activities in the 1940s to investigate subversive activities. In public
hearings, the committee investigated various groups it suspected of being
disloyal, including Japanese Americans, suspected communists, and a small
number of suspected fascists. Historians have argued that the committee
devastated the lives of innocent Californians.

Committee chairman Senator Tenney: Do you believe racial prejudice and
discrimination was the basic cause for this disturbance?

C. B. Horrall, Chief of the Police Department of the City of Los Angeles: | do
not. ... These disturbances, of course, started with the Latin-American gang
situation. ... There were fights between different gangs ... [which] were confined
almost entirely to themselves. However, about a year ago, we had a little
difficulty down at [the port], wherein they got mixed up with the sailors down
there. ...

This latest [disturbance] ... [was] apparently, the result of some of the
sailors making advances to some Mexican girls or talking to them. | don’t know
whether it went any farther than that, and it started the difficulties, and then there
was retaliation back and forth between this particular group up there and the
sailors until it reached the place where it got some publicity in the papers. ...
Some people have chosen to call it riots; | don’t think it should be classified as
that. And the feeling in general among them was one of fun and sport rather than
malice. Quite a few of the boys had their clothes torn off, but the crowds weren’t
particularly hard to handle. ... There were no attacks made on policemen. ...

The Committee finds that Communist publications ... played an important part in
agitation of the Mexican pachucos, both in preparing for the riots and in keeping
the issue alive when the violence had ceased.

Source: Report of the Joint Fact-Finding Committee on Un-American Activities in
California, 1945; C.B. Horrall testified to the committee on June 23, 1943.

Vocabulary

subversive: attempting to weaken make advances: attempt to start a romantic
or destroy a government secretly  or sexual relationship with someone

pachucos: Mexican American zoot suiters
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READING LIKE A HISTORIAN

Document D: El Sol (Translated excerpt)

The following article was published in El Sol, a Spanish-language, Mexican
American newspaper that advocated for unity between the United States and
Mexico and celebrated the countries’ military alliance during World War II.

A group of about 30 pachucos attacked and gravely injured a marine.
After, a number of marines and soldiers took justice into their hands, exasperated
as they were from the constant attacks and having their fellow soldiers, and
occasionally their wives, become victims. The marines and soldiers organized
themselves in patrols and took taxis across the poor neighborhoods of the
metropolis in search of “kalifas,” who they would pull out of diners and theaters
to remove their outlandish pants and leave them in their underwear.

Finally, Tuesday the 8", a marine commander’s order cleaned the streets
of Los Angeles of their ... marines and coast guards, in order to give the civil
authorities the freedom to face the problem created by the groups of
PACHUCOS that during the past five weeks had started various conflicts with the
marines. ...

We always condemn the attire, the effeminacy, the cowardice of the
gangs, the misfortune that weighs on la raza to see our young people with zoot
suit pants that go up almost to the neck, jackets that graze the knees, hats that
look like umbrellas. ...

We presume that this is the work of a FIFTH COLUMN, a result of Axis
agents maneuvering, who go about sowing this carnival of inferiority within our
RAZA, just as they sow bad feelings among American sentiment with only one
goal: Destroy the foreign policy of President Roosevelt, destroy his Good
Neighbor Policy, create a conflict with MEXICO.

Source: El Sol, June 11, 1943, Phoenix, Arizona.

Vocabulary

pachucos: Mexican American zoot [a raza: literally, “the race”; here it refers to
suiters Mexicans and those of Mexican descent
metropolis: a large city fifth column: a group of enemy spies
kalifas: California pachucos Axis: Germany, Italy, and Japan; the

military enemies of the Allies in World War
effeminacy: femininity Il
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