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The objec ive'of this paper is to provide a frame of reference on
. - - ,
the SOC|ology of Mexican-Amerlcan families which Hopefully wilT have

.

l .
utnllty for interested students and also the futune research efforts ~

.of.the NG-128 Subcommittee on Mex:can-Amerlcan populations. | had

A : \
originally intended to devote the paper to an assessment of the
. - . a - ] .
relationship between:residency invparticuuér geographical regiors and

the variation among Mexican-American families along several dimensions

.

’;t}, . N . . .
g?~family structure and groces§< By revieWing the published~empirical

. ’ v ; p 3
literature on families in the.several areas o*;concentrateq Mexican-
American settlement® (riamely California, Arizona, CoLodeo,fNew Mexico,,

Texas, aﬁd.various cities in theAMidwest), ! had hoped’ to evolve

§
i

generafizations distinguishing family patterns between these sites. It

y J

.\, - N ’ -
became apparent in the course of the literature rev1ew,,howeveF, that

while areal differentiation Seems sighificent,'begﬁraphlcal region is

iy kS -

w % - . -

much too broad and inclusive a variable to adequately account for the '
+ -

dynamics Aof family variation. Nor is there enough ihformp{ion available

whichwould allow us to make strict comparisons between specific sites.

b . ) s
Nevertheless, the literature suggest¥.that a trgmendous amount of intra-
} L : ;.e
regional and even intra-community divérsity exi§ts,“which in many ways
. v
is more sugnlfltant than gross regional dnfferences.. Varlattons in

famlTy behavior appear to be lntlmately linked to such factors asg C e
. .

: SOC|oeconom|c status,“natxvngy, age "and generation, speC|f|c place of

-

residence, language use ‘patterns, etc. Thereﬁore, thns synthesus will be

. . X
COncerned wuth the question of family variance p r se by con51der;ng a
» <
number of relevant factors. g N

\ . ’ * A :
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/J We find numerous referenc;s to the famil§ throughout the rapidly |

& * . . >

. . ~

expanding bon'of literature on Mexican Anericans.- with'few exceptions, .

nonetheless, there exusts little information of a concrete emglrlcalJ

nature which would enable us to make firm generallzat:ons oh famllyg -
. 7 o §
form and process. - lrrespective of their numerical size and the crucial

..
’ L
.

. roles they perform in terms of sQStenance and sochlization, Héfrcani

-

American familiesJas ofeyét have not been given systematic-treatment - o

.

(Penalosa, }968 608) ¢ ln many . sthdies, the fanfily is only a tangentiat™

*, . . hndl

1

* consideration as concentrated analysus is glven to suchftopncs as culture,

e

values,or health (Staton, ‘9721325)x Much of the<work that has bébn done

is in the form of theses and dfsser;atJons on varlousacommun|t|es-~most
of which%are'unpublfshed and difficult. to obtain’ To date, the most :

comprehensive investigation was that conducted by the Hexican-American

. 4 4

kStudy Pro;ect at UCLA in the ‘late 1960.'s based on Los- Angeles and

“

e San #Antonio samples. These data appear ‘in what t"generally considered

- “

to be the Standard;reference on_HeXican Americans by Grebler, Moorejy
' * :‘ A - i

¥

and"Gugman;“The*Mex%éaanmef+can—Peopje%—¥¥he—Nafion’s Second, Largest

LS

Mimority (1970) and additionally are available in various Study Project“.

, Tz LY ‘ v . . . ’
advance reports. . . s
foox ' ¥ N R v

s .

.For the most ﬁart prior to this, popular conceptions of Méxican- s

-

American family life were based prlmaruly on a number of community and

*

village studles conducted |n predomlnantly agrlcultural areas of New Mexlco
. and Texas (See Kluckholn and Strodtbeck, 1961; Loomis, 1940; gohanson, 1943;

Simmons, 1952; Edmondson, 1957; Hadsen, 1964; and Rubel, 1966). In a e
= - : . .
number of ways, these studies were perceptive and énlightening redative , .

to understanding family life in traditional slowﬂy-changing rural environments.

-

“ o . 4
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) - .
. ° . v -
« l
| y
%l" .'$ g _ Unfo{fgnagely though, they provided us with few ins;ghts;into famil; T
e . _gehaéfdf within drban mil feus--where today'OVer~90i'of'theTMexican- ]
. ; American popu]atiOn resides.: Even more unfortunately, these studies zt
e Sy e « S .o ‘ N ;-
. :2>¢" . were used in both academia and government as the prnmary descruptlons ?
' ) o :and ‘baselines for pO]IfY formulatlon concgrnnng Mex:can-Amancans ’_ ’
T e
"} " . Penalosa‘sfates that no theoretical frémeWork hasqung deveioped (
‘to account for transformations in Mexucan-Ameru%'h famiTy life (1968 681) .
e While an expltcut theoretlcal framework may often not be presented however, R <
’ . , famle,resegxch seemingI; has been guided almost single-mindedly by a )
s "definite persgectivex Thisvperspective isibased'on the. twin concepts of
A , . . , )
“& acculturation and assimilatjon}fand an ideal-typicaI‘construetAsztulatfng, - ;A‘
(\ -, ° on the one ‘hand, the "traditional" Mexican'family type, and on the other . A
. its presumed polar opposite, the “modeﬁn” mfddle-class erican famiti
' ] . type. Hypothetlcally, Mexican- Amerléan famnlles undergo a var|ety of >
. L :'changes, and in so dolng move further away from the ''traditional'! and N

* o
4

closer«td the "modern,' as thelr members become |n9reas|ng|y acculturated —

B \ . ) ' ‘ A . . - A
¢ . 5///10 and assimilated or integratéd into the dominant 6pg]o~Amerhcan society.

w LA 4 . . '
. " 5 of course:'thfs represents nothing that'is novel, as in the last fifty 5 s
. ¥ : oL A ) '
. . or so years a numbér of ethnic minorities have been so sociologically
- ! L . : o :
scrutinized. ‘ ‘ ) .« .
s . * . ' R - L ‘ - ’ "
. -+ On the other hand, we know relatively little about how Mexican-AmeriCan~ .

N * f

families. actually |nteract internally or how they contend and |nteract

" wutﬁiexternal social units” (with the possuble exception of I|m|ted studles
.

épertannung to medical services and agencues (see Sdunders, 1954 ; Clark 1959,

’ »

and Rubel 1966)-. Few dtudies have actually ''gotten-in' to Meylcan—Amerlgan

]

~ ' families in the sense that families have ‘bifgraphies and are constantly

- ' . 'y
PR 4
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-

- Ybecoming'' rathe;lthen statlclunits. A glimpse of what can-beeuncovered

0

in this fashuon is. revealed by Ramos (1973) in an ethnomethodologucal
analysis of a poor Mexucan-Ameplcan family and the conflicts it faced

.
. L

“due to’ the contradictory démanﬂs placed on it by the agents of various

N . P .
. community-agencies. - . a

N . < .
.

3 Another shortcomlng of the acculturatuon-assumulatuon perspective

is its |mpl[C|t,|deology. Accordlngly, complete acculturatlon and -

>
l assimilation aFe_presumed to be the most functlonal and '‘correct' responses

.

for HeX|can Americans. In so doing, it .is a form of cultural chauvinism

3

.

which reJects both the utllnty “and legltlmacy of cultural pluralism

2,

. C 4 - .
"andy bi-culturaligm. Clearly, the notlon of the ''melting-pot' is a myth
. . R M IS N L .
and.the historical operations of suth institutions.as the educational.
¢ *

system ha been blatantly orlented toward the goal of ''Anglo-confor ty
ve\v ny

. §

{see Ramurez,,1975). As Romano correctly noteg, conceptual framewerks

-
-

such as acculturaj:on as?imllatlon place blame for- fallure on: Mexucan~’
Amerucans themselves and denx_/he relevnn£§ of external condltlons They
v

picture Mexitan Ameéﬂcaﬁs as a,passive, uncooperatuve and disjointed lot

-~ (until they somehow become acculturated and hssimulated)--rewrlte history
by denying the cata]yt?g and continJ;l‘roles Mexican-Aﬁerjcahs have played
historically.in labor, edqeatiohal refdrm, and politieal movehents“-and‘

. serve as haﬁdy rationalizations for the maintenence of the 'status quo .

.

. (Romano, 1973a)

- -
‘

\ . Alshough common ly deplcted as an undufferentuated rure}'pOpulatlon

e g%gﬁh to a “tradjtlonal“ way *of life, Méxican Americans, as we know;

, are a diverse and heterogeneous population characterized by important

+ .

|nternal differences. And consequeﬁtly, “...the‘same cbmplex?ty that is

found in the general Mexncan-Amerucan“pOpulatton is also found |n the
\

-

- A}
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- [ ., . . -
fami]y‘pf ertuafby;every‘Mexiéan-American“ {Romano, 1973b:l77). Murillo

‘ . LN ' . :
relates that: > . £

lbstead there are literally thousands of Mexican American - * |
families, all differing significantly fcpm one another along a - 3

- variety of dimensions. There are significant regional, hnstoruéz}

/*  political, socioeconomic, acculturation, and assumllatIOn factors, .

fThe reality is that, there is no Mexican American family “type“ . 4
for. example, which result in a multitude of family patterns of \Eﬁ . 1
n t

living and of copTng with each other and with thefr Anglo envnro .-
(1971 :97) . ¥ o . N T

4
«

The‘fOITOW|ng sections will consider-to what degree as revealed in o
».; j o -

i
|
|
|
1
, the availagle llteratﬂve, sugnlflcant varlatlons exist across Mexlcan- :
: ! . 3

Amerlcan‘famllles In previous ‘studies only several t0pics have been LA

. ¢ .

xfreguentVYxtouched upon to the extent that a“"synthe¥is is possiﬁle: the L

extended family, family roles, dating and ‘courtshipy ritual kinship

. .
. , .

’ .
& .

Las

N . . " ;- ’ ’
relations, and intermarriage. Basic demographlc data on such factors as

family size, fertlllty,,dependency, dlstr|but|on Separation and divorcé; A7

- - B

- etc., has been purposely omitted due to space Ilmltat1ons and |ts ready

>
- . +

«

availabllity in other references (see u.s. Departmen1 of Commence, 1970a - ;;" %
* ‘ . ) . . 4 R - '}
and 1970b-"%nd¢sreb1er et al., 1970). “The paper will conclude witH -

g ! —_— _‘;_.A___‘—_____
some general comments on famllx dlsorganlzatlon and “family persnstence. N -
- “ . ‘ . .
- N « * . T - [ R

. - .

~ The Extended Family ~ * : - ‘ ot N

Numerous studies have stressed the great |mportance of fam|I|sm o o ,;/‘

- . o . h *

among Mexxcan Amérlcans. Presumably, the famlly is the most important Lt
|

sgcial unit, takiﬁg qumacy ?ver even individual family mémbers much less .
+* T N i
over all external,groups. This comm1tment not only pertains ‘tfo the ,

. . .« sk A

;hdnvxdual and h|s |mmed|3te conjugal famuly but also to a wuder C|rcle

s

. of relatives including married sisters*and brothers and theif cnnldren, ‘\

grandparents, aunts and uncles,tfurst cgusuns (prumos hermanos,vand thQSe . .
* . Y N i

~ . . % . - - - ‘

of fictive kinship--godparents (padrinos), coparcents (compadtes) and , . S

N i

£

.
.-

»

Coonog -y



’ ) » ° . . oL
ﬁx ) N % . .
brothers-in-law (concuhos). The famlly suppd&édly occupres a‘key position

\ being an |nvaluable (and sometimes the only) source for phgsical §Pd ;

emotuonal a|d and fulflllment Cohversely, fhe outsnde world is cruel and

-~

N capridiour--ey;n neighbors m‘st'be suspected and guarded against. Ihus

Lo ~

s . when duty calls in the form of “ar relat¢ve in need, one must necessarlly

,) proffer ald e%en at’ the cost ‘of personal ambltlons and achievements.

v -

‘¥ AJthough the nutlear household is the ideal, oblugatlons to parents are
&‘t -

learly summed up in the notlon of el deber de los hlJos--“the duty of
iy sy

-

¢

+ ° ' the sons to support elderly “parents'l (Rubel l966 59) This is the

P v
"trad|t|0nal“ picture of Mexlcan-Amerlcan familism. :

. ‘ ©) .
ot ,MT( Studies considering*famirism are somewhgk mixed in assessments of

»

)// its c0ntemporary strength in urbanized areas. Although generally,
y 2,

1
o . séems to be decllnlng. The most frequent Mndex of famlllsm used is the .

presence of three of more generatlons of kin in & given household in °
L

. _ a’.1955 study of a\ba[rl “in San Jose Callfornla tlark noted a very .

strong commitment among fam|l|es to bringing close elderly relatlves )

S — |ntow%he—homeﬂ——Hwkuxh—there—wasea-st:ongwaxers¢onetowarg the Analo

N

-

4

-

-~

L4

- custom of placlng the elderly,ln regt homes And’ those who failed to '
i ‘ take caré of_ the|r patents were subJect to sharp orutlcusm by barr:o

) residents 0f the flfty households sampled, 16% were classufled as -
"extended“ (lqss 145~ thf Goodman and Beman revealed a slmllarly

strong commltment and a very h¥gh proportlon«(over 50%) of extended

R

famil:f; |n»a late l960's lnvestlgatlon of a Houston, Texas barrio

*

{1968:86) . However, the generalizabllity of this findlng is highly

llm;ted -due to the small sample size (16).

i ‘

Penalosa “on the other hand sd§gests that in southern Callfornla

cities extended famil%es are no.longer present in any sngnnflcant degree
- . ”

5 * A d

abg . S

.
[

~

N IR




(1973:260). Grebler, et‘aL., assﬁme tHat extended=faniily househoMs are
quite rare in large metropol4tanﬁareas Less than’five'percent of their '~

Iarg\‘jﬁmple of familids. |n Los An§eles and San Antonuo contalned three

.
» -

_or moge, generations of kin- (1970 353) . T ’

-

In a study o*~residents of west#side San Antonio, Francesca delineated

N - , \t ~ M Y
sharp generational (age) differences in orientations toward helping* !

e

. .

parents. While the elderly exhlblted strong preferenoes toward provudlng )
\

» .

~for parents, young Hexican Amerlcans bel ieved that they owed Iitt‘e - -

» TR “

responS|b|I|ty (1957: 26) The Lubbock Texas, findings of Cartwrlght *

‘et al., concernlng the eIderIy are in contradlstlnctlon to this: '..~although

-

f\ - b4
* tﬁe traditional - family relat|0nsh|ps characterlsflc of Mex*can Amerlcans

/ 'R : /

are,still basucally |ntact Angllcnzatlon ‘is also taklng place" (1969 185) .

whereasiabout ons- half of thelr sample of elderly. Mexlcan Americans were -

I 4 -

* v b
) resndlng wuth their chlldren, the maJolﬁty (60%) belleved that their f\\ Y

. hnd -

»
'chlldfen had Ao- obl‘gatnon to do this. Nelther did they feel that the

- government or7other |nSt|b;t|ohs suc; as thé’ehurch-carrled any great
. ’ *
* [';SpQIlSJhLl |thgr thel r care(l%& 188)* __’v_,__,f;, o s,?__,:_‘. '
: - Two stud1es conducted among farm migrant famllzes found the exte:ded.
'hoosehold unit to be rarei. hawks, et al., revealed that 93%“of*the|r ‘ '
sample of éaliforn}a nigrantihOusehoI;s were two-parent non;SRtEnded g .. <

« ® b i\\ - - \,., L)
families. They state that, “The stereotype of the mugrant family does
\

-

not jibe with reallty . Most migrant families do not live in extended )
S
© families, although they do feel close to thelr relatlves and/ try tod T
|nclude~them in thelr lives'" (1973:24). tharrl suggests thab the highly .

l‘alted fxnanC|aI means -of migrant famllees precludes them fnmmtaklng in

needy relatlyes. while there was concern for relatuves among his sample .
P * . . . ]' -~
of Texas, Colorado, New Mexico, and*Arizona m{grants, ""The indications o

»

3 Cledos 0

. L yd




-
-
[3

B
" . . I ‘.

7
[

«

'5. E were, that the concept of the extended. fam! lax has been lost among . - .

L] -
£

“ ,these-people' (1971\5) s

. X v Several lnvestlgatuons ln the chlwest reveal the consplcu0us absence

- - L a,

T ‘ . of extghded household.s.“. In a study-,’of larly..l9‘+0's Detrolt, Iﬂumphrey - .
. R . ' . - . ; g* . . 4 B R

_, found that the duty of caring for elderly farents was no longer a~cepted . .

- ) a} . . . . . . . } . . ‘

- * ,1.by many of the fami lies. He.suggested this.{vas a_ consequence of ths B ’

s

urban wage system which could only meet the necessities of.the nuclear r/

‘p - .t v . ; ) -
. . R . - O

famuly (l9‘+‘+ 6‘4‘4) Lin’s 1963 stydy of a. Kansaf. City, Kansas arruo . o

%determlned nhat, contrary to the bellefs of “local Anglos, the nuclear '

. S\
famlly was_ the norm., Only five percent.bf the hoaseholds were extended - .

And unl |l§\e many places in the SOUthwest Kansas Lity Mexkan Amerlcan.s oL s

dld/DOt possess extensive extended fam:ly networks wuthln the city. v -

Many had mngrated to the community In 41; 1920's by themSelves, partucularly
o6

6 . the males, and thu/s, because df dlstance and time had not yet developed L ’
o C ] - N

* . = large extended famll ies. AddltnonilB' the great respeet formerly feserved

' . TN 5

: ! for the elderdy had .waned consl“derably Many **/oungsters (termed 'By Lin_
“‘%“"‘ﬁﬁjs—(‘pseudo-so,h rmtated")were—noted——rn fac 5—as—d H.sl iking-thei r—~—,'L-»——~'—,—a
! \ ”o; .‘ ® grandp'asekts becauSe of thenr “old fashlone% Hexncanness" (1963 73 79) . R'
' i Like Frém,esca in San Antonio, Golclnel.b found sugnlflcant genenatsonal . L
v - B dlfferences relatsye to omentatnons towa‘r'd faldlng elderly pzents in ‘ })
Stytaul Hmnesota Whereas. first generation Mexlpan 1Amer|cans strongly ‘
S ; ,..{, desnred to keep aged parents in thelr homes, those of  tlie Second genera\t:y - '
. ‘ \w.ere much more reluctant to_do so--although they were willing to aid _ .
' \2 the|r parents im maintaining |ndependent domm 1959:95- -36)~ Lt ) ‘ \”‘ . |
‘-\( o . in artl’\solated cologia r\ear Toledo, Ohlo ﬁa% ascertained that " .
" - ; - while the ideal arrangement was considered to be the nuclear unit, ‘
. . &
\ ‘ approximately one-thlrd of the ho!!Jsehons were extended (1963:148). Y

& PO o N 1 ¥

00104 .




. | ‘;,"J{. . ‘ . . . + ‘ ,
7 / » - .
R e a
4 . : i ’\ . : ~ ) 1 »" -
N .' & . - t, ‘ - + e V' hd \ i
’ relatlv\ly umnsulated area of Easthhlcago Samora -and (manna found :
‘ .-a number of* famulles thCh |ncluded single unattached males who - * .
LI -
te - o

apparently ha¢mug.1:ated to 'the&area alone to'work in- the steel m|lls

G . . F
The authors suggest that extended famuly ties are |mportant fachutators ‘ '\

, P
—e \ for_those moving from Mexico and the Soutﬁwest into the domnunlty (1967: l314)
i T4

] Thg relevance of the .extengd famlly,.howeyer i€ strongest lq/ )

- ‘k 4 - 'k‘

R historlcal and contemporary cases of rural non-lndusﬂtrlal systems :Zzt,illo
b ¢

ican |, 7
; .
popu]apuon resuded |mextended households.

v

. found tl‘at prror to 1850, apprf;umately or&-hal? of tl:le &os Angeles

With,intensively mcreasnhg ) {
¢ ’ .

$

|ndd‘str|als‘za'tcon and‘urbanlzatwn ‘over. the course of the next several

RS
. .decades, however r(he proportlon declined raducal—Lx_(-l975 l43) Over-time,

e T { o

~ thﬁextended famlly has océupled the most |mportant p?ltlons in New Hexlcan

. V|llagel life? lndeed as Knovbton suggests, the extended famlly/was the R
|

. c-
HSaslc sup‘port system *or rural Spanlsh A té:ans: "The}e{were ‘no* competing
t - . . * - *
. ,p_rimary'or sehdary mstututlons or assOciation/s. Until ver‘y recently,
- i “ [N -t 4 ! .- ' . “
- the functions of 'educa'tlor},tsocl‘alization', social control, religion, ‘
. i -
;——soclal—weliar&—anf#ea«rnlng a l—lvmg' were ali-— ca;rﬁed out- wrtthﬁthe*famrl(\/f‘*'““'
(196W In Atrlscp, over 140% of the(house\Tlds contained eftend.ed~ g\\ .‘4\
famllles (Kluckholn and $trodtbeck 1961:192)." Of the many sm‘g New — .. .
. 5, " . Ty
/ Hexlcan vul,,lages ‘some may consist of only one large extendeé famlly 5
. - ‘ " ‘s'.
£ (Knowlt:on, 1965: IH) ~ Village studle\s conduéte by‘ Kluokholn gﬂy e . <
RSN e . .
'Strodtbeck (1961)/b00m|s (l9140), and Johansen (19143) N;mong others, -° o
, .
descrlbe the\extended meI]Y. as the bas;c‘ unlt of economlc productlon v

with the eldest male, the patriarch, .exercising complete authorlt\,l over
.famlly-,property and functions. These fam\nes were marked by keen" respQ:t

“~ \ Pl Ve
f\or each family member and strong so idarity and affectuon Such a strong -~

-’

we-feel ing permeated the community that childless. coupl’e‘\s (objects of

b 4
» .
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pity by fellow V|llagers) were often given ch|ldren to r#-se by large
'

TN Ty~ . . : i X . . . v

’ o -

"

. . :
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intact nuclear famnlues Kluckholn discovered that 12% of AtrlscO'

r‘ ) ) a,qguﬂbdren were belng ralsed inm such+-an arrangement (Kldbkholn and “ »
. Strodtbeck, 1961: Gowp e TN T '
.o B - R | 4 ‘
: . +*
- . ' . while the extended fami}y both as a #4nsh|p network and as a household

’
. B

arranzzyent |s st;ll extremely |mportant |n rural New HeerOL |ts overwhelm|ng :

i - ~imfluence seems to have waned in the Iast\several decades. As Iong ago
i / . i

(I as IBAO Johansgn studying southern New Mexlean villages in Dona Ana County

ascertauned,that\qso1at|oh due to ifadequate-~transpc tatuon ‘and. commun1cat|ons

- b 4 LY ’ ’

ea 7t . systems was breaklng down .* Increasung soclal contact WIth the outsﬂde
T wofid,?ad brought aboat a certaln dlssat|sfact|on dmong’ the young wuth

traditiondl ar?angements . And |ncrea5|ngly greater numbers of the youth ‘3

/ ’ were moving out of the villagé%*tottake advantage of the-yocial and e

Y ’ DA - - - . . i K
) ecoriomic opportunities in urban centeré (1943:130). Along witq annzatiqg/J‘

e Fy

N ‘ urba@)&atlon and the growth of mllltary |nstallat|ons atﬂPull factors in
: ~ 3
s terms of enhanced opportunltles, Knowlton also ascribes transformatuon in

tradjtional village fﬁfe ta the encroachment of land speculators and the -
**\ " . ' y w“: .
federal government on Spanish American lands as severely disrupting local

¥ *»

'economies (I§55:h3). ‘Atencfb, conJerser,,clajms’that the residential

* }’ dlssolutlon of extended famulles 1 to the‘loss of property as in their

-

3
: e absence they were no Ionger able to productlvely.employ the land (T964:48)7

. .

oo ’ ’ _With-the movement to suth urban centers, as Albdquerque,‘Santa Fe,

- and Pueblo, the productive function of the‘extended family has ceased
- ’ M . -
‘ < " of course. However, tKe,extended family's‘role i§ still crucial. The
-, S R . . _. .
. ‘ . rural migrants' adjustment to city life is incalculably aided. Many og,

e <

- _the elderly are provided assistance by close relatives. And akthough the

-

- '
" - » . : Co )
— & B . . e ¢ -
J 3 | S )0
T . . » : . - P
. . . . .
. B iy . . . ) .




L , has changed consuderadﬁy for Mexlcan Amerucans throughout the United : .

-

domhnant pattern todqy is tﬁe”separate nuclear household bonds between v J
. relatlves stlll remain strong_and are characterized. by frequent visitation «
, P (Knewlton, 1965-&5) < - . . : |
"Q ¢ ' A «C" 7 .
h : ‘In conclusion, nt appears that the relevance of the extended famuly
> ) -

‘;W y ’? States. - But certafnly'tne re;evance of the extended faquly has changed’

* s - dramatically for many Anglo Americans also in the last several decades.
ﬁFaqilism seemsﬂto be decf}n}ngeregardlesg of et;nic group as we become .

. . more mobile, urpanl;ed;_éecularized, and (to borrow Riesman's term)

-

T ) '“cther—dire;ted n Traditionalfy, the extended family has had great

5 * ‘ he
" utility as alinlt facLIItatlng varlous need satlsfactlons for the |nd|V|duaI

.
.. ‘ -

" To do this as a coobe(gtlve Mnit it entalled a tertain degree of sacrifice
L4

in térms of personai autonomy AIthngha.Vidence pounts ‘to the |deal

-

household arrangement .as the nuclear famlly, c:rcumstances ofteh have

Lo T "’“”\
necessitated a sharlng~of quarters. 0r|entattons toward extended arrangements
I‘ . !,"

> i - -
: apparently change with changing economlc and social circumstances. - New =

<, ave;ﬁeg often lead to chénge in reference and participatory groups with

. “ P A ! - .

the frequent consequence bging the decline in involvement with fellow
~ ..

., . Family Roles ‘ - ’ o P
- Loe - )

. : i Perhabs the most prevaleﬂ*'stereotypes relative to Mexican American

‘ ~“~  family members.
<. .

-

g4 _ - familie$ are-those concerning family roles. -And, as deécribed in much

. ~._of the Iiterature, famlly roles correlate quute closely with what might

El

Y \\\ be termed as ''traditional. Generally,uroles are viewed as being strictly

differentiated along the dimensiéns ofaage’and sex. Elders are afforded

<

grea{frespect and deference, and sex roles-are rlgld}y dlchotOmuzed with

A - h »the male belng the archtype of dominance and aggreSSlon, a"d the famale <><‘

Y
w

-

e L ' . D
!
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belng the polar opposute--passrve and subordlnate The father is the

~

patriarch, the sole nreadwnnner (although sometimes aided by the earnnngs

of adolescent sons), and the famlly protector and judge. His word is

Mlaw! and commands strict obedience. Presumably, he is psychologically

- > ‘ L _
obsessed with continually proving his virility and manhood, by engaging

* in such behaviors as excegsive drinkingg de“ending his honor at any cost,

> .
o &

and through extra-marital conquests. “The husband's mach i smo is(strikingly

°

contrasted by the behavior of this wife. Confined to the Home, she

[ hd

-

is bound up in all thF duties that are entatled in being an exemplary

]

wife and mother of a large family: Her activities beyond the home are

L

lipited to frequent visitations with relatives. As in the case of the

mother, the children are supposedly models of respect. While parents
may be“quite‘lax:and induigent with them, this dramatically changes

about the time the children reach paberty.' Thereafter, they can expect
to be treated aloofly and coldly by their father--although they may still
interact warmly wnth~motper{ While, snster suster’?elattons tend to be
quite close and inti;ate,tbdth boys and girls are taught to be highly

respect ful toward older brothers. The boys also serve to protect atd -

regulate the behavior of sisters away from the home. The eldest brother

occupies_avspecialfplace in the family. For when the father dies, he

assumes the role of patriarch. oo

This cursory description serves as a summary,-albeit crude, to a
numbher of stud1es--most notably phose conducted in the lower Rio Grande
Valley by Simmons (1952, Madsag (1964), and Rubel (1966), and those in -
rural New Mekiao by Loomis (i9h0{: Leonard and Loomis (1941), GAP Reports
(1954) , and Edmondson (1957) . .w¢ may;or may not ‘3ccept the applicability

of these generalizations for those places at thase times. But what of

-
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family.roies outside of the rural commuhities of -the Southwest? Are -

- -

they equaily as tlear-cut and two;&imensionai as the simple dictum

’

suggested by Ruhei that ""the older order the»youhger, and the men
the women''’ (1966 59) .

Availabie evidence suggests that, 'in fact, roles within Mexican-
American families are~dynamica)1y changing, varied,‘end oftent imes
bear little resembfance to those deplcted above. Mekican-%merican
famliles,‘for example are not un;suaiiy stable, as separation and’ '
divorce rates apptoximate those‘of:the Anglo population (see Clark,
1961 :14k4; and Grebler, et ai , 1570»128-131) Tracing structural chenges
in the families of New Nexicof Knowlton writes that, '"At the present |
time, Spanlsh Amcrlcan familues‘are spread out aldng a contlnuum
There is no ionger'a S|ngie Spanish American family system' (1965:43).
While kinship ties between brothers and deference to the traditional

. - R '

\ i . ,
role of eldest brother after migration to urban areas are still significant,

various alterations have become pronounced. Among lower-class Spanish-

American families, for example, the father may lose mueh’of his traditional

Al ¢
.

authority if he is unable to seéure'empioyment that is stable and adequately
r . .

paying. The cont}oP that fathers can command over their‘chiidren is
roughiy co7m|ngent upon their abilities to meet the|r offsprings' economic ’
need;v(1965:hh). And although the children have much more freedom than .
previoue!y, parents are still far from being permissive. Among Spanishff
American businessmen and professionals, there was observed a strong desire
to'emulate Anglo patterns relative to a more ingependent wife role and
egaiitarian decision-making. ngever, Know! ton sugges&e that this role ¢
T M t

change may produce a variety of strains and tensions, and at times,
! b

reversigns to authoritarianism. Even in the cities, nevertheless, the

.
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father -is still general}y the\pétriaréh;pf the nuglear. family.. And even {

-

. though the wife may work, he coht}qyesito make the more fmportant . . . .

decasuons (1965 :4L4-45) . (’, : . ‘ . e

-~ _ R T

Resgydylng El Cerrito, New Mexuco in 1956, Loomis sfound sumllar

.

¥ .
patterns to those delineated above. Among those moving to drban centers, )

+

he noted a change toward lower-class Anglo*® pract1ces. Wives were no

-~

longer submlssuve to husbands pagticularly in-the area of child~ rearung
Also, adolescent chlldren were becomlng ¢ncreasungly |mportant n the o :

*

. ™~
family as they ''...are often the chlef 1inkage the parents have With. i .
. ¥ ) .

M

- A

Anglo l:qlture" (1973:230). J
g

Bodine suggests that World War |l was'a crucial event ih altering

@

authority relations within Spanish-American, families in Taos, New. Mexico.

-

With the men -jn the service, the women came to run the homes. ”Many

,men returned from the Var to flnd their wives were not only cdpable of o
hanalan‘theur own affairs but determined to preserve their new-fOund

independence. In many,cases the traditional structuré of hdfband-wife S

-
¥

status and role playing was broken' (1968:148). .

Clark's 1954 analysns of Sal Si Puedes, a San Jose barrio which «* .

< .

.

w she termed as being more '"Mexican' than-6thers. |n the area, also provudes 3 4

ts with a picture which is at variance with the notlon of “trad|t|onal“

" roles. “Although the patriarchal- authorltarlan famlly péitern .is j

-

regarded by mgny Spanlsh speaklng.geople as an |%eal, actual family - 6

[#3

relatlonshlps in the barrio.are often quite dlfferent Wives,. for |
barrio . !

example, although theoretically subservient tq their husbands’, sometimes .
. i L) i ’

openly defy male authority'' (1959:150). Working wives in particular were !

.

~exertingvstrqng influence over family expenditures (1959:151). In the

province of child-rearing, changes ‘were not as graphfc. Children were 3 .

# ‘
. ‘ i

°> (1016




_ held by Spanish-speaking wives in the same city:‘ English-speaking wives

'OIder s:bllngs still e/Joyed authority over the younger, and some .

. decls:on making, more permissive 'tituaes concerning child-rearing, more

_a : : S .
not  necessarily be accepted as indicative of the influence of acculturation

'~

held *in high esteem,” but only the very smallgst were given outward signs

- -

of affection. Fathers ranged from the permissibe'to the harshly

e

disciplinarian; and children generally held'them in, very higﬁ regard.

-

mothers contlnued to defer to the oldest son (1959 154)

1

As‘;xpected acculturatlon to Anglo concepts appears to have a close
relation to role .changes., Usnng Ianguage use ag an’ |ndex of acculturation,
Thanp, et al.., found that among English-speaking MexIcan-American wives

in Tucson, conceptions of marriage roles varied dramatically from those

had pronouncedly more egalitarian attitudes toward family authority 'and
- S
companionate attltudes towards sex and other relat«ons with husband, and less

concern with homemaker roles (1968). * These findings; however, should

as measured by language use since the researchers failed tp controt for

such seemingly important variables. as socIOeconomac status, length of .

»
2

residency in the U.S., urban-rural background, and age.
X ) [
Francesca tested the relationship between age and various cultural
' .
patterns including family role orientations among ljower-class San. Antonio

husbands and wives. She found that as age increased, orientations toward
tradifional'family patterns likewise increasedl Third generation {young)
couples tended to favor outside empioyment for the wife, the occasional
assistance of husband with household chores and child-care, less
authoritarianism andvstétus inequality between spouses, etc. (1957). AN

. Rdle chanées have been perhaps the most dramatic in the Midwest, B

In.the early 1940's in Detrolt, Humphrey hoted that, 'While mosc women

o amy




9

the greater freeddm possible there. |f the wife has a.s\sin?l'l_atéd

ways, n

-

accept the restraints ﬁmposed on them by the culture of the homeland,

3

a small proportion of Detroit Mexican women come to take advanfage‘of

e o,
~

‘ [ 4
American culture more rapidly than her husband, she may use her knowledge

to effect a reversal, from subordination to superordination in family

.

roles" (1944:624). However, the most significant change was that between

- “ .

fath;?\aqg\sg}fGren'as the latter were usudlly the most acculturated and
. K3

proficient i Eng}ish. Teenage males, beinj the most familiar with Angio
ew’gifved as theinte;mediaries;betwéen the family andjghé,world
outside the barrio. Thus, many of the youth had gained status equal 'to
that of:ihe.father--a;d some had become even domi;ant §1944:625) . - Z
‘Among second generation immigrént families in SF. Paul, Goldner .

found the pawer of the patriarch diminishing as increasingly more men
> ’ - “ T
were consulting with wives. These wives werg much more likely to work

&

outside the home, and there was a noticeable reduction in the number of
. . -

children. Frequent explanations among the men as to why decisidn-making

was becoming shared included, ''She has a right'' and ''She works, so she

has say' (1959:81). Fathers wére beco ing less strict with their childrea,
263 ; ,

“ H

also. On the other hanéf Samora and Lamanna (East Chicago)'éuggest,that,

~

"Parental control continues to be extreme by American standards' (1967:35).
,Even among the presumably most ''unacculturated' of all, the migrant
L, 4 by

farmworkers, authority patterns.do not conform to traditional stereotypes:
. g

According to Hawkes, et al., (Califormia) the father is not the "all-powerful

tyrant.'' Rather, most family deé?%ion-making was shared jointly by the -

#!!‘ied couple (1973:23-24). ‘Neither does Ulibarri's analysis of migrant

farmworkers give us*a picture of a cold, regressive, and authoritarian

family situation: '...perhaps the most successful involvement of “the

0018 ’ ), ~

14
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z
mlgrant and ex-migrant.worker in all his llfe s ‘endeavors was his * (q

famlly The mlgrant s and ex-migraft's nuclear family exhlbuted‘
v A o
itself as a well-organized unit where.all members enjoyed wholesome

+

status and prestige and where there was mutual ceqcern for each other"
)\ .

(1971:165). * ~ : .
: 4

o “~ o - ‘
According to Stevens (1973) and Officer (196h), presumed machismo
\ o
is much more . complex than apparent (for a crathue on studies on Mexican-
Amerlcan families and mach¥smo see Montlel 1973)\/ Based on .observations

, - A . Ce

of Latin American societies, Stevens'contends that the macho husband

]
and the submissive wife act-out hughly comp1ementary and\symbiotlc roles.

Machismo is countered by marianismo (reference to the Virgin Mary),

»

the latter a self-denying ﬁartyr:type_role whioh enables the woman_ to

3

attain veneratedvstatps and spﬁritual superiorLt§ in the eyes of husband

»

{bd children (1973:57-63). Officer suggests that explicit in the roles

b Mexican-American wives in Tucson is the imperative of sustaining the

.
.

apperance. of their husbands' machismo

it was through the male that prestige came to the
household and everyone was éxpected to aid, the man-
of the house in siéﬁsfylng the requirements of the
male role... In the pruvacy of their own boudoir,
a Mexican [American] woman might criticize/ her
husband, taunt him; evep insult him, but ;&en others

were present she assumed,a submissive roie (1964:99).

Grebler, et 61., speculdte that strict male dominance never may have

»

beén a reallty, but |nstead owly a cu?tura\\l::jj Although their sample

of Los Angeles males firmly reported that in ir chuldhood homes father

. 2
had been the decision-maker, when asked who had made the decistons relative
to thelchbldren~and daily household operations thelﬁ.reply was ''mother.'’

£
~Decisions on large expenditures were made J01ntly by parents ln terms

of coqﬁemporar?’¢os Angeles and San Antonio -families, they found significant

()()19
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age, income level, %ﬁd ne i ghborhood ethnicity differénces on oriehtations

toward such issues as “wnfe s maJor role as belng chlld bearer,! "thusband's I;

+

complete control over family income," “chn]d-care and babysitting by

-
R

. husband,“ and “husband'sibid in berformiﬁglhouéebqld chores.!" Favorable® . !
. » . - R 1

. attitudes toward binth control were noted among.both men and women_ .
. . \L:*

(1970:360-365). Such fifdings strongly contradict convéntional notions

.

. . . N
concerning machismo®and Mexican-American males. Grebler, et al., in fact,
———————— b Y

*

) R
+found that the only aspegt of family behavior which bore any resembiance //
" . ] . ’ . 'y N P

whatsoever to "traditional”’role% was that in the area of child cemportment:

. AR -

. Emphasns on control is still apparently qunte strong as approximately

O

-

Loy q‘.the sample felt the maJor pursuit of teaching |n‘!he schools Bhould. :
[ b
be’ directed toward discipline (1970 367). > - : E

wh + g
- - n conclu5|on, receht giudles suggest that “tradit|0nal“ Mexican-

American family roles are no Ionger prgdomanant " Changing social and

-
Y

. - -economic realities have brought about concomitapt modifications. |n:the

roles of husbands, wnves, R;rents, and children. Spec'f?c salient " \

. . ” .
condﬁtions‘whbch,appear to be closely linked with role changes int#ﬁGe
- - . ' - L] . .
- jmmigration,into unfamiliar environments,,urbanization, employment of

-~
-

. s
wives, increasing socipeconomic status, movement out of the barrio, and

.

¥ in short, increasing acculturation and assimilation.

‘ I

Ritual Kinship Rela{ions . ‘ - ¢

Ritual Jkinship ties are presumably integral aapects of traditional

Mexican-Amer ican famtly Ilfe. Bas:cally they Serve to widen and enhance

&

. the individual's prnmary,group by either trghsformlng outsnders |ntou

family members or relatlcés into particularly close “associates. The

¥
usually |nt|mate bond between two snsters, translates their husbands
-~ ‘l 3

-

relatuonshlp wuth each other into a special type of association, the cunado.
,

L (1020 a "
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This tie between brothers-in-law or’concdnos'tends to facilitate and

-

strengthen the re\ationsth between sisters as well as their respectlve

families The most lmportant fictuve relat|onsh|p, however‘ lS the

1]
comgadrazgo or rituai coparenthood. Th‘re,are basically four occasions

1]

. for the establishment of coparentagé bonds--at the child's baptism,

[% .-
first communion, confiéfmation, and marriage, although baptism is the

most frequently sponsored .and most seriously taken event. The comgadrazgo.

details certain obllgat|ons of the godparents (padrinos and madr|nas)

*

toward the godchild. Net, it is ‘even fore significant as a bond between
. 3 ¢ i
the godparents and the child's parents (compadres) as the ritual tie

serves the function of formaI|2|ng bonds pf sdildarlty and/or contalnlng

+
potential Sonfl|ct. Not a celationshlp entered into lightly, intended

-

godparents must be worthy of responsibni;ty and deep respegct.
‘ L}
- * . R .
In reference tp urban southern California, Penalosa argues that
+ . \ -

.the ritual coparenthood relation no, lon '{'has any significance as '
a fictive kinship relation" (’973'260) Gtebier, et ai., as well po|nt
out that the functlon of comgadra;g has~declined with urbanlzatnon

(1970'35“-355) Purportedly few cases of orphaned children belng cared
« r } "

¢ for by godparenﬁs have been noted. On the other hand,.Rubel's analysis

of “traditionai" Weslaco, TExa%, revealed thatmorphaned~chiidren were

-

not taken in by godparents but by close blood relatives (1966:70). So

perhaps adoption has never been a key function of compadrazgo. Also,

accordiné to Grebler, et al., the}young do not view the relationship as

seriously®as older Mexican Americans. In-a small subsample of'Los Angeles

o,

respondénts, they found many cases in which it was not strong, and a few
. - ‘; .

.
-

where it was non-existent. Among those from Mexico it is apparently

strongest and socioeconomic status has reportedly little association with

-
*

~ r' :
‘ o ()()iZI. c. . . » \




eltﬁfr its . presence or strength They conclude that"//;Ithough

undoubtedly still viable, [the comEadrazgo] appears to be a mlnor feature

N

of klnshlp -and community soclal organlzatlon in the major urban centers'

. P

»
“

(19709355) ' ~ -
,' i .
Conversely, in a low-income barrio of San Jose, Clark determined

the compadrazgo to be one of the strongest Mexican cultural elements o

Y

present, and highly functional in binding individuals together and ‘ji

IS

malntaﬁnlngwnelghborhood and community stability (1959:158). leewuse
.in Kansas City, it remained an integral part of barrio Jife. ‘Besides °

the consanguineal arld afflnal kin aff:luatuon the ritual coparenthood,
«%

compadrazgo, -is the most important feature of sacial brganization, WhICh
has a significant function in religious instruction, cultural value

orientation, social control, and maintenance of emotional overtones'

-

4

y ~
(Lin%, 1963:75). And only about _one-fifth of Lin's informants took the
relationshlp casually (1963: 865' ' - *

0bvnously, the evidence suggests that generallzatlons c0ncern|ng

»

the persistence of ritual coparenthood should be only fautiously

»

advanced. Even bétween (and probably within) highly urbanized centers,

the existence of fictive kinship bonds apparently‘yaries greatlyf It

seems safe to say, however, that compadrazgo and cunddo are relational
. - AN P

forms which decline in import and relevance as Mexican Americans move

residentially oﬂt;gf‘the barrios and colonias. Nontheless, as suggesteJ

above, they appear'gf be functlonally |mportant affnllat10ns within the

. -

more soclally insulated predomlnantly Mexican-American sectlons :

Dating and Courtship
‘In the “traditional’ Mexican-American family, adolescent sons and

daughters are differentially treated by parents in almost all aspects of

0022




- socialization #nd supervision. But perhaps nowbere are these differences . {
» . ’ R . ‘ . .
- more graphic than in the areds of courtship and dating. Teenage sons °*

generaily are given almost complete freedom outside of their homes;
AR '

-

. ) \ and~mpr¢overx parents may presume that sons will sow a Jiberal quantity’ .
of “wildfdats,“ Daughters, on the other hand, supposedly are subjected’
- " b 3

v

- to a severe double standard. - They are of matter of, course expected to
. : ' y i : ' : ' o
« -assume theﬂather-worldly, chaste, ahd submissive characteristics of their A |

e - mo}hers. As in their mothers"” rdle, their piace is idéall{ in the home. va
S .. . - .
Behavior away from the home is rigidly circumscribed and supervised by s

not only fathers but also by Brothers. Any compromising or potentially

»

NN dishoforable situation must be avoided. Dating is forbidden. Limited

“courtship only begins with the father' s approval after the young man
. v

requests permissuon for the daughter's hand through an often hlghlyu ’

H

. 4 ) :
?ﬁ " ritualized process wﬂlﬂh‘may include the services of an intermediary \

s
-

(port;dor). | f the‘fathey accede§ to the suitor's request, the young

.
*

man may then make pigiodic“VIsits to her home--meetings which are, of.

\
|
|
\
|
|
|
|
. ) course, chaperoned. As~in the case of ﬁany young Anglo women, the elaborate ) ‘J
. - . . 1 ”.“‘ s - ) ‘
marriage ceremony is the high-point in the girls'-life. ’
: |

h ) Rubel points out that the above pattern was the normative ideal in .

weslaco Texas being more or less followed by local famllles However ,
x

3 he noted the gradual attractlon among Mexican Amerlcan youth toward the =
| 4 ~ Ic

Anglo customs of unchaperoned and serlal dating and the desire to avoid .
"9 . )

\ possible parental refusal by elopement (1966:77). ‘ .

‘ In New Mexico, Knowlton found that with movement to large cities,

) . P
such strict guidelines had been attenuated, but in many cases, not too °

, \
R L N : .

radically. . . ,

v N - |

: -

|

|

* . 0023 o




Many families wull still not penm|t their daughters to

date before they go to college Others accept controlleg

dating. The girl is‘not ‘permitted to date many different
. boys but is expected to go steady or ‘to* date only one or
. two. Varied dating will definitely shadow a Spanish-

American girl's reputation. _The girl is not perwrfted

to bring her boyfriend intd her home or to introduce

him to her parents - This would be regarded as an |nsuft

when a couple has agreed upon marriage, the boy will come

with his parénts to make a formal~visit to the gurl‘

home (1965: “5) .

Clark's analysus of San Jose revealed.patterns that were at mj xed

variance ¥ith tragltnonal practlces Families were d|¢|ded in allowing .
- their daughters to date. Among pa;eﬁfs’?rgﬁ Mexico, theré was strong

resistance to datipg. Nonetheless, a number of girls openly defied ,

their parents commands, and followed Anglo customs. In general, however,
v

Agirls were allowed to go to mixed parties and_.dances. Most marriages
£ . LY

were arranged with little‘parental interference. Clark specyiated that
. L A

in only pne out of 100 cases were parents in control of marriage

. +

arrangements (1959:142-143).

- .
In Kansas City, parental authorjty appeared to be considerably less.

Lin states that, “Girls too refuse to be régulated by parenfs.“ Aqd:
most parents agreed that at age 18, 'girls.should be allowed'independence.

, ’

SN Intrea5|hgly more unmarried hlgh scfiool graduates were mov ing away f?%j

*
n 0
AL “eme into apartmg#ts Even at JZunger ages, glrls were belng g|Ven fr er

.

rein, ~and dating practices were apprOX|mat|ng those of Anglo yoyths: -
* *

.~ the use of the telephone is so effective |n‘f|xung a date that the
7~

parents recognize the impossibility of controllpng their dayghters

contact with tHeLr boyfriends. Many’ parents, hoﬁeVer,'stillﬂobjeci to

CP
Ioose behavior and some parents set certaln n|ghts and a curfew for

their daughter s datlng“ (1963:82) . . .

0024,




S/
' . On the basis cf this limited evndence, it appear§’that dating and

: \ \\\ -
'4

. courtship patterns are being modified perhaps ‘more qulckly than .other, -

traits such’ lg,famlly roles. AII of the factors whish have been

B
C, ﬁ {; b : 7 ‘-
S mentroned |n previous ectlons seemlngly have relevance to these changes,
" but perhaps the most |mportant variable is generatnon--snnce ‘ft is the - A
. . youth Who have been encounterlng the dilemma of reconciling parental

: expectations with the conventlonal behavlor of other youths

d Intermarriage L _ o : .

* The ultimate ‘indicator of assimifation is intefma?riage. And, as
the Mexican-American population becomes increasingly heterogeneous, and

s assimilation into Anglo society increases, we should expect the rate -

.

¢, of marriag betwe n.Me ican-Americans and Anglos to concomitantty rise.
LN N ¢ , !

Data from a variety of sources, reveal that Wexican;AmericanS\are
enter]ng lnto more prlmary re}atuonshlps with Anglos over time. For

) example, Grebler, et al., found that whereas about 15% of their Los Angeles
respon\ients had predo;ninantlf Anglo childhood friends; aj’oetv 40% of their

- childrens' frlends ‘were predominantly Anglo (1970:396),. } Data from- Ty
[ ~
San Antonio, on the other hand, reveal that there are sngnlflcantly fewer
2
Mexlcan-Amerlcans (both adults and chlldren) having mostly close Anglo
4

3

- : . (/
assoclates nkewlse, ‘in terms of orientations towar |nte5marr|age,

> San Antonio Mexicam-Americans voice greater opposition (although those

/favorlng social distance are only 20%) (1970:392). \
4

) : . A
Studiés based on. the analysis of md%riage Fecords support the above

. findings.oﬂncerning differential ethnic association. ; The intermarriage >

rate‘fof Meiican-Amérlc nsl San Antonio between l9b0 and 1955 was about
| . = i
. - . 0% And although in’Los Angeles between 1924 and 19331r1t was tﬁﬁ;

-

L 0n95



, -/ : :

‘ nine percent; ln 1963 intermarriage was 25%. Ngw*Mexico data graphically
M

illustrate the phenomenon of |ncrea5|ng rates over time: 1924-1940, e

. eight percent; 1953, 13%; and l96b l9% (Grebler, et al . 1970:4b6).

o
Examunatuons of marruage records in ‘the South Texas cities of Brownsvnlle,

»

EdldBurg, and Sinton by my associate Phillip Monk, conversely, reveal
*

that althqgsn rates have been lncreasnng over time, th%,change has been -
| - . L " ‘ -‘ 5.
rather undramatic and the rates are consider;bly less than those of the T

3

above three study areas. He also noted significant variations in rates
- :

-

between theSe South Texas communities (1975). ) *

e In Kansas City, Lin found an |ncre&51ng rate of Anglo-Hei\han Amerlcan

A

marrlages--desplte the great res|stance parents usually mounted against

.
A

them. One-third of the marriages were with Anglos; and purportedly
. f ]
»

, . » . L
intermarriage was an important sourcé of cleavage within\tne MexlcanrAmericda

- 4 . ' N ¥
community. Hostility was usually dfT;cted against tMose who wqre felt to
» ¥ )

+ingly, the success fate pf Angto male-

-

be ''too good for Mexicans.“ Intere?
Mexucan female marrlages was con: dErablm,higher than that of the opposlte L '
arrangement Indeed wnth an alleged failure rate of 80% between‘ﬂexlcan

o

male-Anglo female marriages, local priests strenuously counselled against

this particular form. Anglo wives—were supposedly much more demanding

- A e N ., e ¢
and shrewish than their Mexlcan~A£erlQan counterparts. (I might add that
Anglo wives might have been also miuch less' tolerant toward the peccadilloes
A , .

of their Mexican husbands than would Mexican wives.) MNevertheless, tin
N .
suggests that even if the marriage is stable, it eventually alienates

both huséands and wives_from their respective ethnic groups to the extent
- e ‘ S

that they become ''marginal men'' (1963:80-84).
L L

On the other hand, Officer discovered that intermarriages were quite

stable (denoting a relatively low divorce ratc) and of a non-alienative

n0vYe B




Bl Y . A “ N
I - ‘ b " . o ) :
S nature in Thcson, Arizona. With a long histoﬁx”of intermarriages in

. - the city, over 25% wé(e’mixea i 1959. And while early patterns

: -~ conformed to the Angld male-Mexican female variant, almost half
. . o ' .

were now between Mexican-American men and Angio women. 'Thé couples

, were remavkably Well-adjqfted and accepted by both ethnic gféups. The

.

. ‘ & .
writer made the interesting observation that in most cases one of the
L 3 &

partnérs usualTy_gavé up many vestiges of his or her cultural background,

~

and seldom was there an equal ‘blending. He was impressed (&\K

¢

P " ...with the numé;r of mixed marriages brought “to my
attengjon in which the Anglo partner had been the
T ‘ one who did most of the adjusting. Anglo spouses
o 4T often learned Spanish after their marriages and began
P 3 VAR . to participate 4n the activities of the colony. This _
"~ +  _certainly was.related to the fact that Mexican family ;
4 ‘ life was so much strong f than that of the Anglos, and
there was a tendency of & riuclear family based on a -
k! mixed marriage to pull-toward the extended family of
the Mexican, partner (1964: 108) =S

& Py L.

However, in general it seems that variatiqps in rates: of intermaé‘$agg\
\appear to be influenced by a number of factors-~factors which in a broad

sense tend to wuden‘%he Mexican American' s reference and participatory

\

1+, groups beyond those of the barrio and predominantly»Mexigan-American
. - ‘J.‘ -

circles. Intermarriage appearsato be related to such variables as
occupational status, educational attainment, ethnic make-up of neighborhood,
If T | etc. (Miiteibach and Moore, 1963). Historically, interms{riage has

been most frequent for Mexican-Am Jican females than males, although in

recent years it seems that proportionately greater numbers of males have

«entered into mixed marriages.

N ~

While mixed marriéges tend to increase with generation removed

. G from immigration to th& U.S., such a generalization may be ténuous when

- appfiéd to speéific areas in the U.S. As we know, dény of the Spanish
. .
-«

. . Americans of northern New Mexico trace QEfir heritage back to pre-U.S. N

- ' “ N ~

“mic - he27 T
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annexation. Yet, wiﬁhin the rural villages, intermarriaée is almost
hon-existent. In the Midwest, particularly in the areas of heavy
industrialization, intergarriage has been noticeable since the 1920's

for numerous first ggneration Mexican males due to the lack of compensurate

numbers of in-group females (see Jones, 1928:597, and Taylor, 1332, among
otherg): o * 5 o

L4 =l

Importantly, ‘intermarriage is also contingent upon the historical

and contemporary nature of local inter-ethnic relations. in many of the

*“inland" agricultural towns of South Texas, for example, where stratification

1ines h#ve bordered traditionally on semi-caste forms, copmmunity bigotry

-

‘and intolerance has certainly precluded the marifal desires of all but

the most daring inter-ethnic couples. On the other hand, in cities such

as Brownsville,, @ community in many ways much more ''Mexican'' than

”American;“ intermarriage has been more or less accepted since the town's
inception. Neither should intermarriage be viewed as an unequiéocally.
Anglo-Mexican phenomenon. As an example, one may.seF the descendants
of 19th century Negro soldiers around the gouthwest Texas ~towns of
Brackettville and Del Rio speaking impeccable border Spanish and living
in barrios and colonias.

In conclusion, it should be clear then }hat intermarriage is not a
simplex linear question. While such variables as socioeconomic status
and generation bear heavily on this phenomenon; historical processes, |
degree of urbanization and isolation, as well as other local conditions

—ty
it

cannot be ignored. i

*

Conclusions
As this review hopefully has illustratéd, ""the Mexican-American

family" does not exist. Variables related to variations in family patterns

(1098
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. . LY
include: generation removed from immigration, age, occupational status

and educational gttainment, emgloymenf status of wife, community of e )

residence, specific place gf residence’ within the community, region, and

-

specific historical conditions.

an

K . 14 'r
in terms of the Southwest, it appears that families in»CaI;fornia

~ -

Y

exhibit the greatest: variation, anddfhose in South Texag and“rural northern
New Mexico pr bab]y the Jeast. But as Mooreiﬁuggests, nJEErous communities
in the imperi 1, San J§aquin, and Coachella valleys have sociologically ~J
more in comﬂfn\uith South Texas towns than with highly urbanized cénters

in Califo}nia ,(}970:107-108). Even within such a- metropolis as. .

Los Angeles there is a higﬁ degree of variation as one goes from the *

concentrated ethnic enclaves, the ba??ios, to middle-class suburbs. In

some South Texas communities such as Zapata, Roma, and Rio Grande City,
. |

> - “ M \ H
where Mexican-Americans have been historically the ruling pelitical
. ) .

and economic force and are over 95% of the total population; ''traditional" >V)
patterns appea} to be closely appréximated. ‘In others ‘such as Corpus ’
Christi and San Antonio, we should find internal differences almost

" commensurate with those existing in Los Angeles.‘

The gréatest variation from the ''traditional' model seeero be
found in Midwest cities. E[}her settfing out of*the migrant stream or
being qire;tly attracted by opportunities for emplo?ment in hébvy industry,
Meiican Americans moving to such places as- Kansas Cit;, Chicago, and .
Petroit apparently hav; been .confronted with the most dramatic alterations
in family ljfe as they ﬁave ?ot had the cultural cushion as families in i

the Southwest have had. They bave had more or less to face the full

effects of the dominant society.

(1029
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Mexican-American families conventionally have been conceptualized .

as bastions of stability and respite in an otherwise uncertain and often N
- . ¢ :

hostile worid. Although familial relations were supposedly éutocratié, , ’
. N 3. :

all mefbers at least had théassurance of clearly defined role expectations

"~ to guade them in thelr everyday behaviors. Given the presumaszstrdng

influence of Cathbllclsm, divorce was viewed “&s an unacceptable aIternatlve

in the face of an unsatlsfactory marriage.

-

Stereotypes, conversely, have ‘conveniently gl?ssed over the ,§ .

objectively and subJectlver dlsorgan|21ng |nfluen es ‘of |mm|grat|qn, : .

-«

econom;c hardshlp and poverty, language barrlers, cultural and generatlonal
conflict, as well as the usua‘~problems in day-toyday living that human

beings unavoudablyfface With all of these factors against a background

-

of excluslon and exploitation; |t is indeed Surprising that such ldylllc

notjons have persisted. Mexican-Amerlcan famllles are not unusually . .

s

extremely stable--lntergenerat|onal confltcts re frequent, and dlyorce

and desertlon rates are roughly equlvalent to those of the Anglo populatlon -
A number of studies, but perHaps most noteably those by Hadsen (196b),

"‘\/

Rubel (1966), and Heller (1966),‘have maintalned that the Iack of rapid

upward soclal mobility among Mexican Americahs lies ln sthe overly exaggerated .

influence of family. Accordingly, Hexlcan Apericans cannot get ahead

because the family takes precedence over the indlvidual Any type of

%

galn jﬁe individual may make (if indeed, he should possess those peculiarly
, i
non-Mexican- Amerlcan characteristics of high ambntlon and asplratnon)

-

will certainly and swiftly be erased because of the enforced necessity

13

to help needy relatives (who may or may not first {ry to help themselves).
»

T hus, by definition the Mexlcan Amerlcan is confined to .a sort of

socuoeconomuctreadmlll. With th|§ perspectlve on the ”over adaptnve”

g (0030




‘ ~ .
family, it is but a short analytlcal leap to the community level and the

notion of the “atqmistic" society. ‘In this commun|ty, non-achaev1h9”“°

- the norm lest the potentially upwardiy mobile family incdr the ‘wrath
L Y

*and envidia of tess fortunate neighbors. Social, economic, and political

gains are viewed by the community as the product$ of having ''sold out" ) '

or of some equally nefagious device.- Of course, cogperat fion toward

goal-achlevement betveen families is clearly out of the quest:on In all, .

we see that the tendency for non-achievement is doubly re|nforced: first
at the level of family, secondly within the community context. . //

~As previously mentioned, such conceptions suggest that Mexican-Americans

-

are their own worst enemies and that-the family and community are constraining

- : L4

and non-facilitating groups. As in the picture of the Wstable" Mexican-

. American familx, theipathologioal view’of family and commuﬁlty.clearly
denies the galns made by Mexlcan-Amerlcans in |nd|v1dual pursults and the ) );;
f;~fact that Mexican pmerncans do have high career aspiratlons (see Kuvlesky, .
Hrlght, and Juarez, 1971, and Wright, Sallnas, and Kuvlesky, 1973) _ \\

Furthermore,fsuéh a view fails to reqognize the backgreund of external

oppres5|on and the history of highly exacting tooperatlve efforts among “
la raza toward suth goals as economic justice (see, fon;example, Cohen,
1968; Erenbhrg, 1968% Lopez; 1970; wollenberg;v1969)a'school reform

(see Torgerson, 1970; Gutierrez ‘and-Hirsch, 1973;-and Frisbie, 1973), )
and communjt9 caontrol of political institutions (see Acufla, 1973; Miller o

and Preston, 1973 and Shockley, 1974). In fact, Chicano parties such
. : i

- as La Raza Unida and Familias Unidas working in highly traditional areas

in rural South Texas have found thegorgan?zatioﬂ of the community through- )

i - .
%} ) < tightly interdependent family networks to.be quite successful\(Miller,lS?S).
R ‘\ Fod

| u
| «  Myths of stability and myths of pathdtogy only obfuscate and relegate

e

e+ T goare




‘Mexican:American famflieé to “over-socializing"~unitq‘somehow cuEiously

e KIS . ,
lacking in humah attributes. They deprive the family‘Pf ‘the qualitigs'"-

o; dynamgsmz changel and variation. £ ”

.

In closing, it seems clear thai differential_acéulturafionﬁand

assimilation are closely associated with family changé. . @erhaps‘the
relationship is tautological. Nevertheless, | think that we should -

move on to a different and new stage of analysis in our research.

173 4

For examPle, rather than being concerned with proving the accgitu:ghion-
assimilation thesis again and again; why not conduct such fundamental -

research as examining the dynamics of families as they attempt to cope

from a rational framework with a constant variety and never-ending y

. ) A} )
. number of‘internal and external contingencies? Clearly, future research

must be guided by a new conceptual framework.

- . . . )
\~ ” . i <
» B

. 0n32 - .

&




o . i . Bibliography §
‘ ) . £}
. Acuna, Rodotfo, )
1972 Occupied Ameiica: The Chicano! s Strugg]e Toward Liberation.

¥San Francisco: Canfield Press.

%

.

L

) Atencio, Jomas C. - . *
C . 1964 ""The Human Dimensions of Land Use and Land ‘Displacement
: in Northern New Mexican Vildages," in Indlan and Spanish

. - American Adjustments to Arid and Semiarid Environments, -
. " . . ked.) Clark Knowlton. Lubbock: Texas s Tech College. o
. - oo ] “ *
i "Bodine, John-J. " . o A
1968 “"A Tri-Ethnio Trap: The Spanish Americans in Taos,“ .
7 N " in Spanith-Speaking People in the United States:
' Procéedings of the 1988 Annual Spring Meeting of the
American EtﬁthB Icai SOciet Seattle: University of
) Washington Press. 53. - | -
, s .
Cartwright, Walter J., W.G. Steglich, and Ben M. etouch : * .
% - 1969 '"Use of Community Resources Among Aged Mexican-Americans.''
% pProceedings of the Southwestern Social Science Assoélation ,

. (April) : 185-188. -
Castilio, R. Griswold - “
’ 1975 "La Familia Chicana: Social Changes in ‘the Chicano Family
. of Los Angeles: T1850-1880." Journal of Ethnic Studies, 3 ~
’ (Spring) :41-58, . _

pes

Clark, Margaret
7 1959 Health in the Mexican American Culture Los Angeles:
: University of California Press.

L

. Cohen, Irting J. \ .
: 1968 'La -Huelga! Delano and After."'! Monthly Labor Review,
" (June):13-16. . L, )
N Edmondsoﬁ, Munro S.° .

1957 Los Manitos: A Study of Institutional Values.
New Orlean's: Tulane University Bress. .

Erenburg, Mark ) .
1968 ''Obreros Unidos in w15c0n5|n "' #Monthly Labor RWiew,
| (June) :17-23. :

&

e Francesca, Sister Mary C 1
1958 'Wariations of Selected Cultural Patterns Among Three
Generations of Mexicans un(ian Antonio, Texas.'

American Catholic Socnolog al Review, 19 (February):
2h4-34, 7 T

*y

- a0m3 T '

N R




Frisbie, "Parker ,
1973 *+ "Militancy Among® Nexican American’High School Students." .
Sotial Science Quarterly, 53 (March):865-883. L

¥

GAP Reports
ISS# “lntegrafton and Confltct in Famlly Behavior:'' Group
for ‘the Advancement of Psychiatry Report No. 27

(Augyst).

L

Goldner, Norman : . . )
1959 *'The Hexucan in the‘Northern Urban Area A Comparison of
Two Generations.". M.A: Thesis: University of Minnesota.

Goodman, Mary Ellen and Alma Bemap
1968 ''Chf1d's-Eye-Vigks of Life in an Urban Barrlo,“ in
¢ Spanish-Speakidg People in the ‘United States: Proceeflings

of the 1968 Annual Spring Heeglng of the, American Ethnolo ical
Socitty. Seattle: University of Washington Press. . Pp. -103.

- N
.

Greblers, Led, doan Hoore and Ralph Guzman ., ' -
. 1970 The Mexican American People: The Natioh' s Second Largest
Hlnorltx\\ New York: The Free Press.

3

. , 7 .y

Gutierrez, Armando and Herbert lesch ’ ’
1973, "The Militant Challenge to the Amerucan Ethos: “Chlqgnos“

) and ""Mexican. Americans''.''! Social Science Quarterly, 53 9

(March):83q-8h5. ’ ,

t .

) Hawkes,/GIenn R., Minna Taylorand Beverly E. Bastian
¥ o 1973 Patterns of Living in California's Migrant Labor Families.

Research, Monograph No. 12, University of California, h
. Davis: Dept. of Applied Behavioral Scienkes. . / .
w o~ - LN

*

Heller, Celia S. : o ' .
1966. Mexican American Youth: Forgotten Youth at the Crossroads. '

- “New York: Random House. ,

Humphrey, Norman D.
I§hh "The Changing Structure 6f the Detroit Hextcan Family.'
American Sociological Reynew, 9 (December):622-626.

ansen, Sigurd ) : )
. 1943 '"Ramily Organization in a Spanish American Culture Area

Sociology and Social Research, 38: 123 131 » a

1928 ""Mgxican Colonles in Chicago.'!' Social Service Review, 2
(December) :579-597.

Juckholn, Florence and Fred Strodtbeck
1961 Variations in Value Oggentations. Evanston, 11linois:
+ Row and Peterson. ¢

-

¢ anag -




)

+ - Knowlton, Clark R T ™
1965 ‘''Changes_ in the Structure and Roles of Spanish American
= . Families Qf Northern New Mexico.!" Proceedings of the
" o thwestern Social Science Assocnation, 15 iApril):
- ’" m‘ R ’ v

Kuvlesky, William P., Pave Wright, and &umaido S Juarez ’ '
1971 “Status Projections and Ethnicity: A Comparison of
Hexican American, Negro, and Anglo Youth.'' Journal

of Vooational Behavior, 1 (April): :137-151.

Leonard, Olen and Charles P. Loomjs -~ ' .
. 19h1 Lulture of a Contempordry Rural COmmunity El e>rrito, .
o New Mexiqo Rural Life Studies, No. 1, Washington, D.C.: ) -
- - USDA : , : , L ) . |
Lin, Paul Ming Chang ~ !
1963 ”Volhntary Kinship-and Voluntary Assoclation in a Mexican |
American Community." ‘M.A. Thesis, University of Kansas ’ ~ ‘ 1
|

Loomis, Charles P. t ‘ «
1940 Social Relationships and Institutions .in Seven New Hexlcan J
: ‘Rural Communities. Social Research Report XVIIl. Lot i
. ’ Washington, D.C.: USDA. . . ' ' |

P . . -~ . 4
. Loomis, Charles P. ) . .
. : 1973 "“El Cerrito, New Mexico A Chapging-Village,' in ‘
- Rosaldo, et al., Chicano: The Eyolution of a People. l
. i’ ' . “ Minneapolis: inston Press. Originally in New Mexico
Y N Histor}eal Reb}ew, 33 (January,‘ISSB). w
t. Lopez, Ronaid H o
. 1970 '"'The“El Monte Berry Strike of 1933."° Aztlan, Spring: .
. v 103- 1087

N
o “, - v . . } - . .
) N Macklln, Barbara J. '

. » <1964 - “Structural Stability and Cultural Change in a Mexican Amerlcan

Commun}ty ' Ph.D. Dissertatlon y Unlversity of Pennsylvania R

N L . -

# . Madsen, William R o i N .
s 1964 The Mexican Amerlcans of South Texas. s Francisco: Holt,
v K : . )Rlnehart, and Winston. ,
. . i N
* » \
Miller, Michael V.- . .
. 1975 “Chncano Community Control in South Texas: Problems and. .
Prospects.” Journal of Ethnic Studies, 3 (Fall). .
. s R - " ' .
Miller, Michael V. and Jame D. Preston , o .
’. 1973 ''Wertical Ties and the Redistribution of Power in Crystal

City." Social Science Quarterly, 53 (March):772-784.

-

)"a .® o - . (‘)’(}35/’




\\

]

-

1

Mlttelbach Frank G., and Joan Moore
13‘8 “Ethnic Endogamy: The Case of the Mexican Amerlcans "
American Journal of Sociology, 74 (July).

Monk, Phillip ' O
1975 "South Texas Research Notes.'' Unpublished manuscript.
College Station, Texas: Bepartment of Rural Sociology.

Montiel, Miguel ' . .
1973 ""The Social Science Myth of- the Mexican American—Family,"
in Voices: Reading from E! Grito. Berkeley: Quinto Sol.
Pp. 57-6h. ‘

- ’ . o
Moore, Joan with Alfredo Cuellar P e

1970 Mexican Americans. Englewodd Cliffs,‘New Jersey!
.Prentice Hall. )

.

"Murillo, Nathan . !
197 "The Mexican American Family,'" in Chicanos: Social and
¢ Psycholqglcal Perspectives (ed.) wagner and Haug.
~ St. Louis: Mosby. -
N .

* Officer, James

1964 ''Sodalities and Systemic Lirkages: The Joiﬁing Habits of
Urban Mexican Americans.” Ph.D. Dissertation: University
of Arizona. W
L4 t N N
Penalosa, Fernando - 4
1973 "The Changing Mexican-American in Southern Callfornla,“ in

Rosaldo, et al., Chicano: Evolution of a People.”®

\ : Minneapolis: Winston Press.. Originally published in

-

Sociology and Socnal Research, 51 (July, 1967):255-262.

. L]

Penalosa, Fernando
1968 ''Mexican Family Roles.' Journal of Marr|age and the
Familx 30 (Noyember) :680-688.

Ramirez 1)1, Manuel and Alfredo Castaneda

s

197 Cultural Democracy, Bicognitive Development, and Education.

New York: Academic Press.

—

. / hd - - *
Ramos, Revyes T W\ LR o
- 1973 'Y'A Case in Point: An Ethnomethoquogical Study of a Poor
* Mexican American Fam;ly Social Science Quarterly, 53 .
(March) 905-919. . '

»‘» ¢
Romano -V, ‘Octavio I.
1973a '""The Anthropology ‘and Sociology of theWMexicarf Americans:
The Distortion of Mexican-American History ' in Voices:
‘Readings frof E1 Grito. Berkeley: Quinto Sol. Pp,\n 56

- . 0036

DR o ST

.




Romano-v Octavio .

P

Pp. TEK-TTE.
[

Rubel, Arthur J.
. 1966 Across the Tracks: Mexican Americans in a Texas City.
. Austin: University of JTexas Press.
Samora Julian and’ Richard Lamanna .
’ 1967 Mexican Americans in a Midwest Metropolis A Study of
East Chicago. Advance Report 8. Los Angeles:  Graduate
School of Business Administration, UCLA.,

»

Saunders, Lyle

A s - 1954 Cultural Difference and Medical Care: The Case of the
Spanish-speaking People of the Southwest. New York:
Russell Sage Foundation. -

B ' Shocklﬁy John .

1974 Chicano Revolt in a Texas Town Notre Dame: University

’ of Notre Dame Press. .
Simmons, Ozzie G/~ ~ :
Lt - © 1952 '"Anglo-Americans and Hex can-Americans in South Texas:
. ‘Study in Dominant-Subordinate Group Relations.'" Ph.D.
o Dissertation: Harvard. - .

et
< *

, Statan, Ross D.

1972 '"A Comparison of Mexican and Mexican-Amerlcan Families."

The Family €oordinator, 21 (July): 325-330

Stevens, Evelyn P.

Taylor, Paul S.

1973 ‘'‘Machismo and Marianismo '"* Society, 10 (September) 57-63.

1932 Hexican ‘Labor in the United States: Chicago and the,Calumet

Region. Berkeley: University of California Press..
Tharp, Roland G., A. Meadoy, S. Lennhoff, and D. Satterfield’

the Mexican American Wi

1968 ''Changes in Marriage Roles Accompanying the Acculturation of
* Journal of Marriage and Family,

~

. ell
. " 30 (August) :4Ok-412, (

. . h Y
}

Targerson, Dial e
1970 ''‘Bybwn Power Unity Seen Behind School Disorders,' in
J@#n W, Burma, Mexican Americans in the United States:"
Reader. . New York: Schenkman. Pp. 279-288.

: __ [V A

1973b "The Historical and intellectual Presence of Mexlcan-American§ " B
in Voices: Readings from El Grito. Berkeley: QUI'LD Sol.

kY

Pt




. ”~

Ulibarri, Horacio
1971, "Social and Attitudinal Characteristics of .Spanish- speaknng
Migrant and Ex-Mlgrant Workers in the Southwest " in-Wagner
and_Haug, Chicanos: Social and Pstholo tcdl Perspectlve.
Pp. 164-170. Saint Louis: Mosby. Originally published in
Soc;ologxﬁand Social Research, 50 (1966): 361 370.
- > ‘ T :
. Department of Commerce S . o
1970a Persons of Spanlsh Orlg:n U.S. Census of Population: 1970

v

U.S. Department of Commerce

1970b -Persons of Spanish Surname. -U§S./t{nsus of Population: 1970.

Wollenberg, Charles L o ‘ - L

. 1969 "Huelga, 1928 Style The Imperial Vélley Cantaloupe Workers'
Strlke " Paoific Historical Review, 38 (February) h5-58 -

Wright, David E., Esteban Salinas, William P. Ku?lesky
1973 ‘'Opportunities for Social MobiTity for MexicanrAmeg;can Youth/!
in R. de la Garz&, et al., Chicanos and Native Americans: THe

Territorial-Minorities.. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
" Prentice-Hall. Pp. 43-60.

L]

»

t3




