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The men of the higher.gircles are not representative
men; their high position. i not a,result of moral viTtue;
their fabulous success is not firmly connected with meritorious
ability. Those who'sit in the seats of the.high and. the mighty
-are selected and formed by the means of power, thersources Qf
,wealth, the mechanics of celebrity, which prevail in their society.

5 .- . . .

C. Wright Mills o

If there is no struggle, there is no progress. Thosé.whd

profess to favor freedom and yyet depreciate’ agitatidn are men

who want crops without plowing the gfound: They want rain with-
out thunder and lightning.” They- want the ocean without the roar
of its many waters. This struggle may be a moral one; or it may
be both moral and physical; but it must be a struggle. Power )
concedes nothing withou# demand. It never did and it never will.
Men may not get what they pay for but they must certainly pay for

all they get. . !\
~ Frederick Douglass. .
’
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. Preface

This report endeadérs to interpret and explain the basis

-

of Mexican American/Anglo differences in the educational

experience. " The gimple question, "Why is it that, on the average,
: _ .; .
Mexican Americans fare relatively poorly in the educational

4
-

system?" requires ‘a complex answer. What we qffer as an explana-
tron, in fact, is a thegretical framewcrk, known in sociological
literature as "group conflict." Through this model inequities

in schooling and education between Mexican Americans and Anglos '’
are understood as resulting from ineq@ities found in the larger

society.
To be sure, the group conflict approach (perspective, model,

paradigm) preSented herein may not display a degree of scientific

formallzatlon and rigldlty that would warrant calling it a theory.

L5} a

Wlthlp the science of sociology, however, such a detailed set of "

=

P’

premises, concepts, and empirical generalizations do reflect the

notion of "theory." While not final, group conflict‘offers a

”

'broad perspective which can be applied to both large and small

. "pxoblems." Specifically, this approach should be useful for -

policy analysts and policy makers concerned with the‘académic
. . © ‘. —‘
status of Mexican Americans and to other individuals working for

social change. i v v -

In the data chapters We attempted to present the latest

flndlngs, in some cases, however, current da%a we§e not available.

»

’ -
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"Older"data should not be dismissed lightly since data in other

areas which cover two poingi in time show that little change :

¢
?

has occured in the past decadé. Although some change haswtakent\, .

place,'the relative position of Mexican Americans vis-d-vis
Anglos ‘has remained essengially'the same and the patterns of
inequity have continﬁed.

In Chapter One we present the group confl}ict model of
society, 6utlining the way in which groups form and compete for
power, wealth, and prestige. -From this perngCtive, social order
results from the dominant group's structuring of séciet;. Once
a group ga;ns dominance, it attempts‘to perpetuate its power,
wealth, and prestige through its control of the resources.

Chapté? Two focuses on the way in which education serves
thé interest of the dominant group. Specifical&y, the educational
system is controlled by the dominant cqmmunity and~mirrors the ”
stratified séructure of the large£ society, assuring that the

_dominant group's interests are fulfilled.

In Chapter Three we look at the relative position of

L4 -

Mexican\fmericap§ and Anglos in/;he'American social structyre.
Differences in income, occupatipn, and éblitical'represengation
aré explore?; These areas are important bédause of’their central
role in the attainment and maintenance of power, wealth, and
. prestige. ho:eover, they are representative of a persistent
. 4 .
pattern of the relatively low status of Mexican Americ§ns in ‘ o

our society. '

1) . ~

vi ) IO
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Formal education aiéo plays a central role in the acqgisi— ’
" tion gnd perpetuation of power, wealth, ahd prestige. ‘In éhapter
Four we examine the research on achievemgg;, dropout ra%gs, higher
education,as well as other areas for Mexican Americans and Anglos.
Mexican Ameri;ans, as predicted by the conflict modei, tend to
fare poorly in relation to Andlos.
In the last chapter we discuss the process of sdcial'change s
-,as perceived within the cogflict'perspectiye. Basicaliy, change

-

in the~larger society precedes change in the educational system. °

” Furthermore, the dominant groué usually attempts to control the
process of social change;'reacting most‘forcefully,wﬁe;e it
perceives the greatest loss of power, Wéalth; and prestige.

Finally,;this report focuses on Mexican Americans (indivia- s

uvals of Mexican qr;gin or ancestry who residévgn the United’
Statesi thus we use the term "Mexican Ameriéans"ﬁthroudhout

. We avoided using other terms such as s§1canos, Latinos’, fhza, A
etc.,for the sake of clarlty In a few.instances, however, we

. , ! s e .
were forced to use the terms "Hispanics" and "Spahish-surnamed.™"

These terms were employed only when dfscussing outside data,

- ' . .

reflecting the usage of such categories.™ -
" ‘ ] . -




— Al

' List of Figures

-

»

Schematic representation of the basic J
assumption of conflict theory: interest ,
groups competing for scarce resources

In SOCGIetY . it iiieereereeeeseoosasscasoannsaneans

L] )
3

-

Schematic. representation of the restructur-
ing of society when a group gains control
in and of the system........ctieieseeeiienennnn,

3

. ~

' r

Schematic representation of .the utility of

the educational system for maintenance and
perpetuation of the dominant group.............

A
»

L]

Major concentratio eéf Mexican-American
students in the Solifhwest...<v........... .. ...,

~
{
.

’
.

Reading lévels\in the Southweg§t for Mexican- .
American and Anglo students in* thetifowprth,
eighth,

v

- . .
8 et . . R
. ) N —' D . -
- ’ v .
v
'

~

@, .

4,

'y

and twelfth gradele...................C...76

N




.10

11

List of Tables . PR
Page
Persons of Hispanic origin in the United
States as of March 1978....\............. ceeens .37
- K
Proportion of persons of Hispanic origin \ ‘
under 18 years of age............ ee e e ,...\ ...... 41
- . . ‘ e
Othpations of employed Mexican-American
males and of the total United States male !
population 16 years of age and older, /
March 1976....... eesecacesesanns PR RERR eleeaee 44
Mexican-American representation in city
" councils in nine Texas cities in 1970........... 51
o , ‘ .
"Mexican-American representation in state A
legislatures in the Southwest in 1973...caceee.. 53
‘Mexican—American representation on state*
boards 25 education 1n the Southwest . -
In 19700 ittt eeeeeeeeeeeescconsanannns seesesans 54
Mexican-American and Anglo enrollment ih the
Southwest in 1971.....,....:.....: ....... eeeeans 6%\
. 4 ¢ / . - [
Dropout rates for 1971 and 1975 for Mexican-
American and Anglo students in a southwestern
community, by school socioeconomic climate......73
(Enroli&ent of Mexican-American and Anglo
students in full-time undergraduate, graduate,
and professional schools, Fall 1970...cccceeccces 86
. R ‘ 2
Mexican-American and Anglo doctorate recipients

£OF 1973 e eeennnenanneeennnns et eeaeneaaeaan 86

]

Enrollment of Mexican Amerlcans in commun}ty
colleges, public four-year colleges, and
private colleges in the Southwest, 1971.........88

-

I3

ix




1

CHAPTER, ONE.

N

Explication of the Model

4
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o cr .

A sociological analysis of the institutions of modern ' ;
* society,and ip particular.of the educational system, must begin °
with a ‘critical ;nalysis and discussion of the largér society?
for institutions and organizations operate within, and often
mirror,the/§£ructure of the larger sdciety. That is) reflection on
the sociopolitical organizational structure of the greater system
provides the social setting and other clues necessary for under-
standiné and explaining structural features of the educational
sysiem,nparticularly as they influence the educational experience -
of any given group of Mexican—American students. |

This chépter presents a working theoretipél“framework for
viewing,understanding, and explaining the structure of soéiet& as‘
it changes to adjust to racial, ethnic, and culturai groups.
Specifically, we ask, What are the power relat}onéhips that
gofefn society and, in €urn, the edpéational system? —

Conflfct theorj as an explanatéry‘paradigm or working
theory of the gtructure of society has been part of a tradition
runniﬁs from Machiavelli and Hébbes, to Marx and Web%r, to
Dahrendorf and Mills, to its modern explicator--Collins. ,The

. .

model in its rudimentary form explains individual and group
behavior in terms of "self-intereéts in a material world," where

. »
?

"social ordeixis seen as being foundéd'on organized coercion" and
{ i kY
conflict exis s‘as parties struggle for power and domination

(collins,1975:57). "For conf;ict theory, the basie insiglht

is that human beings.are sociable but conflict—prone animals"

(Collins, 1975:59). , .

LY




- The General Model

Competing Interest Groups. .

4

]

Group conflict theory of sociopolitical stratification is
g&sed on two basic propositions. The first ctan be.termed the
"group" aspect and the second,:’ the "conflict" dimension. The

1

underlying assumption is that society is composed of numerous

interest groups {subcultures, associations, status groups,
A . , ’
communities, ethnic groups, etc.) yhich aZé’éompeting for the_

<«

scarce resources of power, wealth, and pr sfige found inxsoq}ety
(Bowles and Gintis, 1976; 'Collins, 1975{ Dahrendorf, 1959;
Mills, 1956)." In this competition lies the conflict.

The assumption regaidiné the group struciuré of -society
can be stated as follows: society is composed of numerous -

associational groups sharing common cultures (or subcultures).
N . , . . A .
‘The number of status groups varies from society to society and

1] @
there is no need to determine a priori the exact number of groups
in a particular society. These axe matters Of empirical variation,

1§t of definition, and are therefore interesting but, not crucial

- .

to the proposition. What is important is that groups are central

o~

to the structure of society; society is composed of groups.

Although the -cpre of thesé\status groups consists of families,

-

they extend to larger communities, such as religious, ethnic

a

-

racial, cultural, or socioeconomic classes. In general, status
groups
2
...cOmprise all persons who share a sense of status
equality based on participation in a common culture:
styles.of language, tastes in clothing and decor, -
manners and other ritual observances, conversational
topics and styles, opinions and values, and prefer-
ences in sports, arts, and media (Collins, 1971:1009).

18

b
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Status;groups may evoIve from a number of sources. .These
groups may formeon the basis of SOCial class, ethnic1ty, race,
'cultural background sexual orientation, religion, language or
any other shared interest or vested,status. Weber (1968) outlines
three common sources of graup formation:

1. differences‘in life style based on economic situation

.

"(e.g., the rich participate in exclusive plush country
clubs and attend club-type sporting events like golf and

tennis vs. poor people watching profess10nal" wrestling

matches, on television); '

>
-

2. differences in life st&le based on power position (e.g.,

two-hour martini "business" luncheons vs. half-hour /

lunch breaks where one has to clock in and out); and

-3., differences in-&ffe/style'deriving'from cultural, or
institutional@differences;(e.g., the smallrnuclear’%amily
structure common in Anglo culture vs. thé'extended family

structure found in the Mexican-American community) .

t

Persons can be members® of more than one status group, but

. M -

as is commonly ‘the case, the groups to which one person belongs

are seldom in direct conflict with each other. Empirically, for

-

example, one may be b a Democrat and a Catholic simultaneously,
el

~

but it would be unlik that.indiViduals would find themselves
members both of the Catholic Church and of the Church of Scientology.
We recognize, however, that any given person can experience conflict

wpen he or she finds himself or herself a member of two groups that

have a difference of: opinion on a given issue, e.g., birth control,

— A
{ @

ERA, etc. ' {

1
. | / 7




o Figure 1 illustrates -the associational status structure of .
the group conflict model of %ociety. The larger circle represents -

< -

«-the total society and the smaller circles within it represent 'the

0

diverse status gfoups éompetiné for dominance. In our present
e discussion the circles may be interéreted ég {epfeseﬁting thg
) various racial, ethnic, and cultural groups in the United States.
The differences in size cérrespond to  the empi:icai numérical
’variations found in our sopiety. That is, the Native-Aﬁeriégn
group is smaller than Blaék, Asian, or Hispanic groups, and the ' -
largeéz\and most powerful group is’composed ©of middle-class whites
(Artglos).l Theoretically or’empirica;ly the largest group does {
not necessarily have to be the most powerful or dominang grSup.-
In South Africa, fof‘éxample, theré is no direct corrélation'
i between the size and power of groups. That ‘is, while Blacks*
‘form the largest group they are not the most powérful. In the
Unitgd Statés, on the other\hapd,'size and power reéide in the
same group; tge largest gfoup is élsontﬁe jnost powerful. Also,
while Hispanics form the fastest gfbwingrminority QEPup in the

nation, their political power does not®gppear to be increasing

3 proportionally .® oo f : . . .

Figure 1
i Schematic representation of the basic assumption of conflict. . -»
theory: intcrest groups competing for the scarce resources
‘in socicty. . )

Competing interest groups--
" racial, ethnic, and cultural groups

o




This illdstration exemplifies the fluid and overlapping L

nature of associ®ional groups and their cultutal status in the
larger society. Thus, groups vary in size, overlap in interests,
and have fluid rather than rigid boundaries. In the United States
we find numerous empirical examples illustrating these properties:
l). most racial, ethnic, and cultural groups share the same
political and economic interests. (overlap of interests); 2)_ not
all racial, ethnic, and cultural groups are equal in nunbers (vary
in.sizeé;' and’3) fine distinctions between religious sects are

often unclear (fluid.boundaries).

Conflict Dimension

Just as the numerous racial, ethnic, and cultural groups
have different interests based on some common chanacterlstlc,

they have different levels of available resources,based on tpelr
\

relative standing in the power structure. Consequently, some
: - o _

groups are in a better position than others to pursue their

interests actively. : _ <

AN

-

This differential distribution of resources implies the second
proposition of our model ~the notion dof "confllct"° there is con-
‘tinual struggle among the”status groups in soc1ety for varlous

‘ resourqes——power, wealth, and prestige (Bowles and Gintis, 1976; «

Collins, 197—5’-“ Dahrendorf, 1959; Mills, 1956). Mills (195§:10)

-

3 .
dlscusséqh*ne 1nterrelatlonsh1p between power, wealth, and prestlge.

Like wealth and power, prestlge tends to be cumulatlve.
the more of it you have, the more you can get. These
values also tend to be translatable into one another:

the wealthy find it easier than the poor to gain power;
those with status find it easier than those without it to
control opportunities for wealth. -




® ’ ’ N ' . 2 ‘Q)
The conflict proposition may also be stated as follows:
'structurally generated interest groups engage in conflicts (antag-

onisms and manifest clashes between forces) over existing arrange-

ments of social structure. But why is there conflict? {
L . b . ‘ .
Above all else, there is conflict because violent coercion
‘ . is always a potential resource, and it is a zero-sum sort.
This does not imply anything about the ‘inherence of drives
to dominate; what we do knaw firmly is that being coerced
is'an intrinsicdlly unpleasant experience, and hence thaty
any use of coercion, even by a small minority, calls forth
- conflict in the form of antagonis being dominated.
Add to this the fact that coercive power, especially as
‘represented in the state, can be used to bring one econonic
goods and emotional gratification--and to deny them to )
others--and we can see .that the availability of coercion . ~
. ‘ as a resource ramifies conflicts throughout the entire
society (Collins, 1975:59). ;

Dominance and Social Structure

3

Given the unequal and competitive nature of this model
]
L , . .
of society, the implication is that one group emerges as dominant
.

and takes over control of the societal system. By dominant we
mean that a group possesses the power to issue-authoritative 1

commands to be followed by a givén group of persong (subordinate '
L] ' ,
groups). By power we mean that ability to perpetuate the w{ll

-~

. Y
. of one's group even when other §roups disagree. Power and alGthority

are seen'as‘*instrumental Qalues; the possession of power‘and
authority does not figure®as a value sopght for its own sakéf but
rather as_opportunities to realize specific groﬁp interests.

Once a group‘?b’dominant, it restructures society through
its control of resources,'so as to maintain ité_power and dominant
status. As Dahrendorf (1959:157) noted, "coherence and order

in society are founded on force and constradint, on the dominatiog

of some and the subjugation of others." The restructJ}ing and
- \\ . .

»

1

-
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ordening of society are most easily represented as.a system of

hierarchical stratification, as illustrated in Figure 2.

‘Figure 2 ~ <
"Scifematic representation of the restructuring of society when I »
a group gains control in and of the system (the United States) A2

‘The déminant group does not rule by itself, but rather

\
rx

-

Dominant group -- Anglo eli:%s‘
Id . .
Subdominant groups -- Anglo middle classes

Dominated groups -- racial, ethnlc, and
cultural minority groups (e.g., Blacks
Native Americans, Mexican Americans,
Puerto Ricans, F111p1nos, etc.), as well
as poor whites ( .

A -

A}

. . ST ,
through a system of differential distribution of power and authority.

-

Attached to it are several subdominant groups which, while not

exercising complefe contral over their lives, do enjoy the benefits

of society hy agreeing to the aominant status of the rullng cul tural

A group and acting in partnershlp W1th the domlnant group to’brlng

about contrql of the balgnce of the societal system (Fernandez

and Llanes, 1977).

)

T

* ." T

o~

The power elite are not solitary rulers. Advisets
and. consultants, spokesmen and opinion-makers are
often the ‘captains of their higher thought and
Immediately below the elite are the
professional politicians of the mlddle levels«of

decisions.

power (Mills, 1956:4).

American Social Structure

Y

represent racial,
P  J

/

V4

"4

In the United States the various stratifications levels

‘.531 | . | ‘

]
1

ethnic, and cultural groups. At the‘tOp we

by
i

.'_

e
/A_.._..__.’-
-
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find Anglo ‘elites who are in the highest positién of power and
< \

control and who make decisions that effect-the whole society.
Located in e subdbminant level are the Anglo middle classes
which share in ghe benefits of sociefy but not to the same extent
as the. highest sector. At the bottom of thevétratlfled system

we find racial, ethnic, and cuﬁtural groups llke Blacks, Mexican

- Lo

Americans, Native Americans, as wéll as poor whites. These Jroups
) . ) : ‘ C A
have less access to the power structure and “fo other™ sourcés
. - L Y * .

(e.g., education,.employment,, housing, heggth services, etc.);
° o —— ,“w >
they are excluded from authority. Empirically, of course, . an

-

. . . * < . >
~intersection exists between ethnicity and social class; some
i

. 4.
minorities are found at the middle and upper level

i

\ .
whitas are located at the bottom of the structurek:nd a few

" We-have

chosen naot to isolate social class as7a separate independent

~
L]

explanatory variable in ;he present treaggsa{in order to slmplify :ﬁ
the analysis and discussion.” To be sure, our examlnation of the *
structural relationship between A;glos\aﬁd Mex1can Amerlcans implies
'that stra£1f1cat10n, soc1al class, and status are central to the !
nalysls.’ We do not mean to imply, by any means, that all Anglos

are making it; .poor whites. are clearly not 1n)pOSitldns of power, -

'q . " p .
wealth, or prestigey We are alsq not implying that all Mexican

£

* Americans are located at the bottom of the socioecoﬁomic and power

‘structure We are worklng with the fact that a disproportionate
number of Anglos are located at the top and“a dlsproportlonats

—_w .

number of Mexican Americans are found at the ‘bottom.

When applied to ethicity, the grouprsonflict model does

o "
not preclude socioeconomic status. Socioeconomic status continues
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to be the major predictive variable; however, we argue that in

terms of Angle/Mexican American relations, ethnicity is still -~

an important éxplanatory variable.? 1In other words, holding

- . [ 4 .
soqioeconomic status constant does not wash away Anglo/Mexican
AmericQP differences in the life experience. Thus, 'in this report

we focus on the impact of ethnicity.

Institutions as Resources .

In modern societies like the United States institutions and

organizations become part of the resources controlled by the

1 . ¢

dominant' graup. The‘ruling group uses them to protect and
perpetuate its dominant status (Collins, 1975; Dahrendorf, 1959;

Milis, 1956): Mills (l956:9-flf discussed the ways in which power,

wealth, and prestige are acquired, maintained, and perpetuated

through institutions in modern America. Wé\guote here at length
$ .
from his discussion. ‘ N
- - P
’ " The higher circles in and around these command posts
are often thought of in terms of what their members possess:
. they have a greater share than other people of the things
§\ and experiences that are most highly valued. From this
point of view, the elite are simply those who have the
most of what there is to have, which is'generally held tO.e
include money, power, and prestige--as well as all the ways
of life to which these lead. But the elite are not simply
those who have the most, for they could not "have_the most"
were 1t not for their positions in the great inst®tutions.
For such institutions are the nécessary bases of power,
of wealth, and of prestige, and at the same, time, the chief -
means of exercising power, of acquiring and retaining wealth,
and of cashing in the’higher claims for prestige. _. >

By the péwerful We mean; of course, those who are -
able to,realize™their will, -even if others resist it.
- No one, accordingly, can be truly powerful unless he has
access to the command-of major institutions, ‘for it is over.

these institutional means of power that the truly powerful -«
are, in the first instance, powerful. Higher politicians .and
« key officials of government command such institutional power;

.o \ )

AY . ~
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so do admirals gnd gencrals, and so do the major owners and
executives of the‘larger corporations. Not all powery it
is true, is anchored in and exercised by means of such )
. institutions, but only within and through them can power ’ .
: be more or less continuous and important.
v \ : . ?
. Wealth alsé is acquired and held in and through institu- !
) tions. The pyramid of wWeatth canpot be understood mereily
in terms of the very rich;  ‘for tge great inheriting families
...are now supplemented by the corporate institutions of
modern society: e .one Oof the very rich families has
been and is closely connected--always legally and frequently
managerially as well--with one of the multi-million dollar,
corporations. &
The modern corporation is the prime source of wealth,
but, in latter-day capitalism, the political apparatus also
opern$ and closes many avernrues to wealth. The amount as
well as the source of income,. the power:. over consumer's goods
as well as over productive capital, are determined by
positions within Eke'political eCONOMY « « « «

~—

Great prestige increasingly follows the major institu- Ve
tional units of the social structure. It is obvious that _
prestige depends, often quite decisively, upon access to the
publicity machines that are now a central and normal feature
of all the big.institutions of modern America. Moreover,
one feature of these hierarchies of corporation, state, and
military establishment is that their top positions are
increasingly interchangeable. One result of this is the
accumulative nature of prestige. Claims for prestige, for
example, mygy be initially based on military roles, then
expresskd in and augumented by an educational ,institution

. run by orate executives, ‘and cashed in, finally, in the
v political order.... - '

If we took the one hundred most'powerful men in America,

the one hundred wealthiest, and the one hundred most

celebrated away from the institutional postions they now
L occupy, away from their-resources of men and women and money,
~ away from the media of mass communication that ‘are now focuged’

h upon “‘them-~then they would be powerless and poor and un-

celebrated. For power is not of a man. Wealth does not
center in the person of the wealthy. Celebrity is not
inherent in*mny personality. To be celebrated, to be wealthy,
to have power requires access to major institutions, for_
the institutional positions men occupy determine in large
part their chances to have and to hold these valued experiences.
(emphasis added)

N
v
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Collins (1971:1009-1010) summarizes the central role played

by institutions and organizations in complex societies as 1nd1v1duals/
» , F 4

and~groups'struggle-for'socia;ly desired resources. y
The struggle for weéﬁth, power and prestige is carried out
primarily through organizations. There have been ‘struggles
throughout history among organizations controlled by differ-
- -éent status groups, for military conquest, business advantage,
or cultural hegemony.... In the more complex societies,
struggle between status groups is carried out in large part -
. Within organizations, as the status groups controlling an
organization coerce, hire, or culturally manipulate others
to carry out their wishes. - co N
’
« — ’ N : ./
The elaborate legislative and jualcial system® in the United -
e Y

’

-

States serve as excellent examples of the role institutions play

in power struggles among groups. Legislative halls and courtrooms

-—

haye replaced'battlefiélds and streets as the central arenas
where graup'(as wéll as iﬁaividua;) confiicts are, Pesolved. Court
".cases and federal’legislation dealing with group £ights are among
those with the most popular appeal--such legislation and’ cases
receive extended national attention and have‘éroused emotional
deb;E§s'at the local, state, and national levels. The following
~ lists, while by no means exhaustivéﬁvprovides specific e&amplgs:
| 1. Tﬁirteenth Ameqd;ent: freeing Blacks from enslavement;
2. Fifteenth A@gndment:- givihg Blacks the right .go thef

L

-gt Nineteenth Amendment: giving women the right to vote;

»

4. 1954 U.S. Supreme Court Deeision - Brown v. Board of
- -Education; N . '

L - f
5. 1974 U.S.\Supreme Court Decision - Lau v. Nigyéas; Y e
' . : / .
6. 1978 U.S. Supreme Court Decision - Bakke V. Regents of
" the University of California; ~ .




7. 1979 U.S. Supreme Court Decision - Weber v. Kaiser;
8. 1964 C1v1l Rights Act,

- 9. Education Amendments.- Title:ylfg -

-

. 10. Education Amendments - Title IX;
11. Language~Minority Amendments to the Voting nghts Act
© [427U.S.C. 1971 et seq.l; - >

12. Proposed Equal Rights Amendment.

<
!

-

\ Recrujtment of New Members and Assistants .

- While institutions are resourcee in their own right,. the \\
dominant group's control of them is based on its ability to recreit'\

“and place individuals in key ;ositions of power throughout the
various ins'titutions and orgehizetions.~3

3 3

"The establishment" selects new members and key assistants
to high status organizational positions from its own group, or

from those who, aspire to be in the "club," especially to thoése.

~

pOSLthnS where major pOllCY dec151ons a;é made An effort. is

" also made to recruit persons for lower- level p051t10ns who have

~
. r

.been educated to respect’ and support the "superiority" of the

] ’ + L) /\b » ) : [} .
dominant group. These lower-level recruits become "the admlg;

.

'istrators of the establishmént." This practice assures the ruling

i

group its dominant position, as well as a smooth transition of
. /

power from generation to gefleration.’

Yet,\in so far as the elite flourishes as a social class

o " or as a set of men at command posts, it will select "and

‘ form certain types of personality, and reject otiers.

The kind 6f moral and psychological beinds men become is

) in large part determined by the,values they ‘experience and
the institutional. roles they are allowed and expected to
play.... So conceived, the elite is a set of higher circles

. - whose members are selected, trained and certified and
’ permitted intimate access to those who command the impersonal

1nst1tutLonal hierarchies of modern society (Mills, 1956:15).

Y ] R . - N, Y
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Surmary

Group conflict appears to be a well-grounded apprpach to

3 H
the study of social order in which society is viewed as a con-

society, and where one grou@ evolves as dominant. Morepover, once
\]

A 2
a group gains control, the ordering of society corresponds to

J
|
]
|
1
|
|
|
. 1
glomerate of interest groups éompeting for dominance in and of
|
|
their dominance and others' subordination. The -social order,
therefore, does not naturally evolve because one group is better

f<) 2
rather, it is brought about b® the dominant group in specific ways.

4
|
fitted to rule and other gréups are better fitted to be ruled; 1
It is based on the differential distribution of power and authority.
H
' In short, social order is based on organized coercion, where the

dofiinant group controls the major organizations, institutions, and

other—fesources and constantly attempts to maintain this control.

The power elite is composed of men whose positions enable
them to transcend the ordinary environménts O
men and women; they are in positions to make detisions
having major consequences. Whether they do or d¢ not make
such decisions is less important than the fact that they

do occupy such pivotal positions: their failure to act,
their failure to make decisions, is itself an act that is
often of greater consequence than the decisions they do
make.- For they are in command of the major hierarchies and
organizations of modern society. They rule the,big corpora-
tions. They run the machinery of the state and claim it
perogatives. They direct the military establishment. fﬁEY\
occupy the strategic command posts of the social structure,
in which are now centered the effective means of the power
and the wealth and the celebrity which they enjoy (Mills,

- 1956:3-4). . ‘

-~

3

In otheri words:

< The elite (ruling group) cannot be truly thought of as men -
" who are merely doing their duty. 'They are the ones 'L
| who determine their duty, as well as the duties of those
beneath-thém. They are not merely following orders: ) |
they give the orders. They are not merely "bureaucrats":
they command bureaucracies (Mills, 1956:286).

. 3
o ' .

“
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The dominant cultural community (Anglos in the United States
as evidenced by their p®sition in the econ;;Ic, political, and
cultural structure as well as by their control of the major social
institutions and organi§ations) attempts to monopolize desirable
organizational positions and other resourcés in an effort to per-
petuate itself and its ruling status. The major institutions of

Y society become part of the resources controlled by the dominant

groué. In modern corporate societies, and in the United Staes

J in particular, the educational system serves as a key instiéﬁtion

and resource for the dominant cultural group., 6 In the following

chapter we elaborate on the role of education in the process of

social order.

’ Cautionary Note

Although Weber, Dahrendorf, Mills, and Collins have been
- well received in sociology, céﬁfiict theory as .a minority’paradigm
will meet with’resistence from the dominant community. This is
‘expected and such resistance testifies to the theory'scp;edictive
power. However, in order to minimize critiéi§m of the model based
on eﬁotional, superficial, and casual interpretations or mis-

¢ .
congeptions about the authors' intent, note that €£or us.the

-

conflict perspective does not explicitly or implicitly represent
or imply a conspiracy theory. That is, we do not state that the
dominant group plots and conspires against subordinate groups.

The issue of conscious/or ungonscious plotting by the dominant

-




group is resolvedOby the following assumption:

...inequalities in resources result in efforts by the
dominant party to take advantage of the situation; this

need not involve conscious calculation but a basic

propensity of feeling one's way toward.the areas of the
greatest immediate reward, like flowers turning to the.
light. Social structures are to be explained in terms of the
behavior following from various lineups. of resources
(Collins, 1975:60-61).

Although group narcissism and ethnocentrism are more common
than group altruism, we concur with Mack and Snyder (1957:217)

who note that ~ ) .

competition involves striving for scarce objects...
according to established rules which strictly limit
what the competitors can do to each other in the course
of striving, the chief objective is the scarce object,
not' the inquiry or destruction ©f an opponent per ‘se.
(emphasis added)

If there is any plotting or conspiracy by the dominant'group -

(and we are not suggesting such a conscious process), it is more

for itself than against other groups.3 The emphasis is on self-

preservation or maximizing their life chances. More importantly,
L4

we see that conflict theory shifts the central issues from form

°
and means to goals and outcomes. -

What is proposed herein is an objective explanatory model
. \

which takes into account group differences in economic.and political.

2

power within the graded structure of society. 1In addiéion; the model

offers a macrosociological explanation, an explanatory picture‘of

(3

the whole.? )

. .
s - ! \
, .
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Notes

N ‘0‘\ N . R 1

1. -The term "Angl®," although technically inaccurate, is wideiy
accepted and used to denote the "white" groep, these who are not
Hispanics, Black, or members of other ethnic:minority groups.
Apparently, the term "Anglo" has its origins in, the Spanish

. Anglosajoﬁ (Anglo-Saxon) . Our. use of the ter® simply refers to the
—_— , .
dominant soFial element. . s
2. We are cognizant of Wilson's (1978) important study on the
declining significance of race as it applies to black-wﬂite rela-

tions. Wilson convincingly argues that for black-white relations

. ) ‘¢ . * .
"the immediate source of the tension jhas more to do with racial

competition for public schools, mupicipal political $ystems, and

residential areas than with the ¢ompetition for jobs" (p. 152)-.

He finds that social class has taken a prominent role in "deter-

t

mining black access to.privileae d power" (p. 2). Klthough we

do not disagree with his basic’ argumeny--that black-white relations

have undergone fundamental changései the economic’ sphere Tesulting Ve

4

in the salience of social class as an explanatory variable of the

Black experienée--we do not believe that tHe same model applies

equally to Anglo/Mexican American relations. First, the socio-

-~

. - }
historical Anglo/Mexican American experience cannot be equated

to that of the black white experlence Second, changes in the
\
economic realm have not resulted in representatlon for Mexican

Americans to the same degree as for Blacks. In short, therefore,

Anglo/Mexican American nelatlons in most spheres (including the

economlc sphere) can still be V1ewed .in terms of the ethnlc- -

culﬁural dimension (and to a lesser degree, in terms of social
' \ .
_class).

- »
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This is not. to imply that Wilson's model will never apply to !
‘Anglo/Mexican American relations, for we do ;ote that the ethnic-
cultural dimension should still be retained as an important ex-
planatory variable in Anglo/Mexican American relations. )
" 3. Empirically‘it is sometimes £he case that the.destructign of’

one group &hrough using gas chambers in Germaﬂ&, droppiﬁg atomic

bombs on Japan, enslaving Black people, or excluding groups from
opportunity for education, employment, housing, healtﬂ services,

. etc.) results from another party's attempt' to maintain and per-

L petuate its dominant status, but this kind of destruction is

[

usually not ‘a goal in itself.. A group, however, may intentionally
control another's opportunity if it be}ieves that this will better
its situatibn.

4. Group conflict theory is also agplicable'at the microsociological
level. Sociél reality is the product of interaction and negotiation. ‘
Thus conceived, it hardly matters at which level the interaction

- takes place. Social reality can be negbtiggéd by the individual 4
‘as he’or she "talks" to'himself or herself or by nations as they
debate over the price of o0il. The princip}es which assist in the
explanagion at the macrosociological level are also applicaSlg to- .
- the microsocioloéical level since the‘sociql process is fuhdamentally
; the' same. ) \

t
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In developed nations, to oontrol the major organizations
and institutions is to control society. Although power, wealth,;
and prestige a;e)the end resources for which groups vie, control '

s .
of organizations and institutions is a necessary means to these
“ * \/

goods. The institutions of a society, therefore, become resources

Id

for the dominartt group; it uses them to protect and perpetuate
itself\and to control subordinate groups. The military, courts,

and police have oftéen been uséd by the dominant group to protect

its status.

This kind of ruthless self-perpetuation frequently occurs

in less developed countries as the small and powerful elite " -

attempt to control the masses. The occurrence of-this phenomenon

. ® . . . _
is by no means restricted to less developed countries or to

countries ruled by dictatorships. In the United States, for

o

example, we experienced in the late sixties and early seventies
. ‘y 5 .
the use of the military and police as methods ofi control for the

dominant party ideology. Marches and demonstrations were controlled
in'thi; way and quickly turned into riots.

Equally impoftaq; are the ways in which institutions and
organizations, clea{ly resources for any group, are ﬁséd to
control intellectual ideologieé through the control of acceis
and placement within the social s£ruc£ﬁreu In this chapter we
apply the group conflict model to the insﬁitufion'of education
and outline the ways in which this institution is used by the
dominant community to itg penefit and to the detriment of the

nondominant community. - °
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~ . The Model Applied to Education _ ' \\\
Viewed as a xesource institution qf\ghg'domihant group, the

.primary social funetion of tﬁé-educatfbnal system is to serve
the’ needs of tha; group. in.hbdern America schools perform this s

. N L .
function in two important ways. One, as a social process schools

g

teach (transmit) a certain culture, and two, as a social institution

they servé as credentialing and licensing institutions for alloca-

’ S

tion into the occupational struéture._

“ . *

In furthér explanation of these two points:

1. School as a Socialization .Process
Schools. are creatéd to transmit particular cultures.
Within all societies educat%on serves as a vehicle for
the enculturation of the-youné. The cultural perceptioné
individuals hold are in large part the regﬁlt of their
schooling. The main activity of éGEEle is the teaching,

of the dominant group's culture, as an item in the

°

////—"” curriculum as well as a procdss of socialization. The

b
y values, attitudes, and beliefs of the dominant ethnic

community rule the educational system,-d system of

o ? L3

values and preferences, therefore, that is impl!hted
into more or less receptive clients. Schools teach a
particular language, stYles of dress, vglues, soctal -

attitudes, polite manners, aesthetic tastes, modes& 'of
» i .

inte?%ction, in short, a particular sociocudtural style.

The total educational epvironment is geared to this end.
-« | . -

.-' J v
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"E%ucataon 5001allzes people-lnto a partlcular kind ef

culture, worklng best on those who‘aiready hajé acqulred;

ithe‘general'orientation)in their famiLies" (Collins,
1975:86-37). In the United Stafes&the content oF'public
school education has beeﬁ dominated pfAWhite (Apglo-

a Saéoﬁ)°cplture'(Becker, l9§l;}vDree5eﬁ, 1568; Ee;naﬁdez

and Llanes, 1977; Fishman, 1961; Gordon,-l?&?, 1978¢

Hess and’Torney, 1967; Ramirez and'Castaﬁeaa, 1974) .

Its processes eave Been‘dominated by white ﬁiddle— .

class perceptions bath’ of itself and of minority groups, R

thereby pinpdin%ing the plape of the minority group

pe;sen in society, even in his or her own e§es.-:Tﬁen

comgexigiveﬁnaéure of schools, the%selective presentation

of histbry,.the Eraiaing'of docto;s,_iawyers, and other

professionals, all reflec£ the cﬁitugal biases of this?’

»

% group. Fufthermore;'the.nOn-English speakefKAas encoﬁnt—
ered.English-onlg instruction while ianstructOion in his
. or ‘her native lahguaééahag been continualiy saactiOned
- (Gordon, 1964, i978°‘ Ramlrez and Castaneda, 1974 fU.S; h
; Commission on C1v1l nghts, l972a) §’s .
2.0 Fchookég§ a ‘Social Instit?tien . . | _L?

- A major purpose of the educational system in modern

"
v

corporate $ociety is to transmit ‘and assign social status

{Cicourel and Kiﬁsusé, 1963) ., This is most commbnﬁy

accomplished through higher education by means of

certlflcatlon and formal llcen51ng. Education has come

.to beaihe yardstick by whach every 1nd1v13ual' . L

4 ee a
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. 3 /
.o .

. . - A

; . 3
. - . ' .
; . o
L) - " .
. hd .

4
|




"producdtive capabilities" are judged. Eo;othér
.leg1t1mate avenues exist to adulthood. Societal

roles and positions are ass1gned based on the level

(and to a lesser extent the quallty) of formal education

. rece1ved.5 In this way, even persons who do not gofr

)

through the formal educational system afb affected by

-,

it (Illich, 1970; Meyer, 1970) ° Educational require-

, ~ ments for participation in: the larger society help serve
. f
. to select members of the dominant culture to top—level

pos1tlons, as . well as to recruit 1nd1v1duals to m1ddle—a‘

a

level p051tlons who have acqulred a general respect and

reverence for the culture of the dom;nant~group. Hence,
)) thi's kind of educational“systemycan be viewed as serving
- as a legitimating process ‘for inequalities in the larger
society. Numerous sourcesibased on empirical evidence
téstify that educatlon has been used as a means of
; . cultural selection (Bourdrpu and Passeron, 1977; ‘Bowles,
\ 1977; Collins., 1971; ollingshead- 1949) . Based on
‘} . \whis review of the llterature in th1s area, Collins
(1975: 454§ concluded that : educatlon is important, not
ﬁ\} prov1d1hg technical skill but for membershlp in a

-

cultural group which controls access ' to part1cular jobs."
V4

In short, educational requlrements for "producﬁlve

participation" in society have become the primary means

of racial, ethnic, and cultural control.
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The Social Structure of Education

The educational system seems.to be the best example of the
ways in which the ruling group uses institutions to maintain and
. . .

pPerpetuate its dominant status. The conflict model of analysis

‘when'applied to education predicts that the stratified structure

of society will be equally stratified within tﬂ%‘educational system,

Stratlflcatlon in schoollng is evidenced through tracking in all”
levels of educatlon, for example, in higher education we find
“swo-year qolleges, four-year colleges, state universrties, and .
.private ,universities with uneuual resource allocatiou based on

financial systems with varlous cembinations of private and publlc

funds. Figure 3 illustrates” how the structure of the larger
a

soéiét; may be preserved and transmitted ‘through the stratified "

educatlonal'system.
. T .

i ) . _ \ . . R
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Fi gure 3, - ., -
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Schematic representat1on of the utility of the educat1onal

system for the ma1ntenance and perpetuat1on of the dominant
group ) na&—\
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The fiéure implﬁes that there will be a general tendency
for children of parents of the dominant group to do well in school
and childrén of parents from those groups with the least power

-to do, less well.. Indeed, this is what is found in the United

[ . .

. . 4
. Statég; majority children consistently do better in school and
college than minority children.. A massive amount of statistical

data exists vérifying this proposition. For example, we know

~

specifically that children of the dominant group (Anglos)

-

1. begin W1th advaﬂ%ages over nondominant groups on enferlng .
school (Coleman, et al., 1966; Espinosa, Ferndndez,
and Dornbusch, 1979)--this disparity, in fact, becomés

larger w!fh advancing %;ade levels;

-
' 3.‘ attend higher status schools (schools with more and
‘ higner quality resources, i-.e., better educated teachers,
‘ .coliege preparatory cuf;icula,'etc.) (Guthrie, et al., ‘
- 1971); ' ' L
- 3. achleve at hlgher rates than subordlnate groups,
/ P specifically, thelr scores on achlevement tests are
significantly hlgher (Espinosa, Fernandez, and Dornbusch,
if o -";" . 1979; =-U.S. Comm1551on on Civil- Rights, 1971b);
BT b &

4. drop out of school and college @t much lower rates

(Eckland and Wlsenbaker,_l978; U.S. Commission on v
Civil Rights, l97lb), o “ .

&

5. graduate from h;gh schoolr collége,\aﬁa.ﬁraduate and

> N »
By

v

>
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- professio al(echools at h¥gher rates than minority
stqdents (Dearman and Plisko, 1979);

6. consequently move into the more powerful, prestigious, and
highest paying positions ‘in the larger'eociety (Blau .
and ‘Duncan, 1967). > - - -

The\above list should be interpreted as Hllustrative and ‘not

exhaustive. \\wealth of statistical data ex1st on ma]orlty-

mlnorlty differences in all aspects of the educatlonal process.
\

~ In addition, proportionally few Mexican Americans, for example,
. \

participate in extracurricular activities (sports, school clubs,

*

band, etc.) compared to Anglos (U.S. Commission on Ci¢fY Rights,
1971b) . The Commission found this to be the case.even in schools

where pexicah Americans constituted a numerical majority of the

student body. \ . _ ‘.

J
2

In fact, the dominant- group's struggle to retaih advantage

1n the schools extends even to nonacademlc activities. Miller
- ¥ and Pre;tdnmftg73), for example, found that as late as 1969 Mex1can
;Amerlcan access to part1c1pat10nhas cheerleaders~was ¢ontrolled’
in theé-Crystal City, Texas high school. Althouéh 66 percent of the
etudent body was Mexican American, cheerleaders were selected (by
a panel of faculty judges) according to a guota of three Anglos
and one Mexicdn American. This ie ae clearly an example of
dominance and subordination as one can find in the educational

» -

system, but there are more subtle and less visible ways ‘of controll-

ing access- and advancement through the educat10nal~systém. For a
more detailed account of the Crystal City experlence, ‘see Chapter

Five.

. . -
:
. ,
.
.
.
, 39 ‘
.
. P °
.




'Effects of Credéntialing and-Cegtification
'

The credentialing and certificatidn function of education
. serves to restrict -lower-income and minority persoﬁs from the
powé&ful and prestigious po%itions in society. CoOllins (1975),

among othersy: also views certification as directly linked to power.
s - i {

"The greater- the politjical influencg)over the state held by a

cultural community, the more likely it is to monopolize desirable"

organizational positions by means of, licensing or other credential

1t

'sys;ems" (Céllihé,31915:459). This is further exemélified“ﬁy the
§

[

fact~that educational requirements continue to be raised (particu-
. * )

. ~ -
ldxrly as evidenced by rising scores on aptitudef tests) in spite

of research which cons;stently shows that education is, at best, .
.

: a poor predlctor of occupational performghce (Berg, 1971; Blair,

1972; “Goodman, 1962; Guthrle et al., 1971; Jencks, 1972;

2 ) ) —‘-_ {

k\'ﬂ///‘ji?helson, 1972). Furthermore, the certification and credentialing
unctions of education have their most damaging effect on groups °
with the least resources, i.e., Blacks,,Megican Americans, and

Native Aﬁericans.
'n [

Certifi¢ation and credentialing becomes most importAnt in
ﬁodern nations, suéh as the United States, where the occupatioﬁal
ré;E;—Y;;d particularly higher paying and more-prestigious work) j
is open only {o persons who completé the requireq level of education //”
(Arrow, 1974; Berg,“}971; Stiglitz,‘l975; Taubman and Wales, '
1973, 1974). The creéential‘ist model of education proposes that

the completion of the major” levels of schooling (i.e., elementary

-
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school, high school, college, and graduate or ‘professional- school)
is an impértant determinant (and thus predictor) of earnings.
Goodman (1979:270) summarizes this perspective:
Schooling by this argument is . e screening device which
«certifies that those who have successfully completed a
given level possess certain qualities (skills, ability
‘or family background) that should be rewarded; those
without the necessary credentials are deemed not to
possess the qualities that would entitle them to the
_greater earnings afforded those with the necessary
“credentials.
The idea of school as a screening device, however, is not
‘ without criticism (Chiswick, 1973; Layard and Psacharopoulos,
1974) . Nevertheless, recent research supports this approach.’

_ Goodman (1979) compared five models dealing with the economic
returns to education. He found that a slightly modified creden-
tialist model best fit the data (i.e., explained the most variance).
In other words, ‘sizable increments in earnings were associated
with the attainment of the high school diploma and the college
credentlal (bachelor s degree).

Regardless of the theoretlcal model employed, however,

education has been found to be a powerful predictor of economic

<

and social status (Levin et al., 1971).. That is, education has
been,identified as a major key to economic well-being in modern
societies and particularly in the United States. 'Specifically,

higher annual incomes and lifetime earnings are associated with

advanced educational attainment.
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Collins (1975:459), among others, views certification
as directly linked to power.

The greater the political influence over the state held
by a cultural community, the more likely it is to monopo-
lizé desirable organizational positions by means of
licensing or other credential systems. j

Controlled Opportunity Systems for Mobility

Thus conceived, the educational system serves as the "gate-
keeper" f?r the dominant cultural group by screening, selecting,
and allocating individuals to their social roles and occupational‘
positions (Cicourel and Kitsuse, 1963). ‘Formal education, and)
particularly the structgre of higher educatién, systematiéélly
reproduces the racial, ethnié, and culturally stratified division
of labor found in the larger society.

It should be noted that empirically th;ﬁéystem is not
absolutely rigid; there is some mobility. Minorities and indivi-
duals from the lower social classes do gé?—ébod grades and move
up and some persons from tpe upper classes do get "ungentlemanly"
'g's, but in genéral the é;oups remain in the same positiqns.

It may even be that in certain_societies which attempt to per-

petuate the myth of egalitarianism and collectivism it is to the

-

advantage of the dominant party to create and perpetuate a degree
of upward mobility, creating the illusion that the system is not
biased. The predictive question for thelgominant group then

becomes: How many individuals from the subordinate groups can

be allowed unpward mobility into the highest rank without poésing
. T '

a real threat to the dominant group? .

£
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An analogy may be drawn between outcomes in gambling césings."
and outcomes in the educational_sysﬁem. Common knowledge tel;s‘ 
_us that the odds are overwhelmingly in the casinos' favor. The
owners know and understand this; that is why tﬁey are in the
" ibusiness.. Casinos basically control the games, assuring that the ;/,

—

outcomes are in their favor. ) i
' The dominan£ cultural community controls the pdﬁcational’j
system in much the same way. Of course, the control is more subtle
and less direct. Yet, outcomes are systeméfic; children of the
dominant group, on the average, succeed in the system while thé

others do not succeed as well.

‘White (1978) discussés how the use.of the Law School Admiss-
ions Test (LSAT) for selection of students favors the dominant group.
Hé'shows that as the minority demand for legal education indreased
duringithe 1960s, the importance of high LSAT écdfes also increased.

- Furthermore, the LSAT has bee; culturally biased in favor of the
white_com@unity:‘ )

It is these tests which regulate entrance to the profession.
It is these tests which preserve the traditional legal pro-
fession dominated by wealthy, white males (White, 1978%663).

‘And although the number of la@yers has grown substantiall} during
the past twenty years, relativeiy few mindrities are found in the
profession. White (1978:642-643) notes that

This growing.circle of attorneys remaihé largely white and

male--a group who would®seem to have an obvious interest
in protecting the prestige and income of lawyers.

-

=l
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‘ / a

Meritocracy in Education

Although the American e@ycaéional system opéfatés under the -
label of meritocrétic advancement (individﬁq{\gdvancemepf tthugh,
merit), racial, ethnic, and cultural variables play an important
role in the daily workings of(Ehe meritorious variables. Racial,

ethnic, and cultural minorities have been systematically denied

access to schools and especially to instjtutions of highef education .

(Weinbérg, 1977). Individuals. involved in_decision making in any
aspect of education (from elementary school teachers to presidents
of major universities) will readily admit (inlprivgte, of course)

that race, ethnicity, cultural background, and social class as well

€

as a host of other nonacademic (noncognitive) factors play a role
(sometimes major, sometimes mipor, but always present) in

influencing decisions.

¢

Individuals involved in the decision-making process in

‘ v

higher education (particularly decisions régafding gdmiss;on or—
retention of a student or prometion of a faculty member) under-
stand that in some decisions v§lue judgments are at least as

important as the ‘dictates of séandards; in these‘cages meritocracy
plays a sgcondary role in the decision. To be sure, as

\

Berger and. Luckmann (1966) might say, thére is a great deal of -
subjectivity in the prodyction. of social objectivity.

University decisions, whether fot adﬁitting students, hiring
faculty and administrators, oripromoting and retaihing faculty are
often-baSed.on\less than objective factors (e.g., does the

applicant have the "righ® background characteristics such as sex,

age, or ethnicity or has the faculty member published in the

14
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“right" journals orf-coauthoréd an article with a well-known

senior individual in the field). Such criteria are:defined as

~ )

confidential and consequently are nop”made available to the public;

-
giving the impression that these types of decisiohs are based
r -

purely on merit and academic achievement: Aé Mann%z; (1978:14)

-

has noted P

4 ) BN N
It is often the "soft data" whose use is°hidden from
public view; thus secrecy serves to cloak tnreliable--

even arbitrary--actions. . .

Clearly, there is no single unique Qrder of preferé%ce among
candidates, but many different ones. Aiparticul;r ordering and
decision depends heavily on the weié%% attached to the—vari93§
ériteria. The pubiic is led to belié&e that academié decisions
aré dependent on a narrdle based concept of merit; Quite often,
of course, such décisions are based primarily én_subjective
evaluatioﬁs gf nonacademic factors.

An example of types of noncognitiée judgment which entérs

L
into academic \decision making is contained in Brown and Marenco

(1979) . They found that some law schools”in California, inclgaiﬁg
some public institutions, when séreenipg sﬁudent appiicants take
into account such irreievant chéracteristics as: 1) whether the
applicant's parents or relatives are alumni of the institution;
and 2) wﬂéthé; the applicant's égreﬁts or relatives are donors

to the institution. The brochure used in recruitment in one of the

private colleges reads as follows:

On occasion, special consideration will be given to
7 .

45
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graduates of (name of -University) and to children
of alumni who appear to be qualified to do acceptable
work in the School of Law. In addition, the University
reserves the right to make several special appointments

to the entering class each year 'from among applicants .
who may not meet the objective qualifications for ’
admission but whose background, subjective qualificationds, ’

, special interests and relationship to the University

make them deserving of’ an opportunlty to study law. :

(emphasis added)

In this extreme example we can see how schools fail as
meritocratic institutions. They systematically operate in ways

. . Soow F s . ’
consistent with the maintenance of the existing soc:ial order.®

Summary
o The dominance theory as apptéied to education may be
Cot ' 5 o
( summarized in-hypotheses as follows: , '

1. Since educatiqn;is one of the institutions used by

the dominant social group to maintain-and perpetuate
)}/ 1tself and its leadershlp role,. \ <

-

+ ~a. the values, attitudes, and bellefs of the people
who bélénéipo the dominant group will rule the

- educational systen; . .

sociocultural ﬁeers gf the parenté who belong to
4 A

- the ddminant group will be the teachers and

LB

administrators of the school system;
c. resourtes and individuals will be allocated
unequally "among the schools; and

d. children of parents who belong to the dominant MR

. ~ b
group will do better in school than children o
b ’ A

‘ . ; of the subordinate group.




follows:

1.
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Theoretical basés for the above hypotheses‘can be extracted as

»
L]

It 'can be argued that.education is us%d by the dominant
social group in diverse societies to maintain and per-
petuate i£self. Noting the two extremes of the educa- '
tidnab spectruﬁ will suffice. At one end of the spectrum .
we find societies in which the dominant group~reserves
education for a select group, admitting only members
of this elite group to 'the educational system (e.g.,
England, and most Latin American countries). At the ) i
other end we find soéiéties in which‘education is com-
pulsory anq thereby intended for all groups (e.g., the

. _
United States). On the surface ;hei;atter practice
appears té circumvent the intefggt of the dominant gfbgp,
but furthex ex?mination shows otherwiéf.; We find that
compulsory schooling produces highly predictable group
outcomes (Colémaﬁ et al., 1966); grants unequal
[ ]

resources (Dominguez and ?ernéndez, 1978) ;. reserves
. { .

tertain schools for members of the dominant group

‘(Clark, 1960); and teaches the ideologies of the domi-

nant group (Dreeben, 1968). Certainly the form in which

dominance is maintained is different from total exclusion,

-

but the outcome is quitepgsimilar.

-/




The United States serves as an example where-the values,
lé v -

attitudes, and beliefs of one group rule the educational

systém. The competitive nature of schéols, the tendency
_toward the use of English as the sole medfum of.instruc- .
tion, the selective presentation of history, the "tracking”
of certain students fowafd professional careers, the
pracking of males toward the "har&" sciences-and females
toward the "soft" sciences, all reflect biases of views

of the dominant culfural group in the larger society
(Cicourel and Kitsuse, l%§3). !
Recruiting teachers apdradministrators from the dominant
grdup ensures (although not completely) that a certain

ideology will be taught. Again, the United States serves

as an example in which the majority of teachers and @

. \

administrators, even in Mexican—American'dbmmunities,
are representative of -the dominant group (U.S. Commission
on Civil Rights, 1971a). The theory thus holds: -

-

a. In societies in which education is reserved for the

elite, the allocation of' resourcdes and people is

-—Glearly intended to prPducevdominatioﬁ. qubers Qﬁ
subordinate groupé do not attend schobl and membérs
of the dominant group do.

b;‘ I% modern corpora£e society,“reéources*as well as

» individuals are dist£ibuted unequally among the

schools. Some schools are primarily reserwéa for
2
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members of th; dominant group'and these teﬁa to
accumulate higher quality resources (e.g., faculty,
facilities, equipment,'funds, etc.).
( Cc. Screening and accébtance of individuals into these
schools are carefully biased toward-members of the
“dominant party. It was only a few years ago that |
in the United States, for example, Blacks, Méxican
Americans, and women weré not admitted into some
colleges and univérsiﬁges because of their skin
color or sex. Thus, tgére.is much evidence to suggest
that reasons causing the differential perférmance *
of the\children.of the dominant group versus the .
children of the nOndominanfgroups are varied, complex,
and interactive. This,theoretiqél framework suggests
that it may be the combination of attending schools
wiéh unequal resources; tbe pfedominanpe of the
dominant group's ideologies, beliefsj norms, language,
} J and other cultural factors guiding the school system;
and the unequal opportunity for attending or staying'.
) in school which cause the discrepancy. D
There ame numerous statistical stﬁdié; focusing on the'
differences in the educational egpeéience of majority and minority
students which could be éited as' evidence to éuppo%ﬁ the fore-

going propositions. In’ Chiapter Four we discuss this research while

expioringfspecific°differences in schooling between Mexican
o 9 . IR . .

-

Americans and Anglos.

49
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Notes .. ',
5. This is precisely why Illich (l9;3;:§§gued that modern
neducation" should be more accurately termed "schooling." No

"longer are echdols places where the goal is "téiéevelopj in each

c

. ' TRGE . .
,indiyldual, all the perfection of which he 13/capable," as Kant

3
envisioned. 1Instead, theyhare place§ where the masses are pro-
e * &< ? ,,
Y ¢
cessed (in much the& ame way as factories process goods) for their
4 N o s

roles in society, tq the benefit of -the dominant culture,

2
6. Individuals who for any reason (from personaljghoiee to
structural conditions) do not attend§senool are labeled "un-
educated":and treated.as second-tlaié citizene (their opportunities
are greatly reduced). These individuals are'perceiged as illiterate,

unthinking, and unintelligent. and are treated accordingly.
3
Haglng nQ formal educatlon in modern soc1ety places one at the
'- n vf
bott@g”of the opportunlty structure. - Ironlcally, society aséuresl

°, Va o

that theséflnd1v1dualsacome to be11eve in the virtues of education.

.

~
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In the preceding chapfer we described theoretical applica-

- -

tions of the group conflict model to the institution of education.

—

Now we. will apply it to the structure of American society. by focus-

ing on currefit Anglo/Mexican-American relations. The conflict

-paradigm predicts and explains disparities in the relative positioné

of these groups. The model characteristically predicts that given

- their subordinate status, Mexican Americans will possess less of

~

society''s resources (iﬁcluding access and opportugity) than the.
dominant Anglo community. In this light we will examine statistical

data in several areas including income, occupation, and political

activity. We maintain that .these three vital areas of institutional"i

participation represent a persistent pattern which reflects the

1ow status of Mexican Americans in our society. We have excluded
t

a discussion of education from this chapter becausg of the important

role it plays in modern America; consequently, we have devoted

s

. »
an entire chapter to it (Chapter Four). Before moving into the

; . \
] . . . . .
}ubstigtlve areas, some background demographic information is

Y

provided on characteristics of Mexican Americans. )

Demographic Characteristica~

Numbers -~

Although ‘data collected& on racial_and ethnit minorities are

\

subject to considerable enumeration and sampling errors (Herrandez,

.1973; Fernéngez, i%ZS), the Hispanic population is the fastest

gro&ing ethnic minorlty in the United States. It has been estimated

that by the year 1990 Hispanics will constitute the largest ethnic

N \ -
minority group-in the country, surpassing the Blatck population,

N

Tﬁe number of'Sp@nish-surnahed people in € United States has
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continued to increase in recent years as a result of high birth
. . At

andlimmigration»Fate&. ;
est“birthgé;e of any ethnic group in the United étaﬁes (Moore,
" 1970:84-85) . ' '
for‘examplé

Between 1960 and 1970, Mexicans in the United

States grew by 70 percent wﬁile‘Anglos grew by only 35 percent.

Ve

S

opulatlon of

Mexican Americans, in fac¢t, have the high-

kaen present birth and 1mm1grat10n rates, éhe P
K \\

Callfornla w;ll be greater than 50‘\§rcent Mex1c&a or Mexican -
A4

American by the turn of the century. Amerlbans of Hispanic back-

ground are estimated tqdconsgitute abth 8 percent of the total

U.S. population, or 12 millﬁbn\peop;e (U.S.lBureau of the Census,
1978), forming the gécdpqﬁ}aggest minority ;p thé country, slightly
lower than the Black QApulation."Of these 12 million Spanish~
surmamed persons, the great.méjoritY“T7l2 million) are of Mexican °

~

origin or ancestry (see Table 1).,

/ - L Table 1* . ’ .

. Persons of Hispanic origin in the United States,

Mexican ., -

Puerto Rican \

.

7.2 million

1.8 million

- ‘ .
.Cubgp — / B . 700,000 .
,Central ‘or South American ) 909;000 )
¥
Other Hispanic background - 1.5 million -
P\ i
. *Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 197%:Figure 1.

53 .. | T

as of March 1978 ‘ ¢ -,
4 Origin or Angestry \ ” Number
v ) ~ . l .
Total ~ , 12 millioh ‘

S
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ThlS flgure of 7.2 mllllon does not 1nclude individuals of

Mexican origin who are r951d1ng in the United States undocumented--'

'i.e., those who entered the country without proper legal .documents.

While there is a hlstory of contlnuous mlgratlon from Mex1co, -

there appears to e renewed 1nterest in comlng to the U.S. In?
-"1975, for example, almost three times as many Mex1cans (62,205) .
entered he U.S. on legal permanent resident v1sas as did

1nd1v1duals from af! other countries in South America combined,

&,
-

and almbst as many as the total number of immigrants from all of

Europe (Imlgratlon and Naturalization Service, 1975). In the'

1

same year, 680, 392 "deportable Mex1can natlonals" were apprehended

%)

by the Bordeér Patrol, representlng almost,90 pércent of their- ©

total apprehensions for the year.(Corneliué, 1978) . - At present

Pl

no one knéwé the number of undocumented migrants in ‘the country,

estimates have ranged from as low as 1 million to as hlgh as 12

1

.million. Five mll}lon seems to be a‘generally accepted figure;
howeven no one is sure. An approprlate methodology for count1n

undocumented migrants has not been developed - the1r.ex1%}ence

. oM
depends on remalnlng anonymous. - N 4

k)
o

Regional’ Distribution

°

£
1

While Hispanics reside in every state, major regional

qoncentratfons have, traditionally developed. 'Currently,_about 90%

-

percent of the Mexican-American population ts located in the five

sbuthwestern states -of Arizbna, Califorfiia, Colorado, New Mexico

and Texas. The highest concentration are found in Californig and

".

N
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Téxas; however, gubstantial‘numbers reside in the other three
southwestern states (Arizona, Coloradé,-and New Mexico) and in the
- ,Great Lakes region, particularly in thcagp. Interestingly,
R Mexican Americaﬁs constitﬁée the largest ethnié or raciai minority .
group in the stafes of Washinggon and Minnesota.
Withiﬂ the, -Southwest, the largest ﬁroportion (48 percent)
6f the Mexican American population i; lécated,in California, which,
.consequentl;l also:ﬁgs the largest absolute numbher (over 3 million).
. There are twice as many Mexican Americaﬁs in Célifornig as Blacks;
in fact, they are more ﬁumerogﬁithan all other minorities combined
(Garcia and Espinosa, 1976). It is estimated that by 1989 Mexicans
égd Mexican Americans will comprise over 50 bercent of the population
of California. ‘
quthermorez al;héugh‘a subs£antia£ proportion.of Me%}can
Americans resiae in ;ural communities and the stereotype of

" Mexicans and Mexican Americans continues to focus on characteristics

—

.

of the peon campesino (farm worker), the vast majorify(Sl percent)
of Mexican Americans are EOncentrated in metropolitan areas (U.S.
.Bureaulof thé Censis, 1875). As a group, MexicanlAmericans live
énd work in urban centers. ‘- In‘1975, '43.9 pércent of Mexican

. Americans lived in cégtra ities (excluding suburbs) comparéd
_to~onf§‘§5.5 percent of Anglas (U.S. Departméntxof Labor, 1§78{6).

-In Californié, for exéﬁple, 91 percent of Mexican Americanf live

X "in urban areas, approximately 7 percent live in rural nonfarm

- communities, and approximately 2 percent reside in rural farm areas.
]

.
3

»

P




In somé cities, like Los Angeles, the majority are located in the

o

inner city. (In fact, Los Angeles is now the second largest
Mexican éity in éhe world; that is, more personé'oé Méxican origin
Oor ancestry live in Los Angeles than in any other metrspolis except
Mexico City). Thus, the Mexican-American pobulation is predominantlf
aﬁ urban popuiation. ° -
This urban céncentrati0p was predictable. As meéhanization
decreased the number of ‘farm labor jobs avaiiable to a work force
with relatively little education and experience, Mexican Americans
moved into low—péying 30bs in industry (on assembly'lines) ané
service occupations ke.g., waitresses, busboys, janitors, maids,

S
cab drivers, etc.) which are primarily located in densely populated

areas. ™

Age Distribution

In 1978 the medi;n age of the\Mexican-American population
was 21 years of age as compared to 29 years of age for the non-—
Hispanic population (see Table 2), indicatiﬁg that a large proportion
of this ethnil group are of elementary de high school age. 1In
Table 2 we see that this is indeed the c;se; almost one€-half
(43 percent) of the Mexican;Ame;ican popﬁlation is under 18 years
of age compared with iess théﬁ‘!ne-third (29 percent) for the
non-Hispanic population. Futhermore, in 1976, more than 13 percent
.0f the Mexican-American population was ﬁnder 5 féars old, while in
the eqtife nation only 7 percent éf the popﬁlation was under

5 years old (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1977).

A

. .
t . . -
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. Table 2* /
’ Proportion of persons of Hispanic origin
.under 18 years of age )

= s
Oriéin or Ancestry. Proportion under 18 Median Age‘.
Mexican ‘ .43 . ' ‘°' 21 .

& Puerto Rican , .46 - . 20 |
Cuban . .26 36
Central o.r South American .33 ° ' ‘27 '
Other f{ispanic backgro;md .43 22 ‘
Not of‘Hispanic .origin ' :29 30 ) - ‘

. |

*Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978:Table 2.

I

At the same time, the proportion of older persons was smaller
‘for the Mexican—Americaﬁ’population\than fér.the errall bqpulation.
In 1978, for example, only gﬁout 4 percent of Mexican Americans were
65 jears 0ld or over compared to 1l percent of the overall population.

These differences in age distribution between Mex;éan
Americansband Anglos are primarily due to differences in fertility
"and life-expectancy rates (morbidity and morta}ity). On the average

Mexican Americans live fewer years than Anglos and proportionately

have about twice as many children (Ufllenberg, 1973). - In 1976,

A
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Mex1can-Amer1can families tended to be large, with an average of
4.19 persons per family (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1977). More-
over, 13 percent had 7 or more ﬂembers per family. Bahr, Chadwick,
-and Stauss (1979:181-182, 204) conclude from their revieW of exist-
ing. data 'that presently Mexican'Americans are the most fertile
ethnic group in the United States. ’

Regardless of the causes of the age differences between -
Mexican Americans and Anglos, thé distribution suggests a growing
need for improved educagion, housing, employment, and income

for Mexican Americans. We turn now to an examination of some

of the data in these areas. 3 . 7

4

Enployment
Thg employment picture for Mexican' Americans is bleak
vis-a-vis Anglbs; thg\eﬁpirical ddta are consistent with our
conflict model. Given the interrelationsﬁips arong occupation;;

4 .
income, power, and prestige we would expect subordinate groups

to be unemployed at larger rates and those who are employed to
hold lower status positions. This, indeed, is the pattern found

in- the United States for Mexican Americans.

Unémployment | /*,_n_h‘
/ R > "
_ A recent publication of the U.S. Department of Labor -
(1978:20-21, 30) confirms the unemployment hypothesis: Mexican
Americans are more likely than Anglos to be unemployed. 1In
1976, for example, 11.8 percent of Mexican-American workers "
were unemployed compared to 7.4 percent of Anglos. hThe same

pattern was found controlling for sex; Mexican-American men and

women were more likely to be without a job than Anglo men and women.

- 5 8 | .l i
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With tﬁzwg§€§;¥?on46f persons 65 years old and over, Mexican—
American males and females had higher unemployment rates than
Anglos at every age category. Among men, for!examplé, 20.5
percent of Hispanics aged 16 to 24 were unemployed in 1976
compared to 15 percent of their Anglo counterparts. A similar
pattern was found in the other -two age éategories——25 to 44 and
‘45 to 64. Finally, over one—foufth‘(26.7 percent) of Mexican#
Americans in the labor force in 1975 experienced some unemploymeqt
compared to less.than one:fifth (19.1 percent) of Anglos. 'Thesef
figures are conservative; "1t has been showﬂ that the Hispanic
unemployed tends to be undercounted (U.S. Commigsion of Civ%l

Rights, 1978Db). - ' -

Occupations

The work experience of Mexican Americans differs signifi-
cantly from that of Anélqé. Mexican ‘Americans, as a group, ;\
experience less opportunity for employ;éﬁt“EEEJQhen employed tend
tg~hold low statﬁs positions. 1In f975, for e:amplé, 57.3 percent
o?rMexican—American males worked year {ound, full time compared
to 64.7 percent of Anglo male wofkezs\(U.S. Department of Labor,
1978:27). The pattern was sim#lar for women; 41 percent of Anglo
women worked year round, full time compared to only 32.2 percent
of Mexican-American women.

With résbect to the major occupational categories, the
figures indicate that the Mexican-American population is dis-
proportionately represented in low statusz low paid jobs and
underrepresented in high-incqne, prestféious, and poyerful

decision-making positions. Spébifically, a recent study by

the U.S. Bureau of the Census (1978:27) indicates Mexican

o
599 .
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Americans are severely underrepresented in professional,

technical, managerial, and sales jobs and overrepresented in
labor and service positions.

Table 3 presents figures from 1976 for employed males aged

]

" 16 éﬁd.over. For the total male population, 42 perecent were

employed in white-collar occupations compared to oniy 18 percent
of Mexican-American males. By contrast, 64 percent of Mexican-

American men worked in blue-collar- jobs compared to oﬁly 44 per-

-

cent of their Anilo countérparts. While only 1.6 percent of the

total male work force was in farm labor, 7.8 percent of Mexican-

American males were farmworkers.

-

Table 3*
- Occupations of employed Mexican-American males and
0 ! of the total United,States male -population ., ae
16 years of age and older, March 1976

Total Male Mexican-American .

Occupation ; C - : Population . Males
Profession;i; technical, and kindred 15.4 ’ . 5.5
nManagers and admipistrators,’ except farm ) 14.2 5.6
Sales workers ) ' 6.1 : 2.1
Clerical and kindred 6.3 4.9
Craft and kindred . _ 20.5 ’\ﬁQ.l
Operatives, including transport ° 17.0 « -~ 29.0
Labo;ers, excluding farm . 7. 14.3
Farmers and farm managers ’ 2.6 ' .6 ’
Farm laborers and supervisors , 1.6 7.8
Service workers ’ 9.0 . 10.9

i

*Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1977:Table 10, Bahr, Chadwick, and
Stauss, 1979:166. ' ‘ -
60) .
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A comparable pattern existed for women. Women in the
general population were almost three times as likely as Mexican-

American women to hold professional positions (16.2 percent
. vs. 6 percent). Almost-two-thirds (é3.6 percent) of all women
.. were employed in white-collar occupations compared to 44.1

percent of Mexican-American women. These large numbers are
deceiving since a very large'proportion of whitéfcollar women
were employed'in the secretarial-clerical category (68 percent
of Mexican-American women and 55 perceﬁt of all women employed
in White-collar.occupations worked as secrgtaries and clerical
workers). And although relatively few women (.7‘percent) were
employed as faém laborers, the rate for‘Mexican-American‘women
was almost four times as high (2.5 percent).

Although"much discussion has been given to otcupationaf ,
access, and "afﬁirmétive action” pregrams have been implemented,
Bahr, Chadwick, and Stauss (1979) figd thag the disparities
‘bétwéen,Anglos and Mexican Americans in the major occupation
categories have not changed significantly. Théy compared déta

+ for 1970 and 1976 and found that "in no occupational category
is there evidence'of an improvement in occupational position for
" Mexican Americans” kp. 166). In fact, Mexican Americans fell
further behind Anglos in that six-year period. Bahr, Chadwick,
» and Stauss conclude that "the evidence suggests that fhe relative

disadvantage of the person of Spanish origin is increasing rather

than decreasing”" (p. 166).' Romero (1977) also found thié pattern;

e
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between 1960 and 1970 Mexican Americans "lost ground" vis-a-vis
Anglos in occupatioﬁéi standing, particularly in the professional
and managerial categories. |

- ‘ Incone - ‘ |

e

Earnings . ’ ' _ ) *
Our theoretical model when applied to income preaicts .
that since wealth is a highly valued resource in,society,’sub-
ordinate groups will ténd to have less af it than 'the dominant
party possesses: Even without the group conflict framework,
given tﬂé information of empl?yment in the preceding section,
one would expect that Mexican Americans earn less than Anglos. .
Data recedily publisﬁed by the Uu.s. Department of Labor (1978:
31, 33, 41) confirm this hypothesis. Median earnings for
Mexican~American men in 1975 were less than sév‘n-teQEhS'o%
those of Anglo meén (§6,745 and $lb;{€4, respecéﬁvgly). A
similar pattern was found for wdmén; the median for Mexican-
American women was siightly more tﬁan'seVen-tenths~of that of
Anglo women. .
On é weekly basis, Hispanic full-time wage‘and sglary'
workers in i978 earned about $60 less than théir Anglo counter- y‘-
parts. In fact, the advantage that whites command in weekly
'earnings.has changed very little sincé 1967 (Dearm;: and ’

Plisko, 1979:236-237).

In the same year, only 15.7 percent of Hispanic‘males

and 1.8 percent 'of Hispanic females who worked yeaJ’round, full

time earned $15,000 or more compared to 37.4 percent of Anglo

.men and 2.9 percent of Aﬁg}o women. Over one-half (55.5 percent) 7

',,,‘; ;6? .,_, -
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of Hispanice men who worked year round, full time earned less
7

than $10,000, while only 29.5 percent®of Anglo men earned this

little. The ethnic differences for women were also significant

3

though not as large: 85.6 percent of Hispanic women and
74.5 percent of Anglo women earned less than $10;'000.
The median income, for Mexican-American fémilies in 1975
was $9,§26 compared to $14,268 for Anglo families. About
L thrie in téthnglb families earned over‘szp,ooof while only one
in ten Mexican—Amerigan families earned this much. " By contrast,

Mexican-American families- were more than twice as, likely as

¢ - -
.

Anglo families to Rave earned less than $4,000 in 1975. 6ver
one-half. (52.6 percent) of all Mexican-American families earned
less than §$10,000 compared to less than one-third (30.7 percent)

of Anglo families.

<

These ethnic differences in income tend* to persist. Chiswick

~

(1978) found that Hgldiné several variables constant (e.q.,
. education, number of weeks worked in the year, and length of
time in the -United States), Mexican-born men still have substan-

tially lower earnings than other white male immigrants. He notes,

-

moreover, that : @

even second and third generation Mexican Améxican men
have substantially lower earnings than other -second and
third generation white male Americ¢ans (Chiswick, 1978:122).

Y

kd

Poverty A ‘ - L

"

Mexican Americans earn less than Anglos and at the same
. FY . - \
timé tend to have larger families. Hence, we wqﬁld expect a

larger proportion of Mexican Americans than Anglos to fall

«
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below the poverty level. In 1975, Mekican Americans 16 years old:

.
and over were almost four times as likely as Anglos-to‘be in

poverty (U.S. Department of 'Labor, 1978:45). A similar pattern

»

existed for persons who had worked year round, full time. Amqgg
v famllles, 26.7 percent of Mexican Americans had incomes below

the‘poverty level in 4975 compared-to 7. 6~percent of Anglo families.

Housing - . T -

Lower incomes also contribute to poor and inadequate housing.

A recent federal report (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban .

Development, 1978) fou hat in 1976, 19 percent of the units

inhabited by Mexican Americaps had-one or more flaws in electrical
wiring, plumbing,‘heatingj or sewaﬁe compared.to 10 percent of the
|
‘ 1
b
‘units inhabited by the general populatlon Furthermore, Hispanics

live in older hou51ng§and pay more for 1t in relation to the1£
incomes than the general populatigL. Fiﬁty-eight percent of
Hispanics rent their housing units compareé to 35 percent of the
general population: -

Underrepresentation in the Political System

/ . EN

Structural Barriers

The conflict, model when applied to the pOlltlcal system
1mp11es general underrepresentation for the Mex1can—Amer1can
eommunity. The dominant group, in an effort to _control its interests,
attempts %0 monopolize policy decision-making offices. Histerically
~ the Anglo community in the United SEates has .employed various
bractices to exelede ana control minority ec%ess to the pogitical
o

system. Studies have focused on the structural barriers that have

3

i
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impeded partici?ation-by the Mexican-American population (McClesky

and Merrill, 19V3, U.s. erartment of Commerce, 1973) Garcia
2

t (1976 77) and Garc1a and de la Garza (1977) have 1dent1f1ed the

" following factors_as barriers to political participation:
. .

literacy tests, annual tegistration, ‘poll taxes, lack-of facilities -
* . -
to register to vote, gerrymandering, voting requirements, and

. at-large eleEtions. Socioeconomic status is also a major contribut-
) | ing factor&to the low parﬁicipation'rateexamong Mexican Americans.
Education, income, and occupation have:been found to Be posi;cive]:y'~
correlated with political pagﬁicipation (Verba and Nie, 1972);
individuals of higher socioeconomic status participate in greater
numbers. Mexican Americans, moreg%er, tend to hold negative feel-‘ﬁ
d&ngs toward government(agencies (Welch, Comer, and Steinman, 1973),
which lead to feelings of cynicism and dlienation toward the
‘electoral process (Juarez, 1973). ‘Q
An example of struCtural conditions that have impeded
Mexican-American participation can be found in literacy tests.

Until recently several states had laws requiring voterg to pass

literacy tests which demonstrated proficiency in the reading and

writing of the English language (Garcia and de la Garza, 1977). . :
Such a requirement discriminates even against literate but non-

~—English-speaking citizens, such as Mexican Americans. In Californpid.

\
it-was not untll 1970 that the state Supreme Court ruled that

(glven c1tlzensh1p) literacy in the Bpanish language was sufficient

o

for voting qualification- (Genoveva Castro et al. vs, State of Cali-

fornia, L.A. no. 29693).

. i e "
~ V
5 .
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Table 4 presents data on Mexican-Ameriggn representation on

Local Representation - oo

- ~ the city couniils of nine Texas cities<§or\l970.' In nomne of the

cities were Mexican Amerlcans represented with parity to their

|
proportion of the cities' populations. In El Paso, a city in ‘ ]
’ |

wedt Texhds and on the U.S.-Mexico border, over one-half of the
- . “ * o ! ‘ ‘
population (58.1 percent) was Mexican American, yet only about

-

one-tenth (11.4 percent) of the councilmembers were Mexican

1
(
American. In five of the nine cities, in fact, not a single o 1
Mexican American had been elected to the city council. San Antonio A

came closest to reaching proportional representation with 52.1

percent of the city's pdpulation being Mexican American and-27

percent of the councilmember§ Mexican'American. Even here, 1

hdhevert_Mexican_Americans could not carry the vote (i.e., vote %

as a bloc and control the decisions). 3 } . T f
In a more recent study, Welch and Karnig (1979) found tnat

in 1978 only 6.5 percgnt;of 124 citiee in the_éouthwest with a

population of 25,000 or more ?ad Hispanic mayors. Thie reprgeénted

a slight drop from 1973 when 7.3 perCent of these communitieg had

Hispanic maybrs. The proportion of cities with some Hispanic

. councilmembers rose form 20 to 39.5 percent between 1973 and.1978.

The mean Eercentage of MekXican Americans represented on. these

! ’ D

"councils increased modestly from 8.5 to 11.2 percent. However,

Mex1can Americans were still greatly underrepresented The authors

, \ %
note\that : ‘

" 8ince the mean Chicano proportion in these cities
is about 25 percent, they are being represented at
about 45 (percent) of what one might expect based ) ’
on their population alone (Welch and ‘Karnig, 1979:1). ~
>~ . .

i ‘ \
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Table 4%
r?

Mexican-American representation in c1ty councils
in nine Texas cities in 1970

1

Percent Mexican- Percent Mexican-

" Citx . s American Population American City Councilmembers -

Austin B 16.0 . '
Beaumont o 4.5

Corpus Chfistil ) 40?5’

Dallas L C 6.7

‘El Paso,

Fort Worth . 9.2

Lubbock T - - o 16.0

San Antonio - 52.1

Waco N 7.4

» L 3

»

\ *Source: Garcfa and de la Gaqza, 1975:109,
A e
) - . v “« /\
r ° !
It has been” argued that part of the Droblem is due to .reapoor-
ol '

tlonmentV(gerrymanderlna)—-the process whereby the populatlon of any
' P .

given state is Jdivided into leglslatlve dlstrlcts for purposes of
) x ., s .

electlng representatlves to»the statjéfeglslatlve bodies and the

P - < Q'ﬁ

~

House of Reg;@senthtlves (Rlddell 19 Redistricting, of coufse,

-~ .
®
N ¢ -~ :

7~
%s a polltlcal°pr§pqss which the doklnant party can use to malntaln
QQ ~

control of suthdlnate groups ‘since dlstrlct boundarles can HRe drawn //

{ v ‘,-°
ogdlffuse mlnorlty concentrations. . Apparently this is what has
t o d {

happended i C;Qifornia and‘other,sQuthwestern states (Riddell, 1978).
. . . 4 il . .'h . ' ,

Py
-
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In a study of ten large Northern California cities

(Berkeley,fﬁaly City, Hayward, Oakland, Richmond, Sacramen#o, {

~ Y
\

+San Franc1sco, San Jose, Stockton, and Vallejo), Brownlng,

Marshall 2nd Tabb (1979) found that in 1960 not one had any

mlnorlty (Black or Hlspanlc) counc1lmembers (1nclud1ng mayors) ,

+

although most of’ the cities had a minority p&pulatlon exceeding_ .

20 percent of the' total. -Substantial changes occurred subsequent

to the perlods of racial unrest- dprlng the late 1960s and early

l970s. _(In fact, "The first minority counc1lmembers in the three

. ( ‘. LY
largest c1t1es--0akland, San Fran¢isco, and_San Jose-- were '
. appointed to office" following such periods (p.1).) However,

-

by 1978 only in a few cases had minorities achieved parity on

. iq C . L gl .
city councils, commissions, and in city employment, "leaving . ~
— - _ . - L. A

o ) . ¢ e ®
minorities still seriously underrepresented and on the margins
. ¢ " — -

of city\politiéi" (p.1). Moreouer,~Hisp ics wére even more L B

Anderrepresented than“Blacks; ;n none of the ten c1t1es had

i

C Hlspanlcs reached parlty by 1978 whlle Black representatlon ‘was

f et

close to. the proportlbn of Blacks 1n the pOpulatlon of more than

o‘l.half of the cities, and above it for two (Berkeley and Stockton) .
State Level o o ,< . ~

' A comparable pattern exists at ‘the state level.

With the

’ [y

exception gf New Mexico, Me%}can Americans have been’systematically

excluded from polltlcal partlc;patlon in the state leglslatures
{
‘Garc1a and de la Garza .(1977: 105) fdiscuss the sltu@tlon in California.
&

“ NonetHéless, in california, pblltlcal

.+ been successful in minimizing'Chicangq.
Since 1848, Chijcanos have ‘always been
in the state assembly and senate, and
been no Chicanos in either chamber $

o
(28
’ ) ’ ) 68 h
’ ‘ ~
* -

. 7

structures have
represerftation.’
underrepresented.
often theré have
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From 1849 to 1973«0over 900 1nd1viduals served in the
, senate  and.over 3075 in thé state assembly Durlng
this time only 9 Chicanos were elected to the senate .
* -"and 24 to the assembly, and half of these 33 were N
- elected between 1849 and 1864, In 1974, the 'first
-Chicano in sixty-two years won election to the state .
~ senate, and Chicanos made noteworthy gains in the
state assembly as well, This general lack of repre-
sentation is not related to-a lack of candidates. ,
Between 1960. and 1970 alorre, 1l Chicanos ran unsuccess$-.
fully for the state senate, and 56 ran for the assembly.

.- " The historical pattern of unaerrepresentation persists ’

in modern times. Table 5 presents 1nformat10n on Mex1can—

¢
?

o Amerlcan officials ' in the flve southwestern state leglslatures

'+ ", for 1973. 1In every state Mexican Americans were SLganlcan;ly

underxepresented, but particularly in California, Colorado;-
o and Texas. 1In Califordia, for example, where Mexican Americans

, formed almost 20 percent of the population, only 4.2 percent.

of the legislators were Mexican American. Currently there are

-

six Mexican Americans in the California Legislature; a very

> . - *
modest increase since 1973 when ‘there were five.
u v 7 ‘

» ' . > .

/

~ Table S5*

Mexican American representation in state legislatures °

in the Southwest in 1873’

RS Number of - Percent Percigz

3 "’ Total Mexican . Mexican - Mexic
’ _Number of American American Amerida
State ~ ' Legislators Legislators of Total PoEgL£f1on

—

¢ ~
" Arizona

-t 80" . 11 11.1-

California 118 5 4.2. 15.5

.0 .. Colorado =~ . 100 ° . 4, 4.0 13.0

"New Mexico -, 112 32 - 34.0 40.1 -
Texas o181 30 . 5.57 1%.4 "

[
- - -

“ LY * * )
.*Source: Garcia and de la Garza, 1977:107. - . .
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makang bodies is extensive.

o /

“
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Mexican Americans are excluded to a

»

,éomparable extent in state boards, commissions

evel jorganizations where’ important decisions are made.

, and other high-

In spite

//The pattern eof underrepresentation of the statewide decision-

of the fact that, proportionately, -Mexican Americans have more.

school age children, Mexican Americans have not been represented
O
on state boards of education.

The.fjgufes in Table 6 show that

Mexican Americans were underrepresented in all of the southwestern

<

‘'states in 1970. 'TwQ of the state boards of education, Arizona

,and Colorado, 4id not have any Mexican Americans although a sub-
v - v
stantial proportlon of the student bodies were .Mexican American

(19.5 percent in Arizona and 13.7 percent in Colorédo).

But even

in the states with some representation, Mexican'Americané'had\v

little voting power (i.e.

’,

‘thus could not vote as a bloc and control the dec1si§n)

)

,, they d1d not form the majority and

)

¢

-4

. Table 6*
Mexican A@erlcan representatlon on state~boards
of education 1n the Southwest in 1970

Y €
a

Total L. Percent Percent’
" Number . Number of Mexican American , Mexican °
v C Board Mexican of Total Board *American
State' Members Americans” Members Students “
\ . ’
", Arizona , 9 0 .. e 0 ] 19.5
. California 10 1 10 16.5
Colorado 5 0 0 "13.7
. . . > )
New Mexico 10 3 - 30. -t 39.4
Texas 24 2 8.3 - 22.6
- — i - . . : ) ) g . ' '
*Source: U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1974:13.. " T :

o :




The extent of Mexican-American underrepresentation at the -
state political level 'is illustrated by the experience in

California as of 1970. A-publication by the California State

Advisory Commijﬂfan (1970) shows that in that year: _

l. Only 2 ‘percent of 15,650 elected and appointed officials

) at municipal, county, state, and federal . levels were
Mexican American. ) -

None of the top 40 state officials were Mexican American.
None of the top advisors to the governor were‘Mexiéan
Am€rican.
Of the 4,023 positions in the executive branch, including
boards and commissiéns, only 2.5 percent were filled
by Mexican Americans. )
Only 2-pgrcent of all city and county‘officials were
Mexican American.
Mexican Ameriqaﬁs did not hold any of the top‘l32
étate court positions, inc}ud;pg Supreme Court justices,
the Judicial Council, the Administrétf;e Officé of the
Courts, the Commisgionxon Judicial Qualification, and
the Stéte Court(of Abpealé.‘
Of all federal officials, including legislators,

L.

. mérshalé, and United- States attorneys and the€ir assistants, -
only 1 pe£5ent were Mexican,American. _
A mere 6 Mexicqp‘Americans held-pqsitions with the U.S.
C&urt of Appeals and U.S. Fourts)'including judges,

referees, probation officers, commissioners, and marshals. .,

"None of the 6 were judges or referees.




‘for over 5 percent of the population.

-56=
9. Of 700 state senate and assembly staff members listed
in the official directory, only 7 had Spanish surnames.

National Representation .

The conflict model implies that as one mo;es up the political
structure to the. upper levels where ﬁajor decisions are made,
fewer subordinate group members will be found. 1In other words,
"key" political positions will be controlled by the dominant group.
: y
Historically in the Uniteé States, Mexican-American underrepre-
sentation has been most extensive at the na;ion;l level.
Few Mexican Americans have ever been elected to the Senate or
House of Representatives. 1In 1977, for example, there was only 1
Mexican-American senator and 4 representatives (Garéig_gﬁd Qe la
Garza, 1977:71). Thus 5 out of 535 members of Congress were of
Mexican-American ancestry;’ this'was about 3 percent representation
Even fewer Mexican Americans have. been appoin;ed to the
top-level, administrative, and policy-making positions (e.q.,
secretaries of the various federal department--Housing, Labor,

\
or Health, Education, and Welfare--or to the Supreme Court and

Ambassadorships) .  Less than 20 Mexican Americans held key
positions in the executive branch in 1973 (Gbmez, 1976).

As of November 1970, for example, Spanish-surnamed indivi-

duals comprised a mere two-tenths of one percent of all federal,

full-time employees at the highest grade lé‘el, GS-18 (U.s.
Civil Service Commission, 1970:32) . In fact, Mexican Americans

constituted less than 1 percent in all categories above the GS-12.

72




» ’ 4
b
The largest proportion of Hispanios, as expected, was located s

at the bottom of the grade scale; Hispanics formed 4.6 percent

of all GS-1 employees. Their representation decreased systematic-

ally with advancing grade levels. N

For Anglos, on the other hand, their proportional representa-

tion increased at each higher grade level; Anglos held .only 46.4

. . S . .
percent of all GS-1 jobs, but they occupied an astounding 98 per-

cent of all positions fat the GS-18 level. In fact, Anglos held
90 percent or mo ofgall positions above the GS-8 level. Put
in another way, :&ilos constitued at least 90 percent of all
federal employees earning $12,000 or more andjloo percent of all
government employees earning $28,000 or more (U.S. Civil Service
Commission, 1970:33). by
Summary ) —

Empirical evidence consistenly shows systematic differences
in thé sociostructural position of the Mexican-American community
mis—a—vﬁ;the Anglo community. In this chapter we examined some
data on differences in employment, income, and pqlitical partici-
pation. Specifically, Mexican Americans were found to,be over-
representeo in low statﬁs, low paid occupations (e.g., laborers,:-
service! and farmworkers) andm;ery underreg;esen{éd in prestigious,
decision-making, and professional occupations. ‘In addition,
the unemployment rate for Mexican Americans is generally tw1ce that

—

of Anglos.

| ..
Mexican<American families earned less income than Anglo
-4
families and a greater proportion of the Mexican-American community
A

lived in poverty. Mexican—American families, moreover} must

spread their lower earnlngs over Ta larger number .0f individuals

since they tend to have larger families than Anglos.
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Méxican Americans were greatly underrepresented (in proportion
towthei; populaﬁionz a; eveyy;leyel 3§_§Q3m§9qgopgl;§ii§; structure
(local, state, and federal). 1In fact, the underrepresentation
becames greater the higher one-moves in the political system:

i.e., fewer Mexican Americans are found at the nétional level
in positions of poer (where decisions’are made which have an
impact on the whole society) than at the local level (in positions
of limited power). ‘ - o
The evidence is overwhelmingly consistent with the presence
of intergroup conflict as predicted by the group conflict model.
Mexican Americans, in short, occupy a subordinate position in
American lqg}ety. From the perspective. of social change, one
must begin immediately to explore,specifig strategies available
to enhance Mexican-American power. o
In the following chapter we examine the evidence ;f gfoup
conflict effects in the educational realm focusing on' differences
bétween Mexican Americans aﬂa Anglos. Theiimportance of formaT;“\
" education for‘barticipation in modern society is\unIQerally
understood. In modern societies and in the United States in

*®
particular education serves as a major factor in determining the

life experience of individuals. Specifically, educatidon serves ’
as the main entry (and perhaps the only legitimafe means) to the.
occupational sphere. Mexican Americans for éxemple, need to
increasé their number in areas such as voter registration,

participation as delegates to party conventions, and candidacy
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¢ for political office. Otherwise, the American political structure

o yil},chtinue”towmaintain“thewMexi;an*American—aS—pewegiess. —
The conflict perspective implies that social chaﬁge which results

ip a shift of power among groups must be caused. In Chaptér

«Fiye we discuss the process and implications of social change

in modern America.
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The importance of formal education in modern society and 1

) in theS%ﬁted States in particular cannot be overstressed. Apart
—_ . . - - . K *
from the daily experience which is often dependent on basic skills

written directions, adding and subtracting money when buying

goods, etc.), education is ?ost 1mportant as a visa to the ]Ob

(e.g., reading and completing forms, reading signs,.following

market. All major, top-level positions in the United States

require a high level of formal education, and often specialized

education. As we know, the system does not permii individuals to
become doctors without first having completed a recognized
curricula in a medical school, or lawyers without having graduated
from a gecognized law school.- But even .agcess to lower-level

jobs is dependent on formal education (e.g:; sales clerks are

required to add, subtract, ,and read). 1In Qne way or another
-

schooling and education are part of every‘job application. The

importance of educational attainment for opportunity was summarized

. by Levin, Guthrie, Kllendorfer, and Stout (1971:14).

Educatlonal attalnment and opportunity are linked in many
ways. Abundant evidence supports the view that education
affects income, occupational choice, social and economic

mobility, political participation, social- deviance, etc.

. Indeed, educational attainment is related. to opportunity: -
in so many ways that the two terms seem 1nextr1cably
intertwined in the mind of the layman and in the findings
of the social scientist. -

In this Qay, education has served as the "sorting machine"
for selection of subordinate groups (Cicourel and Kitsuse, 1963;
Spring, 1976). Elite schools normally do not admit students
from nonelite schools--most Mexican Americans are not in elite
schools. Mexican Americans get put down twice, once beéause

they attend nonelite schools and once because they have the

"reputation” of not being among the academically gifted. At each N

RRIC . 7
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higher level more persons are .excluded from the educational system;
the pool of advancing students becomes increasingly smaller yith
each higher level. The group conflict model would predict that
in a society where educational attainment is the major legitimate
avenue for social'mdbility, subordinaté.groups,would tend to be
legs successful ﬁhan thé dominant.group. This hypothesis follows
from our discussion of theiﬁmportance of education as a major
social institution in Chapter Two. Applied to the United States,
the conflict model wodld pr%dict that Mexican-American students
would'tend to-be less successful than Anglo students. This
hypothesié, as we shall see, can be tes;ed iq several ways.
In this chapter we examine/some of thé evidence on Anglo/Mexican-
American differences in the schooling éxpgrience.‘"“

. Geographic Distribution

B S
Well over two million Spanish-surnamed students are enrolled

in the public elementary and secondary sc¢hools of the continental

7

United States. More than 70 percent‘of these pupils is located

.in the five southwestern states. The overwhelming majority (over
95 percent) of Spanish-surnamed students in these borderland
areas are of Mexican origin or ancestry.

It is estimated that over-eight million students attend
-y
.public elementary and secondary schools in the Southwest (see™
v : ~ ot

Table 7). Seventeen percent of these students is Mexican®
) ' -

.American.® of these, over 80 percent is enrolled ‘in two states,’

California and Texas. Almost(fiﬂfercent is found in California

A3

alone. e

K )

, o 78
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v Table 7+

' Mexican American and Anglo enrollment in the
— Southwest in 1971 . .

»

- Anglo Mexican American
Percent of ~\. Percent of
Total Total
State . Number " Enrollment Number Enrollment
. . . '
California - . 3,323,478 74.2 646,282 14.4 :
Texas ' 1,617,840 . 64.4 505,214 20.1
New Mexico 142,092 52.4 102,994 38.0 ,
Arizona N 262,526 71.6 © 71,748 “19.6
Colorado . 425,749 82.0 71,348, 13.7 )
Southwest - 5,771,684 70.9 1,397,586 17.2
q .
*soprce: Adapted from U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 197f;:17.
. . "
A - Figure 4'§resents the primary concentrations -of Chicano
~__students in the Southwest. In Arizona and Texas, in particular, -
. 2 i
¢ the- concentration of Mexican-American pupils is literally a U.S.-

Mexico borderland phenomenon. ., In Texas, approximately two-thirds
of the total Mexican-American enrollment in the state is located

along the Mexican border. In Arizona, 55 percent of the Mexican- °

-~

American students is located in the sQuthern.part of-the state

- -

along the border. In other states Mexican-American students are

somewhat more widely dispersed although major concentrations are

.
.

found in urban centers (e.g:, Los Angeles"énd San Jose, California;

e

Denver and Pueblo, Colorado; and Albuquérque, New Mexico).
. . '
’0 .« !

L :
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- - #

- . -~ Figure 4*

Major concentrations of Mexican-American students in the Southwest

-

A\l rd .:,
. ' , ® M
3 »
o\ | 4 .
‘
- - )
. i . .Y
California . ‘
Iy Arizona -
’ [
s r
t . '
. ' Texas
/
\J
+ - f
¥ {
’ /‘\ ' ——— e
. . -
_*Source: U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1971a:19, -

. Major Prohlem Areas

-

As expected giwven our theoretlcal model MeX1can-Amer1can

14

students have had considerable difficulty w1th public educatlon
in the United States as evidenced by the following stati;Zics.
1. -Arlarger proportién of Mexican Americans have completgahe
fewer yéars of schooling than Anélos'or Blacks. q@is? .
/. . '




. : ' ,is especially tHe case at high-sbhcol and college

levels. Based on the 1970 Census the median numner‘oﬁ‘

o

years of school. completed’was 9.1* for Mexican Americans,

11.2 far Blacks, and lg:4 fcr Anglos; (U.S% Bureau of

the Census, 1977). \
L
* High dropout rates are a characterlstlc problem. At

: %
.ages 16 and 17 there is‘a sharper decrease 1n the ¢

‘ number of Mexicdn-American students enrolled in school

than in either,the number of Black ‘or Anglo students .

enrolled. aBy the end of twelfth~grade; at the time -
+ of graduation from giéh school, oniy about 60 percent

of Mexican;American students is still in schocl compared

&
to 67 pexcent of Blacks and 86 percent of Anglos

Q[
°

. (U.§..Commissién on Civil Rights, 1971b). 1In all
) : v 5 ’
. five southwestern states the proportion of Mexican
. ¢ N *
. Americansodecreases at evey level from elementary

o .o 4
> A .

through secondary enrollments. The proportion of Mexican-

b

Anerican enrollment-decreases from 18.6, percent at the e

_m“:iiﬂ_ Af:f_ . elemenfary grades to 16 percent,at the;junior high level
> t ‘_". '“%9 14.84percent at the senior high levei: On the other- j‘ .
s . ' A» j hand,'the proportion of Anglo.enrollment increases at. ‘ .
o’. _9 ) ever§ ievel 68.8 percenl°to 71.6: percent to 75 3 percent
,, ’é (d S Commlss1on on Civil Rights, l97lb)
) : |

"3, sA smaller proportlon of Mex1cansAme#1can students
R i - 4.
enter college, about 23 percent-compated to- 49 percent

- L
Y

" of Anglos (U.S, Commission on Civil hights, 1971b) .

-

-~

v




- (U.S.. Commissidn on':Civil Rights, 1971b).

Y

’

~

« N
o~

graduate from coIlege--epproximately 5 percent compared

to 24 percent of Anglos and 8 percent of Blacks,(U.S.

commission on Civil Rights, 1971b) . - :
Over-ageness is a problem related to hlgh g;opout%ratés.
At every grade level. Mex1can-Amer1can children are more

likely to be two Qf more years over- age than either Black

»

'or Anglo students. 1In the‘majorlty of cases over;ageness

is primarilz;due to grade repetition. " Generally,
Mexican-American pupils are more likely to repeat grades

than Anglo students.. ‘In Callfornla, for example, 10
B ‘v D

P

percent, 0of Mexican-American students reppats first grade /,

compared with 6 percent,of Black;and Anglo students

3
!

~
H

“MexicansAmerican students are more likely to be behind

3

in both.verbal and math achievement than Anglo student .,

R -
where,‘fOr example, from 50 to 70 percent of Mexican-

A

- oo \ ! ., /
This is‘particulardy the case in reading achievement /

%

Amerrtan Students ‘in the ‘Southwest 1s reading below /

thelr grade level compared to- only 25 to 34 percent bf
. [

. Anglo puplls.\ Furtﬁermore, the achleVement gap becomes

“wider as one moves up the educatlonal system. That 1s,
]

1n the foupth grade about 17 percent of Mex1can-Amer1caﬁ7

studénts reads two or more years below grade level. , <

s

‘By the 12th grade, 40 -percent issthie far below (U.§?—’”"~

*

Commigsion on Civil Rights, 1971b).

‘An even smallér proportion of Mexican-American individuals -,




fmﬁeded social and educational development is’ also
hJ .

-
-

reflected in the smAller’ representation of Mexican-American

thaannglo studen s in extracurricular activities,
espeéially in t \se'whieh'hold the most prestige. 'This
is true whethe Mexican-Amer}can students.constitute

a (numeficai)/majdrity or a minority of thé:enroliment

(U.Ss. ‘Commlss1on on,C1V1l Rights, 1971a).

Perhaps the most dlfflcult probXem faced by the Mex1can-

‘-Amer;Ean student 1s that of unfamiliarity w1th the Engllsh-

l!nguage in a system‘whlch is dlstlnctly unlcultural
and monollngual. It has been estlmated that about
50 percent of Mex1can—Amer1can flrst-graders in the

'Southwest does not speak Engllsh as well as the

~

\\j average Anglo fg;st‘grader (u.s. Cpmm1ss1on on Civil

.rﬁdghts, 1972a).§’The social-psyghological impact of
! L ‘ - } ” -
,having an immediate. and persistent cultural and .language

~ dif ference may bngEVe;e, especially for the older

£

student who has res1gned himself or hetself to the 1dea

that he or she does not have the ability- to learn in

.

Y the Engllsh language . -

It is apparent”that attentlon must be foeused on cultural

3 [

and kanguage dlfferences 1f thege students are to-have a ehance

at succeed1ng in the publlc school system In a study the -U. S’

. » Cotmmission on Crv1l nghts (l972a 4&}\concludes,‘

tbe schocls use a varlety of exclus10nary practlces )
wh1ch deny the Chicano student the use of his language,
a pr;de in his heritage, and the support of his communlty

bR

L}

L




"picture of the educational experience of Mexican-American students:

N

At the very least, proficieﬁcy in Spanish must be encolraged
- / ' . . ~ N
rather than discouraged by the schools if they are to’provide

N s

equal educational opportunity. NP

The situation, outlined above represents the current, bleak

And although it is a well-known and accepted fact that the Mexicanr

H

American experience in schools is problematic on various |,

!

dimensioﬁs, relatively little research exists in this area. The

4

'Mex1can—Amer1can experlence .in educatlon has not been totally

1gnored but there is cons1derable room for 1mproveMent

Key Resources” in the Literature

, 4
There aré two pieces of work which are essential to anyone

interested in understanding the experience of Mexican-American _

’
s

S

students in public schools. The first is Carter and Segura's

3

) .
Mexican Americans.,in Sd¥ool: A Decade of Chahge, published in 1979.

The second is a set of six reports published bétween 1970 and - - S

" 1974 hy the U.S. Commission on Civil '‘Rights. Aithough the latter

Series is somewhat®outdated, both of these materials continue to

C e

be important resources for teachers, researchers, and anyone ‘W )
. . M !

else interested in this topic.
*

Carter, a sociologist, and Segura, an educator, discuss

B}

a wide range of topics and cover them thoroughly. Research

.
-

produced in the past“decade was reviewed in the following areas:

-

the academic achlevement of Mex1can Amerlcans versus other groups;

f{eg&s of bilingualism on .educational performance, self-

»concept,. poverty., segregatlon; cultural exclu51on;»~fa11ure

]

of the schools as opposed to falluré of the culture, intellectual

'capac1ty;f cognrtlve style; teacher perceptions and behavior;

R . |
and'other@related issues.

84 - .




Their conclﬁsion, while consistént with the group conflict

+ -~ " model, is not very encouraging for Mexican Americans.

¢ It is axiomatic that predicting”the future requires . ///'
understanding the present and its antecedents. Although

it is. impossible to predict with certainty, it ‘is possible’
to suggest future educational directions. .Barring
catastrophic events, there is every reason to believe
‘ i schools will ¢change little in the next 10 years; they
» © have changed little in the past (Carter and Segura,

) ©1979:381). ‘ o .

The six reports published between 1970 and 1974

/ 4 * . . . 3
are the rgsult of an extensive five-year Mexican-American

2

. -Educatigh Study directed and executed by the U.S. Commission
- < 'dn Civil Rights. This series of reports offers the most
comprehensive assessment of the nature and extent of oppor-

tunities available to Megicén-Americaﬁ students in the public

~

‘ . schools of the bogrderlands. . -

v ' ) :
. Each of the six reports examines -a different aspect of

. ‘4, .
the Mexjcan-American experience in education in the Southwest.

Briefly, the first studies the extent to which Mexican-American
’ &

2 : . .
. A . .
students experience. segregation in schools, and the low o

[ 4 . v
representation of Mexican Americans as teachers, school adminis-

'y

trators, and school board members. The Commission concludes ¥
- ' ' ’

L s that: 1) Mexican-American students arge isolated by. school
L. ~ ) ! —~
districts and within distrjcts by schodls; 2) Mexican Americans'®

. are underrepresented at every level of administfation (school,

b L \ . . .
‘;QQ1str&ct. board of education); and 3) most Mexican-American

staff are found in predominanly Mexican-American schodls or
- - ¢ - .

distrrg;s. Similar findings jére reported by Garcfavgnd Espinosa
N N .t i . “: !
(1976{\}n‘q,more recént study of the State of California,

. - . \
N O

’, -

Al
,

.
.
+ e . . -3
.

. . N sgr " ‘ . .
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The second report documemts the failure of schools to
educate Mexican-American and other minority students, as evi-

denced by reading achievement levels, dropout rates, grade

-

repetition, "over-ageness," and participation in extracurricular
\ ¥

N [

activities. The researchers found that

...mlnorlty students in the Southwest--Mexican Amerlcans,

Blacks, American Indians<-do not obtain the benefits of .
. " public education at a rate equal to that of their Anglo
classmates. This is true regardless of the measure of

school achievement used (U.S. Commission on C1v1l quhtsp
¢ 1971b:41).

'

The third report examines the practices of schools in

dealing with the unique linguistic and cultural characteristics
. * )

of Mexican-American students. The Commission finds that schools

~ . .

use various "exclusionary practices" which éeny Mexican-American
students use of the Spanish langdage, pride in their ethnic

heritage, and the direct support of their comﬁunityﬁ

[

The fourth réport describes ways in which the school finance

system in Texas wofks‘to the detriment of districts in which

Mexican-American students are concentrated. The basic finding
is that the amourit of money spent to -educate Mexican—Amériéaq
5 .3 R s

studentsyi's- three-fifths that 'spend in the education of Anglo
v . * - é,/ . , . ) “~
pupils. : .o

. \

1 Ay

. Théhfiffh report measures the.eXtent. to Which differences '
‘

-

exist/in the verbal 1nteract10ng of teachers to their Mex1can—

Am rﬂcan and Anglo students. The Commission concludes that, the

L

schools are falllng to involve MexicanéAme}ican students ' to the

LN -

same extent as Anglo pupils.

AN
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\

The 'sixth and final* report of this series focuses additional
’ ¢

attention on the specific problems in the education of Mexican-

American students and recommends actions at various government

and edugational levels which may. alleviate those problems.

’

Again, these six reports constitute the most compréhensiVe

and extgnsive documentation of the Mexican-American experience

with schooling in the Southwest. v '

-

Other key materials in,the study of Mexican—Agerican

educat}on in the Southwest are: Demos {1962), Féinandez (l977);°
LY .’ N
Hernandez (1973), and Weinberg (1977:Chapter 4). These four

publications offer substantial summaries and reviews of the’

literature on various topics within the area of Mexican Americans
uXT,
¥

and education. To be sure, the findings reported and summarized

’

in the above publications are consistent with the group conflict
explanation, that is, Mexican-American stidents have been
unsuccessful relative to Anglos. In the fo}lowing pages we

focus on some of the specific areas and findings.

School Holding Power

School holding power has been defined as the school system's

"ability to hold its students until (Qey have ‘completed the full

._course of study" (U.S. Commission on Civil nghgs‘ l97lb:8);

School holding power is calculated by comparing enrollment at

diffetent grades with the aésumed Sgseline of 100. In other words,

holding.power is a percentage of a hypothetical 100 students .

‘ o - "
beginning sch&?l who are still in school at any given grade.

'
»

—

- \‘"
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a
A

School holding power} in short, looks at what are more cQmmonly ,

" known as dropout rates. The difference between the two concepts,
however, lies in the focus each brings to bear on the phenomenon.
"Dropout rates" tend to focus on the student as the main actor,
1mply1ng that students leave school due to personal choice.
"School holding.gower," on the other hand, focuses on the school
system, implying that schools play a central role in retaining

-and turninq‘away students. The former concept focuses on the
individual and the latter on the_system. |

Regardless of which term is used, the empirrcal evidence
remains the -same: fewer Mexican Americans than Anglos aze found
¢+ at every grade level. The)disparity, in fact, increases with

. advancing grade levels. To date, the most comprehensive and
rellable study of schools in the Southwest (Carteér and Ségura,

- 19%9) found that Mexi€an Americans had the hlghest rate of-:
attrition in relation to‘Anglos and Blacks before high}:chool .

~graduation and that the loss began much earlier for Mexican N
gmericans than for Anglos. By the eighth grade, for example,
only 91 percent of Mexican Americans were still in dchool
compared to:almost 100 percent of Anglos. hNine percent o?i .
"Mexican American students had already dropped out o%\school
by the eith grade. . .

=
- -

In high school the dropout rates increase for both Mexican
& '
.

. -

= Americans and Apglos; the increase’, however, is greatey for

Mexican Americans. ‘Only about 60 percenf of Mexican-American

L4

Fy A

S8
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<
.
.

students in the Southwest were still in school at the time of
high,chool graduation compared to 86 percent of Anglos"‘ Two-
fifths of Mexican®American students did not receive a high‘
school diploma.? The importance of a high school diploma in
modern society and in the United4States in particular cannot

be overemphasized. This degree is essential, not because it
. . . y N

provides direct access to the resources, but because without it
all legitimate access is greatly restricted. Put differently,

'the'high school diploma opens the door, it does not let one in;
° . - [ g .-
without it, however, the door remains shut, locked, and bolted.

» In this way, a large proportion of the Mexican—American population
' J 3 -
is cut off from any opportunlty.to advance 1nto the prestlglous,,

't
<.

hlgh_pald, and powerful 9051tloﬂ% in the employment and economic

- * L4

hlerarchy, assurlng that the domlnant group will continue to

s . . s \
gontrol such p051tlons -

v

™
Similar - flndlngs ‘were reported 1n.a study focu51ng on the

effects of busing and school desegregatlon on dropout rates

(Felice and Rﬁchardson, 1977). _This study was conducted ig a
{

"small community" with a populatlon whlch was approx1mately ’
65 percent Anglo and 15 percent Mexicgn Ameérican. The data
for 1971 indicated that the dropout rate between seventh and

/

twelfth grades for students  in segregated schools was 4.1 perbent_
’ . ’ e . &
for. Anglos and 13.8,percent for Mexican Americans. Desegreyation

seemed}té have little impact on the dropout rate for either group.




In 1975, 5.6 percent of Anglo and 11.2 percent of Mexican-
- American students dropped out of school. Although the school's

soéialoc}ass was found to effect drepout rates, ethnic differences

2

- did notadlsappear when school. soc1oeconom1c status was controlled
(see Table 8) . Mexican-American students dropped out in greater
numbers than their Anglo counterparts in both high and low

,sbcrgecshomlc status schools. The dropout rate for Mexican 1
Americéans, however, was significantly lower in the high socio-

economic status schools. .

a

Table 8* '

- Dropout rates for 1971 and 1975 for Mexican-American
and Anglo students in a Southwestern community
by school and socioeconomic climate

“

School” Socioeconomic Mexican American
Climate - . 1971 1975

High ¢ 9.3, 7.8

Low

Totals

*Source: Adapted from Felice and Richardson, 1977:244,

o *

In 1977, one-third-of Hispanic young adults (ages 16-24)
were not enrqlled and had not completed high school compared to

about ll percent of white students (Dearman and biisko, 1979:184) .,

s
Thls hlgh dropout rate remained farlly constant throughgut the

19705, w1th only modest but 1n51gn1f1cant changes.
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Academic Achievement B
The importance of reading is widely recognizé&d in modern
society. Even for individuals whose live%ihood/ﬁoes not center

- on reading and writing, reading is an importantk(if not essential,’

he -

part of thé daily exﬁerience. Indi&iduals who ,cannot read-

" in contemporary society are automatically excluded ffﬁh parti-
cipation in all ;important" activitfes. ”In 1970, Sidney P. 5
Marland, then ﬁ.s. Commissioner of Education, recogniging the
impoﬁtance of gcqtidn, stated the following: f’

Acknowledging all the explanations and justifications,
we must, as Nation, discover ways to teach all mentally
adequafe citizens to read. Even at the éxpense of other
very important programs, this essential _ function of
civilized man must have preeminence in our priorities.
Otherwise, our best -imtentions in other social interven-
tions, such as joB development, equal opportunity,

" housing, welfare, and health will have orly passing and
.peripheral effect: (American Education 7, 1971:4}.

- Reading hchievement levels have‘tfaditionally been recognized

, ~ as a means of determining success in schools, and indirectly,
. Q M

in the larger society. Thus conceived, the schools have contributed

. . ) ) _ ) )
to the low:.levels of achievement among Mexican Americans. a

»

P%tterns o% Mexiéan—Ameficapiacadem;c learning are well
' - established and tend to persist. ‘Mexican'Americans in school
achieve at substantially lower rates than do their Angio counter-
parts. 'Tbe research ié this area has been conclusive and cbnving;ng;,ﬂ

at every grade level, Mexican Americans, as a group, score much -~

N
t

/
.’ld§§r~on achevement tests (see, C.g., Carter, 1970; . Carter and
9

Seqgura, 1979; Coleman et al., 1966; Fernéndez, Espinosa,

-~

and Dornbusch, 1975; Gorden ef al., 1968; Grebler, 1967;

7 éells, 1979; U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, '1971b). .
) . ~ . {’ /
/ . - .

v .
* N - »
v
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Reading achievement disparities between Anglos and Mexican
Americans, in fact, increase with advancing grade levels.

Although Mexfcan—Amerioan and Anglo children start school
»

fairly close in all areas of measured achievement, systematic

and éonsistent differences have been established by the fourth

grade. The most extens1ve study of schools in the Southwest,

[

.
for example, found that by the fourth grade over one—half

(51 percent) of Mexican-American students were reading below

+grdde level ‘compared to 25 pércent of Anglo students (U.S.
’ et . N ~

Commission on Civil Rights, l97lb)., At the sa?e grade level

.31 4 percent of Anglo students were readlng above’ grade level,
yet onlx.l3.6 percent of their Mex1can\Amer1can counEérparts
were .reading aboye grade level (see Figure 5). Of these,
.1 percent of-nnglo students.and 2.3 petcent of Menican—American
students.were reading at the sixth gfige level or higher, that ds;

-~ . Pver two years above their present level.

£l

- In fourth grade, 43.3 percent‘of_Anglo students but only

Y 35.1 percent of Mexican Agericans were reading at grade level.
. e p ]
Twice‘as'many Mexican—American as Anglo pupils were found to
¢

=f be readlng below grade , level (51.3 and 25 3 percent, respectlvely).

L

of those students readrng oéiow gradef/evel almost three tlmes

S as many/Mex1can Amerlcans as Anglos weréeé reading nore than

. two’years below grade level (}6.9 and 6 percent, respectively).’

‘ [ 3 '
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Figure '5*

‘ﬁeading levels in the Southwest for Mexican American and
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" Figure 5 also presents data on reading achievement for the
eighth and twelfth grades. Interestingly, the disparity in h
reading achievement between Anglos:and Mexican Americans
increaseslwith advancing'grade levels.™ In the eighth grade,’
Mex1can American students were tw1ce as likely as Anglos

to be read1ng below grade level (64.2 and 28.2 percent respeCtively).

Of those, 20.6 percent of Mexican Americans but only-5.2

< - ‘2 -~ )
percent of Anglos ‘were reading more than three years below

’—

grade level, that is, below the fifth grade level. Mexidan-

American students, as expected, were léss likely to be found T

’

among students reading above grade level. Again, in the elqhth
grade, 38.7 percent ofmAnglo-students but only 15.6—percént - -- -—-
’ -~

of Mexican- Amer;can students were read1ng above gradé level.

Of these, 17.6 percent of Anglos and a mere 4.9 percent of

Mex1can Americans were -reading more than two years above grade

leyél (above, the tenth grade). Furthermore, a larger proportion
e - ~ i
of Anglo than Mex1can-Amer1can students were, reading at grade'

L)

level (3 land 20.1 percent, respectively).
. s o
The pattern, as|;xpected g1ven the above 1nformatlon,

P . ¢
L .

cont1nues through the twelfth grade,'ln spite of the'fact that

a large proportion of the Mex1can—Amerlcan students who tend™

to be poor readers‘have already dropped out by this grade ’

Almost tw1ce as many Mex1can—Amer1can as Anglo students wers - “4k
ES « o - “

found to be reading below grade level in the twelfth*grade - .

(62.6 and 33.7 percent respectlvely) Oof ﬁhese,.8.9~percent:

3

. *e a0

of Anglos and 23. 8~percent ot Mex1can Americans were geadlng R

more thanfthreé years below grade level At the top end~ 30.9-
' ¢ /-

percent of Anglo but only 15.5 percent of Mex1can Amerlcan




students were reading above grade_level:‘-Of tHese, Anglos were

s almost three times as likely as Mexican Americans to be reading ’

more than two years above grade, level (14 and 5.3 percent, ’

3
]

\ respectively). Anglo students were also more likely than Mexican-

Amerifan students to be reading at grade level (35.3 and 21.9

percent,&respectively)n - -
A similar pattern was found in a study of high school

, . .
.student$ in San Francisco, California (Espinosa, Fernéndez,

» 4

and Dornbusch, 1979; Ferndndez, Espinosa, and Dornbusch, 1975). i
‘Data from this study showed that Mexican Americans were more |
-likely than Anglos to be among the low achievers in both verbal

10

. N )
and math achievement tests. Among males in the eighth grade, 29

percent of Hispanics put only 5 percent of Anglos scored below

the fifth grade level in Gerbal achievement. 1In the tenth grade,
', . 23 percent of Hispanic males and 6 percent of Anglo males scored

below the sixth grade‘level-in'verbal achievement. Similar

+ patterns were found for. feﬁales.
Although the dlfferences were not as large for scores on

“math achlevement tests, the pattern &aztfdentlcal _ Among
1 o~
elghth Yrade males, 18 perceht of Hlspanlc and 6.percent of

L3 ?

. Anglo students scored below the 91xth grade level Qr males 7;

N 1n the tenth grade, 2( perceng-of Hlspanlcs and 7- percent of’ o

‘ Anglos 3cored belo the seventh grade level in math achIevement.\ ,
* ‘ ‘. , 1 . *

A Slmllargpatb rns were fopnd for females. Esplnosa, Fdxpandez, P
#° Vand Dornbus¢h (1979 1‘52) concluded that N T T
- - d " “ R N ,g w4 "N N Yo' . :'

’, ...thls”lack of _preparation in’ b951c skg&ls leaVesVCHch?o..: f: )
students at a dlsadvantage in hlg@;scho " In - gent eral S
’ . students, lackfng ba#it ‘skills hadge-a Tower probabilit % ;05;-
| ' of succeedlng or becomipg bettenrstudentﬁ in latér eérs“ \
o ’ There,ig” a- glrcular patternln whl lo%’achaevers are . Ty
. likely® to receive low grades, are: less lrkely to work -hard,
K *and, thus rema1n léw achievers. * , . %\ « -
p Q . 8 . . L

-

‘ . ‘ . n“- A - 9{) . | “~c ‘:.
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Statewide data for California aiso“show'that Hispanic

students score lower than Anglos in both readlng and math-
achievement tests (Esplnosa{ personal communlcatlon) 11 *‘;
These dat for the°l978—l979 academic year indicate that Mexican'

Americans tend to do less well than Anglos at all three grades

A *

‘for which test'scores were available (thlrd s1xth and;twelfth)z

2, 8

Among twelfth graders, for example, 42.9 percent of Hispanics

but orily 10.6 percent oﬁ Anglos scored ‘below -the 25th percentlle

By +

on readlng achlevement tests. About-three*fourths (74 2 percent)

3

of Hispanics scoreq below the 50th percentlle compared to about

a . ’

.one-third (34.5 percent) of Anglos. At the top~end, only 9. lm

) percent of Hispanig¢s and 34. lapercent of Anglos scored above

the 75th percentlle. USJZg\th% same data, Selis (1979*1) T I
- : ™ .: N K ‘ﬂ.
: found that - ey " “ T
Spanlsh speaklng children show~ greatest dlsadvantage 1n R
reading and mathematbcs scores, AmMONhg. ;those who spoke - ~,* -
limited Engllsh as well as among th se who spoke fluent y o~
English. -- | ) R SR 5_ ;'3 PR 5,“

’ f . Zoloth (l975) reports sintlarx findings from a. study~qf allo1 %‘

O

Tty ’ .
-publlc elementary schoolE ih a: mlddlers1zed c1ty 1n thé&SouthWESt )a”

;the‘popaaauaon in l97Q~was abahgi;oo 000) Altﬁough sllghtly e

01'*

§OMbre t an’20 percent ofq!he c1ty s, pdpu%it}on was o¥ Hlspanic.

P)
& _c‘ vt
* é

background about 27 perqent of the elementary school.students' -
&

P -

' were, Hlspanlc and 65 percent were Anglo. ZolotH reports that
at all three grade levels (thlrd flfth, and seventh) for‘whlch

they had results on the verbal portlon of the Lo;gerThorndr;e

ability test, Mexican-American students scored s1gn1f1caﬂ£ly’

lower than Apglo students. He fougd that soc1oeconom1c factorsi

a ) . . .
. . . . , , @. .
i 0y
. , . . .
: , : 36 . R
! -, “Toa r % .
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‘while accounting for a significant portion of,tést—sco)@ '

Qifferences between Mexican—Americanhand Anglo students, did not

3 [ [

accoint for all ethnic differ_encés.12 In fact, Mexican
Amerlicans scoréd iower than Anglos withineeach of the eight

soc1oeconom1c categor1es Moreover,*€he scores of McxiCan—

~

Amerlcan students in relatlon to those of Anglos éld not ‘change §

much over time. The author s conclu31on suoports the group
NS ’ - o
conflict model. ) o .
. A A : .« .
. Finall¥y, the pers1stence of s1gn1f1caht test- Derformance
’ differences between Aﬁgfos and minoritits (Mexican Ameri-
- cans and Blacks) over time leads one to conclude that the
‘ . school system desgribed in this study succeeded in main- -

. - ta1n1ng the relative performance position of the thrge
~ major re@nal/ethnlc groups but did not substantially » ,
‘ succeggﬁin eliminating the performance‘deficiency ex- - .
4 hlblté% -by minority %tudents (Zoloth,*1975:28). -
7': . « s’
‘-%g, Other Varlables_ , ‘ \ -~

A
Acadenmic Self%boncegt
Ok

Self—' g% is -a common varlable assoc1ated witp the low ~

academlc statUS qf Mexica¥- Amerlcan,sﬁﬁdents It is argued

that Mex1can—Amer1can pupils Rave lower self-esteem than Anglo
s ) : / ' ’ ) W .
students dud to discrimination, cultural conflict, and their

<

subordinate statug in‘the_iarger society. However, a search

v

. CY . .
of the literature reveals mixed findings. @As Fernandez (1977)

Ty

~and Hernandez (1973) have notecl,'the~question7 "Do Mexican-

. . . v . , a,
American students 'have lower self-concepts than Anglo Students?"

i . . L
.

remaifjs largely unanswered:
. ) ' Nﬁmerous studies report a significant difference in the

- academic'self-évaluations of Mexican Americans and Anglos, with-

4? o

9

Mex!caﬁ Amerlcan studerits holding lowerﬁv1ews of their academic

g 1

ablllty fe g Coleman et.al., 1966; TFirma, 1970; Gustafson

-
L4
»




and Owens, 1971; Hishiki, 1969- Mabry, 1968 Palomares, 1968).

Other studles report no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences in self-concept

" between the two groups (e.g., Carter, 1968; DeBlassie and Healy,

]

1970; Dornbusch, 1974; Larkin, 1972; Linten, %972; Valeﬂzuela,

IS L

> 1971). s : ' : '

s

used for measuring self-concept. Yet it is conceivable that

than Anglos, as Soares and Soares (1969) claim. What needs

domlnant_gro p. Other hygotheses that need to be researched
incldde the [following: What environmental factors account for
the differe t-findings? What structufal condieions must exist
in order f¢r ethnic differences to disappear? Because self-
- re d1rectly related to achievement, further research

concepts

in this afea is urgently needed.

Educational and Occupational Aspirations ' i .
] -

to academic achievement. It is argued that high educational

In the case of Mexican-American students, the findings

#: are fairly consistent. Earlier literature accepted the \
M / . R

LRIC - 98

No doubt®sofe of the variability in the findings is due to

N Aspiration ‘is another\variable that hasIoften been linked

both sets of findings are &ccurate. One can even envision studies

to be researched 1n great detail in the future are the condltlons

under whlch self-concept for minority groups differs vis-a-vis the

14

/

the different designs, of the studies and to the numerous instruments,

}

which find that Mexican-American students have higher self—cohcepts
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~N
. . . < . -
"fatalistic" afid "present day" orYentation aspect of. the Mexican-’

1

1

|

’ :

> Amerlcan steleotype and ~hus assumed that Mexican Americans had . |

. N v' \ “

lower asplratlpns. In the soc1al sc1ences, it has been assumed
13

ﬁghat Rexican-American culture 1nterferes with the intellectual

development of children. This perspective has come to be known
as the "damaging-culture view," recently defined by Ramirez
! “

(1979:7) as - . -

[ - - -
the theory that the culture and values of members of .
, . _minority groups are ‘the ultimate and final cause of

* the low economic status and low academic achievement
- . “ of members of these groups. ‘“

+

-

Researc® findings strongly challenge this belief. Althoughs

a few studies (Demos, 1962; Mabty, 1968) report lower aspirations
»~ ' < V
for Mexican—~Amerioan students and parents than for Anglo;, most
, \T' .,, A L.
r research, particularly the more recent work, finds no signifi-

cant difference in the level of aspiration between these two _
ethnic groups (Anderson and, Johnson, 1971; Heller, 1964;

-/ .
Johnson, 1970; Juarez and Kuvlesky, 1969).
S . ; .
- % b

These findings are encouraging. Mexican-American students, -

1

care about their schooling and theyiatj supported in their

view of school' as important by their parents. However, we p;

C~\-cannot place too great an emphasis on aspirat%ons. The bésic ’

(4

problem still remains that there continues to exist a large

J dlsparlty between Mexican-American and Anglo achievement. zIt is,
. therefore, unrealistic to believe that Mexican-American students
‘will reach their high educational 4nd occupational aspirations.

RN

Schgols‘muét find a means of preparing minority students for

the professional careers to which they aspire.
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Bilingual/Bicultural Education’ . <

/ Bilingual/bicultural education is the latest effort employed

i : . e t . :
by the schools in an attempt‘to raise the educational, achlevement

~

of Mexican-American‘students. Clearly thls type of 1nstructlon

LN

/7
is relevant and essential in the education of these students.
Yet, bilingual/blcultural educatlon as currently applied to

Mexican Americans in the Southwest is destined for failure.

. ]

There is a great deal of confusign about the,goals, content,
‘ . and methods ‘of blltfizzl/bicultural education. Fishman (1977)

has 1dent1f1ed three pes of bilingual/bicultural.education-- ,

-

compensatory, enrichment, and group maintenance. From our

rd

perspective, the major reason why bilingual/bitultural education
- ' in the U.S., and particularly in the Southwest, is destined for
- fallure is that it is v1ewed as applred in compgensatory terms.

. Programs of a compensatory' nature are geared to overconlng
"diseases of the poor." The primary goal is to increase‘overallf
achievement by us1ng the mother tongue (Spanlsh) for instruction
until the child develops skill in the dominant language (Engllsh)
to the point that it (Engllsh) alone can be used as the medlum '

of instruction. ‘
The U.S. government supports bilingual/Ricultural education
. ? - . ’ . ’
for compensatory (i.e., achievement) reasons, not to maintain

and promote cultural and group d1vers1ty However}\compensatory

programs applled merely as trans1tlonal or remedial measures

[y

will not sucqeed in substantlally raising the achlevement .
of Mexican-American students, as Danoff, Coles, McLaughlln,

and Reynolds (1978) found. When applied in this way, '‘bilingual/

bicultural educatlon is merely a fad with, at most, a:short—term

o 0o
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effect. These typeé of programs will continue to alienate Mexican-

\ . , . - )
American children from their homas, community, and the larger

society. Futhermore, policy makers and school administrators

/ ‘
(as well as some of the advocates) view bilingual/bicultural

education as a cure-all for theqloﬁ.academic status of Mexican-

American students in the Southwest. It is unrealistic to expect
, .

that bilingual/biculfural edufation will ameliorate the diverse

prbblem; of Mexican Americans in éhe larger society. This kind

of burden will only contribute to the failure, of these :programs.

There are many other factors which directly and indirectly, s
‘i contributé,.to this ethnic group's low success rate in schools
& . . . s . .. .
(e.g., sSocioecoromic status, vrejudice, discrimination, power,

and the basic structure of society) which biliﬁgua&/bicultural

education does not affect.

ld

Higher Education

The experience of racial, ethnic, and cultural minorities -
* . ‘

in the educational system, and of Mexican Americans in particdlar,
as compared with Anglos in the United States closely fits the

theoretical model gutlined above. Weinberg (1977:Chapters 7 and 8)

&

has carefully documented the historical exclusion of minority . S
studenté from higher educatijon.” He found tpat

X Racial and ethnic exclusion was even more Sweeping and i .
» - effgctive among colleges ‘and universities than among
.2 common .(elementary and secondary) schools. . The greater -
intellectualism of the former did not moderate the @
operation of ~exclusionary trends (Weinberg, 1977:263).

Higher education for, Mexican Americans only became a " -
reality after World War II. Veinberg (197%:343) writes:

Prior to World War II the sparsity 'of Mexican-American .

-students on college campuses underscored their extrene

minority status in the Southwest. Both in the class-'
4 room and in student activities, 'they were treated,-at
y Q . best, with condescension.

ERIC, ¢ . 1o o
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’ ‘ Even in the .late 1960s, ‘fourryéar colleges in .the Southwest .,
had token enrollments of Mexican Americans. San Fernando Valley e

State(College in Sputhe}n Falifprnia.éhrolled only ‘seven
Mexican-American students in 1967. At the University of Caldfornia
at Los Angeles anly 2.3 Percent of its undergraduate enrollment

_ was of Mexican-Ame™ican bgckgréund in 1968. At the\University. o,
, of Texas Mexican Amexicans made up 3 percent of the total
enfoliment in 1967, hardly a representative number. Stanford
Univeggity enrollédvonly tWénty Mexiéan Americans in their )
graduate programs in 1968 (Lopez, Madrid-Barela, .and Macias, 1976).
Using 1970 enrollment figures, Crossland (1971) qstiweted tha;

Mexican-American énrellment would have to bé increased by 330

percent in order to attain proportional representation for \\

-

. ) ~
Spanish-speaking persons in higher education. v 7

. Although a significantly ‘larger number of Mexican-American

'

students is now attending college, parity has not been reached

.

(see Table 9). 1In 1970, Spanish-surnamed individuals comprised
" only 2 percent of all students énrolled full time in under- ?

graduate, graduate, and professional schools. Anglo students

) éomprised 90 percent of the total enrollment, decreasing slightly

to 87 percent’ by 1979 (Western Iﬁtersfate Commission on Higher‘ L__
, ‘\ . )
Education, 1979: ,Report No. 2A57). Mexican-American under- -

. -

.represeritation was even greater in graduate and profgssional

PN programs. Mexican Americans, for exa@ple, cbnstituted a mere
seven-tenths of one percent of all students enralled full time

in dentistry. Anglos comprised 93.8 percent of 41l dentistry students.
. . ‘ . ’ - L T
-Similar patteins were reported for 1973 (Commission on ’ T

. [~ . '
Human Resources, 1974). .The\datéliﬁgorted~in Table 10 show
‘ ® v < ’ .
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Table 9*

Enrollment of Mexican American and Angdo. sthdents in full- time
undergraduate, grdduate, and professional. schools, Fall-1970 .

' Spanish=surname . | 'Anglo

Type of School No. % No. "~ . %

ﬁndergraduage o 105,788' 2.1. 4,439,542 89.4 .

Graduate** ' - 4,830 1.2 . 362,329 '92.3

Medicine i 7 340 0.8 39,598  93.2.

Dentistr' 100 0.7 14,053 53.8

Law 686 1.1 58,550  94.2
_ Total 108,744 2.0 L4,b14,072 ©89.7

.
!

**The category ''graduate’ 1nq1udes-enrollment in profe551ona1 "schools except .
medical, dental, and law s¢hools. 9
; .
*Source: Office of Civil Rights, 1970:116, 177, 190, 200.
C .

Table 10*

’

Mexican American and Anglo doctorate recipients for:1973

. Percent Percent -
.Field of Doctorate;“ Mexic?n American Anglo ;
Physical Sciences . -1 78.3
~} Engineering ‘ 5 ' 69.5.
.  Life Sciencés 3.2 ‘ . 78.2
Social Sciences ’ .5 | : T 84.8°
Arts and Humanities ( . 1.1 87.3
Professional Fields : .4 T 86.6
* Education ‘ , K 840
| Total : ' '_ .8 ‘ 81.7

*Source: Commission on Humap-Resouxces, 1974:4. -

v

O . -

103 .
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that MeQiCan Americans were greatly underreprese?ted in all

fields among recibients of the doctorate in 1973. Mexican l
Americans received only eight-tenths of one perceﬁt of all doctor-
ates awarded in that vear ébmpared tq 81.7 percent for Anglos.
ﬁexican Ame#icans were even mdre underrepresented in engineering,
the %ocial:sciences, educétioﬁ, and the proﬁessionalnfields. A

similar parttern continued thipughout the 19705. In 1976, -for

qxémple, Mexican Ameriicans received less than one-tenth of one

- percent of all: doctorates awarded in the behavioral sciences

-

compared to 83 percené for U.S.-born whites (National Research )
» N S
Council, 1977}. ‘

Interestingly) more dochrqﬁEE_WE?B awarded in the same year
to fore;gn students (4,071) than to all minority U.S. citiéens
(2,372) (Dearman and Plisko, i979:2l4). Moreover', Anglos rééeived
more bachelor's, maéter's, doctor's, and/first-professiopal degrees
than their proportioﬁal répresenfatién of the total/U.S. population.
' ‘A 1976 follow-up survey of a national sample of the gradua-
ting high school cl;ss of 1972 also found that collége graduation
rates are higher for Anglos than foH.Hispanics (Eckland ard
Wisenbaker, 1979). The lower gfaduation rates for Hispanics were
found to be a function of the differences in the dropout rates —

-—

rather than in the amount of time taken to finish their degree.
- ) . -

Among men,. 34 percemt of Anglos‘and 57 percent of Hispanics had
dropped out without gradqating. The figures were almost identical

for women. Again, socioeconomic status did not eliminatée the

’

ethnic differ’nces; The authors conclude,
Looking at educational attainment in teims of recéipt of

a bachelor's degree for.graduate or professional school
"attendance, one finds that Hispanics had the lowest

' h 104
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attainme;? rates at each SES level--less than one-half
‘the rates for whites in® the middle and high SES categories
(Eckland an& Wisenbaker, 1979:7). "y

-\
Community Colleges

L4

Highér education pas been able to continye a dual'stragified
system. Close examination reveals ;hat Mexican-American studefts
are overrepresented in community colleges and underrepresented
in public four-yeaf institutions (see Table 11). 1In 1971,

f

.roughly equal proportions of all students in.the Southwest atten-
<+ :

“ded community colleges and four-year cdlleges (43.6 and 64'perpent, 4

]
respectively), yet, for Mexican Americans the disproportion was.

hY

enormous (61.1 and 28.5 percent, respectively).

) \ Table 11*

Enrollment of Mexican Americans in community colleges,
public four-year colleges, and private colleges,
in the Southwest, 1971

»

_ . -~ Enrollment of
. . Total ;- Mexican Americans
College Type Enrollment " Number Percent
Commumit , . 617,000 . _- y 8,000 | 14.3
Public four-year 651,000 = 41,000 6.3
‘ “ - . \
Private . . 147,000 15,000 10.2
Total . 1,415,000 144,000 ' 10.2

N

*Source: Feérrin, Johnson, and Trimble, 1972:19,.

Pincus (1974:17) has clearly demonstrated- that while

. , ) . .
cemmunity colleges were given the task of "providing inereased .

oéporthnity for those students . who' have béén exclude%\from

higher education," they have not realized this goal. Community

K oL ‘
colleges have been unable to "democratize" higher education
. L

F
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‘degrees than four-year enrollees (by attending community

< ] . &
| -89~

or tolProvide "equal opportunity" for minority and poor students.

In fact, through their stratified structure and operating

procedures - “~ ' ‘ Y\\

the community colleges play an important role in maintaining
educgtiqnal ,inequality and, result, help to reinforce
tHe system of class and ethnlc stratification that exists

in ‘the United States (Pincus, l974:l8).13

Moreover, while the rapid growth of the community colleges

since 1960 has been due partly to the demands of the poor and

ethnic minority stidents for a college education,

Community college development has'been strongly  supported
by the government, the large corporations, and the .educa-
tional establishment. Consequently, the community colleges
use standards that are defined by people &t the top, have
programs that benefit the people at the top, and reward
students for having skills that are more access1ble for
people at the top (Pincus, 1974:33).

Moore (1976:42) goes as far as to say that

The two year college systen in the Uni ed States is a
system of whites, is controlled and opdrated by whites, .
and reserves its major rewards for whites. (emphasis

in original) - ,

Nonetheless, the demograpny of Mexican Americans and the
growth of two-year colleges (71, éercent of the colleges and
unlvetsttles establlshed between 1960 and-l977 were two year
colleges\kDearman and Pllsko, l979)) 1neV1tably resulted 1nQ '

hlgh Mexican-American enrollments in these institutions and in
. RN

a major increase in the numbetr of ‘Mexican-American students

o . . . . - . 3 &
attending instltutlons of higher education. However, as Astin

(l975) and others have noted the access1blllty of communlty

Y

colleges 1is accompllshed at’ some cost to the quallty of educatlon
received’ students in these institutions. It has been shown

!
' . . . ) ®
that two-year sfﬁdents are less likely to take baccalaureate

colleges, baccalaureate-aSpiringlﬂ9tﬁents reduce their chances

— ' v - .
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of completing the bachelor's degree by 12 percent), are less
.likely to live on campuys, receive less public educational subsidy,

and are less ‘likely to be exposed to high quality faculty.
In 1978, fg; example, cemmunity colleges éﬂ}olled 31 per&ent
of all college.students but only 22 percent of ‘all full-time
instructional facult?lweee employed ip two-year colleges
(Dearman and élisko, 1979). On the other hand, unive;eitiee

had the smallest share og enrollmeﬁt.(ZS percept) and a faculty
.éhare of 31 percent. Moreover, there is.a Eendeney for communityx_

‘colleges to hire faculty below the doctoral level.

Faculty and Administration

A natural but lamentable corollary to these findinés is .

—

that Mexican-American faculty and administrators have also

" been quite sparse on college and university campuses. ' The

failure. to employ minority faculty is not, and has-never been,

the result of a shortage of gualified candldates, he Iezatlve

' -
lack of Mex1can -American faculty is du to exclusion and dls—

crlm;natory.practlces on the part of whxte institutions. Even
in the face of federal regulatiohs'which forbid any contractor

with Ehe federal government to discrimingte on account Jof race,

-

color, nationality, ar sex, institutions of higher education.

continue to lack Mexican-American faculty and top-levgl adminis-'

trators.. Affirmative action plans have been formulated and

approved but for the most part; have not been enforced, ‘The

»

attitude continue;\to,be one of tokenism.

¢

1541973, less than 1 percent (.6) Qf all -higher education

faculty was 'of Hispanic backgrdunﬁ (Bayer, 1973). Similar

~

107 -

underrepresentation rates were found among administrators .. \




'college boards found that fewer than 2 percent of the private
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N 4\ v ) .
(Olivas, 1978). In %978 there were only fourteen Mexican-.' .

’ )

American college presidents in the cduntry, twelve of them

> )

in community colleges. Very few Hispanics are found on boards

of trustees which oversee colleges; a study of community

.

r

sector were Hispanic (Drake, 1977). . _ d

. " ) . ) ! .

" It could be said that the lack of Hispanic access to
postsecondary education is matched by the lack of. ~
opportunity for Plspanlc leadership in these institutions
(Olivas, 1978:9).. ° . -

Group Conflict and Educational Change

The late 1960s and earlj 1970s were years of 'significant

. . N . . . . <
change in the higher education experience of minorities. “

Ay

Recent changes in the educatil:al systém with'resnect to ethnic,

3

can be traced to the riots &nd

»

racial, and cultural mlnorlg;

'demohstratlons of that perlod The ninority group "movement"
/

of the late 1960s and early l970s offers a case in p01nt and

/
a clear 1llustratlon of group confl;ctktheoryqas it applles

-

to soc1ety at. large and to h1gher educatlon in particular.

. . . - ‘g. R N .
Viewed in light of the conflict'model‘ this epoch can be inter-

preted ass avperlod of conte;téd power struggles in Whlch the\
ruling status ‘of the domlnant group (Anglos) was challenged
by minority. groups (Blac’ksr Mex1can Amerlcans, and Native

Amerlcans). The evidence suggests that the domlnaﬁt cultural

‘Y

community lost some of ‘its stature as_Blacks, Mexican Americans,. -

and Native Amerrcans surfaced and,demanded equal opportunity .
in education, housing, employment,;etc. E .
- Recall thaggodf.theory i‘plies that a_shift in socio-
politlcal.;ower and control in the greater society will be
. . . - " e . \ ) -
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evidenced in its institutions and organizations. In terms of

our example, it means that we should be able to cument changes

-

in hiqher'education——changes to the benefit of racial, ethnic,

\ \ .
and cultural minority groups. " .
. A R

Indeed, a surface look at higher education provides a

- A v

basis Yor some conclusions on this issue. nerous changes

résulted directly from the activitiQ§ of the 1lat

1960s and l97Os.14 Some of" the ﬁore visible resultg include:

1.  the development of admission policies to include

racial, ethnic, and cultural minorities, women, and
> )

.

low-income groups;

-~

2. . thé founding of ethnic studies programs orﬂdepartments*

Ve )
{e.g~, Chicano Studies, Black Studies, Asian American .
) .

Studies, and Native-American Studigs);

3. _"the revision of curriculum in traditional departmeats

-+

to ifclude courses’on minority groupé (e.g., Chicanos
" in Aﬁerican.chiety, Black History,iaffhé u.s.,
Aheriean Indians, Women and Society, etc.);
4. the creation of administ;ative offices to as§%st with
minority groups (é.g., Assistant to the President for

Chicano Affairs, Affirmative Action Officer, Assistant

to the Chancellor for Minority Affairs, etc.); and '
. 7

.

5. the development and implementation of affirmative

- +

action plans to ensure the hiring, retentign, and
'

promotion of minority faculty and administrators.ls

- . 109
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Viewed in terms of our working model, all of these and other
such changes iﬁ the educational systém are- directly linked to
éroup issues'ahd are the reéults/of power struggles in the
‘larger society. Yet, one should be hesitant to conclude ;Hﬁt
Mexican Ameritans now experience equal oﬁiortunity and educational

. environments which are genuinely cultgrallytg}uralisyic. A
closer examination, for exgmple, reveals tQat ethnic sJudies
programs are not.on equal terms with other univegsity programs.

. This is evidenced by the fact tha% ninority programs are peld

- ' &
in-suspicion; they tend to be viewed and ranked as being of

s lowenr quality than traditional departments. Moreover, they
were the last to arrive, ana when funds becomé scaxce, minority
proérams are the first to be.cut back or completely eliminated.
Traditional departments (those supported by the dominant group)
_tend to possess more of the resources--power, wealth, prestige,
facilities, personnel, etc. More often than not, in fact,

" the different ethnic studies programs on campus are forced to
compete wfth each other for scarce funds. In short, minority
programs (and minority individuals) in higher education are
‘subject to the same second-class (lower statusi citizenship
as their respective cultural groups in the larger socigty.

.It appears, therefore, that although significant changes in
higher education have beén implemented iﬁ receﬁt years, the
sociopolitical struggles of the late 1960s andaegrly 1970s

7

failed to.produce a major shift in the power structure.

¢ o ’ ) - 3
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As Collins (1974:441) has noted .

: Ifs\ in fact educational requirements have become the
primary méans of cultural control, it is possible to
: Be liberal and "universalistic" without giving away

any -real advantages (resources) of one's own.l0 s |
] f oy > B |
|

Summary " |

Although there are other issues which could have been
- ‘ discussed in this chapter regarding the educational experience .

. ‘ . . W . . . L] .
of Mexican~American students (such as inequalities in financial .
. .“ % T
|
|

resources, sggregation, institutional discrimination, admissions

[ >

criteria, grading, tracklng, testing, school finance, curricula,

: |
counsellng, etc.), we selected several important areas for Wthh ’ (

~A fair amount of research was available. Achlevement!gnd drop-
out rates, for example, provide commonly accepted measures cf -F
the status of Mexican Americans vis-E-vis‘Anglos and of cpportundty
- for uarticipation and- advancement in the larger society. ©o
The data reviewed ip this chapter are over@helmingly
‘consistent with:(and'thus support) the group cohflict’modél
of society as appliéd %o the educational system. Although

[

‘overtly excluded from the educational system as they once were,l7

Mex1caagAmer1cans are not formally (through leglsl%;aon) and

the outcome. 1s much the same since the educational structure ‘

systematically filters them out. As the findings show, a large

. L. R . . .
and significant proportion of Mexican-American students drop out
before graduEting from high school. SucH)individuals, of" course,
are automatically excluded from the valued and powerful occupations.

. ~
Their‘subordinate status, if not totally assured, is ‘almost certaip.
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This filtering-out process continués into the post-high

¢

school experience, so that we find fewer Mexican Americans

7

at every higher and more prestigious level. In other words,
-
\

’?1sproport16nately fewer Mexican Americans than Anglos are

enrolled in colleges and universities and fewer stlll,are found
" in law, medicine, dentlstry, and other’ profe551onal fields.

Moreover, even among students who remain in school, Mexican
Anericans Echieve at lower rates than Anglos. A‘ettatification
system operates within the schools a; well. The well—documentep
cultural bias of testing instruments notwithstanfiing,18 achiege-
ment and I.Q. tests continue to be used for excluding minerities
from graduate and pfofessional'schools and thus from the top-
level #ccupations in the larger society (Wallagh,'1976).

Anglos, on the othef hand, are overrepresented at every level,

particularly at the postsecondaty level and in the more prestigious”

- . . . .. . 4 Lo, .
institutions. Their participation and success in major unlver&

sities and prestigious profesgional schools assures their placement
t the upper levels of the occupational hi%rarchy, and as discussed
previously, aseures the maintenance and:perpetuation of tHe Efesent
ethnically stratf&ied structute of soqiety. The‘advantage of the
dominant group in American\society is clear, systematic, and
well documented.19 ‘
Finally, in this chapter*we aléb began to focus onfsocial‘

change and specifically'on change in the educetional system.
ﬁe found that although sevéral’substantibe changes in the, educa-
tional system occurred during the late 196051and early 1970s,

~ 1 d

5
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remains the same: In the following chapter we explore further
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the hq;ionaof.social'change from the ‘group conflict perspective,
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Notes ’ . e
’ :2'. .. ) 2
7. This figure as well as those followiné are taken from U.S.

Commission on Civil Rights, 1971a:15-20.

8. Although the focus of this repért~is on public edugation,
rearly 20 percent of the total Catholic school énrollment . ~
. (elementary through secondary) in the Southwest is of Mexican-

American background (U.S. Commission on Civil Riéhts, 1971a).
N . . .

R

9. Some of these,dropouté may eventually return to a community
college and complete the requirements for the high school
diploma. This number, however, is very small. Moreover, any

advantage of having a‘high school diploma will have been lost
P

by this time. In other words, individuals who dfop out of high

school and later redeive the higlr school diplopa will have lost
[ [ L

. time, and thgs their opportunity for further educational and

occupational advancement will be linited.
10. " We recognize that there has been*a substantial amount of

s

controversy regardlng achlevement and ab111ty tests. Mercer

(1973, 1276, 1977), for example, has EhQﬁh that "soc1ocultural"

’

77‘ variables such as acculturation,_socipecohomic status, and

“

family structure and size account for up to 27.5 percent.of the
variance in cognitive measures among AnglQ and Mexican-Ameérican

children, The five most éignifiéant sociocultural characteristics

were: .
a’ - Ld

1, Living in a household.in which the Head of household has
a white~-collar job; .

2, Living in a family with five or fewer members;

3, Having a head of household with a skilled or higher
occupation; - - ‘

4, Living ‘in a famll in which the head of household was

. reared in an urban ernvironpment; and
’ 5, Living in a family in which the head of household was

reafed in the United States.

1
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The greater the number of these five characteristics that

v
o
£

. tﬁe Mexican-Americanfsubject possessed, the higher his or her
I.0. score was likely to'be. Jensen (1974), however, reported
that ethlmnic background made no significant contribution to the
prediction of scholastic achievement independent of psychemetric,
personality, and demographic variables. 1In spite of the "caltural
blas inherent in most testing instruments (Averch; 1972;

Mercer, 1971; Wallach, 1576), test scores continue to be used
\by both echools and parents as measumes of ‘the effectiveness of
education. For us, scores‘on achievement tests reflect skills,
not intelligence ormbielogical capacity. While suchwtests have
deficiencies, they do predlct school performanceiln English-
language schools. h

., 1ll. These data were acqulred through personal communlcatlons, f

»

" but w1ll be publlshed soon. The same data, however, were

publlshed by ‘the Callfornla State Department of Education in
.therr 1978-1979 annual report on student achlevemenss

12. Similar findings for the effects of social class and:

. ethnicity on edubational'achievement were reported by Bender
" and Rufz Y4974). .
13.° Clark (1960) has described this aspect of the community
colIegé~eystem as serving a "coolﬁng-out" function in“higher‘.
educdation for poor and minority students.
T &

14. Major changes also occured at the elementary and secondary.
) :

levels (e.g., implementation of bilingual curriculum and

> -

S
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instruction programs, modification of traditional materials to
vy A . .
include more accurate information on racial, ethnic, and cultural
» . minorities, emphasis on multiculturalism, etc.).

. ) .
15. The senior author has gathéred data from a small survey!of

*

N . L. ‘
.ten°pnive;sities in the Southwest which show that, in all ten

‘universities, these types of changes occured (were implemented)

[}
°

. since 1968. - | L

\

16. In one sense, and in light of th;;liggzsment, it may be argued
that ethnic programs in higher education éélve an initial latznt
function to the advantage of the dgminanf\group byl"cooling-
out" and co-opting subordinate groups and by diverting them from -~
the ”réal" academic and brofessional sﬁbjecgs.

17. Prior to 1938, for example, in Pecos, Texas there was a

] 9 .

. . .
policy of not permitting Mexican Americans to c¢o bevond the - ;
- [

sixth grade. It wasn't until the mid-1960s that Mexican-

K4

American students wére admitted into fraternities and sororities

at the University of New Mexico (Weinberg, 1977:343). "Also,

~

as late as 1972, schools in the Southwest had policies whichf

. LD . . . o ‘ .
~ prohibited Mexican and Mexican-American students from speaklﬁg

-
o

Spanish anywhere on school grounds (U.S. Commission on Civilf%k '

-

Rights, 1972a). These policies may have been rescinded, but ﬁore

/ subtle, .though no less effective, practices have been substituted;'

results are strikingly similar. ' LN

}
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18. qh October 11, 1979 the U.S. District Court feq Northern

e

Callforn}a ruled in Larry P. vs. Wilson Riles that'I.Qf tests

used to place students in "educable ‘mentally retarded" (EMR)

classes were racially and culturally biased. The Judge set
an injunction agalnst the use of such tests on_ the ba51s that
the use of I.0. tests resulted in ) ' L .

the misplacement of black students in spec;al classes,

that doom them to.stigma, inadequate educatiog, and fallure
to develop the skills necessary to productlve success 1n
our society (No. C-71-2270 RFP). .

)

19. - Incidently, the advantage of the dominant community has

.
+

recent{y been documented in a socioloegical study of Nobel

prize laureates in the United States (Zuckerman, 1977). The
. \ -
data conclusively show that the ﬁaccumulatgoh of advantgge"

Operates just as much in science as ih the rest of society.

In a lengthy review of this wark Rosenblun (1979 673) notes -
. y - .
that the author _

‘ rapldly disabuses us of the nyth of the scientist with -
humble beglnnlngs whose brilliance was recognized and :
rewarded early. Quite the contrary. The data show that
it pays to be a WASP(White Anglo-Saxon Protestant), go
to an elite school, and have«a scientist or physician
for a father. ‘ ) .

D i e
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Social conflict is ubiquitous; 'it is an Essential feature

of the structure and process of soc1ety Moreover, because there

is confllct there is hlstorlcal change and d@velopment For

Dahrendorf, (1959:208), in fact,

...all that is creativit&[ innovatipn, .and development
inathe llfe of the individual, his group, and his £ociety
is due, to no small extent, to the operation of. conflicts

between group and group, 1nd1v1dual and individual, emotion
and emotion within one individual.

v
-~

(- ~
Social change'is.imevitable. Societies, like all other

v

organisms, -change. Time and,conflict have an ever-present

. 3
effect on social change. Each succeedind’ generation modifies,
. )

even if only slightly, the preceding generation's\social reality

(values, attltudes, beliefs, ufe of language and other cultural

- tools, styles of dress, patterns of unteractlon, famlly and

N

kinship structures, etc.).

As a general sociological rule, social change tends to
3
occur at a relatively slow pace although the rate 1ncreases

3

somewhat with modernization. That is, social change ys slower
in "primitive" and preindustrial societies than in ‘industrialized

. . ’ ; .
and "modern" societies. Under certain conditijons, hoWever} social

e

change takes placé at an accelerated soéed Wars, revoagtlons,

rlots, and other mass movements tend to produce rapld change in

"societies, commonly perceived as "radical" social change. Whlle

’ »
—

we are not calling for such action, we note that: 1) the P
[} - o b

‘radicalness of struyctural change co-varies with the intensity of

t

group conflict; and 2) the suddenness of Structural change -

co-varies wjth the violence of group conflict (Dahrehdcrf, 1959:240).

[
v

-

3
A3
'
03
. s .
N 3
. ;
t 119 :
. ‘ $
. Nl N . [ .
L
§ e
- $
’ 3
. - A3
4
A

. ‘ 7
4 ’

-~




-

/.
cultural and structural
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The racial and ethniccdemonstrations of the late 1960s and early

4 sl

1970s (discussed in Chapter Four) illustrate this type ofs social

chanée and its effectiveness. : »
™~ - .
Two basitc types of social change can be identified--socio-

‘\\

L 3
The\first invodves changes in the

(® ‘ N

sociocultural arend such_as\attltudcs, values, styles of dress
and appearance, arrangements of living patterns, socialization
&

roles, etc. The United States experienced such a spélocultural

-

"change during the late 1960s through the early.1970s as middle-

’ type of change:

. N e

. and upper-class college and university studen#s ‘questioned living

<4
arrangements between males and females (marriage vs. livin
g ib g

together), technologiéal advancement (processed vs. natural food

~

back to nature),

s

~

e

and urbanization and suburbanization vs.

'structure of.society, that is,

. —

employment (working as a rieans of social mobility and stability

~

working as an enjoyable. experience), etc.

-

VvS.

The sec d.type'of sociai change, and the one which directly

relates to th gr up conflict model involves'changes in the

changes in the power and authority

relationships among groups resulting from cénfl;ct resolution.,

Our theoretical framework implies two assumptions regarding this

lf. the dominant group will not give up any

. 2 » y ) . . 3 - . 3 N
power on its own, and even when power is relinquished the dominant

group attempts to ffanipulate the system to its advantage; and

Y

2) the dominant group will attempr to control any conflict which

‘n
— - 3

-~ Cl2o

i

|
J
|
i

could possibly result in an increase of powér for subordinate groups.
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Educﬁﬂég%al Change

From several berspectives,'includingdgroup conflrct, the
educational.system is perceived as a microcosm of the larger
sqciety while being tied directly'tb the larger society.

Thus, we see a correspondehce between the ethnic and stratified
sature of society and the social structure of education at a ﬁ[ﬁ//

part1cular moment . We concur with Bowles and Gintis (1976:49)

who state that N
.to considet educational/change isolation' from other
soc1al forces is altogether tQp hypothetical. The struc-
ture of U.S. education did not evolve in a vacuum: nor
will it be changed holding other things constant Eduga-
tion has been h1stor1cally a device for allocatlng A
individuals to economic DOSltlonS, where 1neQuallty among
the positions themselves iS inherent in- “the hlerarcnlcal
division qQf labor, dlfferences in the’ degree Of monopoly
power of various sectors of the economy, and_t power of
different occupational rgroups to limit the supp y or
increase the monetary returns to their services. ,

The authors continue: - . s
Repression, individual powerlessness, 1nequa11ty of income,
and inequality SY\opportunlty did not originate historically
in the educational system, nor did théy derive from unequal
and repressive schools today. The roots of repressiomand *
‘inequality lie in the structure and functioning of the
capitalist economy. . , -

What we .suggest, in short, , is that the socioeconomic and

¥

power structure of the larger society should bg Seen ‘as 4 major
determinant of educational structure and that the educatlonal
- system is ysed to perpetuate thlS structure. t
The strength ofy group c0nflict analysis comes from the heed

to recognize that the educational system must b€ viewed withih

the context of the large? structure of society. Within this’ \\'

. #/2 hgﬁb
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_ framework issues of racial ethnic, and cultural equallty ip/
. 9
education are directly llnhed to the racial, ethnic, and cultural

composition and sociopolitical strpcture of the greater society.

AS Pincus (1974:33) has noted: t ~
Since the community colleges:-and other educational
institutions are closely tied.to the class agd ethnic c

. division of labor ih American society, the énly way to
significantly change the educational system is to change -

. the class nature of society. Those that proflt from the
existing institutions cannot be expected to reform them
so that others can sharé in the rewards . \x .
Careful consideration must 'be givén to, the propositidn that

N -~ .
in order to‘establish and marntain racial, ethnic, and cultural -

equality in the educational system one must endeavor to establish
racial, ethnlc, and cultural equaL\ty in séﬁietyn For after .
R

all society creates and provides the ideologies for the

- educational system and not vice Versa. If the greéater society

,1sjfunctioning as unicultural and is dominated by one group,

*

then it must be assumed that criteria fdg participation will

-

be unicultural.and that subordinaté groups: will be systematically

" excluded from meaningful and productlve part1c1pat10n both

S

1n the larger society and in-: the educational system. s

- - - \

The unequai contest between social control andvsoc1al
justice is evident in the total functioning of U.S.
education. The system as it stands today proyldes eloquent
testimony to the abilitty of the well-to-doto perpetuate

i the name of equality of opportunity an arrangement which
consistently yields to themselves disproportiondl advantages,
while thwarting the aspirations and needs of the working.
people of the United States, However grating this Judgment
may sound -to the ears of the undaunted,optlmlst it i

by no means excessive in light of the ‘massive statistical..
data on 1nequalLty in the Un1te5’States (Bowleé‘and G1nt1s,
1976:30). ‘ . ;

N\
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Group Conflict and Social Change

group conflict model implies the following propositions

regarding social change: ,

1.

ET¥brts which result in structural change must be

based on collective action. Subordinate groups must

come to recognize their subordination and take actiocn
based on group identity. In other words,-efforts

focused on structural chang% should be conscientious

and collective. N o

Subordinate groups must exert pressufe'on the dominant

community for a greater share of the resources, power,
and other valuea social goods. 'Structural change
requires spressure. Subordinase groups cannot wait
for 'social ch?nge, they must make it happen. The
dominant group will mot give up any of the valued
resources (key pogitioﬁs,'@ealth,‘power, etc.) on its

own initiative.,

Efforts for structural' change will be met with resistance '

[4

from the dominant'community since this kind of social

change, if efkective, will result in a reduction of its

power and doﬁinance .Specifically, we hypothesize that
.

the resistance w1ll be greatest in areas where the

dominant group perceives that it stands to lose the

most power, wealth, and prestige, é.gJ, high-level ‘

positions.
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Applied to Anglo/Mexican American relations in the United

3 States, the above propositions translate intd the following
activities;
' 1. exican Americans must continue to lobby for ‘legisla-

tion which recognizes and assures their basic rights
(e.g., Hispanic Vbting Rights Amendment, bilingual
education, immiération laws, emp&oymént, etc.), ’

2. Mexican Americans must litigate for their rights. -
That is, even once the laws are established, Mexicaﬂ.
Americans must continue to prgésure for their implemen-
tation. The issue here is best exemplified by the
1954 U.S. Supreme Court's decision in Brown vs. Board

of Education which ruled that segregation in schools

- was unconstitutional. OnfM3§4373 1954, Chief Justice
- ‘ . NN .
Earl Warign delivered the majority opinion: "we ’

conclude that in the field of puglic education the
doctrine of 'separate but equal' has no place.

Separate educational facilities are inherently unequal."
Yet, almost thirty years later,JMexican Americans
continue to experience such segrégatién. In fact,
between 1970 and 1976, the proportion of Hispanic
students attending ethnically integréted schools
actually decliqed, while the proportion attending
segregated sc@pols increased (Dearman and Plisko, 1979).
Onl§ through litigation has the law begun to be

?/j ~ implemented in the Southwest. Another such example

can be found in Lau™vs. Nichols were in 1974 the U.S.

Supréme Court ruled that public schools must provide .. ”
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language programs for non- and limited-English
specakers, setting a precedent for bilingual education.

3. Mexican Americans must acquire positions of power 'and

/
o " positions on decision-makimg bodies. Specifically,
" they must rum for office and elect candidates at

-

every level of the poldtical system. This is essgnfial

since the conflict model predicts that when a*group

A

is not-involved in the decision-making process, the

r/ . i -

results are inevitably unfavorable.

1]

4. Regarding policy, Mexican Americans must acquire

. representation among policy makers as well as among

3

those who implement policy. Put in different terms,

~ ‘

n Americans must be represented among the
"gétekeeéers."
5. Mexican Americans must exert pressure on local boards,
° hd commissions, and other decisién—making bodies to consider
issues which have an impact on the Mexican-American
@eormunity. .That is, Mexican Americans must identify -
and bring 'to the forefront issues which theylpefceize

Y
as important. . co

The mechanics of the methods and means for accqﬁplishing

these objectives are complex since it takes a degree of power

and wealth to organize and mobilize effectively a subordinate

community.- Yet, the process is possible and opérative, as the

case study presented below demonstrates.

s - , :




The pattern of low levéls of political participat%on
among Mexican Americans discussed in Chapter Three serves
jointly to reinforce their subservient role and to reinforce
the dominant role of the majo;ity group in American society.
Our theoretical model implies” that Mexican Americans must
become politically active if they are to control their'environ—
ments. The ethnic struggles of the late 1960s and early 1970s
clearly illustrate the predictive power of the group conflict
model.

In some cbmmunities, Mexicah Americans have begun to take
a political stance, and have made substantial gains in céntrolling
their environments as they have beéome more politically active
(a large number'éf Mexican—Am;rican candidates, higher Eggistration'
and voting rates, etc.). Such i; the case~in Crystal City, Texas.

¢

A CasefStudy

Crystal City, Texas is used here as an example of a

community which fits the conflict Todel outlined above. _Tradition-

4

ally controlled by a numericgl ﬁinority of Anglos, Crystal
City iﬁ*a comﬁanity in which poor Mexican Americans were able

to gain political control of the city and school governments.,

- h 1

Even though this case study is not necessarily applicable to /

Mexican-American urban communities, the richness of data

presented may provide workable approaches for increasingjyethan-

r

American mobilization and political .effectiveness.

~
.
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CryStal City is a community of ‘about 1Q,000 residents

located on the Rio Grande Plain approximately 50 miles from

-the Mexican border and-100 miles from San Antonio. The popula-

N

tion is largely Mexican American, slightly over 80 percent,
and primarily empﬁ?yed in some facet of agricultural p§9ductfbn.
Crystal City's claim to fame is that it is the #Spinach Capital
of the World." The Del Monte canning plant employs as many
as 1,000 people during the winter spinach harvest. Agricultural
workers, as we know; are not among the highly paid in the lébo;
‘force and Crystal City farm workers were no exception. 1In
1960 over two=thirds of the familieshad annual incomes of less
than $3,000; the med;an family ingome was about $2,000. Even
in 1960 this was well below the poverty‘levél.

Commensu;ate with this low level of income was their low

level of education. The median level of education for Mexican

Americans aged 25 and over was about two years. Among Anglos

" of this age group the median level was slightly more than

eleven years.
This low level of a%rcation in conjuncgion with economic

dépéndencg on Anglo farmers created a situat{gn in which the'
Angio group was able to maintain and p;rpetugte its control

of the economic, political, and %educational systems. 1In short,
"sincé'the founding of the community in 1910, Anglos had
maintained monopolistic control of the city" (Miller and Prestén,
1973). In fact, one Anglo mayor was in office for thirty-four

\
years.
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The educational system was no different; schob% operations

wegg under the control of Anglos. As late as 1970, the’ school
i .

board was composed of five Anglos and two Mexican Americans.
Ninety-seven of the teachers in the school system were Anglos
but only thirty were-'Mexican Americans. The student populatibn,

- .
however, was primarily Mexican American, 86 percent.

Political Control of ‘School Operations

The initial impetus for political control of the school

board by the Mexic;g;American community in Crystal City was
provided by students. Mexican-American students began dis-'

7/

cussions of a school hoycott in the spring semester of 1969

over the issue of cheerleader selection. ’
Traditionally, cheerleag%rs were selected by a panel of
faculty judges a@tording to a quota. of three Anglos and
one Mexican American. The Chicano students now wanted
two more Mexican-American cheerleaders and to have fu B;e
cheerleaders popularly elected by the’student body /

(Miller and Preston, 1973:779-780).

T
In their initial petition to the Anglo high school principal

»

the students were’ turned back, as he-felt such a change was -

absurd. The students developed a second petition and again

approached the princypal. -This time he referred them to ‘the

who agreed to the demands. Subsequéhtly,

Anglo superiqﬁendent

at its June meeting, the school board nullified the agreement

between the superintendent and the students.

\

When school resumed iﬁ/the fall, the Mexican-Mperican

e N

students and their parents, led by Jos® Angel GutiBrrez (founder
, - -

©of La Raza Unida Party), again presenﬁeq their demands. .

S /
128~ -
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The school trustees refused to discuss the petition. . The
PN , . . |

following day a school boycott began as approximately one-

‘* As the boycott progressed the numner of striking students
T . o .

increased.

—

fourth of the high school students walked out of classes. ,

By the end of the week, parents had fdrmed an organization /,'*
to assist the students, Ciudadanos Unidos (United Citizens)

*#*, °  and voted to’ take their children out of the elementary |
schools (Miller and Preston, 1973:781).

With the intervention of the Ua§. Department of gustice,
negotiations between the school board and the students began
two weeks after the beginning of the boycott. After four days
of inteneive meetings, the school board agreed to :Sst of the
requests. ' . .

Mexican Americans, having realized‘thair potential impect,
betame Fven more involved dtfing the following year, 1970,
ascthey filed for the three seate that became open éi the
seven-member school board and the two available éositions on
the city council. 20 All five Mexican~American candidates we;e
elected Mexican Americans gained control. of both d7c151on—
maklng bodhes .as one holdover official in each case became
allied with the newly eTEeted Mex1ean Americans.

Since then, Mexican Americans have not only been able ts
retain, ghe1r~control of both of these governlng bodies; but
they hev;?made additional galns in key decision-making p051éaons
The positibn of Superintendent of the Crystal City Independent

School District, for examplé, has been- filled by a Mexican

American since 1974. Moreover, little, chance exists that

~
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~ Mexican Americans will relinquish their political control of

-~

-~ N
Crystal City in the near future.

-,

. School.Chandes Since Takeover . <

.',In thé year. following thé‘gieé;ions, a bilingual éducation .
progfam was impleéentéd in_the first through third grades.2‘
Since then, bilingual eﬁugation programs have been introduced at
. all levels, Some classes are coﬁducted largely in Spanish,
%nd ﬁexican—American culture and heritage axe emphaéized.
This bicultqraiism is refiected in various'forms, even in the
naming: of schools. An elementary school built in 1974, for
é;émple; wa;lnamed Benito Jufrez Elementary School.
In September, 1971, about fifty Anglo teachers left the
district; Spanish-speaking teache;g were hired to replace
them. The Anglo student enrollment also diminished by one-half.
Anglo parents placed their childr'en eithef in neighboring
school districts or in the privately operated Crystal Community
hools. In the 1971-1972 school year only eighteen ‘Anjlo

students remained in the Crystal City public schbols. Few

Anglo teachers and even fewer Anglo school administrators

0 ®

are left. : . To-
The philosophical and politicpl chgnges in the school's
" administration have resulted in ‘the types of positive effects
the group conflict model predicts. Hirkch (l975)ﬁfound that -
when the Crystdl City public‘échools began to reﬁlectﬁ;hg -

Mexican-American culture, Mexican=~American students began to .

[ §

- S

¢
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have more'positive perceptions of themselves and their schools. '

12 [

Given our knowléége of the positive rélationship between self-
concept and academic achievement, one would expect these

students to be performing at a ﬁigherolevel. “This indeed was
the case. 7
2 . - B IR ) “o

The numbér of (Crystal City). graduates going to colnge
has ranged as high as 82 percent in the past four years,
while dropout rates--which were as much as 94 percent among
Chicanos per-1970--have been’ trimmed backxsharply¢¥Peterson,
'1975) . . ’ ’

GHtierrez and Hirsch (1973:845) found that Mexican-American
students in nystal City:#

...no longer feel that they are at the mercy of their
environment. They have begun to develop a sense of T
identity and a sense that they can control their en-
vironment--especially their political enyironment.-

The potenéy of thé group confl%ct model in helping us to

-

understand and explain the Mexican-American experience in =
Crystal City should be evident.’ Most importantly, the once
subéprvient Mexican-American community made substantial,

cogcrete gains in the education .f their children through.

»

@ b . . .
controlling the school board and other decision-making admin- |

s
> o

istratiye positions. a $ o ’ p )
Although Crystal City has been used here as an example,

similar communitiés exist in the rural sectdr of the Southwest.

o

Corpus Christi,  Texas,, for-example, reveals a similar history: '«
-, LY ¢ o .

while 62 percent- of the school district"s students are Mexicgn

»

American, only five Spanish-surnamed candidates have been

elected to the seven-member school board in the'past sixty

years; no more ¥han two have served at- any one poing. A
- . ' q - . +

a

>

13]
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“ .

similar pattern has also been documented in Parlier, California

where the political system traditionally has been controlled
° : : )

"by Anglos whi'le the majority of the population is Mexican American.

Through the use of this case 'study, however, we do not
mean to 'imply that a change in peréonnel (from Anglo to Mexican

American in this_case) is in itself 7a structura’®lange. 8uch

a change is merely a condition for emerging interests to become

s

values or realities. As new personnel, Mexican Americans’

must press for actions that result %e Mexican-American yalues ’

- ‘. I3

becoming realities. - .

o K
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"Policy Implications and Conclusions .

* In this paper we have "argued tﬂaq group conflict thegr}
- ! ) ”
provides a framework for understanding the low academic status

» N »
of MekXican Americans. This model views the educational system
@ R .

L]

as an institution dominated by the ruling group in the larger

RS

N .
society. This dominant:group uses the educational system to

@

maintain, transmit, ‘and perpetuate its ruling status. 1In this

respect, the functions of education are to maintain the dominant

status of'a'particular\group in the larger society, and not to
’

Y

serve the larger jociety as a.whole.

+

Throughout the United States we are faced-with the curious

phenqeﬁngn of whole public school systems serving only the boor

8

and,Mexican'Americdns while being centrally controlled by

’ . ¢
boards of education that irepresent the dominant- group.  We
. . : P sy o -

hypothesize that thesq‘béards:are elected by dominant group
voters, basing our hypo hesis on comparjsons of voter versus non-

voter ratios aldng lines of incbmq_éﬁd sécial'qlaéaS(W@;tenberg,'

-

f
!

: T a1 e . é c
In modern, corporate America, differential group p rmance

is a prescribed outcome of.aq,educational system designed to
T

maintain and expand the dbminant group's control. A structural
/

change, such as decentralization, would thredten this control.,
T o

To be sure, decentralization of school operations implies.thét

. 3 o

the dominant group (Anglo Americans) stands to lose .some of its

[

power when Mexican—Ameribaq communitfes gain control over the

education of fhéir children. Tnis’ﬁés exemplified in the Crystal

-

City experience discussed above.

~

.
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Finally, the problems of Mexican-American students run
&

decper than the situation in the schools. The educational system
is only one part of a larger social system. Schools are not
isolated units. They operate within and reflect the larger

society. ~The larger society, and thus the schools, expect

.

aﬂd accept the lower level of achievement by Mexican-American

students and tperefore have not been very responsive to these

students.> We can be certain that if a large proportion of
Anglo students were not sﬁcceeding in school, the educational

system would be restructured with the utmost urgency to

3 2

eradicate the problems. Unfortunately, the larger soéiefy and-
the educational system do not respond this rapidly Eotthe special

. R
needs &f Mexican-American students who have pad, and continue

to have, an educational experience which is demonstrably -

»

different from both the majority group's experience and the

. -
~ 4 g

experiences of other minority groups. - - T .

%
~Thé implications of the foregoing theoretical analysis
_are simply stated; there is no doubt that the process of bring-

ing about their implementation continues to be complex and
w .

. T . — . M Tk
meets with resistance. - ) .

LN

~1. Mexican Americans need to gain p%liticaf’control of

. the -govefning bodies that oversee the schools in

-

their communities. Méxican—American students stand
to gain from such con;roi."'In additiony ‘Mexican

]

a

" * Americans should strive to gain equal representation

va



N rcly on the "force of law,” not on their own rcsources, to dassure that

Q

~-ERIC.
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: ) on. all school boards which =

_govern schools with a substantiaL—ngican-Amcrican cnrollment.

0

The presence of even one conscientious (responsive to the needs
of the community) Mexicuan-American pepresentative on the school

board will begin to have a significant impact on,the policies

enacted by that }gody.22 : T . )

As Haro (1977:75) QOtCSZ £ '

The first revolution in American education, the movement for quantity,

has been won. The second revolution, the move toward providing

cquality of opportunity, is: underway in the country and in Los Angcles.
. However, the Mexican community is playing a peripheral role afd must

they recicve just treatment.  This will not work. The source of

Chicano discontent with the schools is their lack of pewer in effccting
. change in that institution. Therefore, Mexican people must rciterate

their demand for [incrcased] community.control of ‘their loc™>thool

and work together to gain that confrol. Then the revolution of equality

will have mgahing\for the Mexican (brackets added). .

2. The model also implics that,a simjlar process of cnhanced cmpower-

ment nceds to occur at all local levels of government (e.g., city ’

Y
" 5

council, city commissions, etc.). That is, Mexican-Americans should

be represented on all local political bodies in their communjities.
’ \.:"1 ! — -

3. Logically, this representation should extend to the state and

- .. . o o
The—Mexican-American community eannot afford to be complacent with the

./ -

gains made*in the late 1960s and carly 1970s, however substantial, v1sibfc,

national levels. ' SN

and important .they have been. Various indicators of.sgcial and ecconouirc

.

progress show thad Mexican-Americans and other minorities continuc to lag

.behind the white community (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1978a).

Mexican-Americans, both collectively and individually; 'must continuc to

press for equdl representation and benefits. Otherwise, the system will

revert to its earlier closed form. There i% alrcady a*substantial-smift

in national attitudes and “policy regarding the rights of minorities as -

.

evidenced by the Bakkc case and.thc;popularity of slogans like "reverse -~ |

. - . v -
- - - - “

discrimination." - s ) . X




" have decreased in recent years. At Stanford Univgrsity, for
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As Brownlng, Marshall and Tabb (1979'7—8) have noted, }
//k clear undeestanding of these rcprdsentatlon processes
.should also enable ‘us to resist the misleading rhetoric®
"of those who allege "reverse discrimination’," or claim
to uphold "free market competition," whén their real
motivation is to protect a pr1v1leged position they see
s threatened by minority success in polltlcai partici-

pation and employment.
- I3

Concrete evidenc#& of this conservative shift can be found at the

college ahd university levels where ﬁexican-American enrollments

‘example, ?Chlcano enrollments in graduate and professional

programs declined "for the fourth stralghtlxear_.(Stanford

<~

Observer, 1978). This seems to be a national trend. '

The central axis of ‘American democracy is particibatﬂon .
an@‘representation. In the past this haspbeen more myth shan

reality. for Mexican Americans and other minorities. Action

: ust be taken to ensure that' recent gains are not lost and to
,k\«f///i;;élop and enforce policies which indéed guarantee equal

-
4

representation. ¢ : B
Final Note
° The conflict model.provides a frameworR of techniques -
T ;

for é;acing political pressure on established institutions

'in order to better respond to the needs of the Mexican-American

community nationwide. These basic concerns relate specifically
LY

to accurate Census enumeration of Mexican Americans, effective

‘enforcement of voting rights and political participation,

implementation of culture-sensitive educational programs,

3
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continuing emphésis in affirmative action in.employment, and
finally,'articulation and enforcement of fundamental human righté
for undocumented Mexican-American migrants.

A continuing priority needs to be placed on coalition
building between Méxican Americans and othér Spaniﬁh-speakiﬁgh

peoples residing in the United States. -Such a coalition,

#yhich would eventually include non—Hispanié groups with similar
political interests, needs to wm k toward defining common
goals and developing practical po itical strategies that will
result in greatercpolitical enfranchisement. That ig, such a
coming together of nondominant groups should be depenstrated
by significant gaips in educational achievement, 'political,

influence, income, and respect for the various cultural

traditions represented.
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Notes

=
20. It should be. noted. that Mexican Americans had gained

political control of the city council once before, in 1963.
Their contrql, however, was shortlived; Anglos quickly re-
established their power. '

21. A free lunch prbgfém fo£ children of low-income families
was also initiated soon after the takeo&er.

22.’ An excellen; example of this efféct can be found in Tucson,
Arizona, where a Mexican American was elected to th school
board in 1974 (incidenté%}y, he was only the sécond Spagisﬁ:
surnamed individual to serve on the Tucson School’Board in the
more than seventy years fhis distrigE has been in operation).

In the five yéars he has been in office considerable gaips ﬁave

been made for the Mexican-American student (he was reelected

in 1978 and now serves as Chairman of the Bbard).

138
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