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ABSTRACT 
 
 This dissertation examines the interethnic marriages of Mexicans in Tucson, 

Arizona, between 1854 and 1930. Arizona’s miscegenation law (1864-1962) prohibited 

the marriages of whites with blacks, Chinese, and Indians—and eventually those with 

Asian Indians and Filipinos. Mexicans, legally white, could intermarry with whites, but 

the anti-Mexican rhetoric of manifest destiny suggests that these unions represented 

social transgressions. Opponents and proponents of expansionism frequently warned 

against the purported dangers of racial amalgamation with Mexicans. The explanation to 

the apparent disjuncture between this rhetoric and the high incidence of Mexican-white 

marriages in Tucson lies in the difference between two groups: the men who denigrated 

Mexicans were usually middle- and upper-class men who never visited Mexico or the 

American Southwest, while those who married Mexicans were primarily working-class 

westering men. The typical American man chose to pursue his own happiness rather than 

adhere to a national, racial project.     

This study provides the largest quantitative analysis of intermarriages in the West. 

The great majority of these intermarriages occurred between whites and Mexicans. 

Though significantly lower in total numbers, Mexican women accounted for large 

percentages of all marriages for black and Chinese men. The children of these couples 

almost always married Mexicans. All of these marriages were illegal in Arizona, but local 

officials frequently disregarded the law. Their passive acceptance underscores their racial 

ambiguity of Mexicans. Their legal whiteness allowed them to marry whites, and their 

social non-whiteness facilitated their marriages with blacks and Chinese. 
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The dissertation suggests the need to reassess two predominant claims in 

American historiography: first, that Mexican-white intermarriages in the nineteenth-

century Southwest occurred primarily between the daughters of Mexican elites and 

enterprising white men; and second, that the arrival of white women led to decreases in 

intermarriages. Working-class whites and Mexicans in fact accounted for the majority of 

intermarriages between 1860 and 1930. The number of intermarriages as total numbers 

always increased, and the percentage of white men who had the option to marry—i.e., 

those who lived in Arizona as bachelors—continued to intermarry at rates that rivaled the 

high percentages of the 1860s and 1870s. 

  
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



! *"!

INTRODUCTION    
 
 

Emmett Woodley and Leonicia Terrazas celebrated their wedding at Saint 

Augustine Catholic Church on March 23, 1872.1  The bride and groom met in Tucson, 

but considerably different journeys had brought them to the new Territory of Arizona.  

Like countless other Americans, Emmett had recently migrated west.  A native of 

antebellum Virginia, he had served in the United States army before settling in Tucson.2  

Leonicia, meanwhile, had migrated north from the border state of Sonora, tracing a route 

that Mexicans had followed for over a hundred years.3  Their working-class backgrounds 

and common migrant experiences might have generated a sense of compatibility and 

reassurance to help them overcome their linguistic and cultural differences, but the 

couple still had to negotiate two potential obstacles, one with the Catholic Church and the 

other with Arizona’s miscegenation law.  Emmett was an African American Protestant, 

and Leonicia was a Mexican Catholic.  The Church ostensibly opposed this type of 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Catholic Diocese of Tucson, St. Augustine Marriage Register, 1872, p. 93.  I use the 
names as they most commonly appear.  Church records used phonetic spellings in this 
case: Emet Wudly and Leonisia Terasas. 
2 Emmett belonged to the Buffalo Soldiers, the African American cavalry and infantry 
regiments created by the United States Congress in 1866.  They originally constituted the 
9th and 10th cavalries and the 24th, 25th, 38th 39th, 40th, and 41st infantries.  By 1869, 
however, the infantries merged into the 24th and 25th regiments.  See Bruce A. Clasrud 
and Michael N. Searles, ed., Buffalo Soldiers in the West: A Black Soldiers Anthology 
(College Station: Texas AM University Press, 2007); Harry Lawson, The History of 
African Americans in Tucson: An Afrocentric Perspective (Tucson, AZ: Lawson's 
Psychological Services, 1996), 20-21.  
3 Throughout this dissertation, I use the term Mexican to refer to people of Mexican 
ancestry regardless of their birthplace.  Only when necessary for purposes of clarification, 
do I distinguish between Mexican Americans and Mexican nationals (or Mexican 
immigrants).  I also apply the term white to all Euro-Americans (citizens and 
immigrants), but will underscore their birthplace when relevant.  
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interfaith marriage, and the Arizona Territory had prohibited marriages between blacks 

and whites since its first legislative session (1864).4  Nonetheless, their plans to marry 

proceeded uneventfully: they obtained a marriage license from the county clerk, and the 

priest granted an interfaith dispensation.5  While the local church always approved 

interfaith marriages—as long as the couple married in a Catholic ceremony—the consent 

of county clerks did not come automatically when a couple belonged to different races.  

In fact, marriages between blacks and American whites were virtually non-existent during 

the life of Arizona’s miscegenation law (1864-1962).  Mexicans, however, occupied an 

ambiguous racial space: they were legally white and allowed to marry only whites, but in 

practice, county officials facilitated their marriages to non-whites.  These officials and 

many other whites relegated Mexicans to the social status of non-white.  

The Woodleys’ marriage thus illustrates a disjuncture between prescription and 

practice.  The fact that Arizona law prohibited marriages between whites and non-whites 

did not mean that such marriages never took place, particularly when Mexicans were 

involved.  There is little doubt that the priest understood the implications of marrying an 

interracial couple, because, unlike a previous black-Mexican wedding he had performed 

two years before, this time, he noted that the groom was a “colored” person.6  Such a 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
4 The Howell Code, Adopted by the First Legislative Assembly of the Territory of Arizona 
(Prescott: Office of the Arizona Miner, 1865), 230-31.  Arizona’s first Territorial 
legislature approved The Howell Code as the first Territorial statutes in 1864.  See 
Chapter 1 for a detailed explanation of the adoption and amendments of Arizona’s 
miscegenation law. 
5 Catholic Diocese of Tucson, St. Augustine Marriage Register, 1872, p. 93. 
6 The priest did not register Leonicia’s race, which indicates that he believed she was 
Mexican—i.e., white—since he regularly noted when a person was of Indian ancestry.  
Arizona never prohibited black-Indian marriages.  
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racial label carried a legal, not a religious connotation and probably reflected the priest’s 

effort to provide a semblance of compliance with the ban on interracial marriages.  The 

annotation, in fact, could only serve as proof that the priest had violated the law—even if 

he simply solemnized a union that the county clerk had already sanctioned.7  The 

celebration of the Woodley-Terrazas wedding demonstrates that even though the 

Territorial legislature prescribed opposition to this kind of marriage, local racialist 

sensitivities superseded it and contravened it.8  This dissertation attempts to identify and 

explain this and other incongruities in the study of intermarriages in the Southwest in the 

late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.9 

The chapters that follow contribute to the discussion of the meaning of race, 

culture and class.  They provide the most extensive statistical study to date of 

intermarriage patterns in a Southwestern region and illuminate several incongruities 

regarding the study and practice of intermarriages.  The conclusions help to revise the 

assertion that intermarriages in the late-nineteenth-century Southwest occurred 

exclusively or primarily between enterprising white men and the daughters of the old 

Mexican elites.  This dissertation also questions the common historiographical conclusion 

that the arrival of single white women caused a decline in the incidence of Mexican-white 

marriages.  It also explains the apparent contradiction between the prevalence of 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
7 The law stipulated fines ranging from one hundred to ten thousand dollars and prison 
terms from three months to ten years for “whoever shall contract marriage…and whoever 
shall solemnize any such marriage.”  The Howell Code, 230-31. 
8 See more on the Woodleys in Chapter 6. 
9 I use the term Southwest to refer to the region that encompasses the states of California, 
Nevada, Arizona, New Mexico, Utah, Colorado, Oklahoma, and Texas. 
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intermarriages among westering white men and the frequency of anti-Mexican 

expressions in the discourse of manifest destiny and white supremacy.  

The American settlement of the Southwest coincided with high levels of 

intermarriages in predominantly Mexican areas.  As white Americans moved to the 

Southwest in the nineteenth century, whether in the form of massive, sudden migrations, 

as in the cases of gold and silver rushes in California and Colorado, or in slower 

movements, as in the migrations inspired by trade and agricultural ventures in Arizona 

and New Mexico, one situation consistently emerged in burgeoning towns: the ratio of 

white men to white women was extremely high.  The annexation of the Southwest 

between 1836 and 1854 incorporated approximately 100,000 Mexican residents into the 

United States.10  Consequently, for the most part, the only non-Indian women white men 

found as potential wives and partners were Mexican women.  Some white men found a 

welcoming situation among Mexican hacendados.  During the latter part of the nineteenth 

century most upper-class Mexican families lost their economic and political power to 

incoming white immigrants, but some members of the old elite managed to preserve a 

privileged position thanks in part to strategic marriages between their daughters and 

white men.  To date, a few scholarly works directly address the extent and type of 

interethnic marriages during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and the 

perception that all intermarriages featured white men and wealthy Mexican women 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
10 The Annexation occurred in four major stages: the separation of Texas from Mexico 
(1836), its admission to the union in 1845, the Mexican-American War (1846-1848), 
which resulted in the loss of the northern half of Mexico’s territory, and the Gadsden 
Purchase (1854), which added small portions to Arizona and New Mexico, including 
Tucson.  
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remains the predominant narrative, even in histories that deal with intermarriages only 

briefly.11    

This historiographical problem originates from a tendency to highlight the lives of 

prominent families—that is, people who leave more historical records.  This focus 

produces simplistic conclusions regarding the role and extent of intermarriages.  These 

historians frequently emphasize the alliances formed through intermarriage by elites and 

politicians from both groups.12  They underscore that wealthy Mexican families sought to 

maintain their social and economic power—or at least to forestall a complete loss of 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
11 Albert I. Gordon offers the following three categories for intermarriages: “interfaith” 
refers to a marriage between people of different religions; “interracial” to different races; 
and “interethnic” to different nationalities or cultures.  Of course, in some cases, all three 
situations always apply.  For Mexicans in Tucson, some intermarriages were interracial 
and interethnic but not interfaith, since they married Catholic whites.  Albert I. Gordon, 
Intermarriage: Interfaith, Interracial, Interethnic (Boston: Beacon Press, 1964), 1-2.  
The most influential authors who promote the narrative of elite marriages are Rodolfo 
Acuña, Tomás Almaguer, Manuel González, Carey McWilliams, and David Montejano.  
See notes 12-19 below.   
12 Rodolfo Acuña, Occupied America: The Chicano Struggle Toward Liberation (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1972), 33, 83; Tomás Almaguer, Racial Fault Lines: The 
Historical Origins of white Supremacy in California (Berkeley and Los Angeles: 
University of California Press, 1994), 58; Albert Camarillo, Chicanos in a Changing 
Society: From Mexican Pueblos to American Barrios in Santa Barbara and Southern 
California, 1848-1930 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1996), 69; Manuel 
González, Mexicanos: A History of Mexicans in the United States (Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press, 2000), 90, 93; Carey McWilliams, North from Mexico: The Spanish-
Speaking People of the United States (New York: Praeger, 1990), 90; Thomas E. 
Sheridan, Los Tucsonenses: The Mexican Community in Tucson, 1854-1941 (Tucson: 
University of Arizona Press, 1986), 145-146.  The latest monograph on Mexican 
intermarriages also focuses exclusively on the lives of elites.  See María Raquél Casas, 
Married to a Daughter of the Land: Spanish-Mexican Women and Interethnic Marriage 
in California, 1820-1880 (Reno: University of Nevada, Reno, 2007). 
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influence.13  Others argue that the old elites needed white sons-in-law to protect them 

from legal injustices or that they attained social acceptance and prestige by marrying their 

daughters to the new power players.14  A historian even suggests that they looked to 

whiten their families by having heirs with fair complexions.15  For whites, according to 

these authors, marriage to an elite Mexican woman meant access to trade, land, 

inheritance, and political influence.16  Other scholars similarly suggest that intermarriages 

facilitated the transition from Mexican to American rule.17  Two studies even suggest that 

Mexican women served as “tribute offered by the pragmatic old ruling class to the new… 

part of the spoils of conquest” or that they at least functioned as a commodity.18 

By contrast, authors who rely on records that grant access to the lives of people 

from all classes find that strategic marriages were the exception and that marriages 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
13 Richard Griswold del Castillo, La Familia: Chicano Families in the Urban Southwest, 
1848 to the Present (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1984), 67; Almaguer 
58. 
14 Acuña, 53, 117; Almaguer, 58; Camarillo, 70. 
15 González, Mexicanos, 90. 
16 Acuña 31, 33; Almaguer, 59; McWilliams, 90.  
17 A brief essay by sociologist James Officer, devoid of any references to substantiate its 
claims, produced an oft-quoted assertion that in Tucson the descendants of intermarried 
couples have linked the white and Mexican communities since the United Stated annexed 
it and “have helped to maintain good relations between the two groups . . . down to the 
present day [1960].” Though Officer contradicts himself, actually discussing examples of 
discrimination and alienation, his remarks appear unquestioned in several of the 
aforementioned works. James Officer, “Historical Factors in Interethnic Relations in the 
Community of Tucson.” Arizoniana Vol. 1, no. 1, 13-15; González, Mexicanos, 101; 
Sheridan, 145.  See also David Montejano’s discussion of the role of intermarriages in 
facilitating a peaceful transition from Mexican to white dominance in southern Texas.  
David Montejano, Anglos and Mexicans in the Making of Texas, 1836-1986 (Austin: 
University of Texas Press, 1987). 
18 Almaguer, 59; Acuña, 117. Only two of the works cited for this paragraph provide 
quantitative data on intermarriage practices, though they neglect to incorporate class in 
their data analyses, focusing primarily on prominent families. Griswold, 69; Sheridan, 
148. 
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among the lower classes represented norm.  Using census schedules, civil records (birth, 

death and marriage certificates), court records (divorce, probates), pension claims, and 

church records (baptisms, weddings), they delve into the motivations that led people to 

marry outside their group and the results of such marriages.  Darlis Miller and Rebecca 

M. Craver, for example, explain that New Mexican women did marry a few white elites, 

but, more importantly, that intermarriages occurred primarily between working-class 

white men and working-class Mexican women.19   

Other scholars have recently studied different types of intermarriages.  Karen 

Leonard demonstrates that marriages between working-class Mexican women and 

working-class Punjabi immigrants played an important role in the formation of the 

Punjabi community in the United States. Similarly, Ana C. Downing illustrates the 

importance of including marriages between Mexicans—men and women—and working-

class blacks, Indians, and whites in Texas.  Furthermore, Deena González’s Refusing the 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
19 Darlis Miller, “Cross-Cultural Marriages in the Southwest: the New Mexico 
Experience, 1846-1900,” New Mexico Historical Review 57:4 (1982): 335, 337, 340; 
Rebecca M. Craver, The Impact of Intimacy: Mexican-white Intermarriage in New 
Mexico, 1821-1846 (El Paso: University of Texas, El Paso, 1982), 11; Jane Dysart, 
“Mexican Women in San Antonio, 1830-1860: the Assimilation Process,” The Western 
Historical Quarterly 7:4 (1976): 370; Ana C. Downing de De Juana, “Intermarriage in 
Hidalgo County, 1860 to 1900” (Master’s thesis, University of Texas, Pan American, 
1998); Karen Leonard, Making Ethnic Choices: California's Punjabi Mexican Americans 
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1992); Katherine Benton, “Border Jews, Border 
Marriages, Border Lives: Mexican-Jewish Intermarriage in the Arizona Territory, 1850-
1900” (Master’s thesis, University of Wisconsin, Madison, 1997). For examples of the 
emphasis on famous men see, for instance, Craver and Miller.  They mention the cases of 
Charles Bent, the first white governor of New Mexico, Kit Carson (of pioneering fame), 
Henry Connelly, governor of New Mexico during the Civil War, and two Mexican 
delegates to congress. Also, Dysart mentions that James Bowie, who fought at the 
Alamo, married the daughter of a Texas governor (during the Mexican period) and that 
several politicians and county officers also married Mexican women.  
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Favor: The Spanish-Mexican Women of Santa Fe, 1820-1880 sheds light on three issues 

that should influence the scholarship on Mexican American intermarriage practices.  She 

documents that intermarriages among the poor—at least in New Mexico, but likely also 

in other places—occurred far more frequently than among the upper classes.  She adds 

that, for the most part, there was no social mobility for either party, since both tended to 

belong to the lower classes.  She concludes that the most frequent intermarriage for 

Mexican women in Santa Fe was with working-class Irish immigrants.  Thus, class 

parallelism and religious compatibility most likely affected marriage choices.20  

These authors provide valuable data on the incidence and kind of intermarriages 

between Mexicans and other groups. For instance Craver indicates that between 1821 and 

1846, a great percentage of marriages for white men in New Mexico involved Mexican 

women and that most of the children of these unions married Mexicans.21  Looking at a 

later period, Miller discovered a highly similar incidence of intermarriages in Las Cruces 

and Santa Fe.22  Meanwhile, in San Antonio, Texas, Jane Dysart explains that between 

1830 and 1860, marriages between white men and Mexican women were very frequent, 

and that daughters from upper-class Mexican families regularly married white men.23  

Two authors provide data that diverge from the white-man/Mexican-woman model.  

Looking at Hidalgo County, Texas, Downing demonstrates that Mexicans frequently 

married outside their group between 1860 and 1900 and that Mexican men accounted for 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
20 Deena J. González, Refusing the Favor: The Spanish-Mexican Women of Santa Fe, 
1820-1880 (New York: Oxford university Press, 2001), 113-114. 
21 Craver, 4. 
22 Miller, 341. 
23 Dysart, 365-375. 
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one third of these unions, marrying white and black women.24  Finally, focusing on 

California, Leonard explains that between 1910 and 1940, virtually all marriages for 

Punjabi men involved Mexican women.25 

This dissertation corroborates the primacy of working-class relationships in 

interethnic unions, but it finds different results in other areas.  It reveals, for example, that 

working-class Mexican women accounted for a large percentage of the wives of white 

men in nineteenth-century Tucson, most of whom were also of working-class origins.26  

It also highlights a correlation among intermarriage, class, and foreign birth similar to the 

patterns González underscores for Santa Fe.  In the case of Tucson, however, not just the 

Irish, but also other foreign men and native-born white men married Mexican women, 

and the practice extended several decades after annexation.  This dissertation, 

furthermore, revises the current belief that the increasing presence of single white women 

produced a decline in intermarriages, which remains the prevalent narrative in syntheses 

and monographs.  Such a conclusion conflicts with what actually happened in Tucson 

and, very likely, in other parts of the Southwest.  On the surface, it does seem that as the 

number of white women increased, the percentage of white men married to Mexican 

women declined.  The problem with this interpretation lies in the inclusion of all white 

men and all white women, when, in fact, a great percentage of white endogamous couples 

had married before arriving in Tucson.  Focusing exclusively on the incidence of 
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24 Downing, 94-96.  
25 Leonard, 67, 186, 212. 
26 Between 1860 and 1900, Mexican women accounted for 30 percent of all unions for 
white men.  The percentages break down as follows: 67 percent in1860, 91 percent in 
1864, 79 percent in 1870, 40 percent in 1880, and 16 percent in 1900.  
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intermarriages among white bachelors produces results that closely resemble the high 

percentages of the 1860s-1880s.  

As this dissertation underscores the prevalence of intermarriages for working-

class Mexican, white, black, and Chinese residents, it also examines and explains the 

disjuncture between anti-Mexican ideologies and popular behaviors.  For example, 

several factors suggest that intermarriages between whites and Mexicans in the 

nineteenth-century Southwest should have occurred only sporadically, if ever.  These 

include the anti-Mexican rhetoric that preceded and followed the Mexican War (1846-

1848), in which racial ideologies appeared repeatedly; the antagonism that surrounded the 

political, economic, and geographical displacement of the Mexican population of the 

Southwest; and cultural differences, especially in the areas of religion, language, and 

customs.  At first glance, there does seem to be a contradiction between these potential 

obstacles and the fact that, as this dissertation proves, interethnic relationships between 

whites and Mexicans were highly frequent in Tucson between 1854 and 1880 and 

remained surprisingly widespread as late as 1930.  This discrepancy between obstacles 

against and a high incidence of intermarriages, however, derives primarily from the 

narrative one chooses to emphasize.  Focusing, for example, on the frequency and tone of 

the anti-Mexican rhetoric of the mid-1800s certainly leads to the conclusion that whites 

held ideas that directly opposed any kind relationships with Mexicans, let alone 

marriages.  Underscoring the experiences of displacement of the Spanish/Mexican elites, 

as syntheses regularly do, reinforces the impression that westering men maintained 

antagonistic, condescending views of all Mexican residents.  Finally, there are problems 
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with the assumption that cultural differences were rigid enough to preclude interethnic 

relationships or existed uniformly among all westering whites and Mexican residents.  A 

great number of white migrants, for instance, were either foreign-born, Catholic, or both.  

For them, change and adaptation was somewhat normal, and they often shared certain 

characteristics with Mexican residents, such as a migrant background and a Romance 

language.  

The scholarship on whiteness helps to illuminate why some westering men might 

have found more affinity with Mexican residents than with other whites. In the nineteenth 

century the legal whiteness of Mexicans and some Europeans did not necessarily imply 

social acceptance.  Historian Matthew Frye Jacobson argues that the definition of who is 

white has been in flux since colonial times, complicated at various points by arriving 

immigrants from Europe and Asia.  Whites, he suggests, are not born, but somehow made 

and unmade, and time and space act upon the fluidity of whiteness.27  For example, a 

Philadelphia prison housed and treated Irish inmates as black in early 1800s.28  The fact 

that Irish immigrants in the 1870s could be despised Celts in Boston and solid members 

of a Caucasian anti-Chinese organization in San Francisco illuminates the centrality of 

time and place in creating racial identities and politics.29  Furthermore, during the late 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
27 Matthew Frye Jacobson, Whiteness of A Different Color: European Immigrants and the 
Alchemy of Race (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998), 3, 5, 7, 57, 110. 
28 Noel Ignatiev, How the Irish Became White (New York: Routledge, 1995), 42-51.   
29 Jacobson, 7, 57, 110.  Similarly, historian Reginald Horsman explains how American 
expansionism allowed the Irish and other races the opportunity to participate in the drive 
of manifest destiny: “An Irishman might be described as a lazy, ragged, dirty Celt when 
he landed in New York, but if his children settled in California they might well be praised 
as part of the vanguard of the energetic Anglo-Saxon people poised for the plunge into 



! "#!

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Greeks and Italians worked in racialized labor 

crews.30  In rural Louisiana Italian immigrants occupied a racial space above blacks but 

below other Euro-Americans and in the late 1800s, and whites lynched eleven Italians in 

New Orleans in 1891 for fraternizing and even intermarrying with blacks.31  These 

immigrants often did not benefit from or adhere to the American tenets of white 

supremacy and racial hierarchies.  Other Americans did, however. In turn-of-the-century 

New York intermarriages between old immigrants (from northern Europe) and new 

immigrants (from Italy, Russia, Poland) were virtually non-existent.32   

Some purportedly lesser whites could ascend the racial hierarchy by 

demonstrating their allegiance to established whites. For instance, historian Noel Ignatiev 

argues that Irish immigrants in the nineteenth century sided with employers and political 

leaders rather than form a working-class alliance with blacks and thus became white and 

racists.33  Similarly, in Arizona, some Italians ascended the salary scale by siding with 

management and against Mexicans workers during a strike and by kidnapping the white 
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Asia.”  Reginald Horsman, Race and Manifest Destiny: The Origins of American Racial 
Anglo-Saxonism (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1981), 4.   
30 For the role of the padrone in oppressing Greeks and Italians, see Gunther Peck, 
Reinventing Free Labor: Padrones and Immigrant Workers in the North American West, 
1880-1930 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000). 
31 Vincenza Scarpaci, “Walking the Color Line: Italian Immigrants in Rural Louisiana, 
1880-1910,” in Are Italians White?: How Race is Made in America, ed. Jennifer 
Guglielmo and Salvatore Salerno (New York and London, Routledge, 2003), 60-76; 
Sheryl L. Postman, “Parallels of Life Style: Southern Italians in the United States 
South—New Orleans, 1891,” in The 1891 New Orleans Lynching and U.S.-Italian 
Relations, ed. Marco Rimanelli and Sheryl L. Postman (New York: Peter Lang, 1992), 
47. 
32 Deanna L. Pagnini and S. Philip Morgan, “Intermarriage and Social Distance among 
U.S. Immigrants at the Turn of the Century,” The American Journal of Sociology 96:2 
(1990): 405-08, 430-31. 
33 Ignatiev, How the Irish Became White. 
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orphans Mexican families had adopted.  Historian Eric V. Meeks underscores that wages 

were closely tied to ethnicity, not to skill.  Thus, Italians were in essence undergoing a 

whitening process, and some of them were able to adopt the children Mexicans could 

not.34  Thus, placing racial identities in historical context frequently demonstrates that not 

all whites were equally white. 

  The work of cultural anthropologist Ann L. Stoler on the relationship between 

colonialism and sexual behavior helps to explain why the anti-Mexican rhetoric of 

manifest destiny held little sway over the marriage choices of westering men.  She points 

out, for example, that in spite of numerous efforts by French colonial officials to regulate 

marriage and sexual relationships in Indonesia, a consistent incongruity between 

prescription and practice developed.  French officials were always concerned with the 

allegiance of white colonizers.  They feared that excessive interaction with the native 

population might lead to a shift in loyalty.  They maintained that “a man remains a man 

as long as he stays under the gaze of a woman of his race,” but they also worried that the 

presence of white women—whom they considered more likely to empathize with the 

natives—would undermine colonial power.  Thus, they repeatedly adopted regulations on 

conduct, living arrangements, and lengths of stay.  White men, nonetheless, engaged in 

formal and informal relationships with native women regardless of the policies of 
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34 Eric V. Meeks, Border Citizens: The Making of Indian, Mexicans and Anglos in 
Arizona (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2007), 28-29; Eric V. Meeks, “Border 
Citizens: Race, Labor, and Identity in South Central Arizona, 1910-1965” (Ph.D. diss, 
University of Texas, Austin, 2001), 80-88; Linda Gordon, The Great Orphan Abduction 
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colonial authorities.35  In a way, Stoler suggests, imperial attempts at regulating behavior 

and the denigration of those who strayed from prescribed norms were signs, not of power, 

but of powerlessness.36   

In part, Stoler argues, the failure of European powers to control sexual behavior 

stemmed primarily from four realities. First, policymakers resided in Europe and 

remained distant from the actual experience of colonial life.  They codified modes of 

conduct from the home country, based on theory, cultural values, and pragmatism, not on 

the actual wishes and concerns of white colonists.  Second, officials measured success on 

assessments of private rather than public life—that is, the semblance of bachelorhood or 

endogamy often sufficed even if informal sexual relationships with native women 

remained prevalent, as the increasing number of biracial children indicated.  Third, 

officials modeled rules of conduct on middle-class standards of living, making it almost 

certain that lower-class colonists—who represented a majority—could not observe them.  

Fourth, adherence to these rules rested on the false premise that colonists viewed 

themselves as a distinct racial, cultural and political entity, and wished to remain separate 

from the natives.37  

The relationship between European colonial officials and their colonists highly 

resembles the disjuncture between the prescriptions of the discourse of manifest destiny 
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35 Ann Laura Stoler, Carnal Knowledge and Imperial Power: Race and the Intimate in 
Colonial Rule (Berkeley/Los Angeles/London: University of California Press, 2002), 1-2.   
36 Ann Laura Stoler, Race and the Education of Desire: Foucault’s History of Sexuality 
and the Colonial Order of Things (Durham, NC/London: Duke University Press, 1995), 
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37 Stoler, Carnal Knowledge, 6-7, 16, 29-30, 35-36, 42-47; Race and the Education of 
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and the actions of westering men.  In fact, considering that adherents of American 

expansionism possessed no regulatory power over behavior, their influence over 

American settlers proved that much weaker.  Like European policymakers, proponents of 

manifest destiny envisioned racially and ideologically united white settlements that 

would protect racial purity.  Their rhetorical proclamations assumed that white migrants 

would prioritize whiteness and national cohesiveness and intuitively or obediently play 

their role in the nation-building project.  Yet, located primarily in the Northeast, these 

enunciators ignored or misunderstood the concerns of westering men.  Some of these men 

might have been unaware of or opposed to such racial visions, and others fell outside 

contemporaneous scientific definitions of whiteness.  Expansionists, nonetheless, inserted 

all whites within the unifying narrative of Anglo-Saxonism and in opposition to 

Mexicans, the latest Other in the conquest of the frontier.38  These calls for white purity 

and unity notwithstanding, westering men—American- and foreign-born alike—openly 

exercised their own prerogatives when they met Mexican populations in the conquered 

territory.  They lacked what political theorist Alex Callicos calls a sense of collectivity 

because they did not believe they had a common identity.39  Their visions of the future 
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38 Historian and cultural critic Richard Slotkin argues that American expansionists 
inserted Mexicans as a “unitary racial antagonist” within a reformulation of the frontier 
myth, thus allowing for the prosecution of the war as the latest of a series of 
confrontations between civilized, racially unified Americans and frontier savages.  The 
territorial conquest, however, proved to be problematic, because, unlike Indian lands, the 
American Southwest was not quite as “vacant” as the previous conquered territories.  
Richard Slotkin, The Fatal Environment: The Myth of the Frontier in the Age of 
Industrialization, 1800-1890 (New York: Atheneum, 1985), 179-180, 191-2.       
39 According to Callicos, "It may well be that persons coordinating their actions have 
much in common--perhaps they occupy the same class position and so have shared 
interests…. But unless they believe themselves to have something in common and treat 
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differed from those of racist expansionists.40  If European empires—armed with coercive 

power—failed to regulate the behavior of their colonists, the rhetorical prescriptions of 

American expansionists—relying solely on cultural power—would certainly not succeed 

in the Southwest.   

Shifting the focus away from middle-class and elite narratives and onto the texts 

and actions of the typical westering man further elucidates the incongruity of racialist 

anti-Mexican rhetoric and the prevalence of Mexican-white marriages.  National and 

regional histories frequently emphasize statements that neatly suit the overall mood and 

meaning of the times, such as the speeches and declarations of politicians and prominent 

writers. These voices tend to emphasize memorable phrases and ideas that seemingly 

encapsulate the quintessence of the times. In this case, John O’Sullivan’s phrase of 

manifest destiny purportedly captured the mission of the United States during the entire 

era of Western expansion. The discourse of manifest destiny depicted Mexicans as an 

inferior race unworthy of assimilation into white society. Examples of such enunciations 
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this as the basis for their collective action, they are not a collectivity.” Alex Callicos, 
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40 Along this line, literary analyst Mark Rifkin suggests, “The concept of ‘manifest 
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appear frequently in speeches, periodicals, and fictional accounts.  Yet, one should not 

assume that all Americans—or, more specifically, that the Americans who eventually 

settled in the Southwest—embraced such views.  Discerning which groups were 

expressing such ideas and why produces a clear distinction between what one might call 

middle-class/elite narratives and the expressions of lower-class people.  In this case, 

narratives that give primacy to the racialist ideologies of middle- and upper-class 

expansionists (politicians, journalists, and writers) leave the impression that whites 

uniformly opposed interethnic unions.  Yet, the writings and, more importantly, the 

actions of lower-class whites indicate an inclination to embrace such relationships with 

Mexicans.  Therefore, a history of the West should examine the actions and experiences 

of intermarried men and women to illuminate the contradictions that middle-class 

narratives frequently created. This dissertation presents these actions in such a way that 

they produce a counter-narrative and compares it to the discourse of manifest destiny. 

In sum, the types of white men who expressed anti-Mexican views were not the 

same as those who decided to form families with Mexicans—the former created the 

rhetoric, while the latter spoke through their actions.  These two groups occupied 

different social, cultural, and, most important, geographic spaces. Men who promoted the 

anti-Mexican discourse of manifest destiny usually belonged to one or more of the 

following groups: middle- or upper-class residents of the Midwest or Northeast—who 

rarely, if ever, traveled to the West—periodical editors, politicians, expansionists, and 

amateur scientists—particularly, self-proclaimed anthropologists.  These men never lived 

among Mexicans for long periods of time—if they visited the Southwest at all—nor were 
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they in positions to contemplate entering into an interethnic union.  They tended to 

oppose intermarriages as an abstract threat to national Anglo-Saxon purity.   

The actions of westering men stand in clear opposition to these politically charged 

enunciations.  White men who relocated to Tucson primarily belonged to the lower 

classes and included high percentages of foreign-born migrants. These men were not as 

likely to ascribe to, let alone produce, anti-Mexican rhetoric.  The comments of working-

class American men demonstrate that they were not familiar with the recent inclusion of 

Mexicans in the white/non-white racial discussions that appeared in journals and political 

speeches.  Similarly, foreign white men lacked the cultural precepts of American 

racialism.41  The initial encounters between whites and Mexicans in fact occurred during 

a period when several European groups—particularly those from southern and eastern 

European ancestries or of non-Protestant origins—occupied ambiguous positions in the 

racial hierarchy of American Anglo-Saxonism.42  Both groups thus enjoyed certain 

cultural freedom in forming their judgments when they settled in the Southwest. 
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41 Following the definition of Peggy Pascoe, I use the term racialism to describe the 
language and ideologies that maintain “that race, understood as an indivisible essence 
that included not only biology but also culture, morality and intelligence, was a 
compellingly significant factor in history and society.”  Peggy Pascoe, “Miscegenation 
Law, Court Cases, and Ideologies of ‘Race’ in Twentieth-Century America,” The Journal 
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at the apex of Anglo-Saxon evolution.  Two hundred years of historical rewriting by the 
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explanations of history.  Based on European intellectual and scientific theories, 
Americans would surmise that their success lay in their blood, claiming the following 
lineage: Caucasian > Teutonic > Saxon > Anglo-Saxon > American Anglo-Saxon.  And 
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Arizona also provides examples of the incongruity between the racialist ideology 

of the discourse of manifest destiny and the prevalence of intermarriages. The latter half 

of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth did, in fact, represent a 

period of racial and social antagonism against Mexicans in the Southwest, but anti-

Mexican sentiments were not prevalent in all spaces at all times. Overviews of newspaper 

accounts, travelogues, fictionalized tales, and political rhetoric accurately reveal 

primarily negative depictions of Mexicans in Arizona, but these attacks tended to 

originate in northern Arizona and in the mining towns.  The dominance of politicians 

from these places also allowed them to codify their racial attitudes into the several 

versions of Arizona’s miscegenation statute.  There is evidence, however, that the law 

was not uniformly applied due to a disconnection between the ideologies of legislators 

and the actions of local officials (clerks, priests, justices of the peace).  The original law 

(1864) banned marriages of whites with Indians, blacks, or mulattoes, and the ancestry-

clause amendment further barred marriages between the descendants of these groups 

(1887).  The legislature added Asian Indians and Filipinos to the list of ineligible non-

whites in 1931. The encoding of racial attitudes assumed that local emissaries would 

strictly adhere to the law, but its ambitious goal of forbidding even the slightest of racial 

admixtures made it almost impossible to enforce.  In particular, the addition of the 

ancestry clause illustrates that the legislature sought complete—and unrealistic—

protection of white purity, but the absurdity of the clause and the racial ambiguity of 

Mexicans and of the working-class white men who migrated to Arizona contravened its 
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forbears.”  Horsman, 92-94. 



! #*!

sweeping intent.  The absence of white-black and white-Chinese marriages and the 

frequency of Mexican-black and Mexican-Chinese marriages suggests that while all of 

these unions were illegal in Arizona, local officials chose to enforce the ban on the 

former but not always on the latter.  Whatever the law stipulated about the legal 

whiteness of Mexicans, county clerks, justices of the peace, and religious figures often 

did not object to marriages between Mexicans and non-whites.  

These chapters discuss these incongruities and demonstrate that a systematic 

examination of data from multiple sources yields a different picture of marriage patterns 

that significantly revises our understanding of Southwestern culture and society.  Chapter 

1 examines the history of Arizona’s miscegenation law (1864-1962), from its initial 

Territorial efforts to prohibit marriages of whites with Asians, blacks, and Indians, to the 

enactment of a virtually unenforceable ancestry clause that forbade marriages between 

the descendants of whites and the descendants of Asians, blacks, and Indians, Asian 

Indians and Filipinos. Under this statute, multiracial people—like mestizos—could 

technically not marry anyone, not even another multiracial person.43  Mexicans, however, 

were legally white and never came under the scope of the miscegenation law, though they 

clearly occupied a racial in-betweenness in Tucson that allowed them to marry whites 

(legally) and non-whites (with the acquiescence of local officials).  The frequent 

violations of the law by the descendants of black-Mexican and Asian-Mexican couples 
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43 Multiracial people could avoid a strict interpretation of the law only if both partners 
possessed no white ancestry whatsoever.  Marriages between non-white couples—e.g., 
black-Indian, Chinese-Filipino, and so on—were legal throughout the life of the statute, 
and so were marriages between the descendants of non-white ancestry—e.g., if a person 
of black-Indian ancestry married someone of Chinese-Filipino ancestry.    
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further illustrates the absurdity and inefficiency of the law in preventing marriages.  

Several court cases, however, demonstrate that some litigants could employ it to bolster 

their legal positions, especially as they sought to protect their property by questioning the 

legitimacy of certain marriages.          

Chapter 2 analyzes the discourse of manifest destiny vis-à-vis the rhetorical 

Mexican question and the issue of interethnic relationships between American men and 

Mexican women.  It argues that while American politicians, newspaper editors, and 

fiction writers generally depicted Mexicans unfavorably, Mexican women frequently 

escaped their scorn.  The chapter discusses the saliency of racial depictions in the 

accounts of American travelers and fiction writers, who introduced Mexico as a literary 

motif in the early nineteenth century.  Mexico received ambivalent depictions until 1836, 

but the spectacle of the independence of Texas initiated a period of scathing, 

stereotypical, and racist narratives that would only multiply in intensity and circulation 

after the declaration of war in 1846. Thus, the so-called Mexican question started to 

receive much coverage from travelers, writers, pseudo-scientists, journalists, and 

expansionist politicians.  As these self-proclaimed pundits offered answers to the 

Mexican question, racial difference became their primary concern, especially when they 

considered the national and personal amalgamation that a territorial expansion entailed.   

Chapter 3 discusses how some travel accounts help to explain why white men so 

openly and frequently entered into relationships with Mexican women and legitimized 

those unions with formal marriages when American western migration began after the 

Mexican War.  The chapter first analyzes what travelers to Mexico and the American 
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Southwest wrote about Mexicans and, in particular, how they viewed the prospect of 

forming families with Mexican women.  It then discusses the importance of 

distinguishing among the various types of travelers in order to see why some embraced 

and propagated the discourse of manifest destiny, while others tended to undermine it.  

The texts of leisured travelers and amateur ethnologists differ from those of situational 

travelers, like soldiers, whose texts were originally meant for private use.  The chapter 

argues that while a dominant expansionist narrative promoted Anglo-Saxonism and 

depicted Mexicans as an undesirable population, situational travelers tended to 

undermine this vision when they described their experiences among Mexicans.   

Chapter 4 discusses how Arizona fit the larger, national pattern of anti-Mexican 

discourse. The legal whiteness of Mexicans in the Territory was largely secure, but their 

social whiteness was ambiguous at best, as they had to negotiate frequent social, legal, 

labor, and political discrimination well into the twentieth century. The chapter argues that 

while whites in the north and in mining towns often employed the discourse of manifest 

destiny to chastise Mexicans and denounce interethnic relationships, whites in southern 

Arizona, especially in Tucson, were in fact undermining those rhetorical attacks: not only 

were white Tucsonans marrying Mexican women in large percentages—and thus 

sabotaging the ideal of white domesticity—but local newspapers were also 

counterbalancing the caustic positions of the north. 

Chapter 5 discusses the extent, variety and significance of interethnic unions 

(marriages and informal relationships) in Tucson between 1860 and 1930.  It examines 

possible correlations between the incidence of these unions and birthplace, residence 
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within Tucson, and the arrival of single white women.  The chapter explains that 

interethnic relationships declined as a percentage of all marriages—as occurred in other 

parts of the Southwest. Yet, interethnic unions remained extremely and surprisingly 

common for specific cohorts.  Quantitative evidence calls into question the claim that the 

arrival of white women had a negative effect on the practice of intermarriages in the 

West.  It is true that interethnic unions steadily decreased as a percentage of all 

marriages.  Yet, the example of Tucson reveals that the decline did not occur because 

white bachelors redirected their attention towards white women.  Rather, the explanation 

lies in changes in the nature of white migration to Tucson.  

 Chapter 6 focuses on the marriages and informal unions between Mexicans and 

non-whites, primarily blacks and Chinese.  The legal whiteness of Mexicans barred them 

from marrying any non-white group, but a number of these couples managed to 

circumvent Arizona’s miscegenation law by marrying elsewhere or through the 

acquiescence of local officials.  The fact that civil and religious figures agreed to marry 

some of these couples does not mean that they approved of marriages between whites and 

non-whites, but, more likely, that they viewed both groups as non-white.  These 

marriages and the presence of a large Mexican community combined to create a 

relatively accommodating environment for black and Chinese migrants. The number of 

these unions—including those formed by the descendants of these couples—pales in 

comparison to the hundreds of marriages between Mexicans and whites, but relationships 

with Mexicans proved to be important to early black and Chinese immigrants, accounting 

for a large percentage of all their unions into the twentieth century.  In an era when a 
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large number of black and virtually all Chinese men faced an almost certain prospect of a 

life of bachelorhood, Mexican women represented a significant part of their lives.  

Chapter 7 focuses on the experiences and expectations of people who entered into 

interethnic relationships.  It relies extensively on newspaper accounts, personal papers, 

church documents, and legal records to reveal the experiences, proclivities, and examples 

of satisfaction and dissatisfaction that characterized members of interethnic families.  The 

chapter argues that the socio-cultural nature of the southern Arizona space—as a fluid 

Mexican borderlands region—significantly influenced how interethnic couples interacted 

in their relationships, in large part because it shaped the worldviews, and thus the 

expectations, of the wives—who, of course, were almost universally of Mexican descent.  

It addresses the following five themes within the framework of personal expectations: 

religion, language, personal networks, behavior, and legal issues. For some, the behavior 

of their spouse became unbearable, and divorce emerged as a necessary recourse.  At that 

point, they often relied on their understanding of the law and on the advice and emotional 

support of relatives and friends as they sought to protect their interests.   

Class thus emerges as a constitutive element in the abundance of interethnic 

unions.  Highly noticeable for its absence in divorce cases is the use of racialist discourse.  

Neither Mexicans nor whites cited ethnic, racial or cultural differences in their 

complaints or defenses, and virtually no one used racial epithets in their testimony.  This 

fact reinforces a theme that prevails in all the chapters: class, much more than race, 

influenced the decisions of people who intermarried.  Consequently, westering white men 

often had more in common with Mexican women than with the Midwest and Northeast 
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expansionists who feared interethnic relationships.  Similarly, black and Chinese men 

found social equals in the legally white, but socially non-white, Mexican women they 

married.  In both cases, neither rhetorical prescriptions nor codified racisms were able to 

keep interethnic couples apart.  Furthermore, the sheer number of marriages between 

white, black and Chinese men and Mexican women suggests that these spouses viewed 

each other as social equals.  In spite of the racialist warnings of American expansionists 

and the racial antagonism against blacks and Chinese, couples decided to marry, not 

merely enter into cohabitation arrangements.  These couples thus understood the 

importance of marriage as an institution and decided to legitimize their unions.  Their 

marriages carried social meanings of equality and racial respect and, importantly, also 

economic benefits.  Miscegenation laws, historian Peggy Pascoe explains, targeted 

marriage, much more than sexual relations, because it connotes moral, cultural and social 

propriety, but especially because it bestows rights to property and financial support that 

informal unions do not.44  The prevalence of intermarriages in Tucson demonstrates that 

neither the anti-Mexican rhetoric of the discourse of manifest destiny nor Arizona’s 

miscegenation law prevented Mexicans from forming equal relationships with members 

of other ethnic groups.                        

 

 
 
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
44 Pascoe, What Comes Naturally, 22-26; “Miscegenation Law,” 49-50; “Race, Gender, 
and the Privileges of Property: On the Significance of Miscegenation Law in the U.S. 
West,” in Over the Edge: Remapping the American West, ed. Valerie J. Matsumoto and 
Blake Allmendinger (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999), 217-18. 
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CHAPTER 1 
ARIZONA’S MISCEGENATION LAW AND THE VULNERABILITY OF ILLICIT 

MARRIAGES 
 
 

In 1940, Frank Pass went to trial for the murder of Sai Han Ong in the Phoenix 

area.  The homicide occurred only two weeks after Pass had married Ruby Contreras, and 

she, without his consent, agreed to testify against him.  The judge in the trial allowed the 

testimony at the request of the prosecution because he determined that the Pass-Contreras 

marriage contravened the state’s miscegenation statute.  The illegitimacy of the union, the 

judge ruled, exempted Ruby from the law that prevented people from testifying against 

their spouses.  The jury convicted Pass of the murder.  After a series of appeals, the 

Arizona Supreme Court had to decide whether the lower courts had acted appropriately in 

allowing Ruby’s testimony on the grounds that her marriage violated the state’s 

miscegenation law.  In spite of the couple’s surnames, it was Frank Pass’s ancestry that 

made him ineligible to marry whites.  He was the son of an Englishman and a Paiute 

Indian woman.  Ruby, on the other hand, declared that her father was Spanish and her 

mother was half-French/half-Mexican, making her, according to the court, one hundred 

percent white.  “In her veins nothing but Caucasian blood flowed,” the judges surmised.  

Although the state’s lawyers and the court justified their position by maintaining that 

Mexicans were white, such a step was unnecessary.  Even if the court had found that she 

was part Indian—or black or Chinese, for that matter—the marriage could not have 

occurred in Arizona.  Frank’s Indian ancestry disqualified him from marrying Ruby or 



! #(!

anyone with any percentage of white ancestry.1  Frank, furthermore, as the descendant of 

a white father could neither marry anyone with any percentage of black, Chinese, 

Filipino, Hindu, or even Indian ancestry.  Incredibly, in the ethnically diverse Arizona, 

Frank could not, in effect, marry anyone.      

This chapter explores the legal context of the Frank Pass case, Arizona’s 

miscegenation law (1857-1962), particularly vis-à-vis interethnic relationships involving 

people of Mexican ancestry.  It traces the history of the ban on interracial marriages that 

began as a short-lived racist statute in New Mexico Territory and persisted after Arizona 

became a separate territory.  It slowly evolved into the confounding law that essentially 

forbade multiracial people from marrying anyone.  The law proved effective in 

preventing whites from legally marrying blacks, Indians and Chinese, efficiently serving 

its primary, if not its sole, objective.  It, however, affected the marriage choices of 

Mexicans in a different way.  The law never prohibited Mexican-white marriages, since 

Mexicans were legally white and such unions occurred frequently before and after New 

Mexico and Arizona enacted their miscegenation laws.   

Historically, nonetheless, the definition of Mexicans as legally white has 

repeatedly come under attack.  The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo guaranteed Mexicans 

the same citizenship enjoyed by whites and the equal protection of their rights, but 

institutional and social discrimination during the second half of the nineteenth and early 

part of the twentieth centuries demonstrated that Mexicans did not actually enjoy all the 

privileges of whiteness.  This ambiguity and the enactment of Arizona’s miscegenation 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Arizona v. Frank Pass, 59 Ariz. 16; 121 P.2d 882; 1942 Ariz. 
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law effectively produced a contradiction: Mexicans could legally marry whites but not 

non-whites; yet, the fact that local officials occasionally sanctioned black-Mexican and 

Chinese-Mexican marriages indicates that the legal whiteness of Mexicans permitted 

their marriages with whites and their social non-whiteness sometimes allowed them to 

marry non-whites.  The law failed to prevent some banned marriages, but, as several legal 

cases prove, the courts consistently upheld the miscegenation statute in annulling them 

when challenges arose.  The discrepancy between the decisions of the courts and those of 

local magistrates demonstrates that the former strictly adhered to the statutes, while the 

latter observed their own prerogatives when deciding which marriages to condone.  There 

is no record of any white-black or white-Chinese marriages, but Mexican-black and 

Mexican-Chinese did take place occasionally.     

Arizona enacted a miscegenation law immediately after gaining territorial status 

and the ban endured for almost one hundred years.  American legislatures have prohibited 

interracial marriages since colonial times.  Although Maryland enacted the first statute 

forbidding miscegenation in 1664, legal decisions and legislative resolutions had 

previously restricted the ability of white-black couples to engage in sexual and 

reproductive practices.  Like other aspects of legal segregation, miscegenation laws 

expanded both their scope and severity of punishment after the Civil War, peaking in 

1913, when thirty of the forty-eight states had various forms of prohibitions on interracial 

marriages.2 Interracial marriages first became illegal in Arizona while it was still part of 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
2 Peter Wallenstein, Tell the Court I Love My Wife: Race, Marriage, and Law—An 
American History (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2002), 3-5, and unpaginated maps 
following page 159.  The rulings and resolutions grounded their assault in religious and 
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New Mexico Territory, whose legislature prohibited marriages and cohabitation between 

black/mulatto men and white women in 1857, punishing both partners with two to three 

years of prison and hard labor.  The law was originally gender-biased.  It did not ban 

marriages between white men and black/mulatto women, but two years later those unions 

also became illegal.3  The ban on interracial marriages was part of a broader racist agenda 

in New Mexico.  In the 1850s, its Territorial legislature also enacted a slave code and an 

act restricting the movement of free blacks.4  When Arizona became a separate territory 

in 1863, its first legislature (1864) immediately followed the lead of other Western states 

and territories in enacting a miscegenation law—California (1850), Utah (1852), 

Washington and Kansas (1855), and Nevada (1861).  The Arizona law remained in effect 

until 1962, long after neighboring New Mexico had removed its prohibition in 1886.5     

 Arizona adopted a miscegenation law that derived from the statutes of California.6  

The Territory’s first legislative action authorized Governor John N. Goodwin to hire 

Judge William T. Howell to write a legal code.  Howell based it on the statutes of New 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
moral arguments.  Byron Curti Martyn, “Racism in the United States: A History of the 
Anti-Miscegenation Legislation and Litigation” (Ph.D. diss., University of Southern 
California, 1979), 1-8.  
3 Martyn, 456-59, 546.  
4 Jay J. Wagoner, Arizona Territory, 1863-1912: A Political History (Tucson: University 
of Arizona Press, 1970), 3. 
5 Martyn, 456, 564, 1637.   
6 Roger D. Hardaway, “Unlawful Love: A History of Arizona’s Miscegenation Law,” 
The Journal of Arizona History 27:4 (1986): 178.  Hardaway provides a good overview 
of the law, but he begins his narrative with the second Territorial legislature, mistakenly 
asserting that those legislators wrote the law and not William T. Howell with the 
approval of the first legislature.  The second legislature, as explained here, added Indians 
and Mongolians to the 1864 law that had only included blacks and mulattoes.  The same 
mistake appears in Wagoner’s Arizona Territory, one of Hardaway’s sources.  Wagoner, 
65.   
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York and California, and the legislature promptly approved it.7  New York, however, 

never forbade interracial marriages.8  Thus, Howell in fact copied California’s 

miscegenation law verbatim.  It made the following stipulation: “marriages of white 

persons with negroes or mulattoes are declared to be illegal and void.”  Violations 

resulted in a misdemeanor, and fines ranged from one hundred to ten thousand dollars 

and prison terms from three months to ten years.9  The punishment contradicted the 

designation as a misdemeanor, since the upper range of these prison terms corresponded 

only to felonies.10  Unlike the New Mexico version, Arizona’s law did not prohibit 

cohabitation.  The law also recognized marriages that had occurred legally in other 

states—including interracial marriages—regardless of their legality in Arizona.  An 

Arizona couple could secretly travel to another state or country, marry, return to Arizona, 

and enjoy the legal protections of legitimate marriages.  Their marriage remained legal in 

Arizona, as long it could not be proven that they had intentionally circumvented the law.     

 Arizona legislatures modified the law several times between 1865 and 1942.  The 

second Territorial legislature (1865) demonstrated its prejudice against the large Indian 

and small Chinese populations by promptly adding both groups to the list of people who 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
7 John S. Goff, “William T. Howell and the Howell Code of Arizona,” The American 
Journal of Legal History 11 (1967): 221-228.  The first Arizona statutes thus became 
known as The Howell Code.  The Howell Code, Adopted by the First Legislative 
Assembly of the Territory of Arizona (Prescott: Office of the Arizona Miner, 1865), xi-xii.  
Wagoner, 47. 
8 Martyn points out that in 1706, New York passed legislation stipulating that children of 
interracial marriages would “follow the state and condition of the mother” regarding their 
slave status. Martyn, 127, 221.     
9 The reference to the use of the statutes of both New York and California comes from 
Goff, 229.  I compared the wording of the California and Arizona laws.  The Howell 
Code, 230-31.  The California law appears in Martyn, 453. 
10 Hardaway, 178.   
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could not marry whites.  These additions separated Arizona from the less restrictive 

contemporary statutes of California and New Mexico.11  Arizona’s two legislative 

chambers, the House and the Council, subscribed to slightly different racial biases.  The 

House version had included only “Mongolians”—and indeed, Arizona became the first 

legislature to use such a racial classification in a miscegenation law—but the Council 

added Indians, a move that endangered, but did not prevent, the bill’s passage.  The ban 

on these intermarriages was yet another expression of the anti-Indian and anti-Chinese 

prejudices Arizonans demonstrated at the time.  The 1865 legislature openly called for 

the removal of friendly Indians and the pacification and even extermination of tribes 

“whose hostile presence is, and has been the chief obstacle to the growth and 

development of the Territory.”12  Politicians and newspapers frequently spoke against 

Chinese residents before and after the United States curbed Chinese immigration in 1882, 

primarily accusing them of polygamy, practicing coolie labor, living in unsanitary 

conditions, prostituting their women, and demonstrating an unwillingness to embrace 

American culture.13    

Although Arizona’s legislature initially copied California’s miscegenation law, 

the 1865 amendment illustrated the prerogatives of the new territory.  Pro-Southern 

Democrats dominated the legislature that adopted California’s law in 1850, and they 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
11 At the time, California and New Mexico only prohibited marriages between blacks and 
whites. 
12 Journals of the Second Legislative Assembly of the Territory of Arizona (Prescott: 
Office of the Arizona Miner, 1866), 38-40, 104-105, 108-109, 122-23, 225.  Nevada had 
banned marriages between whites and “Orientals” in 1861.  Martyn, 564.  
13 See Chapters 4 and 6 for further discussion of anti-Chinese attitudes. 
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focused their ban on white-black marriages.14  In Arizona, on the other hand, politicians 

with pro-Southern attitudes represented a plurality in the legislature but were politically 

weakened and did not vote in bloc.15  Their opposition to white-black marriages did not 

extend uniformly to other interracial marriages.  In the 1865 legislature that added a ban 

on white Chinese and white-Indian marriages, two of five Southerners in the House 

initially opposed the ban on Chinese-white marriages, and one more joined them to 

oppose the bill when the Council added a ban on white-Indian marriages.  Antagonism 

towards Indians more likely emanated from associations legislators made between 

Indians and disorder, viewing them as impediments to white immigration, investment, 

and economic development.  Mining interests, in particular, exerted great influence in 

Arizona politics throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and at the 

second legislature, miners outnumbered other professions ten to six.  In all likelihood, 

their antagonism towards Chinese workers and their concerns over Indian attacks 

prompted miners to vote for the ban on white-Chinese and white–Indian marriages.  The 

legislature, in fact, met during the early stages of the campaigns against Indians, but the 
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14 Robert J. Chandler, “California’s 1863 Loyalty Oaths: Another Look,” Arizona and the 
West 21:3 (1979): 215-43.  Martha Menchaca argues that the prohibition of white-black 
marriages was part of a larger effort to disempower non-whites in California.  Martha 
Menchaca, “The Anti-Miscegenation History of the America Southwest, 1837 To 1970: 
Transforming Racial Ideology into Law,” Cultural Dynamics 20 (2008): 289-291.   
15 Thomas Edwin Farish, History of Arizona, Volume III (Phoenix/San Francisco: Filmer 
Brothers, 1916), 27-30, 188; Patrick Lavin, Arizona: An Illustrated History (New York: 
Hippocrene Books, 2001), 188-190; Juan Gómez-Quiñones, Roots of Chicano Politics, 
1600-1940 (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1994), 266-69.  Of the five 
members present in the Council two were born in the South, and in the House five of the 
ten were from the South.  The seven Southerners were a plurality because there were only 
six members from the North and two foreigners.  Journals of the Second Legislative 
Assembly, “Members of the Second Legislative Assembly,” opening rosters, unpaginated.       
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prohibition on Indian-white marriages endured until 1942, long after the pacification 

period had ended.16      

Arizona became one of the first American legislatures to adopt strict definitions of 

whiteness in its miscegenation law.  In 1887, it prohibited marriages between “persons of 

Caucasian blood or their descendants with Africans, Mongolians and their 

descendants.”17  This clause sought a stricter ban on intermarriages by forbidding whites 

from marrying people with any trace of African or Mongolian ancestry—anticipating, if 

more vaguely, the one-drop laws that would appear in the early twentieth century.18  Both 

the Arizona ancestry clause and the one-drop laws plainly stated that descendants of 

white-nonwhite couples would never regain their legal whiteness.  In 1912, as nativists 

endeavored to separate ethnic groups along stricter racial definitions, a United States 

congressman from Georgia introduced a federal bill to forbid marriages between whites 

and people of color, whom he defined as “all persons of African descent or having any 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
16 Thomas E. Sheridan, Arizona: A History (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1995), 
59-61, 77-78.  
17 Previous scholars (including Hardaway, Pascoe, and Wagoner cited in this chapter) 
have incorrectly located the “ancestry” or “descendants” clause in the twentieth century.  
In fact, the ancestry clause first appeared in 1887, in the Revised Statutes of Arizona 
(Prescott, AZ: Prescott Courier Print, 1887), 371.  The clause had not appeared in the 
statutes of 1877, The Compiled Laws of the Territory of Arizona, John P. Hoyt, comp. 
(Detroit: Richmond, Backus, and Co., 1877), 317.  The legislature made no pertinent 
changes to the miscegenation law between these two publications.   
18 The one-drop laws that became prevalent in the South since the early 1900s replaced 
terms such as mulatto, quadroon, and octoroon with a blanket category of “any trace of 
black blood” to define a person as black.  The use of “descendants” in the Arizona 
ancestry clause in effect made the same stipulation.  As printed, the 1887 statutes 
neglected to include Indians in the list of groups ineligible from marrying whites.  The 
law, however, had not changed and Indians still could not marry whites.  The next 
version of the statutes (1901) corrected the error, and Indians and their descendants 
reappeared.  The Revised Statutes of the Arizona Territory (Columbia, MO: Press of E. 
W. Stephens, 1901), 809.  
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trace of African blood.”  Though unsuccessful, the bill demonstrated that anxieties over 

racial purity existed in Washington and in the nation.  Similarly, in 1907, Oklahoma had 

enacted a miscegenation law that defined people of color as those who had any African 

ancestry, and Southern states including Alabama, Georgia, and Virginia increasingly 

tightened their racial definitions until, in the 1920s, they settled on the so-called “one-

drop” rule, whereby any traceable African ancestry defined a person as legally black.19  

The language of the 1887 Arizona statute applied equally strict definitions to non-

whiteness and sought similar restrictions on legal marriages.  Though seemingly more 

vague than the one-drop laws, it also prohibited any marriage that threatened white 

purity.  Any confusions and legal challenges to its meaning and constitutionality 

repeatedly yielded the same result: the intent of the law was to keep whites and non-

whites apart.     

 In effect, however, this version of the law forbade virtually all people of mixed 

ancestry—and who had at least one white ancestor—from marrying anyone.20  American 

legislators have historically enacted miscegenation laws in order to protect only white 

racial purity since no American law ever barred interracial marriages among non-whites.  

But in 1887, the Arizona legislature came very close to enacting such a ban.  Since the 

law stipulated that whites (or the descendants of whites) could not marry blacks or 

Mongolians (or the descendants of blacks or Mongolians), a person of mixed racial 

ancestry could only enter a marriage in which both partners had no white ancestry 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
19 Wallenstein, 133-143. 
20 The Arizona legislature repealed both the ban on white-Indian marriages and the 
ancestry clause in 1942.  See main text below.  
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whatsoever—a legal and definitional impossibility.  For example, a person who was 

15/16 white and 1/16 black could not legally marry anyone who had any trace of white, 

black, Indian, or Mongolian ancestry.  His white ancestry forbade him from marrying 

non-whites and his black ancestry—minute as it was—disallowed a marriage with whites.  

Ironically, this absurd amendment occurred during the term of Governor Nathan O. 

Murphy, who had hired lawyers to revise and eliminate “improper and contradictory 

matter” from the statutes.21  Nonetheless, it would have been virtually impossible to 

enforce the ancestry clause.  Mexicans, in particular, as a mostly mestizo population, 

could not legally marry each other unless both were one hundred percent white or one 

hundred percent Indian (a more likely scenario).22  Similarly, any person of African 

ancestry with even a trace of white ancestry could not marry anyone who was white, 

black, or any combination of the two.  Therefore, all mestizos and mulattoes who married 

anyone between 1887 and 1942 effectively broke the law.   

The last addition to the list of groups that could not marry whites came in 1931 

when the legislature included Hindus and “members of the Malay race.”  Prejudice 

against Asian Indians and Filipinos surged in the West at this time, especially in 

California, and this addition to Arizona law reflected that growth, Asian Indians had 

migrated in significant numbers since the early 1900s, and approximately fifty-six 

thousand Filipinos had arrived in the West by 1930.  Men greatly outnumbered women in 

both groups, and these men primarily married Mexican women.  While both were 

victimized, Filipinos were even more so, since they were more likely to date white 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
21 Wagoner, 351. 
22 A mestizo is a person of white and Indian ancestries.    
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women, and their sexuality was a frequent target of local newspapers.23  In 1933, 

California, too, passed a law prohibiting Filipinos from marrying whites.24  

The trajectory of Arizona’s miscegenation law fits within overall political efforts 

to bring order, civilization, and economic development to the Territory, all within the 

framework of national debates over the meaning of race, society, and citizenship.  During 

the early Territorial period, Arizona governors and lawmakers enacted statutes that 

paralleled federal laws.  Acquiring territorial status during the Civil War and, more 

importantly, under the sponsorship of Abraham Lincoln, the Arizona could not have 

instituted the slave code that prevailed when it was part of the New Mexico Territory.  

Union forces, moreover, had quelled the efforts of Arizona Southern sympathizers to join 

the Confederacy.25  Arizona lawmakers, nonetheless, did adhere to racist sentiments, as 

the ban on interracial marriages demonstrates. 

The adoption of a miscegenation law and its amendments also conform to efforts 

to present a semblance of order and civilization.  Social order, as historian Susan L. 

Johnson posits in the case of California, was associated with white families.26  Legislators 

were fully aware of the perils of resembling anything but a white territory, as underscored 

by the comments of the U.S. congressmen who, in the early 1860s, argued that Arizona 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
23 Ariela J. Gross, What Blood Won’t Tell: A History of Race on Trial in America 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2008), 219-221.  Thanks to Katrina 
Jagodinsky for directing to the latter source. 
24 Mae M Ngai, Impossible Subjects: Illegal Aliens and the Making of Modern America 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2004), 100-115; Karen Leonard, Making Ethnic 
Choices: California's Punjabi Mexican Americans (Philadelphia: Temple University 
Press, 1992), 174-175. 
25 Wagoner, 36, 45-47. 
26 Susan Lee Johnson, Roaring Camp: The Social World of the California Gold Rush 
(New York: W. W. Norton, 2000), 275-280. 
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did not deserve territorial status because only ten percent of its white residents were non-

Mexicans.27  Arizona legislators thus insisted that Mexicans were white, especially since 

excluding them would leave only six hundred white residents in 1863.  Furthermore, 

governors and legislators during the Territorial period consistently sought ways to attract 

non-Hispanic white immigration and capital investment.  Thus, they pursued 

improvements in transportation (the railroad, whose absence easterners perceived as a 

sign of backwardness and disorder), communication (postal service), education (public 

schools), and safety (statutes, courts, jails, and law enforcement).28   

Lawmakers explicitly identified Indians as obstacles to social and economic 

development.  John N. Goodwin, the first Territorial governor, called them “murdering 

savages” who impeded the expansion of the mining industry.  Predictably, seven of the 

ten legislators associated with the mining industry voted for the ban on white-Indian 

marriages in 1865.  Attacks on Indians and on interracial marriages allowed Arizona 

politicians to claim a semblance of social order and reassured whites that they could 

migrate to the Territory and enjoy the protection of their property and their racial 

expectations.29 

The anti-immigration campaigns of the early 1920s and the arrival of a few 

thousand Asian Indians and Filipinos in the West, led to the inclusion of Asians in 

miscegenation laws throughout the country.  Arizona’s legislation was particularly 

unnecessary if one considers the insignificant size of its Hindu and Filipino populations.  
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
27 Wagoner, 27-28. 
28 Sarah H. Gordon, Passage to Union: How the Railroads Transformed American Life, 
1829-1929 (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 1996), 122. 
29 Wagoner 34, 47-53, 67-70, 124.   
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California had a much larger population of both Asian Indians (1,873) and Filipinos 

(30,470) in 1930.  In Arizona there were only fifty people classified as Hindus and 472 as 

Filipinos.30  Nonetheless, both legislatures followed national trends in banning Asian-

white marriages, as the number of states that had such laws increased from seven in 1910 

to fifteen in 1950, even as the size of their Asian populations declined or remained stable.  

Most of the bans occurred in the West, but they also emerged in states that had miniscule 

Asian populations including Georgia, Virginia, and Maryland.31       

Changes in Arizona’s miscegenation law in 1942 also coincided with better 

treatment for American Indians at the state and national levels.  American Indians 

received better treatment under the Franklin D. Roosevelt administration and recognition 

for their participation in World War II, where approximately twenty-five thousand 

fought.  John Collier’s tenure as Commissioner of Indian Affairs (1933-1945) proved 

particularly constructive.  He coordinated programs and legislature that provided more 

economic aid and produced self-sufficiency for Native Americans.  The so-called Indian 

New Deal placed emphasis on cultural preservation, civil rights, and local autonomy.32  
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30 The male-to-female ratios were as follows: in Arizona, 7-1 for Filipinos and 3-1 for 
Hindus; and in California, 15-1 for both groups.  Fifteenth Census of the United States: 
1930, (Vol. III, Part I): 143, 233,   
31 The states or territories that had banned white-Chinese marriages by 1910 were 
Arizona, California, Mississippi, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Utah.  By 1950 the 
following states also had prohibited these marriages: Georgia, Idaho, Maryland, Missouri, 
Nebraska, Virginia, and Wyoming.  Hrishi Karthikeyan and Gabriel J. Chin, “Preserving 
Racial Identity: Population Patterns and the Application of Anti-Miscegenation Statutes 
to Asian Americans, 1910-1950,” Asian Law Journal 9 (2002): 1, 16-18; Gross, 219. 
32 Alison R. Bernstein, American Indians and World War II: Toward a New Era in Indian 
Affairs (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991), 3-19, 64-67, 87-88, 89-97, 110-
111, 156-66.  World War II, Bernstein explains, resulted in more visibility and political 
awareness for Native Americans, but these changes, along with the efforts for the social 
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Arizona, too, was moving towards granting Native Americans more rights and the state 

Supreme Court finally gave them the right to vote (Harrison v. Laveen, 1948), 

concluding that denying them the franchise was a form of  “violence to the principles of 

freedom and equality.”33  When the Frank Pass case came before the Arizona Supreme 

Court in 1942, the judges nonetheless upheld the state’s miscegenation law.  In its 

opinion, however, the court underscored the absurdity of the ancestry clause, fifty-five 

years after its adoption.  It declared: “In trying to prevent the white race from 

interbreeding with Indians, Negros, Mongolians, etc., [the miscegenation statute] has 

made it unlawful for a person with 99 per cent Indian blood and 1 per cent Caucasian 

blood to marry an Indian, or a person with 99 per cent Caucasian blood and 1 per cent 

Indian blood to marry a Caucasian.”34  The judges asked the legislature to indicate a 

specific percentage of “Indian or other tabooed blood that will invalidate a marriage.”  Of 

course, the original intent of the law was to prevent people with even small percentages 

of nonwhite ancestry from marrying whites.  The legislature acted promptly and went 

beyond the court’s request.  After a few unsuccessful attempts to agree on a specific 

percentage of Indian ancestry, the Senate simply voted, 16-1 in 1942, to legalize 

marriages between Indians and whites and to remove the ancestry clause.  The House 
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integration of African Americans, also led to a shift in federal policy, as assimilation, 
rather than cultural preservation, became the focus. 
33 Vine Deloria, ed., American Indian Policy in the Twentieth Century (Norman: 
University of Oklahoma Press, 1992), 110-111.  
34 Arizona v. Frank Pass, 59 Ariz. 16; 121 P.2d 882; 1942 Ariz. 
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agreed on a 43-2 vote.35  Seventy-seven years after the initial ban, there was an 

overwhelming consensus on the issue, and Indians could once again legally marry whites 

in the state.  Clearly, the hostility towards American Indians that prompted legislators to 

prohibit Indian-white marriages no longer existed in the legislature. 

The Arizona legislature finally repealed the state’s miscegenation law in 1962, 

which by then only prohibited marriages of whites with blacks, Chinese, Asian Indians, 

and Filipinos.  Successful assaults on miscegenation laws had begun in California in 

1948, when its Supreme Court struck down that state’s statute in Perez v. Lippold.  In 

1959, a Pima County superior judge declared Arizona’s miscegenation law 

unconstitutional in Oyama v. O’Neill, and in 1962 the state legislature repealed the law 

(on votes of 71-6 in the House and 20-6 in the Senate) before the state’s Supreme Court 

heard an appeal.36  Arizona had ended its 105-year prohibition on interracial marriages.  

In 1967, the United States Supreme Court dealt the final blow to all remaining 

miscegenation laws in Loving v. Virginia, affirming that such statutes violated the 

Fourteenth Amendment.37 

No Arizona miscegenation law ever targeted Mexicans, but the legal endorsement 

of their marriages with whites should not obscure the history of racial antagonism against 

Mexicans and their attenuated legal and social standing.  Historically Mexicans were 
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35 Journal of the House of Representatives, First Special Session, Fifteenth Legislature of 
the State of Arizona, 1942, 117, 210; Journal of the Senate, First Special Session, 
Fifteenth Legislature of the State of Arizona, 1942, 147; Hardaway, 383-86. 
36 Terry Goddard, “Brown v. Board of Education,” March 2005 
<www.azag.gov/civil_rights/ Brown%20v%20Board%20Monograph.pdf> (viewed 20 
April 2006). 
37 Abraham L. Davis and Barbara Luck Graham, The Supreme Court, Race, and Civil 
Rights (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 1995), 214-16. 
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white in the law and non-white in society.  Courts have recognized them as white, while 

their social experiences have defined them as a racial underclass.  Historian Reginald 

Horsman, who traces the origins and development of American Anglo-Saxonism in the 

nineteenth century, argues that “America had placed the Mexicans firmly within the 

rapidly emerging hierarchy of superior and inferior races.”  The admission of Mexicans 

as white under the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo did not change widespread anti-Mexican 

attitudes among whites.38  During the years surrounding the Mexican War whites 

described Mexicans as indolent, dirty, and sacrilegious half-breeds and compared them to 

Indians and blacks.39  Other historians argue that the creation of barrios perpetuated 

exclusion and poverty40 and that anti-Mexican rhetoric had a direct impact on daily 

interactions between whites and Mexicans.41 

The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo guaranteed Mexicans “the enjoyment of all the 

rights of citizens,” but state lawmakers and judges frequently violated such stipulations, 

primarily because the treaty did not define Mexican elaborately enough to daunt those 

who would later slight Mexicans of the rights that the treaty putatively protected. 42  

These violations occurred because Mexicans could be considered different races, 

including white, mestizo, mulatto, and Indian, and the legislatures of the Mexican cession 
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38 Reginald Horsman, Race and Manifest Destiny: The Origins of American Racial 
Anglo-Saxonism (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1981), 300, 208, 210. 
39 David J. Weber, Foreigners in Their Native Land (Albuquerque: University of New 
Mexico Press, 1973), 104, 225. 
40 Mario Barrera, Race and Class in the Southwest: A Theory of Racial Inequality (Notre 
Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1979), 13, 213; Camarillo, 100. 
41 David Montejano, Anglos and Mexicans in the Making of Texas, 1836-1986 (Austin: 
University of Texas Press, 1987), 34-36. 
42 Article IX, included in Richard Griswold del Castillo, The Treaty of Guadalupe 
Hidalgo: A Legacy of Conflict (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1990), 190. 
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immediately curtailed the rights of a significant portion of the Mexican population by 

conferring constitutional rights only to white Mexicans, a stipulation the treaty never 

made.  Thus, all the civilized Indians and afro-mestizos who had enjoyed the rights of 

Mexican citizenship were suddenly ineligible to vote, hold important offices, practice 

law, testify in cases involving whites, and serve on juries.43  As early as 1857, a 

California court forbade a Mexican landowner who signed the California constitution 

from testifying in court because of his Indian ancestry.  The year before, the California 

Assembly had passed an anti-vagrancy ordinance informally known as the “Greaser Act,” 

which focused on people “commonly known as ‘Greasers’ or the issue of Spanish or 

Indian blood.”44  The law vilified Mexicans beyond its denigrating language.  Vagrancy 

laws, historian Linda K. Kerber explains, presumed that dark people were supposed to 

work or appear to work continuously.45  Idleness of any kind thus qualified Mexicans as 

vagrants.  

Arizona once again followed the lead of California lawmakers by limiting the 

franchise to “[e]very white male citizen of the United States, and every white male citizen 

of Mexico.”46  The legislature, of course, could have simply stated that only male white 
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43 The U.S. Congress granted states these prerogatives in 1849.  These restrictions on 
citizenship existed throughout the ceded territory and in Texas (whose sovereignty the 
treaty recognized).  Martha Menchaca, Recovering History, Constructing Race: The 
Indian, Black, and White Roots of Mexican Americans (Austin: University of Texas 
Press, 2001), 215-228.  See also how Mexicans face discrimination because of their 
ethnic background in Gross, 5-8, 254-76. 
44 Acuña, 117. 
45 Linda K. Kerber, No Constitutional Right to Be Ladies: Women and the Obligations of 
Citizenship (New York: Hill and Wang, 1998), 50-58, 71, 80. 
46 The Howell Code, 172 (emphasis added).  I compared the Arizona and California 
statutes.  The latter appears in Menchaca, Recovering History, 220.    
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citizens qualified, but the fact that they mentioned Mexicans separately indicates that, in 

their view, not all Mexicans were white.  This restriction to white Mexicans appeared 

nowhere in Arizona’s miscegenation law, meaning that mestizo and mulatto Mexicans 

could in theory marry whites but could not vote.  Non-white Mexicans, furthermore, were 

legally subject to other restrictions in Arizona, since only whites could practice law, 

testify in cases involving whites, and serve on juries.47  Clearly Arizona politicians could 

not simply redefine all Mexicans as non-white.  And, perhaps to their present discomfort, 

when they had pleaded in Washington, D.C. for territorial status, and later, statehood, 

they were only too willing to exaggerate the number of white residents by counting all 

Mexicans as white.  Unlike legislatures in California, New Mexico, and Texas, where 

Mexicans participated, in Arizona only three Mexicans took part in the first Territorial 

session in 1864—which enacted the Howell Code—and none returned until 1868.48  It is 

unlikely, however, that they would have advocated for the rights of non-white Mexicans, 

since Mexican delegates in the other states and territories acted only to protect their own 

rights as elites.49  
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47 The Howell Code, 50, 264, 294.  Only the law on the qualifications of juries offered a 
definition of black (one quarter or more black ancestry) and Indian (one half or more 
Indian ancestry).  “Mongolians” and “Asiatics” could not be witnesses either.  Non-
whites could not serve on juries because only electors qualified, and only whites had the 
right to vote.  
48 One of the original three Mexican legislators resigned amid allegations that he was not 
an American citizen.  Menchaca, “Anti-Miscegenation History,” 391.  The name of 
Francisco S. León, of Tucson, appears on the list of Council members for the Second 
Assembly, but he resigned.  Only one of the nine Pima County members attended the 
Second Assembly.  Wagoner, 505-509. 
49 Griswold del Castillo, Treaty, 66. 
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Mexicans in the West suffered social and legal discrimination, but state and 

federal courts eventually did protect and confirm the white citizenship of those who 

challenged discriminatory laws.  The courts confirmed the legal rights of Mexicans, even 

if they acted too late to prevent social, political, and economic consequences or if their 

rulings had no effect on local practices.  For example, the California Supreme Court 

declared that American citizens of Mexican descent were exempt from the miners’ tax, 

but white miners regularly forced them out anyway.50  Similarly, in 1869, white 

businessmen in Santa Barbara contested the election of Pablo de la Guerra as district 

judge, arguing that he retained “the character of a Mexican citizen.”  The California 

Supreme Court validated the white citizenship of De la Guerra and allowed him to keep 

his office, but it also recognized the prerogative of the government to deny rights to non-

white Mexicans.51  A similar case occurred in Tucson in 1893, when white political 

opponents argued that Lucas Estrella, a city marshal, was not an American citizen.  

Estrella successfully deflected the attacks, but his political career soon ended.52  In effect, 

the legal rights of Mexicans were frequently subject to ongoing political disputes with 

whites.  

A Texas federal district court finally established in 1897 the legitimate right of 

Mexicans to American citizenship.  From 1878 to 1952, American courts heard petitions 

from foreign nationals to decide whether they met the restrictions on naturalization that 
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50 The California Supreme Court ruled in People v. Naglee (1851) that, based on the 
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, Mexicans were not subject to the foreign miners’ tax.   
51 Camarillo, 43.  De la Guerra had also been a delegate in the constitutional convention 
and a state senator.  Menchaca, Recovering History, 221-22. 
52 Thomas E. Sheridan, Los Tucsonenses: The Mexican Community in Tucson, 1854-1941 
(Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1986), 118-19. 
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limited naturalization to whites.  The 1897 ruling (In re Rodriguez) determined that 

Mexicans indeed qualified, but the victory came with a distressing explanation.  The 

judges based their decision on international treaties between the United States and 

Mexico, and added that the claimant was probably not white in the anthropological 

sense, which in this case meant that he did not look white.53  In other words, the court 

reiterated that Mexicans were legally white even if they could not enjoy the social 

benefits of whiteness.54   

The social experiences of Mexicans in Arizona proved that legal whiteness did 

not necessarily translate into social toleration.  They were victims of lynchings and mob 

violence; a sheriff could manipulate state tax laws to strip them of their property; they 

participated on juries at lower rates than whites; they were subject to more prosecutions, 

longer sentences, and a disproportionate number of death sentences; hospitals often 

denied them services; some employers—mines in particular—used dual-wage systems 

where Mexicans received lower salaries for equal work and had no access to higher-
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53 Ian F. Haney López, White by Law: the Legal Construction of Race (New York: New 
York University Press, 1996), 1-3, 5-9, 61, 203.  Ironically, in 1954, the Supreme Court 
overturned Pete Hernández’s murder conviction (Hernandez v. Texas) based on lack of 
representation of Mexicans in the jury.  The court, however, did not suggest that 
Hernández was not white.  Instead, still relying on common knowledge, it indicated that 
“other differences from the community norm may define other groups which need the 
same protection.”  That is, the court assumed that Hernández was white but that local 
racism against Mexicans made him a member of a group that needed protection.  In this 
case, the court deemed that in a community where Mexicans suffered from 
discrimination, a jury that excluded them could not be impartial.  Ian F. Haney López, 
“Race and Erasure: the Salience of Race in Latinos/as,” in The Latino/a Condition: A 
Critical Reader, ed. Richard Delgado and Jean Stefancic (New York: New York 
University Press, 1998), 182.    
54 For a discussion of the social and psychological advantages of being accepted as white, 
see David R. Roediger, The Wages of Whiteness: Race and the Making of the American 
Working Class (London/New York: Verso, 2007).  
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paying positions; company mining towns relegated them to segregated, deplorable 

housing, and placer miners called their towns “white men’s camps” and passed 

resolutions to deny access to “Asiatics and Sonoranians.” On the eve of statehood, 

nativist organizations and labor unions—many of which excluded Mexicans—endorsed 

propositions to ban aliens from public projects and from hazardous occupations (namely 

mines), to require all employers to maintain their alien workforce at a maximum of 

twenty percent, and to administer literacy tests to potential voters.55  Mexicans were the 

primary targets of these political maneuvers since the number of Chinese residents had 

declined significantly and the black population was minuscule. 

Historian Linda Gordon demonstrates that white families in the Clifton-Morenci 

mining town of southern Arizona definitely did not view Mexicans as white.  In 1904, the 

New York Foundling Hospital attempted to place Catholic orphans—mostly Irish, but 

also Italian and Polish—with Mexican families in Arizona.  Hospital officials, Gordon 

explains, based their racially blind decision on a Catholic/non-Catholic binary, thus 

choosing Mexican families over the auspices of the Protestant Children’s Aid Society of 

New York.  The white families of Clifton-Morenci, appalled at the placement of white 

children with Mexican families, protested, then kidnapped the children, and eventually 

succeeded in adopting them.  They believed—unlike the Irish leaders of the hospital, the 

French priest of the local church, and the Irish nuns who brought the children—that 
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55 Linda Gordon, The Great Orphan Abduction (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press, 1999), 174-75, 180-181; Sheridan, Tucsonenses, 35, 89-91, 170-179; Sheridan, 
Arizona, 151.   
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whiteness and its privileges did not belong with Mexicans.56  In effect, they relied on the 

acquiescence of the white community, the legal system, the newspapers, and eventually, 

even the Catholic Church, to reestablish the racial hierarchy of the town.  

Conversely, some purportedly lesser whites could ascend the racial hierarchy by 

demonstrating their allegiance to established whites. Definitions of whiteness, historians 

Matthew Fry Jacobson and Noel Ignatiev argue, depend on historical contexts.57  Groups, 

like Italians and Irish, may lose and regain their whiteness according to local racial 

attitudes.58  Italians in Clifton-Morenci sometimes earned the lower, so-called Mexican 
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56 Gordon, Abduction, 3-12, 76-77, 96-97.  
57 Matthew Frye Jacobson, Whiteness of a Different Color: European Immigrants and the 
Alchemy of Race (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998), 3, 5, 7, 57, 110; Noel 
Ignatiev, How the Irish Became White (New York: Routledge, 1995), 42-51. 
58 Jacobson explains that the fact that Irish immigrants in the 1870s could be despised 
Celts in Boston and solid members of a Caucasian anti-Chinese organization in San 
Francisco illuminates the centrality of time and place in creating racial identities and 
politics. Jacobson, 7, 57, 110.  Similarly, historian Reginald Horsman explains how 
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plunge into Asia.”  Reginald Horsman, Race and Manifest Destiny: The Origins of 
American Racial Anglo-Saxonism (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 
1981), 4.  Neil Foley further explains that when white farmers proved incapable of 
succeeding in sharecropping in Texas, their whiteness, not the system that enriched elites, 
came into question—they must be Okies, off-white, like Mexicans, landowners reasoned. 
Neil Foley, The White Scourge: Mexicans, Blacks, and Poor Whites in Texas Cotton 
Culture (Berkeley/Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1997), 5-15.  
Associations could further stigmatize certain groups.  Greeks and Italians worked in 
racialized labor crews, and whites lynched eleven Italians in New Orleans in 1891 for 
fraternizing and even intermarrying with blacks.  Jacobson, 3, 5, 7, 57, 110.  For the role 
of the padrone in oppressing Greeks and Italians, see Gunther Peck, Reinventing Free 
Labor: Padrones and Immigrant Workers in the North American West, 1880-1930 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000). Sheryl L. Postman argues that some 
immigrants simply did not adhere to the American tenets of white supremacy and racial 
hierarchies. Sheryl L. Postman, “Parallels of Life Style: Southern Italians in the United 
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wages and, at best, ranked between Mexicans and whites in the salary scale.59  Some 

Italians, however, took advantage of opportunities to acquire the benefits of whiteness.  

First, in 1903, they abandoned a strike after management indicated it would assign them 

to low-paying jobs typically reserved for Mexican workers.  Second, in 1904, John Gatti 

became the leader of the vigilantes who removed the white orphans from the Mexican 

families that had adopted them, calling Mexicans half-breeds and degenerates.  He 

eventually adopted one of the children.  He had ascended the racial and class hierarchy of 

the town by reinforcing the ideology that Mexicans were not white.60 

 The issue of miscegenation arose as opponents of Mexican immigration used the 

discourse of Madison Grant’s The Passing of the Great Race (1917) in which he called 

Mexicans a mongrel race, incapable of self-government—arguments he had inherited 

from pseudo-scientific treatises of the mid-nineteenth century.61  Grant, an elitist 

conservationist from New York, maintained that new immigrants from non-Nordic 

regions would degrade American society.62  U.S. congressmen used similar language and 

warned of the degeneration and danger of racial mixing and referred to Mexican 
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Border Citizens: The Making of Indian, Mexicans and Anglos in Arizona (Austin: 
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62 Charles C. Alexander, “Prophet of American Racism: Madison Grant and the Nordic 
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intermarriage as “a mistake, a crime…, an absolute tragedy” since “the product is a 

Mexican.”63  Congressional debates, nonetheless, illustrated that both opponents and 

defenders of Mexican immigration grounded their arguments in biological determinism 

and depicted Mexicans as racially inferior.  Opponents of Mexican immigration argued 

that the inferiority of Mexicans posed a threat to the social and racial health of the United 

States, while supporters argued that such inferiority made them suitable for the stoop 

labor and that they could never improve enough to challenge the supremacy of whites. 64   

The 1924 U.S. Immigration Act sought to curtail the immigration of eastern and 

southern Europeans and non-whites from other continents, but in spite of their exclusion 

from these restrictions, Mexicans did not escape unscathed.  Western economic interests, 

which benefited from an abundance of Mexican labor, ensured that Mexican immigration 

remained unrestrained, but the anti-immigrant movements did result in the militarization 

of the United States-Mexico border through harsher penalties under U.S. law for illegal 

crossings and the creation of the Border Patrol (1925).  These federal agents were 

frequently connected to the Ku Klux Klan and used the vicious tactics of the Texas 

Rangers.65  Their exemption from the immigration act also failed to prevent their 

racialization in the 1930 census when the bureau adopted Mexican as a racial category.  
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63 Quoted in Sarah Deutsch, No Separate Refuge: Culture, Class, and Gender on an 
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64 Lynne M. Getz, “Biological Determinism in the Making of Immigration Policy in the 
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That census reaffirmed what social and political entities had expressed since the mid-

1800s, that Mexicans were not white.66 

The ambiguity of being legally white but socially non-white had more serious 

implications for Mexicans who formed unions and marriages with black and Chinese 

partners.  Unlike the marriages Mexicans entered with whites—which were legal even if 

they transgressed cultural lines—all their marriages with blacks and Chinese were illegal 

even if socially acceptable.  The fact that some of these couples managed to obtain 

licenses and marry in Arizona further reveals the racial ambiguity of Mexicans.  County 

clerks issued licenses to allow Mexicans to marry both whites and non-whites, 

consciously flaunting the law. Mexicans were legally white and could thus marry whites, 

but their social non-whiteness convinced civil and religious figures that they could 

occasionally marry non-whites.  Of course, some clerks exercised stricter judgment and, 

perhaps, couples that looked too dissimilar received no licenses.  In those cases, couples 

could still seek a marriage in New Mexico or in Mexico to circumvent the law.  Upon 

returning to Arizona, their communities most likely treated them according to local racial 

sensitivities.  In Tucson, there is no evidence that these interracial couples encountered 

any antagonism.     
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66 Stern explains that almost one million Mexicans received invasive examinations and 
chemical baths and delousing in the late 1910s, all under the pretext of a typhus 
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 Unions between Mexicans and either blacks or Chinese occurred frequently in 

Tucson and its surrounding areas in Pima County between 1860 and 1930.  Mexican 

women participated much more frequently in these unions than did Mexican men, just as 

they did in intermarriages with whites.  Overall, ten Mexican women formed families 

with black men and twelve with Chinese men, while only one Mexican man married a 

black woman and two married Chinese women (see Table 1.1).  The descendants of these 

couples primarily married Mexicans.  Eight men of black-Mexican ancestry married, or 

cohabited with, Mexican women, while only one formed a union with a black woman.  

 
Table 1.1 Interethnic unions involving blacks, Chinese, Mexicans, and descendants of 
these combinations, Pima County, 1860-1930.67 

Unions involving Mexican women Unions involving Mexican men 

Man Woman 
Total 
Unions 

Licensed 
in Arizona Man Woman 

Total 
Unions 

Licensed 
in Arizona 

Black  Mexican 10 5 Mexican Black  1 1 
Black-Mexican  Mexican 8 5 Mexican Black-Mexican  1 1 
Chinese Mexican 12 2 Mexican Chinese 2 0 
Chinese-Mexican Mexican 5 1 Mexican Chinese-Mexican 8 2 

Total  35 13   12 4 
 

There was only one woman of black-Mexican ancestry on the records, and she married a 

Mexican man.  Men and women of Chinese-Mexican ancestry formed families with 
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67 Other combinations existed.  See Appendix A for a complete list of these and other 
unions involving these groups.  Note that this table only relies on licenses I have been 
able to locate.  Thus, the marriages listed as licensed definitely took place in Arizona.  
The absence of licenses, however, does not mean that they did not marry in Arizona.  
Licenses for some couples may yet appear.  In addition, some couples, as Chapter 6 and 
Appendix A indicate, might have married in another state.  For instance, the two Mexican 
men who married Chinese women in the 1920s, had to travel to New Mexico for their 
wedding, since the Pima County clerk rejected their request for a license.  Of these 
combinations, no partners of similarly mixed ancestry married each other in the Tucson 
area during this period.  Such marriages, ironically, would have been technically illegal 
under the ancestry clause of the Arizona law.   



! &#!

Mexicans in five and eight occasions, respectively.  Approximately one third (36 percent) 

of all of these unions actually received licenses and married in Arizona even though the 

law strictly forbade these unions.  The percentage was even higher for unions that 

involved blacks (55 percent) or people of black-Mexican ancestry (67 percent). 

Although Arizona’s miscegenation law was patently ineffective in preventing the 

marriages of some of these couples, their marriages were never free of potential 

challenges.  Historian Peggy Pascoe notes in her study of the relation between race and 

gender in miscegenation law that during the nineteenth century state and territorial 

legislatures adopted measures—such as recognizing Spanish, Indian, interstate and 

common-law marriages and vesting more civil and religious figures with the ability to 

officiate marriages—to promote order and facilitate the transmission of property.  This 

liberalization of marriage laws, however, posed a potential threat to the preservation of 

white privilege unless politicians could ensure that non-whites—including the children of 

interracial couples—would not have access to the same rights.  Thus, the reach and scope 

of miscegenation laws increased between 1820 and 1865.  According to Pascoe, the 

power of these laws lay not only in preventing certain couples from marrying, but also in 

their potential for retroactive enforcement during legal disputes, particularly if those 

cases involved property.68  Success in obtaining a marriage license, therefore, only left 

them in a legally tenuous position.  Several legal cases prove that these families lacked 

the legal protections of marriages that did not contravene the letter of the law.  If legal 

disputes, such as dissolutions of marriage and the estates of deceased spouses, ever 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
68 Peggy Pascoe, What Comes Naturally: Miscegenation Law and the Making of Race in 
America (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009), 20-24, 42, 137. 
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involved the validity of the marriage, couples could suddenly discover that, as far as the 

law was concerned, they had never married.  Courts that decided cases involving 

Arizona’s miscegenation law always adhered to a strict interpretation and disallowed 

marriages that contravened the statute.    

Miscegenation laws sought to maintain property in the hands of whites by 

ensuring that non-white women and their children could not acquire the property of white 

men, who traditionally and legally controlled most of the property.  White relatives could 

claim the estates of white men who had illegally married non-white women.69  A legal 

marriage ensures moral and social propriety and, just as importantly, the right to property 

and financial protection in case of divorce or the death of a spouse.  Thus, miscegenation 

laws focused on marriage more than on sexual relations, because it brought the economic 

benefits that whites wanted to control.  These laws came into play primarily in legal 

disputes over inheritance and divorce, as whites—almost always white men—sought 

annulments and questioned people’s whiteness in order to deny economic benefits to non-

whites.70   

In 1896, the Arizona Supreme Court confirmed the legality of the Territory’s 

miscegenation law and the primacy of American law over Indian customs.  The case 

involved Juana Walker, the daughter of John D. Walker, a white man, and Chur-ga, a 
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Pima Indian.  Walker, a former captain in the Union army settled among the Pima Indians 

after the Civil War.  The couple celebrated their marriage in an Indian ceremony in 1871 

and both had died by 1891.  In 1871, Arizona law recognized (a) endogamous marriages 

that took place in Indian lands and (b) any marriages that occurred legally in other states 

and countries, even if such marriages involved ethnic groups that could not intermarry in 

Arizona.  The first provision did not apply because the case involved an exogamous 

marriage banned by the Territorial law.  The Supreme Court thus had to decide whether 

Arizona should treat an Indian tribe as a sovereign nation or if Territorial law superseded 

tribal laws and customs.  The case came before the court during a period when states and 

territories were demanding and receiving more authority over Indian tribes from the 

federal government.71  The court, for the first time in Arizona history, recognized the 

constitutionality of the Territory’s miscegenation law and ruled that its laws applied to all 

citizens within its borders.  It determined that John D. Walker had never legally married 

Chur-ga because no legal ceremony of any kind could have taken place in Arizona since 

its laws forbade white-Indian marriages.  It absurdly added that if Walker had adopted 

Juana—his own daughter—her claim to his estate might hold some validity.  The estate 

thus remained with Walker’s brothers and sisters.72  

Arizona’s miscegenation law thus facilitated the preservation of property in the 

hands of white heirs at the expense of non-white dependents.  Invoking laws against 

certain marriages, however, could also become a valuable recourse for disgruntled 

spouses.  Joe Kirby, the son of a Mexican-white couple, married Mayellen Conner, a 
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black woman from Kansas, in Tucson in 1914, when both were in their early thirties.73  

Perhaps because both were removed from their family and friends, they had to rely on the 

minister who married them and his wife to serve as witnesses.  By 1920, the Kirbys were 

probably experiencing marital problems.  Both were still residing in Tucson, but Joe was 

living with his mother and siblings, and Mayellen lived with their daughter, Olga, and 

with a black female friend.  In 1921, Joe decided to end the marriage and went to court, 

to seek, not a divorce, but an annulment.  Although Arizona’s liberal statutes offered 

various grounds for divorce—such as abandonment, failure to provide, abuse, and 

infidelity—all spouses in interracial couples who married in Arizona could, at any time, 

invoke the recourse of the miscegenation law to invalidate their marriage retroactively.  

Pursuing an annulment was not necessarily easier—divorce cases typically proceeded 

smoothly—but it did offer a substantial incentive to men: by invalidating the marriage, 

rather than securing a divorce, a husband did not have to divide his property or pay 

alimony.  Such was precisely the outcome of the Kirby trial.74 

Joe and his lawyer argued that, as a black woman, Mayellen could not have 

legally married Joe.  She never spoke at the trial, but everyone else involved, including 

the judge, presumed that she was black solely based on visual scrutiny.  The question 

then rested on Joe’s race.  His mother testified that she was half-Spanish/half-Mexican, 

and Joe added that his father was Irish–he was a first-generation American born in 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
73 Note that Mayellen Conner-Kirby may also appear as Maryella Conner (marriage 
license, 1914), Mary Kirby (1920 census), or May Ellen Kirby (1930 census). 
74 See Pascoe, “Miscegenation Law,” for more on this interpretation. 



! &'!

Kentucky—which made Joe, in his own view, “of the white race.”75  Mayellen’s lawyer 

argued that Joe’s mother was at most only one-fourth white and three-fourths “native” 

(i.e., Mexican), but the judge retorted that Mexicans technically belonged to the 

Caucasian race.  The court thus annulled the marriage.76  

In another dispute over the estate of a white man, a federal court in San Diego, 

California, ruled in 1939 that the ancestry clause of Arizona’s miscegenation law fully 

applied to the claim filed by Antoinette Giraudo-Monks for the estate of her late husband, 

Allan Monks.  In December 1930, Allan and Antoinette traveled from their home in the 

San Diego area to Yuma, Arizona, to get married.  By 1932, Allan’s mental condition, 

which had been deteriorating since he suffered a motorcycle accident in 1928, required 

confinement in a state hospital.  He never recovered and died there in 1937.  The 

distribution of his estate soon evolved into a five-year legal dispute when three claimants 

stepped forward: Antoinette, who presented a will dated in 1928—two years before their 

marriage and six months after Allan’s accident; Ida Lee, the wife of one of Allan’s 

childhood friends, who brought a will dated in 1913; and Louisa D. Hemple, Allan’s 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
75 Joe’s mother stated that both of her grandfathers were Spanish and both of her 
grandmothers were Mexican.  
76 Kirby v. Kirby. 24 Ariz. 9; 206 p. 405; 1922 Ariz.; Pascoe, What Comes Naturally, 
109-111, 123.  In establishing their positions, the participants in the trial employed 
differing racial interpretations.  Joe’s mother and his lawyer relied on family lore to claim 
a Spanish lineage.  Joe expressed his own sense of identity in surmising that he was 
indeed white. Mayellen’s lawyer presumed that Mexicans were not necessarily white and 
argued that, unless they had Spanish ancestry, they were indigenous. The judge simply 
relied on legal precedent to conclude that Mexicans were white.  In effect, however, the 
arguments of both lawyers and the legal rationale of the judge were largely irrelevant.  
The trial could have summarily ended when Joe established that his father was white, 
since having even one white ancestor disqualified him from marrying a person of black 
ancestry.  For legal purposes, he and Mayellen were never married.                   
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aunt, whose claim to his estate (on the basis of kinship) ended when she died soon after.  

The court promptly admitted the 1913 will, and the proceedings then focused on two 

issues.  First, Lee’s lawyer argued that Allan had drafted the 1928 will under the undue 

influence of Antoinette.  This argument proved overwhelming, supported by a long list of 

charges, and would have sufficed, according to the appellate court, to invalidate 

Antoinette’s will.77  Yet, Lee’s lawyers sought to buttress their position even further by 

arguing that Antoinette had willfully deceived Allan when she purportedly told him that 

she was of pure French descent, when in fact, the lawyers claimed, she was partially 

black.  While both Allan and Antoinette stated that they were white in their marriage 

license, the burden of visual proof rested solely on her.  Lawyers from both sides and the 

judges accepted that Allan was white based on an old photograph.78   

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
77 The case first went before the Superior Court of San Diego, which ruled for Ida Lee.  
The Fourth Appellate Court of California later upheld the decision of the San Diego 
court.  Antoinette filed an appeal to the California Supreme Court, but the court refused 
to hear the case.  The most serious charges of undue influence included attempts by 
Antoinette to distance Allan from all of his friends, moving Allan to the home of one of 
her friends after the accident, using two of her friends as the sole witnesses of the 1928 
will, selling Allan’s business interest in a motorcycle store, securing a lien against 
Allan’s trust fund, and controlling his every decision—according to several witnesses.  In 
re Monk’s Estate, 48 Cal. App. (2d) 603, 120 Pac. (2d) 167, 173; Pascoe, What Comes 
Naturally, 126-28. 
78 Apparently, the judges could so easily determine, not only that Allan was white, but 
also, for the purpose of Arizona law, that he had no racial admixture at all.  The cursory 
nature of their analysis notwithstanding, the decision held much importance.  The court’s 
ruling underscored that if both Antoinette and Allan had been of mixed ancestry—any 
percentage would suffice—it would have allowed Antoinette to challenge the 
constitutionality of Arizona’s miscegenation law under the Fourteenth Amendment.  The 
judges maintained, nonetheless, that Allan was clearly and completely white.  The 
appellate court cited and distorted the precedent of the Arizona Supreme Court decision 
of Kirby v. Kirby.  The California judges correctly indicated that the Arizona ruling had 
denied Mayellen Kirby the opportunity to challenge the constitutionality of Arizona’s 
miscegenation law on the grounds that people of mixed ancestry could not marry anyone 
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Thus, Antoinette’s race became the focus of the trial when Ida Lee’s lawyers 

argued that Antoinette could not have legally married a white man in Arizona.  They 

called on three expert witnesses to establish that she was of mixed ancestry.  First, a 

hairdresser testified that based on the appearance of Antoinette’s fingernails, the palms of 

her hands, and her hair, she was certainly of mixed ancestry.  She added that Antoinette 

once lamented that her hands revealed her true ancestry, since otherwise she might pass 

as white and thus enter the beauty salon during regular hours—whereas she always had to 

wait until the salon had already closed.  Second, a physical anthropologist testified that 

Antoinette’s face, hands, and heels proved that she was “at least one-eighth Negroid.”  

Finally, a surgeon concluded that she was one-eighth black based on the shape of her 

calves, heels, neck and face.  The use of physical characteristics to prove a person’s race 

had proved effective since the nineteenth century.79   

Not surprisingly, Antoinette’s lawyers, too, decided to call on an anthropologist 

and a biologist to argue that no one could accurately surmise a person’s race solely based 

on physical characteristics.  People of mixed ancestry, they added, presented particular 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
because she was black, and not of mixed ancestry, and thus was not entitled to enter that 
challenge.  In other words, Mayellen was not someone like Antoinette.  Yet, the 
California court cited the Arizona precedent and claimed that bride and groom would 
have to be of mixed ancestry for a challenge to proceed.  Thus, it rejected Antoinette’s 
argument, whereas the Arizona court would have allowed it.  The decision of the 
California court was in fact illogical.  Under Arizona law, it was not necessary for both 
partners to be of mixed ancestry for Antoinette’s argument to apply.  Whatever the race 
of the other partner, the person a mixed descent could not marry any other person in 
Arizona unless the marriage involved a hypothetical partner who had none of the 
following ancestries: black, Mongolian (which some courts defined, not just as Chinese, 
but also as Asian), white, Indian, and, since 1931, Malay (Filipino) and Hindu (Asian 
Indian).  Such a person would have been hard to find anywhere, and definitely not in 
Arizona.            
79 Gross, 1-10. 
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difficulties.  No one, except Antoinette, even suggested that she had no African ancestors.  

Since she did, she came under the ancestry clause of Arizona’s miscegenation law: any 

trace of black, Mongolian or Indian ancestry automatically disqualified a person from 

marrying someone with any trace of white ancestry.  The court, nonetheless, lent most 

credence to the testimony of the surgeon and ruled that, being one-eighth black, 

Antoinette had not legally married in Arizona.  In a way, the judge concluded that the 

surgeon represented both scientific expertise and common sense.80  He thus nullified the 

Monks’ marriage.  It added that, when agreeing to marry Antoinette and when writing his 

will, Allan must have acted under the false premise that Antoinette was a white woman.  

The court granted the entire estate to Ida Lee.81  

Interracial relations threatened the purity of the white race, but, more importantly, 

interracial marriage was a greater concern to whites because marriage carried legitimacy, 

respectability, and economic benefits—such as inheritance, alimony and child support.82  

Legal disputes that invoked miscegenation law primarily involved property.  For 

instance, the family of John D. Walker did not seem to object to his decision to live 

among the Pima Indians or to marry Chur-ga.  He, as a white man, exercised control over 

his decisions and over his property.  After his death, however, his neglect in securing the 

financial future of his daughter Juana left her vulnerable to his brothers and sisters.  They 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
80 According to Gross, when scientific testimony proved contradictory, judges and juries 
often relied more on common sense even after cultural anthropology had successfully 
challenged the validity of phrenology and physical anthropology.  
81 In re Monk’s Estate; Pascoe, What Comes Naturally, 126-28.   
82 Peggy Pascoe, “Miscegenation Law,” 48-51; Patricia Hill Collins, “Gender, Black 
Feminism, and Black Political Economy,” in Mixed Race America and the Law, ed. 
Kevin R. Johnson (New York: New York University Press, 2003), 235; Wallenstein, 80-
81, 162-163.   
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enjoyed the legitimacy that she, as the daughter of an interracial couple, could not 

automatically receive.83  All cases concerning the legality of interethnic unions in 

Arizona resulted in the loss of property or rights of non-whites, particularly of non-white 

women and their children, to the benefit of whites.  Centuries of racial inequality had led 

to a disproportionate accumulation of wealth among whites.  Statutes that restricted the 

dissemination of property—as miscegenation laws ultimately did—in essence sought to 

maintain property in the hands of white men and their white relatives.  In this regard, 

Mexicans partially benefited from their legal whiteness.  The courts indeed protected 

their rights at the expense of non-whites.  Mexicans thus occupied a unique place in the 

legal and social spaces of the West.  They belonged to the only ethnic cohort that 

oscillated between whiteness and non-whiteness as a group.  This racial ambiguity, 

perhaps because of the long history of mestizaje among Mexicans, probably facilitated 

the acceptance of their marriages with non-whites, both with civil officials and among the 

Mexican community.  In their eyes, these marriages seemed natural, regardless of the law 

that prohibited them.            

 

 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
83 Juana Walker’s attempt to obtain the estate of her father failed simply because the law 
favored white men and their white relatives.  That is, the application of miscegenation 
laws that by definition rely on racial categories cannot be racially neutral.  In theory, the 
law applied as much to her as it would have to the hypothetical son of a black man-white 
woman couple.  In practice, however, it did not.  White men who married non-white 
women were more likely to have more assets than black men involved with white 
women.  Peggy Pascoe demonstrates that, with more money at stake, the relatives of 
these white men frequently contested the estates of intermarried white men.  She further 
explains that economic concerns lay behind the adoption of miscegenation laws 
throughout the country. Pascoe, What Comes Naturally, 20-24, 42, 137.  
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CHAPTER 2 
THE DISCOURSE OF MANIFEST DESTINY AND THE MEXICAN QUESTION 

 
 

In February 1848, as news of the conclusion of the Mexican War was about to 

reach the United States, Sam Houston presented his case for the annexation of Mexico to 

the leaders of the Democratic Party in New York.  The famous leader of the 

independence of Texas was then serving as United States senator.  In a narrative that he 

must have repeated many times since the independence of Texas in 1836, Houston 

recounted his interpretation of the events that led the United States to declare war in 

1846: the despotic Mexican government, he explained, had oppressed freedom-loving 

Texans until they justifiably declared their independence; the Texas legislature had 

announced to the world that the state’s southern boundary extended to the Rio Grande; 

Mexico had repeatedly ignored the boundary before 1846, but that year the United States 

finally responded with military action; Americans, therefore, had acted honorably to 

defend their new state.  His speech contained historical errors, but by 1848, the discourse 

of manifest destiny pervaded the arguments of American expansionists, and Houston 

affirmed that the Anglo-Saxon race should expand throughout the Americas, civilize 

people who anxiously awaited redemption, and develop the resources of the West.1  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 I use the phrase discourse of manifest destiny to make a connection with the ideology 
that influenced American political and expansionist thought during and after the period of 
the Mexican War.  It is closely related to American Anglo-Saxonism, but a contemporary 
American could in fact believe in Anglo-Saxonism and yet oppose expansionism, while 
an adherent to manifest destiny probably believed in both.  It was this conflation of racial 
superiority and territorial ambitions that led the United States to confront Mexico in 
1846.  For a discussion of Anglo-Saxonism vis-à-vis the Mexican War, see historian 
Reginald Horsman’s Race and Manifest Destiny.  He explains that white Americans 
based their ideology of Anglo-Saxonism on European intellectual and scientific theories 
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Providence, he declared, undoubtedly guided American troops to victory.  Houston 

sanctioned the expansionist vision of manifest destiny and its depreciation of Mexicans 

because he and most other expansionists generally considered Mexicans an inferior race.2   

When Houston spoke of the Mexican women, however, his views exposed one of 

the ambivalences of manifest destiny discourse.  Expansionists tended to adhere to the 

tenet that divine providence had entrusted the United States to civilize the American 

West since Indians and Mexicans lacked the capacity to achieve such a mission.  Yet, 

while some of them disdained all Mexicans, Houston, like many others, promoted the 

partial assimilation of the Mexican population.  Echoing previous and future arguments 

of proponents of the annexation of Mexican territory, Houston asserted that Mexicans 

were as inferior as Indians and that God mandated that Americans take possession of 

their lands.  He also maintained that Mexicans were incapable of self-government, yet he 

averred that Americans would teach them liberal principles and thus “elevate them far 

above what their tyrants have done.”  Houston concluded his remarks on the racial uplift 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
and surmised that their success lay in their blood.  They concluded that they were "the 
most gifted children of their ancestors,” claiming the following lineage: Caucasian > 
Teutonic > Saxon > Anglo-Saxon > American Anglo-Saxon.  Eventually, American 
involvement in the Southwest thrust Mexicans into these burgeoning racial discussions.  
In the end, racialized hierarchies shaped the relations between Americans and Mexicans 
and, along with the ensuing conquest of the Southwest, served as the "catalyst in the overt 
adoption of a racial Anglo-Saxonism.”  Reginald Horsman, Race and Manifest Destiny: 
The Origins of American Racial Anglo-Saxonism (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard 
University Press, 1981) 93, 208, 300.  For more on the use of the term discourse of 
manifest destiny, see William F. Pinar, The Gender of Racial Politics and Violence in 
America: Lynching, Prison Rape, and the Crisis of Masculinity (New York: Peter Lang, 
2001), 271-75; Giovanna Dell’Orto, Giving Meanings to the World: The First U.S. 
Foreign Correspondents, 1838-1859 (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2002).  
2 Sam Houston, The Writings of Sam Houston, 1813-1863, ed. Amelia W. Williams and 
Eugene C. Barker, Vol. V (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1941), 29-35.  
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of Mexicans by inviting his audience to visit the new territories and “look out for the 

beautiful señoritas, or pretty girls, and if you should choose to annex them, no doubt the 

result of this annexation will be a most powerful and delightful evidence of civilization.”  

Houston claimed to disdain those who took pleasure in reaping the material spoils of 

victory, but he evidently viewed women differently, since he posited that a national 

conquest afforded the victors rights over conquered women.  The suggestion that 

Americans enter into relationships with Mexican women, even if within the context of 

conquest, was in fact a controversial issue, since it squarely drew attention to the 

sensitive issue of interethnic unions.3 

American expansionist ambitions with regard to Mexico existed well before John 

O’Sullivan coined his famous phrase of manifest destiny in 1845 and they persisted in 

some form into the twentieth century, though the 1840s and 1850s produced the most 

ardent enunciation.  These two decades witnessed the military and cultural encounter 

between the peoples of both countries and largely set the tone for how Americans viewed 

Mexicans for decades to come.  By the time, Houston spoke in New York, debates over 

annexation no longer involved whether to obtain Mexican territory but how much. How 

to deal with the Mexican population in the coveted land thus became a topic of 

discussion.  These arguments over war and annexation produced a reformulation of how 

Americans viewed Mexico and Mexicans for decades to come.   

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
3 Houston, 34-36.  I use the terms amalgamation, admixture, intermixture, hybridity, 
mongrelization, miscegenation and their declensions based on how these texts employed 
them.   
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The chapter focuses on fictional and non-fictional depictions of Mexicans during 

three periods.  First, it discusses the saliency of racial depictions in the accounts of 

American travelers and fiction writers, who introduced Mexico as a literary motif in the 

early nineteenth century.  Mexico received ambivalent depictions until 1836, but the 

spectacle of the independence of Texas initiated a period of scathing, stereotypical, and 

racist narratives that would only multiply in intensity and circulation over the next ten 

years.  Second, the end of the Mexican War, the preoccupation with the Civil War, and 

the settlement of the Southwest helped to decrease the antagonism towards Mexicans.  

No longer representing the enemy, Mexicans received better depictions in American 

literature.  Third, the annexation of Texas in 1845 brought the imminence of military 

confrontation to national attention and produced an increasing interest in Mexico, its 

culture, and its people.  Thus, the so-called Mexican question started to receive much 

coverage from travelers, writers, pseudo-scientists, periodicals, and expansionist 

politicians, as the speech of Sam Houston demonstrates.  As these self-proclaimed 

pundits offered answers to the Mexican question, racial differences became the primary 

concern.  The discourse of manifest destiny addressed three pertinent topics: who 

Mexicans were—particularly, what characteristics Mexican women possessed and how 

they fit American visions of womanhood—; what racial attitudes Mexicans had, 

specifically towards interracial relations with Indians and blacks; and, most importantly, 

whether the United States should condone the national and social amalgamation that a 

territorial expansion entailed. 
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 The few American travelers and fiction writers who described Mexicans before 

1836 employed a condescending tone that underscored racial and cultural differences.  

The American Register published one of the earliest depictions of Mexicans in 1808 

when it printed the chronicles of sailor William Shaler.  Shaler depicted Mexican Indians 

as dull and stupid, attributing the displays of good manners and ingenuity among a Santa 

Barbara tribe to its contact with European castaways.  He also noted that the Spanish 

population of California consisted primarily of “a mixed breed . . . of an indolent and 

harmless disposition and fond of spirituous liquors.”  Shaler, demonstrating his 

contemporary racial attitudes, clearly ascribed the purported characteristics of American 

Indians to Mexican Indians and mestizos.  Only a few Spanish officers of light 

complexion escaped his disdain.4  References to mixed ancestry and purported indolence 

became a leitmotif that persisted into the twentieth century.  Though Zebulon Pike’s 1810 

account of his incursions into New Mexico as a trapper painted a more positive portrait of 

Mexicans, calling them industrious and brave frontiersmen, the narrative of the American 

congressman and emissary Joel Roberts Poinsett left a more lasting and negative 

impression.5  His Notes on Mexico (1825) accurately depicted economic and social 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
4 William Shaler, “Journal of a Voyage between China and the North-Western Coast of 
America Made in 1804,” The American Register (January 1, 1808): 151-53.   
5 Cited in David J. Weber, “‘Scarce More than Apes’: Historical Roots of Anglo 
American Stereotypes of Mexicans in the Border Region,” in New Spain’s Far Northern 
Frontier: Essays on Spain in the American West, 1540-1821, ed. David J. Weber (Dallas: 
Southern Methodist University Press, 1988), 301-302.  Weber underscores an important 
point regarding the nature of these negative depictions.  He points out that some scholars 
erroneously suggest that Americans developed an inaccurate impression of Mexicans 
because they only met the lower classes that typically inhabited the neglected frontier 
areas.  Such views, Weber explains, ignore the fact that men like Stephen F. Austin and 
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conditions in post-independence Mexico, but cultural biases frequently permeated his 

commentary.  He introduced Americans to the country’s complex racial hierarchies, but 

often not even he could discern whether the “swarthy race” at the Puebla marketplace 

consisted of Indians or mestizos.  Frequently demonstrating ambivalence, Poinsett 

sometimes describes elites as intelligent and educated but later casts them as lazy and 

immoral.  Similarly, he expresses general admiration for the work ethic of the lower 

classes but also disdains the purported indolence and ugliness of Indians and the 

degradation of the urban poor.   

This ambivalence extends to his depictions of Mexican women.  He asserts that 

married women of the upper classes possess great manners but adds that they liberally 

and openly keep lovers.  He repeatedly conveys an appreciation for the singing and 

dancing abilities of “pretty young women” and describes them as lively and 

accomplished, but he also expresses repulsion at their penchant for smoking.6  Poinsett’s 

authoritative account helped Americans form an opinion of the nascent republic of 

Mexico that would only become more negative when the Texas revolution began in 1836.                      

Fictional tales of American writers also introduced Americans to Mexican 

themes, including the topic of intermarriage.  The literary integration of Mexico into 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Joel Roberts Poinsett visited large cities, including the capital, and made similarly 
scathing remarks even after meeting middle- and upper-class residents.  Weber, 297-98.                 
6 Joel Roberts Poinsett, Notes on Mexico, Made in the Autumn of 1822 (London: John 
Miller, 1825), 36-37, 51, 88, 94, 107-108, 159-163, 266.   Poinsett’s views turned even 
more sour four years into his ambassadorship in Mexico, when he stated that Mexican 
people did not compare favorably to the populations of civilized nations.  He also 
described elite young men as ignorant and immoral.  Joel R. Poinsett, “The Mexican 
Character,” in The Mexico Reader: History, Culture, Politics, ed. Gilbert Michael Joseph 
and Timothy J. Henderson (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2002), 11-13.  
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American fiction coincided with the publication of Poinsett’s observations in the mid-

1820s and acquired most of its principal characteristics a few years after the Mexican 

War.  Mexico first appeared as a locale for American fiction in 1826 with the publication 

of Timothy Flint’s Francis Berrian.  Flint, a former clergyman from Massachusetts, 

empathized with Mexico’s struggle for independence and placed his American 

protagonist in several victorious battles against the Spanish.  The novel contains the first 

fictional American-Mexican intermarriage, but the narrative makes it clear that the bride 

shares the European ancestry of the groom, and that she must undergo an 

Americanization process in order to gain entry into her husband’s society.  Furthermore, 

she candidly acknowledges that Mexicans compare unfavorably to Americans.  Mexicans 

have no books on Americans and have thus far misunderstood them, she tells a friend 

from Veracruz.  Now that she has learned the English language and American history, 

she exclaims: “What a great country! What a noble people! Compare their faces and 

persons with those of the people [of Mexico], and what a difference!”7  Though mostly 

sympathetic of the Mexican cause, Flint never visited any part of the Mexican territory 

and, accordingly, he deals only with superficial aspects of Mexican culture.  His novel 

consequently provides a romantic but inaccurate depiction of Mexicans, placing the 

protagonist, for example, among friendly Indians, elite Mexicans, beautiful women, and 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
7 Timothy Flint, Francis Berrian, or the Mexican Patriot vol. 2 (Boston: Cummings, 
Hilliard, and Company, 1826), 92-93. 
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virtuous battles.8  Flint, nonetheless, largely avoided the racial stereotypes that dominated 

much of the later fiction and non-fiction.  

Unlike Flint, Albert Pike did base his fictional tales on his own experiences in 

Mexican territory—the first novelist to do so—and he was also responsible for 

popularizing stereotypical generalizations about Mexicans.  Pike’s short tales (published 

in 1834) depict Mexicans as an ignorant, mendacious, lazy and dirty people who have 

fandangos two thirds of the year.  His Mexican characters declare their admiration of 

Americans.  He describes women as immodestly dressed, lacking in virtue, and—unlike 

other observers of the period—he describes most of them as ugly.9  The year 1834 also 

marked the beginning of popularity of the historical novels set in the pre-Colombian 

period and during the conquest of Mexico.  These works, which focused on Indian 

civilizations and Spanish conquistadores and not on contemporary Mexicans, remained 

popular into the 1860s—except briefly during the period of war tensions between the 

United States and Mexico (1845-1848).  Those four years, demarcated by the annexation 

of Texas and the end of the Mexican War, witnessed the proliferation of fictional 

narratives, mostly dime novels, that depicted Mexican men in overwhelmingly negative 

terms but treated women more ambivalently.  Mexican women belonged to a degraded 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
8 John T. Flanagan and Raymond L. Grismer, “Mexico in American Fiction Prior to 
1850,” Hispania 23:4 (December 1940): 307-310. 
9 Albert Pike, Prose, Sketches, and Poems Written in the Western Country, ed. David J. 
Weber (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1987), xv, 103, 106, 108-109, 
115-16, 186-87, 247. 
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society but possessed some good qualities and might achieve redemption with American 

men.10  

In the 1840s, as the discourse of manifest destiny spread, American fiction turned 

a corner in its depiction of Mexicans. American authors cast whites as redeemers of the 

acquired territory, and their visions for the Mexican population of the Southwest included 

questions of race, class, and gender.  Fictional accounts promoted the idea that upper-

class Mexicans of light complexion might eventually assimilate into the American 

republic.  Writers depicted the great majority of the population as a mongrel race of 

unredeemed “greasers” who inherited the worst traits of both their Indian and Spanish 

ancestors.  The literature treated Mexican women more favorably.  Elite women received 

the best depictions.  Authors typically highlighted their light complexion and social 

respectability.  Similarly, ideologies regarding their beauty, compassion and femininity 

allowed most poor women to escape the negative portrayals poor Mexican men typically 

received.  Nonetheless, when depicting women unfavorably, chroniclers frequently 

attributed their purported deficiencies—such as immorality and dark skin—primarily to 

racial traits.11  

 Another form of fictional accounts also offers an excellent example of the 

partially favorable treatment Mexican women received during the 1840s.  The narratives 

of the simpler, more affordable dime novels of the ear period propagated a number of 

racially charged stereotypes that outlasted the war, but, to a limited degree, they also 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
10 Flanagan and Grismer, 311-317. 
11 See Chapter 3 for a discussion of the conflation of race and physical appearance in 
travel accounts. 
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allowed for the possibility of intermarriages.  More Americans had access to this 

narrative form where writers depicted the Mexican population of the Southwest as a 

society in steep decline.  These novels presented five recurring characters who seemed to 

be merely awaiting displacement or redemption at the hands of capable Americans: (1) 

the hidalgo, an inept and indebted landowner incapable of competing with American 

entrepreneurs; (2) the Catholic priest who deceived his parishioners in order to accrue 

wealth for the church but would lose his power after the enlightenment of the masses; (3) 

the bandit who acted with impunity but would easily yield to the enforcement of 

American law and order; and (4) the peon who could better perform his natural servile 

role under capable American managerial practices, since feudalistic Mexican dons 

condoned lethargy.  The fifth recurring character was the daughter of the hidalgo.  She 

was the only female character of importance and the only one who might, under the right 

circumstances, easily enter American society.  As a precondition, and in accordance to a 

dime novel trope, she had to marry an American.  She was white, but she still had to 

conform to Victorian ideals of conduct, and her American redeemer had to vouch for her 

moral rectitude.12 

The 1870s and 1880s, however, included more sympathetic depictions of 

Mexicans in American literature and travel narratives.  The Mexican War was more than 

a generation in the past, and the American system of government by then dominated most 

of the Southwest.  Popular American authors, including Bret Harte, Robert Louis 

Stevenson, and Helen Hunt Jackson offered an idyllic version of the pre-American period 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
12 Norman D. Smith, “Mexican Stereotypes on Fictional Battlefields: Or Dime Novel  
Romances of the Mexican War,” Journal of Popular Culture 13:3 (Spring 1980): 526-32. 



! ("!

that, while apocryphal, tended to satisfy their readership and the disappearing Mexican 

elites.  Some American writers even began to express opprobrium towards American 

expansionism and admiration for the disappearing Spanish—not Mexican—past.  For 

example, novels, such as Helen Hunt Jackson’s Ramona and Charles Lummis’s The Land 

of Poco Tiempo and Flowers of Our Lost Romance, while not addressing the issue of 

intermarriage, lent credence to a mythically idyllic Hispanic past that Americans had 

disrupted.13  The accounts of travelers also described Mexicans more favorably.  

Stereotypes certainly still pervaded, but now they were both negative and positive.  

Fiction and non-fiction narratives would still navigate the issue of intermarriages 

cautiously over the next forty to fifty years, but by the turn of the century real-life white 

men were entering into high rates of intermarriages with Mexican women, who were 

mostly lower-class mestizas, not the elite Castilian señoritas on whom fiction writers and 

enthusiastic travelers had focused.14  

While less antagonistic towards Mexican characters, fictional accounts of 

intermarriages between Mexicans and Americans frequently employed to a whitening 

process in which the Mexican wife—typically the wife of an American soldier—acquired 

knowledge of the American Enlightenment and instruction on how to behave like proper 

ladies.  Race usually lost its relevance when the plot revealed that these women came 

from European ancestry, devoid of any African or Indian blood.  Indeed, these accounts 

typically offered Mexicans only two options: extinction or Americanization.  In 1872, 
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however, Amparo Ruiz de Burton wrote Who Would Have Thought It?, giving a twist to 

the whitening process of integration.  Ruiz, an American of Mexican ancestry, was the 

first female writer on the topic who writes out of personal experience.  She had in fact 

married a white man and moved to New England, placed her protagonist first in actual 

captivity among Indians and then in a symbolic captivity within a white family, where, 

once the paint Indians placed on her skin wears off, she becomes even whiter than her 

white hosts.  The author openly resented the classification of Mexicans as racially and 

morally inferior to whites, but by granting her protagonist a whiteness equal to, or better 

than, her New England hosts, she still subscribed to a racial hierarchy.15  The protagonist 

explains to her love interest that she feared he might assume that she was either Indian or 

black.16  The heroine, therefore, overcame her own sense of inferiority, but readers easily 

grasped the implication: Mexicans were indeed inferior, but the protagonist was not 

Mexican after all.  

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, the prolific Western writer Bret Harte 

produced a story that, while replete with ethnic stereotypes, promoted the practice of 

interethnic marriages, though with some caveats that harked back to the early nineteenth 

century.  Harte relied on his personal experiences in the Southwest to create “The 

Devotion of Enríquez.”  The story focuses on the young, beautiful, and highly educated 
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Miss Urania Mannersley as she falls in love with the daring, optimistic, and romantic 

Enríquez Saltillo, a Southwestern rancher who feels as comfortable on the dance floor as 

he does in front of a raging bull.  The story revolves around the circumvention of 

community mores by the young lovers after his graceful performance of a Moorish dance 

captivates the beautiful Bostonian.  Unbeknownst to the entire community, the seemingly 

coincidental public encounters by Miss Mannersley and Enríquez, where they treat each 

other with all due formality, serve as pretexts to exchange secret messages and letters.  

The couple surprises everyone by eloping one night, and Enríquez writes to his friend-

narrator to inform him that they have married in a nearby church.  The apparent happy 

ending does come with some limitations: the couple decides to leave the area, supposedly 

to become missionaries in the Mexican wilderness.  They must also depart because, while 

the Mexican community would most likely accept them—since it demonstrates great 

appreciation for the couple—the white community, represented by an educated but 

unenlightened upper class and by her anti-Catholic minister-uncle, would certainly find it 

difficult to accept Enríquez as anything but the exotic dancer and rodeo wrangler they 

perceive.  They therefore leave because, while individually they move comfortably in 

their respective circles, as a couple, they can only survive among Mexicans.  Their 

departure to the wilderness can thus represent an escape to a space where human 

prejudice and value judgments will not exist.  It is an escape to a primordial world.17 

Harte’s endorsement of interethnic relationships—indeed the white narrator refers 

to his own relationship with Enríquez’s sister—does come with meaningful and 
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historically relevant provisos and stereotypes.  The dichotomy of the Mexican and white 

communities dominates the story: the comparison between Bostonian and Mexican girls 

at the dance hall focuses on the propriety of the aptly-named Miss Mannersley—a small, 

straight waist, a flat back, and her long, slim well-booted legs—in opposition to the 

Mexican girls’ “corsetless, waistless, swaying figures…and low-quartered slippers,” 

which, in the presence of the Bostonian’s grace, “appeared more preposterous than ever.”  

Similarly, the white narrator frequently speaks in disbelief of the constant attention Miss 

Mannersley directs at the black-eyed, black-mustached Enríquez, who thus surprises him 

by successfully using courtship rituals—with broken English and all—that his friend 

finds improper but she finds charming.  The most interesting dichotomy, however, comes 

from the distinctions the narrator makes among the non-white residents.  He describes 

Enríquez and his relatives as Spanish or Castilian, but refers to the maids and the lower 

classes as Mexican.  In fact, his initial description of Enríquez to Miss Mannersley 

underscores his European descent as the “scion of one of the oldest Castilian families.”18  

In spite of the frequent praise, the narrator simply cannot picture the protagonists 

as a couple.  When he compares Enríquez to Don Quixote, as he does in two occasions, 

the reader immediately grasps the references to delusion and impossible dreams.  Such is 

the explicit bias of the narrator and the implicit prejudice of the local white community, 

but not of the enlightened Miss Mannersley.  The resulting marriage—and its legitimacy 

proves highly significant since their union received legal and religious approval—

represents a sign of hope for the future of interethnic relationships.  Of course, the 
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distinctions between Mexicans and supposed Castilians only allow for couples of 

European ancestry, but such decisions might also be due to class and gender prerogatives.  

The lower classes of both groups would probably find racial and cultural barriers easier to 

overcome, especially if the relationship involved a white man and a Mexican woman, as 

the prior interethnic relationship of the narrator demonstrates. 

 The popularity of Mexican themes in American literature coincided with the 

larger discussion of American expansionism of the nineteenth century.  This co-existence 

is not surprising since the expanding western frontier kindled the public’s imagination.  

The Mexican question had existed in the minds of politicians since the early nineteenth 

century, as the attempts to purchase Mexican territory by several administrations 

demonstrate,19 but it attracted the public imagination with the independence of Texas in 

1836 and reached its peak in the mid-1840s under the leadership of John O’Sullivan’s 

Democratic Review.  O’Sullivan had a talent for answering all sorts of questions he 

ingeniously posed.  He frequently wrote editorials on “The Texas Question,” “The Indian 

Question,” “The Canada Question,” and “The Oregon Question,” always promoting the 

unrelenting advance of the United States.  The debates over the annexation of Texas in 
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1845 prompted him to take a position on the Mexican situation.  He answered his 

“Mexican Question” of whether Texas fell under the jurisdiction of Mexico with a 

resounding dismissal, completely accepting Texas’s claim to independence, which 

Mexico had never recognized.  He added that its annexation to the United States, 

therefore, did not represent any form of American provocation.  Finally, he suggested that 

Mexico might yet benefit from friendly relations between the two nations if it desisted 

from acting with ignorant aggression—a point President Polk also made in his war 

declaration that same month—bombastic absurdity, and Mexican conceit and imbecility, 

but he doubted such would be the case.20   

O’Sullivan and the Democratic Review maintained that the future of the United 

States should be solely an Anglo-Saxon prerogative.  He suggested that Mexico and the 

other Latin American nations contained populations of “mixed and confused blood.”  He 

argued that expansion could actually solve the problem slavery issue.  The United Stated, 

he posited, could relocate emancipated blacks to these countries since they openly 

embraced amalgamation.21  The Democratic Review would never abandon its initial 

position on the righteousness of American conduct, and its attacks on the character and 

racial background of Mexicans only increased in number and intensity over the next 
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fifteen years.  “Annexation,” the editorial where O’Sullivan coined his renowned phrase, 

was simply a follow-up to “The Mexican Question,” but it articulated the fundamental 

component in the expansionist rhetoric of the period: Anglo-Saxons, the editor argued, 

were fulfilling their “manifest destiny to overspread the continent allotted by 

Providence.”  This tenet, in spite of the various rationalizations O’Sullivan and other 

enunciators added, remained the foundation of the discourse of manifest destiny: nothing 

else mattered; no one could derail the mission God had entrusted to Americans; 

supporters were thus merely describing the righteousness of their actions and 

implementing the providential plan.22    

 From 1845 to 1860, as the United States successfully fought the Mexican War and 

established its presence in the Southwest, the Democratic Review and other publications 

adhered to the discourse of manifest destiny and reinforced their position by including 

theories of racial hierarchies.  The argument rested on the premise that Anglo-Saxons 

naturally dominated darker races, and since Mexicans were a dark race, Americans were 

destined to rule over them.  Any privileges Americans granted Mexicans would simply 

prove their benevolence and enlightenment.  The denigration of Mexicans justified 

American expansionism, and American publications and politicians focused on racial 
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characteristics.  Consequently, the confrontation between the two countries prompted an 

increasing interest in the racial composition and character of Mexicans, and expansionists 

unequivocally conflated the ascribed racial inferiority of Mexicans with their inability to 

maintain a stable government, conveniently justifying American intervention.  The two 

nations were at opposite ends, the Democratic Review argued in 1846: whereas six-

sevenths of Mexicans were non-white, the editor claimed, the reverse was true in the 

United States.  The small white population in Mexico could not sustain self-government 

with such large numbers of non-whites, and desperately needed American intervention.23  

Throughout the 1840s, the Democratic Review continued its defense of the American 

intervention, developing a fourteen-point argument by 1848, and frequently referring to 

the inferiority of Mexicans and to the valuable lessons they could learn under American 

tutelage, like not provoking a superior race and learning to govern properly.  The editor 

thus conflated the enlightening mission of the United States with the candid prediction 

that all of Mexico would eventually change hands.  Mexicans already held great 

admiration for Americans, he claimed in 1850 and 1858, and they “desire a closer 

intimacy.”24  Other periodicals had also adopted the discourse of manifest destiny in their 

defense of expansionism, citing primarily the inability of the Mexican race to maintain 
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self-government, throughout the 1850s and into the 1860s.  They echoed the call for the 

absorption of all Mexico, lest its instability threaten American interests.  Editors and 

politicians preferred a peaceful acquisition, but, as in the past, they arrogantly 

admonished that no one could stop American expansion.  The Indians and mixed races of 

Mexico, they argued, would benefit from the advancement of the “Apostles of Liberty” 

that sought to deliver them from their lethargic existence.25 

The increasing interest in the racial background and attitudes of Mexicans that 

emerged as a result of the independence of Texas and the Mexican War extended to non-

fiction accounts.  The new wave of quasi-ethnological reports in periodicals supplanted 

the1830s historical novels that explored the pre-Colombian civilizations and the feats of 

the conquistadores, but their tone became primarily negative.  Some articles described the 

accomplishments of Mexico’s colonial period and its rich natural resources, but they 

inevitably pointed out that the mixed composition of the population had initiated an 

imminent decay.  Indeed, the multi-racial composition of Mexicans at once attracted and 

repelled Americans: they wanted to know more about Mexicans, but, as the negative 

reports accumulated, they inevitably concluded that a territorial acquisition posed a threat 

to the racial purity of the United States.  Editors explained that they sought to satisfy their 

readers’ rising interest in the people of Mexico by providing demographic data.  They 
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often described the variations and classifications of the multi-racial population in Mexico, 

typically focusing only on whites, mestizos, Indians, and mulattoes, but at times 

expanding it to cover twenty-five or more possible combinations (various types of 

zambos and chinos, for example).  The negative repercussions for Mexicans emerged 

from the conflation of racialized descriptions and ascribed character flaws.  That is, these 

publications insisted that their purportedly degraded condition was due to their racial 

background, as demonstrated by their penchant for aggression and their inferiority on the 

battlefield.  Authors in the mid-1840s liberally cited each other, claiming that whites 

represented only one-seventh of the Mexican population and “Indians, half-breeds and 

negroes” accounted for the rest.  This mongrel population, periodicals repeatedly 

explained, possessed the ignorance of slaves and the misguided passion of savages, and 

even the white population was inferior to its American counterpart since it not only failed 

to exploit the land but it also intermixed with non-whites.26  These writers, like the 

American chroniclers of the early nineteenth century, conflated their racial denigration of 

Mexicans and the economic interests of the United States in order to argue that Mexicans 

did not deserve the territory Americans coveted.    

 The discourse of manifest destiny often concluded that Mexicans, as members of 

a mixed race, were not only inferior to whites but that they belonged to a different species 

altogether, or that, at the very least, they needed American supervision because they 
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lacked republican virtue.  Pseudo-scientists first approached the Mexican question by 

asserting that an analysis of Mexican skulls collected on battlegrounds proved that 

Mexicans lacked constructiveness, consciousness, and benevolence, while exhibiting 

high levels of combativeness, destructiveness, and secretiveness.  The organization of 

their brains, a phrenology pundit concluded, appeared “rather animal than intellectual.”27  

Similarly, a doctor who accompanied the American troops in Mexico City published a 

report in 1848 in which he asserted that the small statures of Mexicans—and Mexican 

animals as well—demonstrated their increasing degeneration.  He added that their 

physical, behavioral, and intellectual inferiority resulted from their racial admixture, 

since they had inherited the deceitfulness and immorality of Spaniards—an ancestry 

some considered Arab rather than European—and the stupidity of Indians.28  Before the 

end of decades-long scientific debate (1840s-1870s) between polygenists and 

monogenists—which produced a synthesis that acknowledged the single origin of 

humans, while fully embracing the inferiority of non-whites—many experts affirmed that 

Mexicans belonged to a different species, not only because they descended from 

Spaniards (inferior Europeans) and Toltecs (inferior among non-whites), but also because 

all racial mixtures automatically produced retrograde descendants.29  Indeed, as 

Americans realized that Mexicans would indeed live among them, some questioned the 
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government’s decision to grant them citizenship.  They could not fathom that mixed 

breeds could decide political outcomes or that a person of Mexican origin could, in 

theory, become president.  Their chaotic political history, they claimed, illustrated their 

inability to exercise republican judgment.30      

Americans found the mixed racial heritage of Mexicans as the most salient and 

difficult trait to conceptualize and they tended to describe it in negative terms.  Their 

descriptions of the complexions of Mexicans revealed as much racism as plain perplexity.  

They used terms such as yellow, Indian, black, slightly white, brown, swarthy, olive, and 

combinations of all these, like “yaller-nigger.”31  An early traveler to California 

concluded that since Americans were clearly superior, the inferiority of Mexicans had to 

derive from their penchant for interbreeding with Indians, whom they resembled in 

complexion, superstitious nature, and lack of intelligence.  Others surmised that 

Mexicans illustrated the incompatibility of Spanish and Indian blood and that their 

ugliness derived from their mixed heritage.32  Some travelers expressed familiarity with 

the pseudo-scientific conjecture that the children of interracial couples were inferior, 

suffered from infertility, and would eventually disappear.  Such was precisely the theory 
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of the German J. J. von Tschudi, whose widely circulated book, Travels in Peru (1847)—

which attributed purported deficiencies to the descendants of interracial parents—

influenced much of the thought on the inferiority of non-whites.  American periodicals 

immediately applied Tschudi’s ideas to Mexicans, deducing, for instance, that the 

inconsistent and deficient behavior of Mexican soldiers derived from their mixed 

ancestry.33  The hypothesis derived from a conflation of polygenesis and zoology.  

Proponents argued that animals from different species could not produce healthy and 

fertile offspring, and since humans descended from many different and incompatible 

origins, mixed children would be weak and infertile.  Naturalists concluded that Mexican 

mestizos, like their mulatto counterparts, would fade into extinction.34  By, the late 1850s, 

John O’Sullivan’s Democratic Review, which at the time was using the rhetoric of 

manifest destiny to promote another incursion into Mexico—this time to emancipate it 

from its incompetent rulers—concluded that the country’s problems originated from the 

fact that Mexicans were not Caucasians.  The editor posited that the Spanish 

conquistadores had degenerated after three centuries of intermixing with indolent Indians, 

reproducing only the vices of both races, and that Mexicans now needed a master to 

govern them.35    
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Understandably, American attitudes towards black-white relations influenced 

their opinion of Mexicans.  The relations Mexicans maintained with other non-white 

groups further complicated their entry and placement into American society.  Mestizaje 

between Spaniards and Indians received most of the attention since it surpassed every 

other type of admixture, but some observers also focused on relationships between 

Mexicans and blacks.  An early visitor to New Mexico, commented that the first 

Mexicans he met looked ugly and miserable and resembled “veritable negroes and 

needed only the curly hair, thick lips, and flattened nose, to define the genuine Congo in 

appearance.”36  Settlers in Texas soon noticed that Mexicans did not share their 

apprehensions towards relationships with blacks.  They feared that the constant 

fraternizing and the frequency of interracial marriages in fact threatened the institution of 

slavery.37  Similarly, visitors to Mexico noted that local blacks received better treatment 

and in fact held positions of power.  A traveler recounted that the only two blacks he met 

in Mexico in the early 1850s were an army captain and the mayor of a small town.38  

Likewise, Josiah Gregg, who visited Mexico in the mid-1830s, expressed great 

astonishment when he noticed that the wife of a Mexican officer treated “a free negro 

from the United States, named George” as Don Jorge, displaying great deference towards 
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him and a closeness bordering on flirtation, which the visitor considered improper and 

immoral.39  

American periodicals also used Mexico to illustrate the consequences of allowing 

blacks free movement and the right to liberty and to intermarry.40  For instance, the Ohio 

Senate very well might have expressed the concerns of many Americans in 1847 when it 

debated the repeal of a law that required in-migrating blacks to post good-behavior 

bonds.  Some senators openly expressed their fear that the repeal might encourage more 

blacks to move to the state and increase the likelihood of white-black amalgamation.  

They revealed their familiarity with the racial tenets of the day when they asserted that 

mixed races were degraded and vicious, but they focused their attention on the African 

ancestry of Mexican mestizos.  They noted that the overwhelming victory of the 

American forces in the war proved the inferiority of Mexican Africanized mongrels and 

warned that repealing the law would create the same situation in Ohio.  The senate 

approved the repeal anyway, and Ohio, in fact, was among the first states to repeal their 

miscegenation laws after the Civil War (1887).41  

Such concerns over racial amalgamation meant that the potential integration of 

Mexicans into the country formed part of the larger debate over what portion of territory 

the United States would acquire after the war.  Typically, both supporters and detractors 
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of expansionism coincided in their opposition to the incorporation of too many Mexicans 

and specifically cited abhorrence at the prospect of incorporating mixed races and 

facilitating interracial unions.42  The difference in opinion, historian Reginald Horsman 

explains, lay in the fact that expansionists argued that the United States could uplift 

Mexicans, while anti-expansionists feared the likely amalgamation that would follow.43  

A wartime general recalled that he had opposed annexation because he did not want 

Americans to mix with such an “exceedingly inferior” race.44  Thus, American politicians 

focused their expansionist efforts on the sparsely populated areas—namely, the coveted 

California—to assuage fears that annexing too much territory would endanger the racial 

purity of the country.  Others partially acquiesced, but proposed that Mexicans south of 

the Rio Grande, as mongrels, were currently unprepared for American citizenship until 

American men should venture into the area and “attracted by the black eyes of Mexican 

beauty shall have found homes and wives.”45   
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American qualms over the racial impurity of Mexicans differed when they 

focused their attention solely on the value of women as the spoils of war.  Some voices, 

echoing the words of Sam Houston, openly expressed a sense of entitlement.  They 

claimed that the war had begun in part because of the jealousy of Mexican men over the 

blatant admiration Mexican women felt towards the superior American men.  Triumph in 

the war, they declared, earned them women as the prize of conquest.46  Journals 

celebrated the success of American soldiers on the battlefield and with Mexican 

señoritas.  They cheerfully recounted their informal liaisons and referred to their 

marriages as annexations.47  The practice of intermarriage became visible during and 

after the Mexican war.  Some Americans probably welcomed newspaper accounts that 

more than a dozen volunteers from a Pennsylvania unit had returned with Mexican wives, 

but others might have reacted with disdain and alarm at the reality of interethnic 

relationships.48 

The discourse of manifest destiny also shaped what some men wrote about 

Mexican women.  Early in the war, the Philadelphia Ledger predicted that Americans 

would eventually Anglo-Saxonize Mexico, but, the editor explained, first “Yankee young 

fellows and the pretty senoritas” should complete the annexation.49  After the war, two 

Cincinnati newspapers disagreed on how the United States should civilize Mexico, but 
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! ))!

both agreed that intermarriages should be part of the project.  The more aggressive Times 

proposed that Americans should break the stubborn spirit of Mexicans, Christianize them, 

and “marry their young women” in order to “raise up a race of heroes.”  The Atlas 

retorted that the effort need not involve violence, that if the nation indeed believed in its 

“manifest and inevitable destiny to infuse Anglo-Saxon notions, liberty, and blood into 

the Mexicans,” then marriages offered the best path to reaching that objective.50  Of 

course, the victory of the American army did not signify that Mexican parents would 

allow or encourage their daughters to form relationships with Americans.  Mexican 

fathers maintained significant control over the fate of their daughters and repeatedly 

expressed concern over the sexual threat American soldiers represented.51  It did mean, 

however, that women would have more marital options if indeed American men showed 

interest in them.  Nonetheless, the elation and sense of entitlement of American men 

certainly indicated some attraction to the prospect of a Mexican wife.  

The opposition of eugenicists to the incorporation of Mexicans into the United 

States increased steadily after the war and remained one of their primary concerns into 

the 1930s.  Eugenicists had opposed annexation precisely because they feared that the 

integration of Mexicans into the United States would lead to an intermixture of the races 

and to a concomitant racial retrogression.  Not surprisingly, the acquisition of Mexican 

territory and the addition of approximately one hundred thousand Mexicans prompted 
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their negative reaction and a series of warnings about the dangers of amalgamation.  

Their anti-integration arguments evolved over the next several decades, but their fears of 

intermarriages remained constant.  A resurgence of anti-Mexican literature in the 1860s 

coincided with the fears eugenicists expressed over the imminent emancipation of slaves 

and the likelihood of another annexation of Mexican territory.  Since, by definition, their 

utmost concern involved the reproduction of healthy citizens, they constantly scorned 

interethnic relations.  In the 1860s, they worried about the future of a nation “inhabited 

by the effeminate progeny of mixed races, half indian, half negro, sprinkled with white 

blood.”52  David Goodman Croly, who coined the term miscegenation in 1863, expressed 

total opposition to further territorial acquisitions involving what he described as Mexican 

mongrels who do not even deserve the right to vote.53  Other eugenicists, still advancing 

polygenist views that the scientific establishment had abandoned, argued that since 

Mexico demonstrated the chaotic and destructive nature of mongrel races, the United 

States should create a caste system to keep whites pure, at least until the darker races 

faded into extinction.54                          

By 1860, the editor of The Atlantic Monthly Magazine, more than a decade 

removed from the debates over the Mexican War, expressed great comfort in bluntly 

enunciating the tenets of manifest destiny.  Americans embraced visions of expansionism 
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since the revolutionary era, he explained, and the acquisition of Louisiana and Florida 

occurred peacefully, but the rest of the territorial gains were destined to take place by any 

necessary means.  The centralist government of Mexico simply facilitated the mission by 

inciting Texans to rebel, but the loss of its territories was always imminent.  The author 

candidly explained the rationale for preying on Mexico in the 1840s and perhaps in the 

future: “What Mexico has to fear is…that we were appointed by Destiny to devour her,” 

and he added that “as wolves do not seek to make meals of lions, preferring mutton,” the 

United States would never attack a country inhabited by the British race.  The author also 

averred that the slavery issue would not have become so complicated if Mexico had not 

lost its territory by provoking the United States—contradicting his previous claim that an 

encroachment was inevitable—but that another incursion might yet solve the impending 

crisis of the Civil War.  His vision, however, did not bode well for the non-white 

population of Mexico.  No longer restrained by the rhetoric of benevolence of the late 

1840s, he did not suggest that a future invasion would uplift Mexicans.  Instead, he 

openly expressed his Southern racial attitudes and political goals: he proposed that since 

Mexican soil was perfect for the production of sugar, tobacco, and cotton, an American 

intervention would necessitate the enslavement of all mixed races and the forced labor of 

Indians.55   

The Atlantic Monthly article came more than five decades after Americans first 

became interested in the composition and character of the Mexican population.  By 1860, 

approximately one hundred thousand people of Mexican origin had become Americans 
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by virtue of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, which granted citizenship to all Mexicans 

residing in the acquired lands.  Most of these new citizens were in fact non-white and 

would not have qualified for citizenship under American immigration law, neither did 

they resemble the idealized frontier families that expansionists championed.  According 

to most pseudo-scientists, expansionists, and non-expansionists alike, intermarriages with 

Mexicans represented a serious threat to the future of the nation.  Thus, the treaty 

contradicted both American law and the tenets of manifest destiny.  Yet, no 

miscegenation law ever targeted Mexicans; so ambiguous was the racial space they 

occupied in the American imagination.  

Eugenic postulates in the 1910s and 1920s harkened back to the period of the 

Mexican War.  They added deficiencies in intellect and hygiene to previous concerns 

about the purported lack of republican virtue and poor physical and reproductive traits of 

Mexicans.  The turn of the twentieth century witnessed an increase in anti-immigration 

attitudes, and eugenicists argued that Anglo-Saxons could not coexist with the inferior 

races, which by then included all non-Nordics.  Some averred that Anglos could indeed 

help to regenerate mongrel groups, but that such a process would take at least twelve 

generations and the transition would necessarily lead to social chaos and individual 

disharmony—a new term that described the purported unreliability and inferiority of so-

called hybrids.  They still maintained that Mexico illustrated the dangers of intermixtures 

and asserted that its mestizo population consisted of “animals [whose] only human 

qualities are their superhuman mendacity and their ability to consume pulque.”  Since the 

list of undesirables now included Mediterranean groups, claiming Spanish heritage no 
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longer sufficed because, according to eugenicists, all hybrids were equally restless and 

inefficient, but especially those of the Latin races.56  In the 1910s-1920s, immigration 

restrictionists argued that Mexicans, as a mongrel race, posed a health hazard to the 

American population because their superstitious nature resisted hygienic practices.  They 

called for a halt to their immigration because their variations in complexion made them 

difficult to identify.  Eugenicists also declared during the 1920 congressional hearings on 

immigration policy that Mexicans were mentally and socially inferior and responsible for 

high rates of crime.57  

Mexicans escaped restrictions in the 1924 Immigration Act that curbed the 

immigration of eastern and southern Europeans and non-whites from other continents, but 

racial attitudes in the 1920s still targeted them.  Congressional debates demonstrated that 

Americans viewed Mexicans as racially inferior.58  The United States militarized the 
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southern border and created the Border Patrol (1925), where some officers belonged to 

the Ku Klux Klan.59  In the mid-1920s Harvard professor and eugenics advocate William 

McDougall developed a theoretical system of democracy based on white superiority and 

his opposition to intermarriages.  McDougall, a self-proclaimed advocate of democracy—

which he defined as system where only the most instructed and capable citizens make 

decisions—argued that not everyone should receive the franchise or the right to 

procreate.  Rather, he proposed, the United States should institute a grading system where 

Group A will have the right to vote, Group B will be in a transitional stage, and Group C 

will not be able to vote.  He explained that whites would naturally belong to Group A and 

that almost all Mexicans would most likely fall into Group C.  Of interest to this 

discussion, he suggested that if a member of Group A intermarried with a member of 

Group C—i.e., a Mexican-white intermarriage—their children would automatically 

belong to the lower group until they could pass a qualifying test.  Furthermore, the 

exogamous member of Group A would drop to Group C, since apparently his choice of 

spouse demonstrated his inability to make sound decisions.60  McDougall obviously 
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sought to create the appearance of impartiality by allowing inferior groups to test their 

way into the franchise, but the premises of his democracy certainly harked back to the 

mid-nineteenth-century arguments about the lack of republican virtue of Mexicans and to 

the 1860s call for a caste structure.  His system of racialized citizenship, nonetheless, 

only sought to formalize what state and local institutions normally achieved through 

discriminatory practices.  When the 1930 federal census adopted Mexican as a racial 

category, it reaffirmed what social and political entities had conveyed since the mid-

1800s, that Mexicans were not white.61   

These ideologies illustrate that anti-Mexican rhetoric still pervaded in the United 

States.  Yet, as the next chapter demonstrates, specific groups of American men had been 

expressing very different opinions since the middle of the nineteenth century.  These 

white men came from the demographic groups most likely to settle in the Southwest.  

Their views begin to explain the high incidence of Mexican-white marriages after the 

Mexican war.  By 1860, the first wave of American migrants had settled in Tucson and 

began to enter into unions with Mexican women.  Over the next two decades these 

interethnic unions increased dramatically and represented the majority of all marriages 

among white men, a replication of what occurred in Santa Fe two decades earlier.  This 

situation must have surprised those who abhorred the so-called amalgamation of the 

races, but it would not have seemed too surprising to many American travelers.  Their 

accounts, in particular those of soldiers, clearly attest to the divergence between the 
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discursive rhetoric of manifest destiny and the real-life decisions white men made as they 

arrived in the Southwest.    
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CHAPTER 3 
UNDERMINING MANIFEST DESTINY:  

AMERICAN TRAVEL NARRATIVES 
 
 

During the middle stages of the Mexican War, as newspapers across the United 

States sought to satisfy the public demand for news on the battles and people of Mexico, 

a traveler from Illinois recounted his visit to New Mexico.  He began by describing 

women kindly: upper-class señoritas wore fine dresses, and “slippers and silk stockings 

adorn their small feet and ankles;” they are more intelligent than the men, he explained, 

and added that their complexions ranged “from snowy white to copper yellow.”  At that 

point, he began correcting himself and stated that brunette, not snowy white, better 

described the lighter extreme. He commented that they were “most awfully ugly.”  They 

do have one good quality, he wrote—their charity and kindness—and he immediately 

added that many of them had beautiful dark eyes, glossy black hair, and fine voices that 

“flow on in liquid sweetness.”  His uneven account certainly lacks the quality that a 

professional reporter could have provided, but therein lies its historical value.  The writer 

inadvertently communicates the inner struggles he experienced while describing—and 

perhaps while meeting—Mexican women.  His obvious attraction to their physical 

features, character traits, and voices seems to outweigh his single sweeping remark 

regarding their purported ugliness.   

His narrative, however, does offer possible explanations for these contradictions.  

His comment on their appearance came after his hesitation in describing their complexion 

and before he added that his fair American countrywomen were more beautiful—

paralleling a race-beauty conflation many travelers made.  The comment also came after 
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he noted that fashion dictated that he describe them as beauties, a likely indication that he 

had read favorable descriptions and was in fact trying to write a counter-narrative.  

Finally, his last paragraph reveals the likely reason for his negative comment: he admits 

that a young and single man—and he was neither—might in fact fall in love with a 

woman who possessed the qualities he just described.1  This account, precisely because 

of its vacillation, simultaneously promotes and undermines the discourse of manifest 

destiny.  First, the chronicler adheres to its tenets by establishing a hierarchy where white 

women are superior to Mexican women, who, in turn, are superior to Mexican men.  

Second, while the American national project depended on the advancement of westering 

white families, his vacillating depiction underscores that Mexican women might indeed 

appeal to white men, thus sabotaging the idealized Anglo-Saxon family unit.   

This wartime narrative represents a broader pattern: the texts of periodical editors 

and politicians promote arguments that constantly advance American expansionism and 

make sweeping remarks about Mexicans, while the chronicles of travelers—even those of 

assigned correspondents—contain internal contradictions.  These contradictions reveal 

that some Americans who came into contact with Mexicans often undermined the 

discourse of manifest destiny.  The chapter first analyzes what American travelers wrote 

about Mexicans overall and what they thought about the prospect of forming families 

with Mexican women.  It then discusses the importance of distinguishing among the 

various types of travelers in order to see why some embraced and propagated the 

discourse of manifest destiny, while others tended to undermine it.  For example, some 
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travelers visited the West as sojourners, while others intended to settle permanently.  

There are fundamental differences between the texts of leisured travelers and amateur 

ethnologists—broadly defined as those men and women who planned their trips and 

recorded their observations, usually with the intent of publishing a narrative—and the 

journals and accounts of situational travelers, like soldiers, the first wave of Americans to 

record a touristic gaze of Mexico and whose texts were originally not meant for 

publication.2  Though a dominant expansionist narrative promoted Anglo-Saxonism and 

depicted Mexicans as an undesirable population, a number of travelers undermined this 

vision when they described their experiences among Mexicans.  Their accounts help to 

explain why white men so openly and frequently entered into relationships with Mexican 

women when massive western migration began after the Mexican War.           

The national project that expansionists promoted during the 1830s-1850s period 

posited that white men would help to redeem the Mexican north by installing American 

political, economic and social institutions—including normative marriages and family—

and exploiting its natural resources, all while displacing undeserving and incapable 

Mexican residents.  Supporters and opponents of expansionism generally considered 

Mexicans an inferior and repulsive mongrel race, but some members of both blocs 

viewed Mexican women more favorably.  Accordingly, fictional and travel narratives 

from this period almost universally qualified women who entered into formal 

relationships with Americans as descendants of pure Castilians who could ascend to 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
2 Andrea Boardman, "The U.S.-Mexican War and the Beginnings of American Tourism 
in Mexico" in Holiday In Mexico: Critical Reflections on Tourism and Tourist 
Encounters, ed. Dina Berger and Andrew Grant Wood (Durham, NC, and London: Duke 
University Press, 2010), 21-53.  



! **+!

Anglo-Saxon whiteness.  Such clarification certainly assuaged the racial apprehensions of 

American readers since it conveniently helped to circumvent the subject of 

miscegenation.  There was an inherent problem with the scenario these chroniclers and 

writers described: it was effectively untenable.  First, they stipulated an interconnection 

between fair complexion and high social status that disqualified virtually all women of 

the Southwest, who were neither white nor rich, from marrying white migrants.  Second, 

while they related that almost all Mexicans were of mixed heritage, they depended on a 

large supply of women of Castilian descent.  Finally, they only allowed for relationships 

between white men and Mexican women, so the equally Castilian brothers of these 

women apparently had to marry Indian and mestizo women, ensuring the disappearance 

of the coveted Castilians. In sum, these texts described a hypothetical racial scenario that 

existed only sporadically in real life.   

 The overall depiction of Mexicans in the American press during the middle third 

of the nineteenth century produces an unfavorable portrait.  It adds the purported gender 

weaknesses of Mexican men vis-à-vis white men—such as indolence, cowardice, and 

treachery—to the supposed racial flaws of all Mexicans, like stupidity and immorality.  

Such a portrait, furthermore, would closely parallel the discourse of manifest destiny, 

especially its tenet that whites were superior to Mexicans and that the future of the nation 

lay in the proliferation of pioneering white families.  Indeed, the projects of manifest 

destiny and white domesticity co-existed during this period but were inherently 

incompatible.  Both depended on the establishment of white families, but expansion 

involved the incorporation of non-whites, and the low migration of white women further 
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complicated the purity of the domestic sphere.3  As cultural anthropologist Ann L. Stoler 

explains, policymakers expect white men in frontier settings to adhere to the prescriptions 

of the centers of power, but these men tend to pursue their own happiness via formal and 

informal relationships with local women and men.4  They disregard and undermine the 

project of white domesticity.      

Thus, in order to discern between theory and practice, an analysis of these texts 

benefits from the creation of two categories: texts that discussed hypothetical or fictional 

situations—such as political speeches or novels—and the narratives of individuals who 

were discussing their personal experiences and observations.  As Chapter 2 illustrates, 

American politicians and boosters generally viewed Mexicans primarily as obstacles.  

Fiction writers, while slightly more accepting of interethnic relations, adhered to strict 

race and class exclusionism.  Almost all of them, however, never came into contact with 

Mexicans, limiting the veracity and empirical authority of their texts—facts not 

necessarily important to their nineteenth-century readers.  A further limitation plagues the 

texts of expansionist politicians and boosters: they focused on the nation-building project 

yet ignored the fundamental individual prerogatives, like love and happiness, of the men 

who were to settle the West.  Whether these expansionists opposed or promoted 

interethnic unions with Mexicans, they were speaking of women they had never met.  
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Those who opposed these relationships expected westering men to play their assigned 

role in protecting white domesticity.  These distinctions leave travelers as the most 

valuable source of information on what American men and women actually thought about 

the Mexicans they met, but another characteristic further separates the various types of 

travelers: the narratives of passing travelers and government surveyors necessarily 

differed from those of men and women who spent enough time among Mexicans and 

were able to assess their character and customs.  The latter group receives particular 

attention because it would eventually produce the men who chose to form families with 

Mexican women.  Their accounts certainly undermined the discourse of manifest destiny.    

Samuel E. Chamberlain’s account of his experiences during the Mexican-

American War encapsulates most of the recurring themes of travel narratives that 

described Mexicans in the middle third of the nineteenth century.  Chamberlain (1829-

1908), who participated only in sporadic battles, wrote the sketches of his experiences 

that were published posthumously.  These accounts—particularly the embellished 

chronicles of his chivalrous and amorous escapades—aptly illustrate the vainglorious, 

biased, and racially charged perspective of many nineteenth-century American travelers.  

While it seems unlikely that his narrative represents actual experiences—especially 

regarding his chain of sexual adventures—Chamberlain does offer a typical perspective 

in his depiction of Mexican people.  In this case, the author—not the war, soldiers, or 

local Mexicans—emerges as the indisputable protagonist.  His chivalry knows no 

boundaries, and he defends his honor and the honor of Mexican women against both 

Mexican men and dishonorable American soldiers.  Two of his accounts suitably 
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illustrate his literary self-characterization as an admirable guardian of manifest destiny.  

In “Ladies in Distress,” he comes to the rescue of three Mexican women who face 

imminent rapes at the hands of two American soldiers.  He swiftly runs his saber through 

one and drives them away.  The grateful mother of the two young women promptly 

invites him to their house and soon offers him one of her daughters in marriage—he 

could choose either one, it seems.  The relationship with the girls evolves into sexual 

liaisons that place him in further conflicts with his fellow Americans.  He kills a soldier 

and fights with his own sergeant to protect the sisters from sexual predation.  Just before 

their separation, the mother once again offers one of his daughters in marriage—and 

Chamberlain wonders which one he would choose—but his connection to the family ends 

when the military disciplines him for attacking a senior officer.  In a motif that dominates 

his narrations, a higher calling or obedience to military command, and not his own 

decisions, opportunely puts an end to his love affairs and precludes the need to explain to 

the mother the disjuncture between his purely sexual interests and her marital ambitions.5 

The best illustration of Chamberlain’s self-promoting perspective appears in the 

overly romantic “Carmeleita Veigho.”6  The account describes his rescue of a nude 

thirteen-year-old girl from the violent attack of her husband—an old, one-eyed, weak and 
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emaciated “greaser” nicknamed El Tuerto.  Poverty, the author explains, landed 

Carmeleita and her mother into servitude for El Tuerto, who then forced the mother to 

bestow the girl in marriage to him.  The beating that Chamberlain witnesses occurs after 

the girl runs away on the day of the wedding.  He confronts El Tuerto—whom he 

recognizes as the man he defeated in an earlier knife fight—and the old man immediately 

flees.7  Chamberlain briefly considers adopting the girl as his sister but soon 

acknowledges the impossibility of a non-sexual relationship.  Instead, he begins to 

describe her as passionate.  They ride away on his horse and, disregarding the abhorrence 

he previously expressed at the thought of thirteen-year-old girls getting married and 

having children, he has sex with her.  This was Mexico, he rationalizes, and he entertains 

no further qualms about her age.8  (Evidently, the author also defeated his apprehensions 

in real life, since he married a fourteen-year-old New Englander in 1854, when he was 

twenty-four.9)  Chamberlain recounts that he and the young girl spent three months 
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together, that he asked her to marry him, and that even though her previous marital 

experience led her to reject him, he treated her as his wife.  During the first six weeks of 

the concubinage, the author attempts to Americanize her.  She wears stockings for the 

first time, cultivates her intellect, learns to ride a horse in a womanly “American” 

fashion, and learns English.  Her acculturation reaches such a point that his fellow 

soldiers confuse her for an American and treat her with proper courtesy.  The American 

avant-garde has fulfilled his manifest mission by civilizing a Mexican girl.  Once again, 

his relationship with a Mexican woman ends when his military superior orders him to 

allow El Tuerto, her legal husband, to take her away.  She is summarily raped and 

murdered by El Tuerto’s gang.10  

Chamberlain’s accounts of his numerous relationships with Mexican women 

seem, on the surface, to promote interethnic relationships if not marriages, but his 

accounts justify both his attraction to Mexican women and his exploitation of them.  

Writing to an American audience and presenting his accounts as actual experiences, his 

narrative technique offers obvious qualifiers about his mistresses and warnings to those 

who might entertain the idea of taking Mexican women seriously.  In an early chapter, “A 

Duel in a Bedroom,” he feels betrayed by twin sisters when—apparently believing that 

only he should have access to their sexual favors—he finds both in bed with a Mexican 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Mary Keith) at 29.  Thus, he was no older than 24 and she no more than 14 when they 
married 16 years earlier, in 1854.  The couple’s oldest daughter was 13 in 1870.  
Therefore, Mary had her when she was no older than 16.  The census lists Mary’s 
birthplace as Maine, but Roger Butterfield, who wrote the introduction and postscript for 
the 1956 edition, stated that she was born in Canada and that she was 22 when she 
married.  Chamberlain, My Confession, 299.              
10 Chamberlain, My Confession, 210-217. 
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renegade.  He swiftly dispatches the challenger but resents the “fickleness of womankind, 

Mexican Señoritas in particular.”  According to the author, these women, like all 

Mexicans, had enough lice for themselves and for distribution and typically married in 

their early teens and aged terribly, becoming “fearful old hags at forty.”  Chamberlain’s 

flair for absolving himself for engaging in sexual relations with lice-ridden, promiscuous 

Mexican women rests on a recourse frequently employed by fiction and non-fiction 

writers alike: the women he takes seriously are of European ancestry, and not mere 

mestizas.  Indeed, even the unfaithful twins had fair complexions indistinguishable from 

New England women, with small feet and graceful eyes and bodies.  The women he 

rescues from imminent rapes also had European features: the mother was a “regal-

looking” pure Castilian with white complexion.  Likewise, he describes Carmeleita 

Veigho as “a girl as fair as any Anglo Saxon lady,” and, after the thirteen-year-old has 

become his lover, he explains that her father was Irish and her mother of full Spanish 

blood.  Thus, the author infuses his endorsement of interethnic marriages with class and 

race distinctions: Mexican women of fair complexion—typically from the upper 

classes—may, under the right circumstances, qualify as potential marriage partners.  He 

leaves unexplained the ancestries of poor Mexican women, especially those who attend 

fandangos, and he uses darker colors for their complexions in his sketches.11  

Chamberlain’s narrative thus includes several themes many other travelers also treated: 

he describes Mexican men negatively and explicitly states that they were inferior to 

Mexican women, who, for the most part, receive favorable depictions, especially if they 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
11 Chamberlain, My Confession, 71, 145-46, 210-212. 
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were purported Castilians or young girls.  Chamberlain thus approves of certain 

interethnic relationships, but does not quite challenge the discourse of manifest destiny as 

other travelers did.        

Indeed, travel narratives of the war period almost always delineate a clear 

distinction between Mexican men and women.  American male travelers made 

connections among their interests, their attitudes about Mexican men, and their 

admiration for Mexican women.  They almost universally vilified Mexican men as 

ignorant, indolent, inefficient, treacherous, cowardly, and mendacious, but consistently 

included positive descriptions of women in their letters and accounts of the Mexican War, 

typically by underscoring that the women were superior to the men.12  American men 

most likely viewed Mexican men, not simply as war enemies, but also as competitors or 

obstacles in the post-war period.13  A self-proclaimed expert on Mexico, who had 

purportedly visited every part of the country and met people from all social classes, 

succinctly stated that he had observed no redeeming quality in Mexicans, “excepting 

from this sweeping clause the women of the country, who, for kindness of heart and 
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12 Corydon Donnavan, who had numerous accolades for Mexican women of all classes 
and complexions, described men as “ignorant, indolent, inefficient creatures, 
distinguished but by one trait of character—that trait is treachery.”  Corydon Donnavan, 
Donnavan’s Adventures in Mexico, Experienced during a Captivity of Seven Months 
(Boston: George R. Hollbrook, 1848), 24; Cecil Robinson, Mexico and the Hispanic 
Southwest in American Literature (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1977 [1963]), 
35-40, 56, 77.  Robinson bases his assessment on a study of numerous novels, travel 
accounts, newspaper reports, and short stories.   
13 Peggy M. Cashion, “Women and the Mexican War, 1846-1848” (Ph.D. diss., 
University of Texas, Arlington, 1990), 130-32; Jimmy L. Bryan, “The American 
Elsewhere: Adventurism and Manliness in the Age of Expansion, 1815-1848” (Ph.D. 
diss., University of Texas, Arlington, 2006), 198.  See also Thomas B. Thorpe, Our Army 
at Monterey (Philadelphia: Carey and Hart, 1847), 121; and Paredes, 9-18.  
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many sterling qualities, are an ornament to their sex, and to any nation.”14  American 

soldiers and expeditioners frequently expressed similar sentiments and added that 

Mexican men were inferior to the women in intelligence, disposition, benevolence, and 

physical appearance.15  For example, a colonel wrote that Americans (in 1847) were 

already familiar with the character flaws of Mexican men, but that women were “a higher 

order of beings” who possessed “all the good qualities so wanting in the opposite sex.”  

He later added that providence must certainly have designed them for American men.16  

Similarly, Samuel Chamberlain consistently depicted women positively but described 

Mexican men as cowardly and treacherous and attributed their backwardness to “the 

physical and moral differences between the Anglo Saxon and the mongrel races known as 

Mexicans.”17  American men viewed Mexican men as obstacles, and the constant 

references to their indolence and cowardice conveyed not only that Mexican men did not 

deserve their territory and their women, but also that they would easily surrender both.  

Mexican women, on the other hand, posed no apparent threat and often attracted the 

romantic or sexual interest of American men. 

The depictions of women ranged from the mundane services they provided—such 

as selling food and doing laundry—to embellished and exotic sketches of beautiful 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
14 The author made a more-sweeping remark when he described Mexico City: “Mexico is 
the head quarters of dirt.  The streets are dirty, the houses are dirty, the men are dirty, and 
the women dirtier, and everything you eat and drink is dirty.”  George Frederick 
Augustus Ruxton, Adventures in Mexico: From Veracruz to Chihuahua in the Days of the 
Mexican War, ed. Horace Kephart (New York: Nelson Doubleday, 1915 [1848]), 13, 74. 
15 See, for example, Philip S. G. Cooke, The Conquest of New Mexico and California 
(New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1878), 49-50; Adolphus A. Wislizenus, Memoir of a 
Tour to Northern Mexico (Washington, DC: Tippin and Streeper, 1848).   
16 Thomas B. Thorpe, Our Army at Monterey (Philadelphia: Carey and Hart), 1847.  
17 Chamberlain, Confession, 273. 
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women and romantic relationships.  Overall, white soldiers, detached as they were from 

the constraints of American social mores and from their girlfriends and wives, described 

Mexican women favorably, focusing particularly on their humane, caring qualities and on 

the characteristics that most distinguished them from the American women of their 

hometowns and from Mexican men.  Thus, chroniclers frequently mentioned their 

clothing—especially the rebozo, their relatively shorter skirts, and the absence of corsets, 

for example—their large, dark eyes, small hands and feet, and their exposed ankles, arms, 

and necks.  Most accounts clearly favored upper-class women of light complexion, but 

many soldiers expressed their fondness for women of all classes and complexions.18  

While many white men depicted Mexican women favorably and some explicitly 

called on their fellow Americans to seek relationships with them, a few visitors offered 

warnings meant to highlight the superiority of their American values.  American travelers 

often accused Mexican women of immoral behavior.  Some travelers generalized their 

disapproval of local women, describing them as vulgar, exhibitionist, unhygienic, and 

immoral, and warned that they typically took extramarital lovers.  The gazing eyes of 

American men paid particular attention to the practice of bathing in creeks and rivers, 

focusing only on women, of course, since Mexican men apparently never bathed or, more 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
18 Cashion, 120-29.  See also a positive description of dark, lower-class Mexican women 
and a negative description of women at a fandango—who, the author explains, were the 
exemption among otherwise beautiful women—in Samuel Ryan Curtis, Mexico Under 
Fire: Being the Diary of Samuel Ryan Curtis, 3rd Ohio Volunteer Regiment, during the 
American Military Occupation of Northern Mexico, 1846-1847, ed. Joseph E. Chance 
(Fort Worth: Texas Christian University Press, 1994), 76, 85.   See other positive 
depictions of lower-class Mexican women in Donnavan, 8, 22-24, 79-83.  Donnavan’s 
account achieved instant popularity.  By 1847, it was in its twelfth edition and had been 
translated into German, selling sold sixteen thousand copies in 1847 in the United States 
alone.  
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likely, white men never found them so captivating.  These depictions overwhelmingly 

portrayed Mexican women as immoral temptresses, especially since they would not 

depart when they noticed the gawking Americans.  Evidently, it did not occur to these 

men that the women might be more concerned about the exposure that exiting the water 

entailed.19     

Some of these warnings focused on racial characteristics.  A number of 

chroniclers noted the differences in complexion among Mexican women—usually 

paralleling class status—even when they described all women favorably.  Thus, they 

insert references to the mongrel and mixed ancestries of Mexican women alongside 

accolades, not only to their superior morality, but also to their lovely feet and hair, 

beautiful dark eyes, and symmetrically shapely bodies.20  In some cases, a traveler might 

repeatedly pay Mexican women compliments for their beauty and manners—citing their 

“finely turned ankles, well developed busts…, dark and lustrous eyes”—yet make an 

occasional generalization to explain that “their complexions are far from good, the 

mixture of Spanish and Indian blood giving a sallow clayish hue to their skin.”21  Others 

focused more on racial traits and added that their “ugly dark countenances” only 

exacerbated their low appeal.22  Similarly, an American volunteer expressed 

disappointment when he visited New Mexico and, purportedly speaking for his group, 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
19 Robinson, 84.   
20 Donnavan, 23-24.  
21 Kendall, 321.  A version of this description, like so many of the book-length narratives, 
also appeared as a sketch in a periodical.  “Mexican Women,” The New York Mirror 
(October 8, 1842): 323.    
22 Trulio, 232-38.  Susan Magoffin, who eventually developed an appreciation for 
Mexican culture, initially described New Mexico women as exhibitionist and noted that 
some of them were “not the prettiest or whitest.”  Magoffin, 93-95.        
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stated, “Instead of the black-eyed Spanish woman, we found ourselves amongst a 

swarthy, copper-colored, half-Indian race.”23  Another soldier exposed his attitudes 

conflating race, beauty, and intelligence when he wrote that he found the women of 

Monterrey “not pretty,” for even though he liked brunettes, he “never fancied very deep 

colours…  The features and expressions…are unmistakable evidences of their Indian 

origin.  But few have intellectual countenances.”24  Similarly, a visitor to California 

lamented that Mexican women inherited the resemblance of their Indian ancestors.25  A 

Tennessee volunteer maintained that the women from his home state “would be a god 

send in this land of swarthy faces and grim features.”  Another volunteer related that the 

lover of a fellow soldier had a brutish temper and an “unseemly misshapen body” and a 

“round ugly face.”26  A soldier stationed in Veracruz conceded that Mexican women were 

more graceful than their American counterparts, but he added: “as for being handsome, or 

even pretty, it is all a mistake.  Nine-tenths of the people resemble Cherokee Indians.”27  

Finally, a war correspondent wrote that Mexican women may look presentable at balls, 

but they would be unrecognizable the next day, dirty and immodestly dressed.  Their skin 

color, he averred, “will awaken recollections, perhaps, of muslim [sic] having once been 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
23 Gibson, 195.  
24 William A. McClintock, “Journal of a Trip through Texas and Northern Mexico in 
1846-1847,” Southwestern Historical Quarterly 34 (1930): 142-43.  Emphasis appears in 
the original. 
25 Thomas Jefferson Farnham, Life, Travels, and Adventures in California, and Scenes in 
the Pacific Ocean (New York: W. H. Graham, 1847), 363.  
26 The two preceding quotations appear in George Winston Smith and Charles Judah, ed. 
Chronicles of the Gringos: The U.S. Army in the Mexican War, Accounts of Eyewitnesses 
and Combatants (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1968), 303-304. 
27 Ralph W. Kirkham, The Mexican War Journal and Letters of Ralph W. Kirkham, ed. 
Robert Ryal Miller (College Station: Texas A&M University, 1991), 20-21.  
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white.”28  Others similarly maintained that their Indian complexions were a sign of decay 

that even the infusion of American blood might not be able to improve.29     

Chroniclers frequently added age to the racial equation in their warnings against 

interethnic relationships.  For example, a visitor to Santa Fe stated that some Mexican 

women were indeed beautiful, but warned that they married young and “fade and become 

old & haggard in proportion.  Indian blood is almost universally mixed througout [sic] 

the population.”30  Similarly, Lewis H. Garrard, who visited New Mexico in the mid-

1840s, warned Americans of the consequences of having relationships with Mexicans.  

The author found a certain charm in the penchant for smoking of Mexican women, who 

“with neatly rolled-up shucks between coral lips, perpetrate winning smiles.”  Such 

practices and signals, however, seemed appealing only in the proper context: these 

women, he warned, were vixens trying to lure unsuspecting victims.  The idea of 

marrying a Mexican woman, he added, might initially seem romantic to naive Americans, 

but one might eventually become aware of the lack of morals, intellect, modesty, virtue, 

and other traits that American women do possess.31  The conflation of race with 

immorality and ugliness certainly raises the question of why these men felt such 

contempt towards Mexican women.  Perhaps they were predisposed to finding beauty 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
28 Mark L. Gardner and Marc Simmons, The Mexican War Correspondence of Richard 
Smith Elliott (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1997), 174. 
29 Trulio, 230-32. 
30 Smith and Judah, 124.  For an excellent account of a contemporaneous conflation of 
race, age, and gender, see Deena J. González’s discussion of “La Tules” from Santa Fe.  
Deena J. González, Refusing the Favor: The Spanish-Mexican Women of Santa Fe, 1820-
1880 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2001). 
31 Lewis H. Garrard, Wah-to-yah and the Taos Trail, or, Prairie Travel and Scalp 
Dances, with a Look at Los Rancheros from Muleback and the Rocky Mountain Campfire 
(Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1973 [1850]), 171. 
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only in white women, or perhaps their xenophobic-bellicose attitudes shaped the way 

they perceived all Mexicans.  They also might have focused much of their scorn on 

prostitutes or saloon maids, who were probably older, wore more revealing clothing, and 

had led strenuous lives.     

Time, however, often served to counterbalance—if not eliminate—some of the 

prejudices Americans acquired before they encountered Mexicans.  Generally, 

chroniclers who spent long periods of time among Mexicans tended to describe them 

favorably.  For instance, a religious minister who spent three years in California in the 

late 1840s wrote a mostly sympathetic account of Mexicans and—demonstrating that he 

cared more about religious than economic prerogatives—he went so far as to assert that 

they acted with less greed than Americans.  Even a diplomat from Washington, whose 

peers regularly made disparaging remarks, formed a good opinion of Mexicans after 

spending two years in the capital, citing their hospitality, intelligence, and benevolence.32  

Most notably, Americans who married Mexican women wrote some of the most positive 

depictions.33 

An examination of the social mores that permeated American life in the 

nineteenth century sheds some light on why white men felt such a physical attraction 

towards Mexican women, yet expressed qualms about their moral rectitude.  Victorian 

America accepted the centrality of sex and thus tried to transform and redirect its 

eroticism towards a spiritual role within marital life.  Public expressions of sexuality 

therefore represented a menace, particularly if they involved people who were already 
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32 These and other examples appear in Paredes, 7-8, 13-16.   
33 See Trulio, “Anglo-American Attitudes,” op. cit. 
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married.  Women’s clothing was designed accordingly to prevent a series of events that 

could start with a leer and end with the pursuit of immoral sexual activity (i.e., 

premarital, extramarital, or too much marital sex).34  Moreover, Victorians understood the 

close link between voyeurism and exhibitionism as a correlation between gazing eyes and 

the availability of exposed body parts.  Thus, women sought to repress men’s desire to 

eroticize them by effectively restricting what they could see, by not wearing revealing 

clothes, especially in public.  Ironically, the clothing of Victorian women created greater 

curiosity precisely because it concealed and eroticized what men wanted to see.  Indeed, 

the length and width of women’s dresses and skirts grew increasingly larger from the 

1820s to the 1880s and, coincidentally, were at their longest during the period when 

Americans first encountered the relatively lightly clad Mexican women (1830s-1860s), 

reaching the ground and consisting of up to twelve layers.35  Predictably, therefore, white 

men felt a particular attraction to the exposed body parts of the Mexican women they 

met—though, of course, most of these men never met the middle- and upper-class 

Mexican women who were most likely to conform to American and European fashion 

standards.  For various reasons—such as cultural norms and warmer climates—some of 

these women offered glimpses at body parts that white women would typically not 

display in public.  Such situations produced three consequences: white men were likely to 

take notice of every instance of apparent exhibitionism; their cultural preconceptions led 
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34 Steven Seidman, “The Power of Desire and the Dangers of Pleasure: Victorian 
Sexuality Reconsidered,” Journal of Social History 24:1 (Fall 1990): 49-50, 60-62. 
35 Valerie Steele, Fashion and Eroticism: Ideals of Feminine Beauty from the Victorian 
Era to the Jazz Age (New York: Oxford University Press, 1985), 27, 42, 51-52; Gayle V. 
Fischer, Pantaloons and Power: A Nineteenth-Century Dress Reform in the United States 
(Kent, OH: Kent University Press, 2001), 20, 30.    
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them to equate these displays with lasciviousness and promiscuity and to view them as 

invitations for sexual relations; and they generalized their remarks to include all Mexican 

women.    

Accordingly, the feet of Mexican women became a leitmotif in the narratives of 

soldiers and adventurers—no other physical feature received as much attention.  

Victorian fashions dictated the public use of long skirts and dresses that made feet 

virtually invisible, and, when exposed, shoes and stockings still covered them.  Some 

visitors commented that the beauty and manner of dress of Mexican women exceeded 

those of their American counterparts, who tended to disfigure their natural grace with 

rigid clothing.36  American travelers elatedly described how women in Mexico exposed 

their feet in public.  The custom of not wearing stockings or elaborate footwear—or even 

walking barefooted—attracted the gazing eyes of men who were not accustomed to 

seeing women’s feet.37  The feet of Mexican women elicited fervent comments also 

because they suited the Victorian ideal of femininity.  According to numerous 

descriptions, they were narrow and small, characteristics considered refined, youthful, 

and erotic in the United States.39  These qualities must have appeared even more 

prominent because white men held a particular predilection for young Mexican girls, a 

fondness that bordered on pedophilia.  A soldier during the Mexican War noted in his 

diary that he could not resist the temptation of visiting his lieutenant’s tent, for he heard 
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36 Beverly Trulio, “Anglo-American Attitudes toward New Mexican Women,” Journal of 
the West 12:2 (April 1973): 229-31; George Wilkins Kendall, Narrative of the Texan 
Santa Fe Expedition Vol. 1 (London: Wiley and Putnam, 1844]), 234. 
37 Bryan, 224 
39 Steele, 113-115; Fischer 20-21. 
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his superior was keeping a thirteen-year-old mistress—likely, a pre-pubescent girl, since, 

the soldier explained, she was not voluptuous like the other Mexican women but rather 

slender.  He expressed compassion for the situation of such a young person, but he did 

not place any blame on his fellow soldiers.40  Similarly, George Wilkins Kendall, whose 

1844 Narrative of the Texan Santa Fe Expedition contains many accolades to the beauty 

of Mexican women, was particularly enthralled by a fifteen-year-old Albuquerque girl.  

She was poor, with dark eyes, olive skin, wearing “a scanty dress” and “just entering 

womanhood.”  Kendall concluded that she was equal to the most beautiful American girl 

he had ever seen.  She did not belong in such a deplorable place, he lamented.41   

The number of sources that describe how Mexicans perceived Americans pales in 

comparison to the plethora of information Americans recorded, but they do serve to 

expose the biases of some American travelers.  There are indications that Mexicans, too, 

had some apprehensions and prejudices about their neighbors, and they, too, like 

American travelers, at times found themselves staring at specific characteristics.  Just like 

Americans expressed interest in the clothing of Mexican women, the latter also focused 

on the fashions American women wore.  For instance, Susan Shelby Magoffin, who 

visited New Mexico, Texas, and Chihuahua in the 1840s, explained that she and her 

group were frequently the focus of the gazing eyes of men, women, and children.  She 
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40 Abraham Robinson Johnston, et al, Marching with the Army of the West, 1846-1848, 
Ralph Paul Bieber, ed. (Glendale, CA: Arthur H. Clark Co., 1936), 342.  This work 
published the contemporaneous diaries of Abraham Robinson Johnston, Marcellus B. 
Edwards, and Philip G. Ferguson, all of whom served during the Mexican War.  For 
further information, see E. M. Violette, review of Marching with the Army of the West: 
1846-1848, by Abraham R. Johnston, et al, Ralph P. Bieber, ed. The Mississippi Valley 
Historical Review 24:1 (June 1937): 83-85.  
41 Kendall, 383-85. 
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also lent her clothes to local women because they wanted to copy the patterns, a 

customary practice between American and Mexican women.42  Similarly, whereas white 

men reacted with surprise and excitement at the small size of women’s feet, the relatively 

large feet of white men produced fascination and amusement among Mexicans.  An Ohio 

soldier, for example, described the feet of Mexican women as universally small and noted 

that the differences Mexican women saw in Americans produced astonishment.  In 

particular, he recounted, they erupted “in ecstasies of laughter, while ridiculing the 

extensive feet of some of our volunteers.”43  Similarly, an Alabama soldier related that a 

member of his company who stood seven feet tall and wore size-fourteen shoes had to 

commission a special last from a local shoemaker since he could not procure shoes at the 

camp or at local stores.  The Veracruz shoemaker met the request and promptly displayed 

on his window the last and an accompanying story of the event.  Mexicans passed by in 

awe of the extremely large feet of the American.44  These examples illustrate that some 

American visitors understood that noticing cultural and physical differences was indeed a 

reciprocal practice between Mexicans and Americans.     

Local Mexicans had reason to dislike and distrust American visitors.  For 

instance, they pointed out that Americans displayed great arrogance and used the money 

they earned to drink excessively and hire prostitutes.45  In the 1820s and 1830s, Mexican 

officials complained that American immigrants acted with disregard for Mexican laws 
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42 Magoffin, 92-95, 131.  For more on the friendships of Mexican and American women, 
see Sandra L. Myres, “Mexican Americans and Westering Anglos: A Feminine 
Perspective,” New Mexico Historical Review 57:4 (1982): 317-34.      
43 Donnavan, 23. 
44 Cook, 460. 
45 Robinson, 78. 
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and disrespect towards magistrates, and they were certainly aware of the presence of 

illegal American immigrants in Texas, whom they described as lazy.46  Women, 

furthermore, certainly noticed the gazing eyes of American men.  Traditionally, public 

bathing depended on the separation of the sexes, and the presence of men in the vicinity 

undoubtedly arose suspicion and alarm among local women.  Similarly, while white men 

described the seemingly flimsy clothing of Mexican women as immoral, the latter clearly 

noticed and resented their voyeuristic looks.  A woman in Santa Fe, for one, began to 

consider wearing American-style capes because she had qualms about going to the plaza 

with her neck exposed, since many American men frequented the area.47              

The accounts of the daughters of the old landed elites, though full of misplaced 

nostalgia for an idyllic past, also convey resentment and fears towards Americans.  Life 

was perfect during the pastoral age before the American conquest, Guadalupe Vallejo of 

California wrote in 1890.  Many Americans arrived and married well among the better 

families, but some of them deceived, stole, and took advantage of the trust these families 

placed on them, particularly by using the new and confusing American legal and 

economic systems or by outright dispossessing them without providing explanations.48  

Accordingly, the mother of Prudencia Higuera believed that she would never see her 

husband again when, in 1840, an American trader invited her husband onto his ship.  He 
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46 Albert Pike, Prose, Sketches, and Poems Written in the Western Country, ed. David J. 
Weber (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1987), xvi.  The references 
appear in the introduction by David J. Weber.  See also, José María Sánchez, “A Trip to 
Texas in 1828,” trans. Carlos E. Castañeda, Southwestern Historical Quarterly 29:4 
(April 1926): 260-61, 271.     
47 Magoffin, 131.   
48 Padilla, 197; Guadalupe Vallejo, “Ranch and Mission Days in Alta California,” 
Century Magazine 41 (December 1890): 183, 190.    
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came back safely, but their fears illustrate the general mistrust Americans elicited.49  The 

Mexican War and the concomitant dispossession were of primary importance for some of 

the Mexicans who held Americans in contempt for actual and rumored atrocities.50  A 

daughter of the Vallejo family in California maintained such disdain, for example, that, 

three decades after the war, she still refused to learn what she called “the language of the 

invaders” or to allow her children to speak it in front of her.51  Similarly, María de la 

Guerra, who married an American, recalled that she and other women warned Mexican 

men that they should not trust a purportedly ill Archibald H. Gillespie, who claimed he 

went to California to recover yet arrived on a war ship.  She lamented that the men 

ignored them, for Lieutenant Gillespie eventually assumed command of Los Angeles 

after American troops gained control of the town.52  The De la Guerra account 

demonstrates that she witnessed numerous abuses and that she still held contempt for the 

invaders as late as 1878—not that the occupation did not bother Californios, as a 

mistranslated and highly disseminated translation asserts.53                 
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49 Prudencia Higuera, “Californiana: Trading with the Americans,” Century Magazine 41 
(December 1890): 193-94.  
50 Myres, 327. 
51 Padilla, 197-98. 
52 Angustias Ord [née María de las Angustias de la Guerra], “Ocurrencias en California, 
Relatadas a Thomas Savage en Santa Bárbara, 1878,” Manuscript Collection, Bancroft 
Library, Berkeley, California, 140-41, 144.    
53 Ord, 143.  The mistranslation appears in Angustias Ord, Occurrences in Hispanic 
California, trans. and ed. Francis Price and William E. Ellison (Washington, D.C.: 
Academy of American Franciscan History, 1956), 59.  The Spanish original reads, “La 
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Californians, least of all the women.”  The correct translation is, “We, Californios, did 
not like the occupation of the country at all, least of all the women [Residents referred to 
themselves as Californios, not as Californianos; country most likely refers to all of 
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Cultural differences occasionally caused misunderstanding and conflict.  An 

extreme case occurred when the daughter of Victoria (née Bartolomea) Reid, who 

married a British immigrant to California, blamed him for the death of their daughter 

because he kept the girl away from sunlight when she was sick.  She believed that inside 

the house, where the husband made her study, she “grew pale and weak” and thus 

“unable to fight the dreadful disease.”54  The girl was suffering from small pox, and all 

efforts might have been futile, but the mother, a mestiza, clearly believed that her 

treatment would have saved her life.  Similarly, Dorotea Valdez believed white women 

suffered from sterility because they over-relied on doctors and medications.55  Finally, the 

visit by future president Ulysses S. Grant made to San Diego produced an interesting 

outcome.  When he stopped by the ranch of his fellow West Point graduate, Cave 

Johnson Couts, the general decided to make a grand entrance by riding his horse into the 

dining room, interrupting dinner, coincidentally.  Though the ethnicity of the wife might 

not have made a difference in the reaction to this equestrian display, Couts happened to 

be married to Ysidora Bandini of the old elite Californio family.  Ysidora promptly 

demanded that the general leave her house, which he did, probably not without an 
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embarrassing chuckle.56  Mexican women made their own judgment of what constituted 

an ideal marriage candidate.  They were not simply waiting for the first American who 

would mercifully redeem them.  

Elite Mexican women, like Ysidora Bandini, normally escaped the negative 

depictions Americans made of the rest of the Mexican population.  For example, John 

Russell Bartlett, who served as member of the boundary commission in the early 1850s, 

expressed a clear bias in favor of the elite California women, whom he described as 

possessing complexions and qualities highly comparable to those of American women.  

He attributed these qualities to the fact—which he likely heard from his Mexican hosts—

that they had not intermixed with Indians.  By the time Bartlett arrived in the Southwest, 

he had already published a treatise on ethnology that evaluated cultures according to 

Western standards of progress.57  Thus, his experiences in the Southwest allowed him to 

apply his ethnological theories and conclude that most Mexicans were not fit for life 

under the American flag.  Bartlett held particular contempt for the mixed races, whose 

“Indian physiognomy is indelibly stamped on them,” making them quite noticeable 

among the pure Castilians.  He further described mestizos in El Paso as having “none of 

the virtues of their European ancestors, but all the vices, with those of the aborigines 
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superadded.”  Bartlett’s comments, therefore, also reflect his espousal of contemporary 

racial theories.58  Indeed, a subsequent member of the commission warned in 1857 that 

the country needed more white women along the Mexican border because too many 

whites were entering into intermarriages and degrading American bloodlines.59  These 

chroniclers were disappointedly witnessing the disjuncture between the prescriptions of 

manifest destiny and the decisions of westering men.     

Similarly, some soldiers had an additional reason to express scorn towards 

Mexican women: they apparently had no interest in pursuing a romantic relationship with 

anyone.  Some of them were writing to wives and family, and they spoke negatively of 

the women they met.  For example, a Mexican War volunteer described Mexican women 

as the “most revolting, forbidding, disgusting creatures in the world,” and another wrote 

that he had “never seen any old Negro half so hideous and disgusting.”  Yet, both men 

were writing to their American wives and probably wanted to alleviate any distrust their 

spouses might develop.  Another soldier explained to his wife that other soldiers engaged 

in love relationships with local women, but that he did not.62  One volunteer went so far 

as to write to his wife that he had only seen one pretty girl during his time in Mexico.  

His efforts to ease his wife’s mind, however, clearly failed when he proceeded to tell her 
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that the girl had “beautiful large, dark eyes and such a graceful figure” and that he would 

have certainly pursued her, had it not been for the accompanying chaperone.  His playful 

overtones notwithstanding, his wife must have certainly wondered how much she could 

trust him.63  Conversely, separation from their girlfriends and wives might certainly 

explain why some American travelers and soldiers felt attracted to Mexican women.  The 

admiration these women elicited was not a mere result of the absence of white women—

as the author of a study on soldier narratives argues.64  Such a scenario would suggest 

that white men were simply settling for the best available women and that their taste—if 

not their vision—suffered from temporary distortion.  More notably, it would imply that 

once white women moved into areas where intermarriages had been frequent before their 

arrival, the practice would completely cease.  The reality, however, was much different.  

Intermarriages did tend to decrease after white women migrated to frontier regions, but 

they did not disappear.  In the case of Tucson, they continued to represent a high 

percentage of total marriages three decades into the twentieth century.  Evidently, 

westering men of the mid- to late-1800s and into the 1900s, did indeed find Mexican 

women appealing as potential partners, regardless of the availability of white women.  

All along, however, other American travelers were counterbalancing these 

negative portrayals.  Occasionally, more understanding male observers deduced that 
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wearing light clothing had to do with customs and not with indecency, or that the practice 

of public bathing signified, not that Mexican women were exhibitionists, but rather that 

they possessed an awareness and a concern for cleanliness and health; bathing was a 

passion for them, a soldier explained.65  A volunteer similarly noted that Veracruz 

women never left the house unaccompanied by a trusted chaperone, and a soldier in New 

Mexico warned that people should not assume that women at fandangos were 

representative of the entire population.  He—having previously expressed disappointment 

at the dark faces of New Mexico women—also attributed the affectionate farewell 

embrace of a Mexican woman to the customs of the place, not to lasciviousness.66  Thus, 

not all American men made stereotypical or sweeping depictions of Mexicans, but white 

women, in particular, related more nuanced and sympathetic accounts of their 

experiences.  American women did express some racism and cultural insensitivity, but 

when they interacted with Mexicans, they tended to develop an admiration for the new 

culture and a more sympathetic outlook.67  They noticed aspects of Mexican cultural 

practices that men usually overlooked, and they generally counterbalanced and 

sometimes explicitly criticized the negative depictions by less understanding 

chroniclers.68  For example, unlike the men, who delightedly spoke of the loose, 
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revealing clothing Mexican women wore, some female observers—like Martha 

Summerhayes—distinguished, for example, between the clothing for private and public 

occasions, for warm and cold weather, of lower- and upper-class women, and of younger 

and older women.  Whatever the situation, she explained, their attire always exhibited 

scrupulous cleanliness and modesty.69  That is, women understood that clothing choices 

depended on specific situations.  In fact, Summerhayes, who lived in Arizona as a 

military wife during the 1870s and 1880s, at first ridiculed the clothes of the white 

Arizona residents while hers elicited chuckles from Native American women.  She 

eventually developed a fascination for the culinary abilities of Mexicans and wished that 

she could emulate them in their customs of food and dress—she, however, initially 

acquiesced to the wishes of her husband and “sweltered during the day in high-necked 

and long-sleeve dresses” and served American food.  Her time in Arizona produced such 

a level of acculturation, nonetheless, that when she visited San Francisco, her aunt 

admonished that her dress styles might prompt people to think she was Mexican.  She 

simply responded: “Let them think… [Mexicans] are the only people who understand the 

philosophy of living.  Look at the faces of the women in your streets.”70 
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The actions of some American men often undermined the tenet of racial purity of 

the discourse of manifest destiny while still maintaining its foundation of Anglo-Saxon 

entitlement.  Frequently, travelers clearly indicated that they enjoyed their time with 

Mexican women and even developed romantic interests—though at times their remarks 

were filled with sexist and racist tones.  Mexican War correspondents commented that 

Mexican girls loved Americans “wildly and madly, as none but Spanish girls” and that 

they “yield[ed] to courting easily,” and a soldier said that women loved them even if their 

brothers and husbands hated Americans.71  A visitor to California arrogantly asserted: 

“The Mexicans make much of Americans, the men through fear, the women love.”72  

Another officer claimed that a wealthy Mexican girl fell in love with him in spite of his 

insistence that he was married.  The officer assured his readers—lest his taste come into 

question—that the young Amelia was a well-formed, blonde with blue eyes, and that 

another young girl who flirted with him in a public park was also of the better classes.73  

A soldier went even further and contended that women in Mexico openly allowed them to 

put their hands in their bosoms.  A merchant said that most women preferred Americans.  

Another traveler claimed that a Mexican woman in California crawled into his bed and 

asked him to give her a white child.74  No one, however, expressed the sense of 

entitlement better than the editor of the Mexico City volunteer newspaper, The American 
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Star.  He gleefully summed up the attitude some soldiers had towards their relationships 

with Mexican women when he described a recent interethnic wedding: “Hurrah for 

annexation!  No more arguments on the policy of annexing Mexico, but go to work and 

annex her daughters.”75   

Indeed, the discourse of manifest destiny also shaped what some men wrote about 

Mexican women, but these comments, too, indicated their interest in romantic 

relationships.  Some soldiers claimed that Mexican women spied for American soldiers 

because they believed Americans would deliver them from oppression.76  Similarly, T. B. 

Thorpe described his participation in the occupation of Mexico as a conqueror-conquered 

situation and averred that it must be “in order of Providence, that these women, so justly 

to be admired, are to become wives and mothers of a better race.”77  Others proudly 

alleged that Mexican women recognized the superiority of American men.  William W. 

Carpenter, a former soldier, claimed that a wealthy Mexican lady offered him her young 

daughter in marriage, explaining to him that Mexican women preferred Americans—

which he claims to have corroborated.78  An American traveling through New Mexico 

felt a great attraction for Mexican women and maintained that they developed the 

strongest of attachments once their “heart is touched by the blue eyes, light hair, and fair 

complexion of some roving Anglo-Saxon.”79  Mexican women of all classes, a soldier 

explained, were fully aware of the superiority of American men and thus preferred 
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them.80  In some cases, narrators related how Mexican women explicitly expressed their 

preference for American men, especially if they had demonstrated their valor, since, 

purportedly, they lamented that Mexican men acted cowardly.81  Not surprisingly, some 

soldiers explicitly advised fellow Americans to seek the open arms of Mexican women: 

volunteer Corydon Donnavan, for instance, advised “all timid bachelors to go to Mexico 

at once,” while Benjamin Huger wrote to his wife that if señoritas found a man like him 

attractive, then his sons should learn Spanish to have even better chances romancing 

them.82 

Undoubtedly, much of what these jubilant men related derived from their own 

imagination, arrogance, and narcissism and from their cultural gender roles and 

expectations, but cordial friendships and long-term relationships did in fact take place 

during the war period.  The captain of an expedition of topographical engineers spoke 

highly favorably of lower-class Mexican women and added that they made good wives 

and mothers.83  Indeed, their narratives reveal appreciation, eagerness, and delight at the 

prospects of entering into relationships with Mexican women.  Reports from the war 

confirmed that Mexican residents treated the occupying forces kindly—at least without 

animosity—and that soldiers and women interacted frequently.  A letter from Yucatán 

depicts soldiers and local men and women enjoying a playful celebration during a 
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carnival.  Furthermore, soldiers frequently courted the same woman, and in some 

occasions they even fought and killed one another over their love interests.84  An 

extraordinary case occurred in 1848, when a soldier committed polygamy by marrying a 

Mexican woman during the war.  His American wife traveled to Mexico, confronted him, 

and returned to the United States with him.  The story circulated in American periodicals 

and might in fact be apocryphal, but it indicates the popular anxiety about racial 

intermingling and sexual taboos and identifies three common situations associated with 

the Mexican War: married men occasionally courted Mexican women; many soldiers 

returned home with Mexican brides; and perhaps as many or more soldiers abandoned 

their Mexican girlfriends and lovers when their tours ended.85  Data on port entries by 

Mexican nationals after the war corroborates the frequency of wartime relationships.  The 

number of immigrants from Mexico who entered the United States through official port 

after the war—as the wives of soldiers would have to do—increased from twenty-four in 

1848 to approximately five hundred in 1849 and in 1850.  Furthermore, the Mexican 

wives of Anglo-Americans started to appear in the 1850 census, noticeably in non-

southwestern states that registered large numbers of volunteers.86         
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  The favorable depictions in the accounts of soldiers point to important 

differences in the nature of the various texts that informed Americans of the racial traits, 

character, and culture of Mexicans.  The depictions from politicians, boosters, and men of 

the nascent sciences appeared authoritative and reliable but in reality lacked the acumen 

that only direct contact and personal experience sometimes provide.  Indeed, speeches, 

essays, and treatises originated from politicians and specialized writers—most of them 

from the Northeast—who never visited the people and places they so self-confidently 

described.  They sought to advance their specific agendas and portrayed Mexicans as it 

best suited their arguments.  Thus, when they discussed the degradation of the Mexican 

race and expressed their scorn towards the amalgamation of the races, they in fact spoke 

of a national, large-scale project in which Mexicans and intermarriages represented 

obstacles.  The accounts of travelers thus come closer to informing the reader of the 

chronicler’s direct impressions. Of course, upper-class travelers might have viewed and 

described Mexicans differently than poor soldiers and migrants did, but the narratives of 

both groups also offer insight into why marriages within the restrictions of class seemed 

more likely and eventually accounted for most intermarriages. 

The social and educational background of travelers undoubtedly affected how 

they depicted Mexicans.  The narratives of itinerant, leisured, well-read men and women 

differed from the accounts, diaries, and letters of soldiers and poor migrants.  First, the 

leisured traveler of the nineteenth century developed an ethnologist persona and 
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embedded a sense of superiority in his narrative, inscribing his subjects within his own 

worldview.  He, as a self-proclaimed expert who could move in various spaces, claimed 

authoritative acumen over the people he observed.87  Second, visitors from the upper 

classes were more likely to hold strict Victorian values regarding morality and propriety 

and higher standards of personal hygiene.  They probably also assumed that every poor 

person ought to be working all the time.  Anything that did not fit their expectations 

could thus receive opprobrium.  Sometimes the national discourse did indeed parallel the 

personal accounts of visitors, but a closer look reveals a variety of explanations.  For 

instance, the most common character flaw American chroniclers attributed to Mexicans 

involved their purported indolence, and, accordingly, the national discourse frequently 

made similar claims.  Yet, travelers who visited the Southwest before and after 

annexation readily described local residents from every ethnic group as lazy: Mexican 

officials referred to Indians, Mexicans, and Americans in such a manner; so did 

Americans to Indians, to Mexicans, and to local American residents; and foreigners to all 

groups.88  For example, a Mexican official remarked that in addition to their indolence, 

American immigrants to Texas were conniving and disrespectful.89  The adoption and 

proliferation of the discourse of manifest destiny cemented only the stereotype of the lazy 

Mexican, whereas indolence itself had been a leitmotif travelers applied to various 

groups.  This epithet evolved from a broad label of otherness into a specific racial 
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stereotype that applied to Mexicans.  Third, the likely familiarity that affluent travelers 

acquired from periodicals and books on germane subjects—like economic growth, the 

Mexican War, and racial theories—also might have created presumptions they held 

before they even encountered local populations.  Thus, many such narratives tend to 

parallel each other and reinforce the rhetorical vocabulary some travelers acquired before 

heading west.  The repetition of common themes even led to accusations of plagiarism.90   

Accordingly, middle- and upper-class chroniclers frequently revealed their 

fluency in the latest scientific hypotheses.  Reasonably, for example, a lawyer and writer 

from New England would be familiar with the expansionist arguments and race theories 

of the day.  Indeed, when Thomas Jefferson Farnham visited California in the late 1830s, 

his chronicle employed quasi-scientific language to describe Mexicans.  His account 

depicted Mexicans as imbecile and pusillanimous and thus unfit to rule the Californias 

because, he concluded, nature cursed them, as a mongrel race, to be inferior to the races 

of both progenitors and to fade away.91  Similarly, according to a New York lawyer who 

visited Mexico in the early 1850s, Mexican mestizos descended from the illicit 

relationships of Spaniards and Indians since conquistadores appropriated the wives of 

Indian men.  All mestizos were illegitimate and thus “the children of sin” because, the 

author mistakenly claimed, Spanish law made marriages between the two races illegal.  
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Like many contemporary science aficionados, he posited that Mexico’s population would 

inevitably decline because it consisted of “a combination of uncongenial races…, whose 

intermixture leads to infertility.”  The lawyer, an anti-Catholic, Know-Nothing Party 

member, echoed the arguments of other opponents of interethnic relations and in fact 

based his conjectures on his attitudes towards American blacks.  He assumed that 

mestizos, like mulattoes in the United States, were inferior to whites, and that since 

white-black marriages were illegal in most states, Spain, too, must have banned white-

Indian unions.92  The fact that travelers from the lower social strata never employed any 

references to the imminent extinction of the mixed races indicates their lack of familiarity 

with such arguments. 

Some of the most valuable accounts contain revealing contradictions, at once 

espousing and undermining the discourse of manifest destiny.  For example, the 

descriptions of Rufus B. Sage, a trapper who passed through northern Mexico in the early 

1840s, illustrate that a narrative could simultaneously rely on and contradict the national 

discourse.  Sage employed almost every available stereotypical epithet to describe what 

he termed the mongrel race of New Mexico.  His six-page diatribe depicted the local 

population as ugly, filthy, lice-ridden, half-naked, primitive, indolent, superstitious, 

treacherous, and profane.  Towards the end of his tirade, Sage seems ready to exclude 

women from his negative depiction—as most travelers did—but, after asserting that local 

women differed significantly from the men, he qualifies his compliment by maintaining 
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that both sexes behave equally immorally.  The women, he explains, possessed an 

affectionate and caring personality, but they lacked virtue and chastity, while suffering 

from ignorance and superstition.  Contemporary readers might have wondered why 

anyone would want to coexist, let alone cohabitate, with such a degraded people.  Yet, 

Sage undermined his own scathing narrative by indicating that interethnic relationships 

were in fact numerous in the area.  He proved, in other words, that some Americans were 

sabotaging the national project and contradicting his and the narratives of other itinerant 

chroniclers.  Sage first encountered intermarried families on the American side of the 

Arkansas River, where he observed that most of the dozen or so Americans who owned a 

trading post were married to Mexican women.  This meeting took place after he had 

described a group of Mexican men as the ugliest, most “miserable looking gang” he had 

ever seen.  The author, however, chooses not to elaborate on the living conditions of 

these families or on the apparent contradiction of white men marrying women from such 

a deplorable group.  A further complication occurs when Sage reveals that in New 

Mexico he stayed at the house of the Mexican widow of an American man, and he most 

likely based his unfavorable description of the living accommodations and customs of 

Mexicans on that visit.  Evidently, other Americans, if not the more discriminating Sage, 

perceived life among and with Mexicans as more than adequate, and they also must have 

agreed with the author’s appraisal of the region as naturally romantic.93  

American travelers also undermined the veracity of negative depictions of 

Mexicans by contradicting themselves or the opinions of other sources.  An early traveler 
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to Mexican territory, for example, depicted Indians as “dull, stupid people, and far from 

comely” in spite of the assurances from local priests, who informed him that their native 

lore included knowledge of astronomy and the movement of the stars to demarcate the 

seasons.94  Similarly, an army doctor, who ascribed physical and behavioral deficiencies 

to intermixture, retorted that mestizos certainly could not have the resistance to pain 

American soldiers had frequently described.  He resolved this episode of cognitive 

dissonance by allowing his theoretical treatises to override the soldiers’ empirical 

observations.  Furthermore, he also expressed ambivalence when he admitted Mexican 

mestizos repeatedly treated him with kindness, while his scientific theories maintained 

that the mixed races possessed a ruthless nature.  He resolved the situation by expressing 

regret for stating a scientific fact, but he did not let his personal experiences alter his 

views.95  Indeed, the most revealing contradictions involved intra-textual incongruities, 

especially when an observer qualified a predominantly favorable depiction with a 

negative—typically racial—statement.  For example, a lieutenant elaborated at length on 

the beauty of Mexican women, particularly young girls, but remarked that American 

women were better because a “clear white skin is preferable.”96  Another officer asserted 
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her to conclude incorrectly that they were either German or English.  Lady Emmeline 
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that he had confirmed the reputed beauty of the women of Veracruz, adding that they 

were graceful and “well developed,” but he commented that they could not compare to 

American women, for they lacked their “fairness and freshness.”  He later recounted that 

his fellow soldiers engaged in friendly and romantic relationships with lower-class 

women, signaling that they perhaps did not ascribe as much value to light complexions. 97  

A simple remark might also counterbalance the deprecating comments of others.  Waddy 

Thompson, who served as minister to Mexico for two years, noted that Mexican women 

were neither beautiful nor ugly, but that they surpassed other women in affection and 

benevolence.  He also added that they suffered from an undeserved slandered 

reputation.98  

Mexicans continued to receive negative depictions in American periodicals well 

into the twentieth century, but, just like with the narratives of the 1840s and 1850s, the 

background of the chroniclers also help in the evaluation of their texts.  For example, in 

1894, Scribner’s Magazine published John G. Bourke’s “American Congo,” a 

condemnation of the fatalist, ignorant and criminal character of Mexicans in the 

Southwest.  The author was in fact a former soldier turned traveling ethnologist who 

attributed these deficiencies to their unwillingness to Americanize.  He equated progress 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Stuart Wortley, Travels in the United States, Etc. during 1848 and 1850 (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1851), 221.  
97 Raphael Semmes, The Campaign of General Scott in the Valley of Mexico (Cincinnati: 
Moore and Anderson Publishers, 1852), 77-81. 
98 Waddy Thompson, Recollections of Mexico (New York: Wiley and Putnam, 1847), 
161-2. 
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with white Americans and lethargy with the dark residents of the Southwest.99  Similarly, 

William R. Lighton’s “The Greaser” (1899) illustrates that racial attitudes certainly had 

not changed much by 1899, as the author warns the readership of Atlantic Monthly 

against marrying Mexican women.  Lighton had commented six years earlier that he 

“lacked judgment and insight into the subtleties of human character.”100  Apparently he 

still had not developed those skills when he visited New Mexico.  He depicted the area as 

a God-forsaken, pitiless waste and concluded that the departure of the Spanish after 

independence had resulted in governance by “unregenerate half-breeds.”  Thus, he 

posited, American technology and education would soon lead to the disappearance of the 

greaser.  According to the author, all greasers look alike, a characteristic of an inferior 

race: they are an indolent, untrustworthy and cowardly people who innately hate white 

men and lack enterprise.  The author claimed that he could only identify two good 

qualities: their expertise in sheepherding—facilitated by their natural laziness and the 

dullness of sheep—and their taciturnity, though such an inclination might also be a sign 

of treachery.  Mexicans have beautiful voices and eyes, Lighton adds, but, lest this 

compliment confuse the readers, he declares: “I have never seen a beautiful Greaser girl.”  

Mexican women may appear glamorous in their early youth, he concedes, but they age 

quickly and dreadfully, becoming rotund, darker, and wobbly.  Anticipating what his 

readers might wonder, he retorts that those who have read about “beautiful mestizo 

maidens” have fallen victim to exaggerated travelers’ tales.  Some white men have indeed 
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99 John G. Bourke, “American Congo,” Scribner’s Magazine 15:5 (May 1894): 590-610. 
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100 “William R. Lighton,” The Writer 11 (January-December 1898): 109.  
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intermarried, he explains, but only when no white women lived in the region.  The arrival 

of white women, he posited, would preclude further intermarriages, leaving the “half-

caste households” as “monuments of connubial folly.”101  Nonetheless, Lighton’s 

condemnation reveals that intermarriages were in fact taking place, since his admonition 

would be unnecessary otherwise.  

The comments of Bourke and Lighton illustrate that the tendency to cast 

Mexicans as unworthy and unfit for American society found acceptance among leading 

publications decades after Americans first began to explore the Mexican question.  The 

background of these writers, however, also adheres to a pattern that both supports and 

undermines the discourse of manifest destiny.  Itinerant, pseudo-ethnologist travelers still 

viewed Mexicans through a racially charged lens that allowed them to confirm their 

tenets of Anglo-Saxon superiority.  Not surprisingly, Bourke avers that Mexicans do not 

deserve the right to vote.  Yet, the fact that both writers based their depictions on 

superficial observations—for instance, no other voices appear in their narrative—recalls 

the practices of American travelers during the period of the Mexican War.  As this 

chapter illustrates, leisured pseudo-ethnologists tended to infuse their narratives with 

value judgments that sought to validate the superiority of their home society.  The 

comments of itinerant travelers and pseudo-scientists also targeted Mexicans in Arizona, 

but a further dichotomy developed.  The Territory did indeed adopt its own version of the 

discourse of manifest destiny, but its anti-Mexican rhetoric emerged from specific 

sources.  The discourse of manifest destiny did not significantly influence the everyday 
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101 William R. Lighton, “The Greaser,” The Atlantic Monthly 83 (1899): 750-760.  Most 
of the citations come from pages 753-55, 759.   
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prerogatives of soldiers, and, in the case of Arizona, an important group of white 

residents openly rejected the anti-Mexican component of the racist ideology that 

pervaded the early Territorial period.        
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CHAPTER 4 
THE MEXICAN QUESTION REACHES ARIZONA 

 
 

In 1873, a reporter from the Prescott-based Arizona Miner recounted his journey 

through the southern part of the Territory.  His visit to Pima County led him to complain 

that Tucson Catholics—i.e., Mexicans—irresponsibly resisted the adoption of public 

schools, but he made positive comments about progress in the Americanization of 

government institutions.  He also commented that Mexican women—whom he described 

as superior to the men—were kind, pretty and highly pious and added that some of them 

were educated and thus difficult to fool.  He lamented, however, that they tended to 

marry young, a practice to which he accredited the bad luck his fellow Americans had 

with them.1   

While he misinterpreted the situation—white men in Tucson were frequently 

marrying young Mexican women—these observations resonate with some of the themes 

American travelers and soldiers explored during the Mexican War: the region’s need for 

social improvement, the beauty and kindness of Mexican women, and their superiority 

over Mexican men.  The article also raises two issues that affected white men from both 

periods: the lack of white women in the area and Americans valuing Mexican women as 

potential wives.  The author refrained from any reference to racial and cultural 

differences or from any mention of manifest destiny or sense of entitlement over 

Mexicans.  He simply wished American men had better luck with local women.  His 

depiction paralleled the simple, personal narratives of common men and women rather 
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than the organized, formal arguments of expansionist boosters and politicians.  His 

comments reflected a pragmatic concern over how to negotiate life on the frontier, not 

one focused on the supposedly historic mission of Anglo-Saxons.  This piece, 

nonetheless, appeared during a transitional time in Arizona history.  The Territory had 

spent only twenty-five years as an American possession.  Institutional and societal 

Americanization had indeed begun but would continue slowly over the rest of the 

century, especially in the southern areas.  Tucson, in particular, still retained a primarily 

Mexican population, and the majority of local white men were married to Mexican wives.  

Those white men in Tucson most likely shared the favorable sentiments that the Arizona 

Miner reporter expressed towards Mexican women.   

The transitional period, however, also produced a series of attacks against non-

whites, as some newspapers and politicians adhered to the discourse of manifest destiny 

and advocated for annexation of Mexico and against miscegenation.  Indeed, racial 

attitudes that afflicted Mexicans in Arizona were part of the national discussion that had 

existed since the Mexican War.  Arizona fit the larger pattern of anti-Mexican discourse 

but only to a certain extent.  Arizona—like every other state and territory—never 

included Mexicans in its miscegenation law, but their social whiteness—and thus their 

treatment—was ambiguous at best.  As noted above, Mexicans had to negotiate frequent 

social, legal, labor, and political discrimination well into the twentieth century.  All 

along, however, white men were marrying Mexican women at significant rates.  These 

marriages would represent social and cultural transgressions, but only if Arizona had 

been a monolithic entity whose anti-Mexican rhetoric pervaded the entire white 
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population.  Such was not the case.  The Territory did witness several waves of hostility 

towards various groups, including Mexicans, but such intolerance did not target all 

groups uniformly.  Newspapers and politicians generally maintained highly antagonistic 

views towards the Chinese and Indian populations—and Mexicans often joined whites in 

those attacks.  Yet, the voices that targeted Mexicans came primarily from the northern 

and central parts of the Territory, where white populations predominated.  These tirades 

emerged to a large extent from political agendas—typically appearing during election 

seasons and occurring primarily during the first three decades Arizona was under the 

American flag.2   

The political pragmatism of these political attacks became clear, for instance, 

during the various failed attempts to achieve statehood.  During such campaigns, those 

same political interests depicted Mexicans as a miniscule, highly Americanized and 

productive population.  While northern Arizona politicians often employed the discourse 

of manifest destiny to chastise Mexicans and oppose miscegenation, whites in southern 

Arizona, especially in Tucson, were in fact undermining their rhetoric: not only were they 

marrying Mexican women—and thus sabotaging white domesticity—but their local 

newspapers were also counterbalancing the aggressive positions of the north.  To some 

extent, their actions thus resembled the role American soldiers played, when their 

narratives inadvertently sabotaged the discourse of manifest destiny.  The chapter 

analyzes four topics: how American travelers described Tucson during its early 
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2 For an excellent account of the political motivations of various factions of whites in the 
1850s-1870s, see Joseph F. Park, “The History of Mexican Labor in Arizona during the 
Territorial Period” (M.A. thesis, University of Arizona, 1961), 234-49.  
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Americanization period (1854-1880); the evolution of the Mexican Question in Arizona 

newspapers; apprehensions about the republican virtue of Mexicans; and how white 

Arizonans viewed miscegenation.    

Just like the depictions travelers made during the Mexican War, racial attitudes 

also shaped some of the descriptions of Tucson white men made.  Samuel E. 

Chamberlain, whose vivid and vainglorious sketches paint a characteristically 

stereotypical portrait of Mexican men and women, found his way to Tucson after the 

Mexican War.  As one might expect from a man who held Mexico in such high contempt, 

he wrote negatively about the town, which, after all, remained Mexican territory until 

1854, six years after he had passed through.  Tucson, he averred, must be near the 

headquarters of Satan, and he explicitly referred both to the high temperatures and to the 

purportedly questionable character of its people.  The two hours he spent in the sun as 

punishment from his superior officer practically turned him into beef jerky, he overstated, 

and such a condition made him feel even worse when he saw “several dilapidated looking 

greasers” salivating.  Tucson seemed even more dangerous because it could potentially 

transform venturing whites.  According to Chamberlain, the Texan Tom Hitchcock had 

lived in the area for so long that he had become a beastly figure: he wore Indian and 

Mexican clothing and spoke indistinct utterances that combined English, Spanish, and 

Chinook, along with animal sounds (crows, bellows, and howls).  He had undergone 

several layers of acculturation and no longer fit American society, as his inability to give 

directions to Chamberlain’s party demonstrated.3  
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Other American men who visited the Arizona-Mexico border region during the 

1850s and 1860s also conveyed their racial attitudes in their depictions of Mexicans, 

particularly regarding interethnic unions, but they demonstrated ambivalence towards 

Mexican women.  A description by an early visitor to Tucson paralleled the narratives of 

the travelers from the Mexican War.  He noted that Mexican women were far superior to 

the men and that they naturally refined life in the frontier due to their Catholic upbringing 

and their great ability to run households.5  Other visitors, however, had varying opinions.  

Phocion R. Way, who spent two years in Arizona (1856-1858), described Tucson as a 

chaotic and deplorable place, full of Indians, filthy Mexicans, and half-breeds.  He opined 

that women in Tucson lacked virtue, but—echoing the discourse of manifest destiny—he 

noted that young girls were pretty and definitely preferred Americans to greasers.  The 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
instance in 1929, in Harvey Fergusson’s In those Days, a character warns a new arrival to 
leave the little New Mexican town, for “If a man stays around these little towns, he jest 
goes greaser himself.  He gets a Mexican girl and she don’t egg him on like a white 
woman would.  He lickers up when he likes and nobody minds.  It’s a lazy country and it 
makes a man lazy.”  The New Mexico-born Fergusson, who openly ascribed to the 
ethnocentric Turnerian tenet of the recurring, democratizing frontier, lamented the 
passage of the old frontier—ceremoniously closed by Turner the year of Fergusson’s 
birth—and based many of his depictions on the diary of his more enlightened German 
grandfather, Franz Huming.  Huming held a genuine admiration for the cultures of the 
pre-American Southwest and even became fluent in Spanish.  Fergusson, on the other 
hand, inserted his ethnocentrism in the very space Huning experienced, but the former 
portrayed Mexican women as promiscuous and unfaithful.  Harvey Fergusson, In those 
Days: An Impression of Change (New York: A. A. Knopf, 1929), 43-44; Robert F. Gish, 
Frontier’s End: The Life and Literature of Harvey Fergusson (Lincoln: University of 
Nebraska Press, 1988), 11, 43, 54-55, 193, 295. 
5 Charles D. Poston, “Building a State in Apache Land,” Overland Monthly and Out West 
Magazine 24:140 (August 1894): 207-8. 
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only white woman in town elicited great relief, he maintained, after seeing “so many 

swarthy faces.”6   

A traveler who visited Tucson in the 1860s, a decade after it had become an 

American territory, also made references to the purported racial deficiency of Mexicans 

and specifically warned against intermarriages.  J. Ross Browne’s visit to northern 

Sonora and southern Arizona—and indeed he did not distinguish between residents on 

either side of the border—produced a depiction where Indians and poor Mexicans 

primarily formed part of the background along with plants, desert animals, and the 

landscape.  He did notice, however, the abundance of children with interracial traits, 

which he attributed to the mongrelization that derives from mere idleness.  He described 

these children as “an abominable admixture” that was prone to crime and immorality.  He 

concluded that the descendants of these miscegenous couples “may now be ranked with 

their natural compadres—Indians, burros, and coyotes.”  Browne held an acute contempt 

towards Tucson.  He compared it to Sodom and Gomorrah, as it offered refuge to fleeing 

gamblers, thieves, and murderers, who live “very much in the Greaser style.”7  He, as it 
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6 William A. Duffen, ed., “Overland Via ‘Jackass Mail’ in 1858: The Diary of Phocion R. 
Way,” Part I, Arizona and the West 2:1 (Spring 1960): 35-36; Part II, Arizona and the 
West 2:2 (Summer 1960): 159-161. 
7 Browne added, “The worst of the whole combination of races is that which has the 
infusion of rascality in it from American sources. Mexican, Indian, and American blood 
concentrated in one individual makes the very finest specimen of a murderer, thief, or 
gambler ever seen on the face of the earth.”  J. Ross Browne, Adventures in the Apache 
Country: A Tour through Arizona and Nevada with Notes on the Silver Regions of 
Nevada (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1869), 131-134, 169-172.  As journalist and 
author Margaret Regan notes, “Browne's racial views are the most troubling part of his 
Arizona book. He could be a sharp-eyed reporter, but he often fell into stereotypes when 
he was describing minorities.”  Margaret Regan, “The City of Mud Boxes: Meet J. Ross 
Browne: Irish Native, World Traveler, Esteemed Writer and Unimpressed Tucson 
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turned out, was describing some of the white men who eventually found local 

prominence when they created the Society of Arizona Pioneers.8 

Arizona newspapers often echoed the sentiments of periodicals from other states 

in casting Tucson’s Mexican population as inferior and devious.  For example, a San 

Francisco magazine described Mexican men as swarthy, indolent, and addicted to a life 

of dances, saloons, and bullfights.  Mexican women indirectly received the 

correspondent’s scorn when he implied that their vanity led their brothers and love 

interests to waste money on colorful shawls.9  A Georgia newspaper expressed concern 

about the threat “Mexican mongrels” posed for the establishment of slavery in Arizona, 

and a Massachusetts editor described Mexicans in the newly acquired territory as 

members of a “very low class.”  Similarly, the Arizona Miner repeatedly referred to 

Mexicans as greasers and half-breeds.10  Not only did Arizona newspapers make 

references to purported bandits as mongrels, but they also applied pejorative epithets to 

children.  For example, when criticizing the largely Mexican population of Yuma for not 
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Visitor, 1864,” Tucson Weekly 27:3 (March 2010) http://www.tucsonweekly.com/tucson/ 
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the Arizona Pioneers' Historical Society, 1884-1959,” Arizona and the West 1:1 (Spring 
1959): 66-70.  
9 “It Occurred in Tucson,” Overland Monthly and Out West Magazine 8:6 (June 1872): 
518. 
10 “From the Rome Southerner,” Georgia Telegraph, 25 September 1849; “Another New 
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having a public school, the Miner reasoned that “Catholic greaser children” did not need 

schooling after all.11 

An analysis of how Arizona newspapers addressed the so-called Chinese Question 

underscores how differently they discussed the Mexican Question.  Arizonans first read 

about the Chinese Question via reprinted reports of California periodicals, as hundreds of 

headlines in that state called attention to the presence of Chinese immigrants between the 

1850s and 1880s.  At first, the accounts dealt with California’s Chinese population, 

mainly from San Francisco.  By the mid-1870s, however, Arizona editors began attacking 

local Chinese residents.  Accusations ranged from stereotypes about their thrift to claims 

that they practiced and promoted prostitution and drug use.  Editorials and reader 

correspondence clearly conveyed high levels of animosity and xenophobia.  Their 

solutions to the Chinese Question ranged from the seemingly friendly to the outright 

violent: invitations to leave the area, recruitment of white men and women to replace 

them as launderers, the enactment of local immigration ordinances, boycotts and 

intimidation, and even a holy war against “the bias-eyed barbarians.”  What distinguishes 

these comments from the concurrent discussion on the Mexican Question is that they 

came from newspapers from various parts of Arizona, including, Prescott, Phoenix, 

Tombstone, and Tucson.  Arizona newspapers frequently concurred in their assessment 

that the Chinese population was an unwelcome foreign element that needed to disappear, 
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but papers from northern and central Arizona and from mining towns were far more 

vitriolic.12          

Arizona newspapers did not demonstrate the same kind of unanimity when they 

discussed the role and future of Mexicans in the state, but The Arizona Miner clearly 

established its scorn towards Mexicans almost immediately.  The Mexican Question, the 

oft-explored topic of John O’Sullivan and his Democratic Review, received ample 

attention in the nascent Arizona newspapers.13  Unlike the Chinese Question, for which 

papers focused only on Chinese living in Arizona, the Mexican situation involved 

residents of both the United States and Mexico, and newspapers rarely clarified where the 

people in question resided.  They referred to residents of both nations as equally 

Mexican.  The Arizona Miner began its litany of articles on the Mexican Question in 

1866, with a call for solidarity with the “sister republic” and a warning to France to 

abandon its colonial ambitions in Mexico.14  Its tone soon changed when it reacted with 

elation to a rumor from the east coast that anticipated the annexation of northern Mexico.  

It, however, qualified its enthusiasm by stating that it might be impossible to get along 
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12 See the anti-Chinese rhetoric of the following newspaper accounts: “The Argonaut on 
the Chinese Question,” Arizona Weekly Miner, 7 March 1879; “Our Asiatic Friends,” 
Arizona Weekly Miner, 11 April 1879; “The Chinese Question,” Arizona Weekly Star, 22 
January 1880; “Hon, Thomas Fitch,” Arizona Weekly Star, 20 April 1882; “The Chinese 
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White Men,” Daily Tombstone Epitaph, 28 February 1886.  
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14 “The Mexican Question,” Arizona Miner, 24 January 1866. 
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with “the mongrel revolutionary people” who lived there.15  Indeed a correspondent later 

referred to Sonora as “the land of tawny assassins and mongrel horse-thieves,” but he still 

hoped that the United States would soon annex the state and impose order to allow 

Americans in Sonora to enjoy life in peace.16  By 1872, the Mexican Question had 

become an editorial feature in the Arizona Miner, as the paper frequently accused 

Mexicans of committing crimes against whites and called for action against them.  The 

paper even insinuated that white Arizonans might have to retaliate against prominent 

Mexican Americans for failing to control their countrymen—thought it did not specify 

how or if the criminals were Mexican nationals or Mexican Americans.  Mexicans, the 

editor of the Miner asserted, possessed “the lying, snake-like character of mongrels,” 

and—perhaps revealing the racial origin of his anxieties—he suggested that the only 

viable solution might involve bringing them under the supervision of the Ku Klux Klan.17 

Indeed, the Arizona Miner employed its most vitriolic language in its editorials on 

the purported Mexican crime raids and when it called for American intervention and for 

annexation.  While the paper initially opposed the prospect of an annexation of Mexican 

territory in 1870, it soon adopted the discourse of manifest destiny—claiming that God 

and nature had made Mexico for Americans—and its position became more belligerent 

and self-righteous.  Not surprisingly, its initial opposition rested on an antagonistic view 

of Mexicans.  The editor posited that annexation threatened American democracy 

because it would allow corrupt American politicians—who supposedly bought the votes 
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of malleable and ignorant Mexican Americans—to acquire an even larger base in the 

“mixed populations of Sonora.”18   

By 1871, the paper fully endorsed the acquisition of territory and asserted—like 

boosters of the Mexican War—that the better classes of Mexico actually clamored to join 

the union and eagerly waited “the day when ‘manifest destiny’ will place them under the 

government of the United States.”19  Over the next three years, the Miner repeatedly 

called for annexation, largely on the premise that Mexicans were committing crimes 

against Americans north and south of the border—since it viewed all people of Mexican 

descent as foreigners and thus held Mexico accountable for their actions.  Its language 

harked back to the period of the Mexican War, as it accused “Mexican mongrels” of 

being unfit for self-government and incapable of controlling its quarrelsome population 

of “half-breed-Indian dogs.”  The paper also echoed the arguments of John O’Sullivan—

the architect of the discourse of manifest destiny—when it claimed that annexation would 

in fact redeem Mexico and when it alleged that the current wave of crimes simply added 

to the long list of vicious actions by Mexicans that dated back to the independence of 

Texas and the Mexican War.  Echoing the racist remarks of the Democratic Review, the 

Miner concluded that the mixed heritage of Mexicans had led them to their current state 

of ruin.  The paper again revealed its Southern racial attitudes by comparing Mexicans to 

the recently emancipated black population when one writer posited that annexation would 
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soon occur and Mexican criminals would thus yield to “the ‘tender’ mercies of ex officers 

of the Freedmen’s Bureau.”20 

The candid antagonism of the Arizona Miner did not, however, pervade the entire 

Territory, particularly not in Tucson, where Mexicans remained a majority into the 1890s 

and most white men were married to Mexican women.  Indeed, the local Arizona Weekly 

Star also published stories of banditry along the border, but these were often reprinted 

articles from other newspapers, or it recounted that Mexican authorities were already 

searching for the criminals.  The paper, however, balanced its occasional coverage of 

Mexican bandits with reports of American criminal incursions into Mexico and 

admonished that the American government should guard against such activities.  A 

failure to act, the editor warned, might lead Mexican nationals to cross the border to 

retrieve their property and thus provoke other papers to complain of Mexican 

lawlessness.21  Similarly, when the Star addressed the prospect of annexation, it simply 

reprinted articles from other states, reporting, for example, that there were rumors that the 

United States might acquire parts of Mexico or that New Orleans was promoting the idea 

of intervention in order to stimulate its local economy by serving as a base.22  The most 
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20 “Let Our Eagle Spread Its Wings,” Arizona Weekly Miner, 17 February 1872; “The 
Mexican Question,” Arizona Weekly Miner, 16 November 1872; “Mexican Spoliations,” 
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February 1881. 
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aggressive recommendations the Star published during this period of Mexican instability 

actually came from a letter to the editor and from an editorial that vaguely suggested that 

the United States should intervene to protect Mexicans from their despotic government.23  

Conversely, the Star refuted the assertion of expansionists that educated Mexicans 

desired annexation.  It printed an excerpt from a Sonora newspaper that warned that 

international railway connections were merely the beginning of an encroachment that 

would end in annexation, for “Rich and beautiful Sonora has excited the hungry cupidity 

of the nasal-voiced Yankee.”24  These sentiments were in fact widespread in northern 

Mexico.25  Similarly, a reprinted article from Texas—which the Star called a sensible 

editorial—suggested that annexation might indeed work but only if both nations decided 

it was in their best interest, and the Tucson Citizen added that annexation schemes lacked 

logic and that the country could better fulfill its mission by developing its own 

resources.26  Furthermore, the Star explicitly called on Americans to stop the rumors of 

annexation and the conspiracies of reckless adventurers because they only served to 

worry patriotic Mexicans and to incite feelings of distrust towards Americans.27  Clearly, 

the Star and the Citizen viewed the Mexican Question differently than newspapers from 

northern Arizona, whether they empathized with Mexico or they only sought to maintain 
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Weekly Star, 24 July 1879.   
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25 Park, 24-28. 
26 “[illegible] and Railroads,” Arizona Weekly Star, 16 June 1881; Tucson Citizen, 29 
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stable relations with the local Mexican population and with trading partners in both 

nations.          

The ambiguous treatment Mexicans received from white Arizonans illustrates 

their racial in-betweenness, but it also underscores their role in political and economic 

debates.  Northern interests resented the presence of Mexicans in southern Arizona 

because, as eligible voters, they tended to support local candidates—Mexicans for local 

elections and whites for state and federal offices.  Thus, editorials from the Arizona 

Miner and from other areas where Mexicans accounted for small percentages of the 

population, frequently questioned the republican virtue of Mexicans and accused rival 

politicians of manipulating them or outright buying their votes.  These attacks coincided 

with election seasons or disputed results, but the atmosphere had certainly changed since 

Southern sympathizers in 1860s Tucson feebly attempted to draw a constitution that 

promulgated the expulsion of all Mexicans from Arizona because the latter opposed their 

plans for slavery.32  These political rivalries, nonetheless, still elicited some of the tirades 

against purported Mexican bandits, but a larger interest could also serve to assuage and 

even reverse their tone, thus illustrating their origins in pragmatic prerogatives, rather 

than concerns over the character of Mexicans.   

Indeed, the Weekly Arizonian—published in the southern Arizona mining town of 

Tubac—frequently encouraged the migration of Mexican families to Arizona so that the 

men could work in the mines and the women could bring stability to the camps—a 
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32 Park, 238-9. 
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sentiment shared by other mining interests.33  In 1859, it even anticipated what Tucson’s 

Weekly Star would argue years later: that the federal government should secure the 

borders to protect Mexicans, in this case, against Indian attacks.  The paper openly 

expressed its support for the annexation of Sonora, but it underscored that the value of 

Mexicans rested in the labor of men and women in the mining towns.  It feared, however, 

that if the Mexican population increased too rapidly, whites would fall under the political 

control of men of low character.34  Prescott politicians would express similar sentiments 

years later, but they would further demonstrate their hypocrisy by accusing the 

population of New Mexico of being too Mexican, while praising Mexicans in Arizona.  

In the 1850s, they had feared that Mexicans would counterbalance the incoming 

migration of whites to the northern part of the state and dreaded the possibility that joint 

statehood would bring white Arizonans—who, according to a misinformed representative 

to congressional hearings, accounted for ninety-five percent of the population—under the 

control of Spanish-speaking New Mexicans.  They argued that such an arrangement 

would force whites to use Spanish in schools and in the courts.35   

After New Mexico and Arizona became separate territories in 1863, the 

characterization of Arizona’s Mexican population received a reevaluation.  Congressional 

testimony by Prescott-based district attorney, R. E. Morrison, depicted Mexicans in 

Arizona as Americanized people of good character, far superior to their New Mexican 

counterparts.  Northern Arizona whites did not have much to fear by the turn of the 
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33 Poston, 207-8. 
34 Weekly Arizonian issues from 1859: March 3, April 28, May 5, June 2, and June 30, all 
as cited in Park, 19, 31, 52, 80, 236.     
35 For an explanation of the concerns of whites in Prescott, see Park, 234-49.  
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century.  The Territorial capital returned to the northern town of Prescott in 1877 after a 

ten-year period in Tucson, and Mexicans rarely won statewide elections.  Morrison, 

however, still expressed contempt for the editor of Tucson’s Daily Star, a frequent 

supporter of good relations with Mexicans, whom he called Pinhead Hughes.  Louis C. 

Hughes had in fact served as governor of the Arizona Territory but repeatedly opposed an 

aggressive policy towards Mexico.  The antagonism, nonetheless, was once again 

political, for he supported what whites feared most: joint statehood with New Mexico.36    

The political component in anti-Mexican rhetoric demonstrates that these vitriolic 

condemnations did not necessarily mean that whites, especially those in the southern 

counties, opposed interethnic unions.  After all, even the most disparaging depictions 

regularly exempted Mexican women from their scornful remarks and even promoted the 

prospect of intermarriages.  The Territory had banned marriages between whites and 

every pertinent group—except Mexicans—during its first two legislative sessions, and 

the paucity of the black and Chinese populations and the social and political exclusion of 

Indians clearly did not raise any miscegenation concerns during congressional debates.  

Yet, Arizona newspapers continued to express their opposition to interracial marriages 

and their discussion did involve Mexicans.  Indeed, while the number of black residents 

in Arizona remained miniscule until the twentieth century, the editors of the Arizona 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
36 The exchanges between the senators and the representatives from Arizona during the 
debates of a proposed joint statehood revealed much of the ignorance and prejudice of 
northern boosters.  The entire proceedings offer great insight into the feigned 
reevaluation of Arizona’s Mexican population and the denigration of New Mexicans.  
See in particular the pages that include the passages mentioned in the text.  Committee on 
the Territories, Statehood for Arizona and New Mexico (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1906), 18, 24-32, 39-43, 103.   
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Miner frequently expressed their scorn towards white-black relationships.  They typically 

reacted to news that politicians in other states favored repeals of miscegenation laws by 

repudiating their actions, mocking them, and inviting them to begin the process of 

amalgamation by marrying black women.37  Paralleling the arguments of many other 

opponents of emancipation and white-black miscegenation, the Miner cited Mexico as an 

example of the degradation of multiracial children.  It also employed the language that 

pseudo-scientists had popularized during the Mexican War and predicted that Mexicans 

in the United States, as members of a mongrel race, were destined to disappear.38  

Hamlin Garland’s 1902 short story, “Delmar of Pima,” encapsulates the 

ambivalence white Arizonans might have felt towards Mexicans, while promoting the 

legitimacy of interethnic relationships.39  Andrew Delmar, the tall, assertive protagonist is 

the son of a Mexican-white couple—though which parent was white remains unclear 

since his Anglophonic surname also means from or of the sea in Spanish (del mar).  His 

cultural, linguistic, political, physical, and behavioral characteristics harmoniously 

combine both of his ancestries: he has dark, yet bluish-gray eyes—though, significantly, 

there is no reference to any purported Castilian ancestry, which earlier narratives 
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37 See, for instance, “Miscegenation,” Weekly Arizona Miner, 2 January 1869; “An 
Exchange,” Weekly Arizona Miner, 6 February 1869.  
38 “Inequality of Races,” Weekly Arizona Miner, 22 February 1868; “Letter from 
Canandaigua,” Weekly Arizona Miner, 18 June 1870.   
39 Hamlin Garland made numerous long visits to the West between 1892 and 1910.  He is 
more famous for his accounts of Native Americans, but the appreciation he felt for 
indigenous cultures is clearly evident in the sympathetic depiction of Mexicans in 
“Delmar of Pima.”  Most likely, not all visitors, let alone white settlers, held the same 
views, but his narrative suggests that anti-Mexican rhetoric was not all pervasive either.  
Lonnie E. Underhill and Daniel F. Littlefield, Jr., ed., Hamlin Garland’s Observations on 
the American Indian, 1895-1905 (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1976).       
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invariably included; he speaks both English and Spanish fluently; he grasps the American 

political system and the machinations of both groups; his commercial business caters to 

the Mexican community, but, he explains, he must still profit from it.  Delmar arrives at 

the county seat of Pima—Tucson, most likely, though the town combines characteristics 

of both Arizona and New Mexico—and immediately encounters the tyrannical practices 

of the white cattlemen who control the local government.  As he refuses to comply with a 

toll that crossers must pay whether they use or circumvent the only available bridge, he 

serves notice to both the white community (via the toll booth operator) and the Mexican 

population (via his traveling companion): he will challenge the status quo, where whites 

commit abuses against Mexican men and women with all impunity and where “to kill a 

Mexican was reprehensible, but not criminal.”40  Delmar soon discovers that whites 

control all political offices by bluntly discarding all Mexican votes.  Thus, demonstrating 

his familiarity with both cultures, he forms alliances with the Mexican community and 

bribes, admonishes, or threatens white officials to ensure that the next election will be 

fair.  The Mexican majority elects him as sheriff, and he repeatedly enforces the law 

through friendly and forceful persuasion.  As Delmar establishes order in town, even 

some white voters support him in his reelection, and the henchmen of the cattlemen 

recognize that the Mexican community now acts in unison—both as a voting bloc and as 

a posse when necessary—and they abandon their bosses.  The audacity and popularity of 
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40 Hamlin Garland, “Delmar of Pima,” in The Chicano: From Caricature to Self-Portrait, 
ed. Edward Simmen (New York: New American Library, 1971), 73.  The story first 
appeared in McClure’s Magazine XVIII (February 1902): 340-348.    
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the son of an interethnic couple thus triumphs in a town that contains communities of 

both groups.  He seems perfectly fit for such an environment.   

Readers of McClure’s Magazine must have easily understood the message of 

Garland’s short story: justice must prevail regardless of the ethnic background of the rival 

sides.  White readers likely also comprehended that the triumph of the biracial and 

bicultural protagonist granted them a vicarious victory: what Americans perceived as 

their traditions—e.g., justice and enterprise—defeated a corrupt and despotic white 

minority.  Delmar uses his grit, but also relies on the democratic process and the city’s 

bylaws (when the cattlemen want to remove him from office).  As a liaison between both 

cultures, he inculcates a sense of justice and citizenship to his fellow Mexicans.  He 

teaches them, white readers might have assumed, how to be Americans.  Their process of 

Americanization has thus begun under the tutelage of a competent Mexican American 

leader.  

“Delmar of Pima” offered an extraordinarily positive alternative to political 

machinery, particularly because it appeared at a time when the American political 

establishment explicitly questioned the republican aptitude of Mexicans.  As 

contemporaneous accounts illustrate, other writers still adhered to the tenet that Mexicans 

did not possess the capacity to exercise the right to vote.  For example, the purportedly 

true story, entitled “Dead Man’s Ranch,” situated in the Rio Grande region, follows local 

elections as three white men seek the office of sheriff.  Reflecting the reality of the times, 

the incumbent enjoys the double advantage of having influential friends and a Mexican 

wife, but voters may still favor another candidate since he, too, has a Mexican wife.  The 
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writer clearly implies that intermarriages preponderate in the Southwest and that they 

bring political cachet to whites.   

The tale, however, soon devolves into a denigration of the Mexican population.  

The reporter-narrator discovers that the third candidate, a major, also enjoys a certain 

advantage: he has the support of Don Patricio O’Hallam, an Irish-Mexican rancher who 

has promised his friend that his precinct will yield a substantial enough victory to ensure 

his election.  On election day, the reporter notices that the same thirty men—with “almost 

unpronounceable Castilian names”—vote for the major many times.  The major needs 

more votes, however, so O’Hallam brings “a crowd of blushing señoritas” and Mexican 

children to register and vote as men.  The absurd culmination comes when, needing one 

more vote, O’Hallam brings a grazing burro and, registered as José Murillo, it casts the 

final ballot.  The major wins the election, and O’Hallam triumphantly shouts, “Hooray 

for the fronteer [sic] where we have universal suffrage.”41  The article was most likely 

apocryphal—the addition of the traveling reporter notwithstanding—but it contained 

stereotypical depictions that both fiction and non-fiction writers and politicians often 

employed to cast doubt on the republican aptitude of Mexicans.  Although the losing 

candidates had made some inroads with the Mexican community by marrying Mexican 

women, the political machinations of the winning candidate included his alliance with the 

local Don, who, harking back to the supposedly semi-feudalistic pre-American period, 

gathers a group of politically inept Mexicans to steal the election.  The Don simply has to 

dictate his orders to pliant men, blushing women, and innocent children.  The inclusion of 
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41 “Dead Man’s Ranch,” Wisconsin State Journal, 23 January 1883, p. 1.  
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the burro in the final scene simply adds the final strokes to the caricature: the animal is as 

qualified as any other Mexican voter. 

In a similarly implausible but just as derisive attack on the political capacity of 

Mexicans, the Tombstone Prospector reported that a Mexican man had trained his dogs 

so well, that they capably herded his goats without any assistance and even hunted their 

own lunch.  The piece focused on the questionable character of owner and not on his 

training ability.  The paper stated that he was as lazy as other Mexicans and alleged that 

the dogs even cast ballots, for “certainly they have as much if not more intelligence than 

many Mexicans.”42  Such scathing comments about the lack of intelligence and 

republican virtues of Mexicans also appeared in the editorials of the Arizona Miner.  The 

paper accused Governor Richard C. McCormick of stealing a congressional election by 

relying on the votes of ignorant mongrels from Pima County and the Mexican state of 

Sonora.  Demagogues, the paper contended, deceived men, women, and children about 

the honest white men of the north, turning the democratic process into a fraud that seeks 

the peonization of white Arizonans.43         

Qualms about the republican aptitude and the Americanization of Mexicans also 

pervaded congressional debates on the admissibility for Arizona first as a territory and 

then as a state.  In December, 1902, the congressional Committee on Territories was 

considering petitions for statehood from Arizona, New Mexico, and Oklahoma, and it 

decided to send a few members to the Southwest to confirm what they already believed: 
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42 “Captain of Canines: A Dog that Would Seem to be Entitled to Citizenship,” 
Tombstone Prospector, 26 June 1891, p. 2.   
43 “Result of the Election,” Arizona Miner, 20 June 1868, p. 2. 
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that neither Arizona nor New Mexico met the criteria.  Oklahoma was ready, the 

committee concluded, but it would have to reapply under a separate bill.  The senators 

visited New Mexico in early November and conducted interviews with local officials and 

businessmen.  They sought information on tax revenues, economic output, and weather 

and irrigation conditions.  Far more frequently, however, they wanted to know about the 

size and characteristics of the Mexican population.  An interviewing pattern soon 

emerged: How many Mexicans live here?  Do they speak English?  Do they need 

interpreters in court?  How many cases involving Mexicans are criminal in nature?  Do 

Mexicans pay taxes?  Their bias against Mexicans was such, that when local officials 

informed them that Mexicans did meet their civic obligations, the committee simply 

concentrated on language use or population size.  By the time they arrived in Arizona, 

their initial prejudice had only increased.  They first visited Prescott and Phoenix and 

found them highly representative of the American character they sought.  Content with 

the relatively small size of the Mexican population, the interviewers instead asked about 

agriculture, mining, and ranching.  As they moved south, however, the New Mexico 

pattern re-emerged.  In Tucson, they asked the census enumerators about the size of the 

Mexican population and if they needed interpreters but did not bring up race or language 

when talking to the president of the University of Arizona, the superintendent of schools, 

and the president of a local bank.  They assumed, it seems, that Mexicans were irrelevant 

in those areas.  Tucson, of course, had high levels of English proficiency among Mexican 
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school children and a vibrant, if small, Mexican middle class.  In Bisbee, the committee 

focused on the existence of so-called Mexican and American mining towns.44   

Their objective, in other words, did not change throughout the trip, and they 

returned to Washington with a confirmation of their assumption: they found Arizona and 

New Mexico guilty of being too Mexican for statehood.  A senator from New Jersey 

stated that Mexicans descended from Indians and Spaniards but inherited only the 

language and the laziness from the latter—a point that expansionists had repeatedly made 

during the 1840s-1860s.  Mexicans, he further posited, survived in those rough climates 

because of their complacency—even goats will seek more food, he maintained.  A 

senator from New Hampshire added that “the Mexican race has remained distinct” and 

that Americans have accounted for the recent “moral, material and political 

advancement” in the territories.  Another senator concluded that since Mexicans had 

retained their language, traditions, and way of life over two generations under the 

American flag, the Territories would not be ready for statehood until more white 

Americans migrated.45  

Just as revealing as the questions and arguments members of the delegation made, 

are the topics they left unexplored: Are Mexicans hard workers?  Do they work for low 

wages?  Are Mexicans white?  Will their educational attainment improve under the right 

conditions?  The committee most likely assumed that these matters were self-evident.  

Mexicans were legally white, but socially, economically, and, hence, politically, they 
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44 “New Statehood Bill,” 57th Congress, 2nd session, document 36, Senate Documents v. 
5, 1902-1903, 1-10, 14-15, 26, 59-63, 131-135, 163-164, 168-172.   
45 Appendix to the Congressional Record, 57th Congress, 5-6, 103-104,182-84. 
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lacked the attributes and thus the benefits of whiteness.  Their primary value lay, not in 

the educational or political realm, but in their service as cheap labor.  Entrepreneurs, 

whose capital and political connections led to the development of the Southwestern 

economy, clearly understood that the increasing presence of Mexicans helped to maintain 

low wages and did not much care about cultural or linguistic proclivities.  Politicians in 

Washington, in other words, condoned the uses and abuses of Mexican labor, but they did 

not find them deserving of the rights of citizenship and self-government.  Not 

surprisingly, some of the same senators who opposed statehood for Arizona and New 

Mexico rallied against independence for the Philippines.  In both cases, they insisted that 

whites had to govern and guide their fellow non-white inhabitants.46  

In spite of the denigration of the Mexican population during these congressional 

debates, exclusionist politicians still acknowledged the possibility of Americanization 

and thus the opportunity of Arizona to gain statehood.  Indeed, in rejecting the 1902 bill, 

the Committee on Territories explained that after more whites migrated into the region 

and helped Mexicans to acquire American customs and the English language, the 

population would become sufficiently American to re-apply.  As culturally insensitive as 

this proposition appears, it still fit within an assimilationist framework of allowing some 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
46 Most notably, Albert Beveridge (R-IN), chairman of the Committee on Territories, 
whose expansionist visions included the acquisition of Mexico and Central America, 
stated regarding the Philippines: “We will not renounce our part in the mission of our 
race, trustee of God, of the civilization of the world . . . [Filipinos] are a barbarous race, 
modified by three centuries of contact with a decadent race [the Spanish]. . . It is barely 
possible that 1,000 men in all the archipelago are capable of self-government in the 
Anglo-Saxon sense. . . The Declaration [of Independence] applies only to people capable 
of self-government.  “Albert J. Beveridge: In Support of an American Empire,” 
Congressional Record, 56th Congress, 1st session, 704-711 
<http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/ajb72.htm> (accessed February 23, 2008). 
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ethnic groups to Americanize.  Mexicans in New Mexico and Arizona had undertaken a 

pluralist approach by distancing themselves from Indians, blacks, and Asians and by 

suggesting that they already resembled other Euro-American groups—like the Dutch or 

the French—but the committee had summarily dismissed their argument by citing the 

inferiority of their Indian and Spanish ancestries.  It added that such a high concentration 

of Mexicans in Arizona and New Mexico did not in any way compare to the acceptable 

ethnic diversity of the Dutch population of lower New York or the Germans of eastern 

Pennsylvania.47  Nonetheless, the assimilation of Mexicans remained a viable option as 

late as the 1920s, when marginalization and exclusion became the two leading policies at 

the federal and local levels.48 

The topic of Mexican-white unions in Arizona, as the example of “Delmar of 

Pima” illustrates, thus remained primarily a topic for fiction writers.  Owen Wister’s “La 

Tinaja Bonita,” one of the few short stories that address the topic of interethnic relations 

in the Tucson area before 1900, nonetheless, served as a warning to the white readers of 

Harper’s Magazine.  They could learn that the wickedness of Mexican women and the 

perils of life in the desert still persisted.  Contemporaneous Mexicans could also have 

read the story as a warning against interethnic relationships, though they, of course, were 

not the intended audience.  The story focuses on a love triangle among Russ Genesmere, 

Luis, and Lolita—a coincidental name for the fifteen-year-old Mexican girl who 

prefigured Nabokov’s character by six decades.  Luis and Lolita, playful and flirtatious 
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47 Appendix to the Congressional Record, 57th Congress, 103-104,182-84. 
48 Linda Carol Noel, “‘The Swinging Door’: U.S. National Identity and the Making of the 
Mexican Guestworker, 1900-1935” (Ph.D. diss., University of Maryland, 2006), 2-6, 18-
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cousins, begin to drift apart after Lolita meets Russ, a traveling merchant.  The cousins 

argue over whether Americans discriminate against Mexicans, and Luis, unable to 

convince Lolita, tells her of the rumors that she prefers Americans to her people.  The 

argument ends when she gives him a lighthearted kiss, as she had done for many years, 

and he, to her surprise and anger, kisses her passionately.  Russ arrives in time to witness 

and interrupt the scene but does not confront the cousins, even though, it later becomes 

clear, he has been in a relationship with Lolita for a while.  Instead, Russ begins to lose 

his sanity, especially when he replays in his head the mischievous but meaningless songs 

Lolita and Luis sing and the time she jokingly tells him that she wished she could watch 

him kill Luis.  Russ suffers from dehydration during a return trip to Tucson and, unable to 

distinguish between his delusions and reality, he convinces himself that Lolita and Luis 

are truly a couple and that they have plotted to keep him from drinking water.  When 

Lolita arrives to try to save him, the still-hallucinating Russ kills her with his knife.  After 

drinking water, he realizes his mistake and grieves beside her until he also dies.49   

The story, published in 1895, still presents a few of the leitmotifs that dominated 

the travel narratives and the dime novels of the mid-1800s, but the demise of the 

protagonists derives, not from the deviousness of the Mexican characters, but from an 

inability to reconcile seemingly antagonistic ethnic backgrounds.  The white character—

as in most Western narratives of the time—embodies righteousness and virility, and, 

while he succumbs to jealousy and to the desert heat, his intentions always appear 

virtuous.  Lolita, too, behaves with good intentions, but she, being both Mexican and a 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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woman, inspires obsession and distrust in Russ.  For instance, not only does she jokingly 

tell Russ that she wants to see him kill Luis, but she also retorts passionately—and indeed 

passion is one of the leading traits of Mexican female protagonists in the literature of the 

time—that if he does not trust her, then he should kill her, for she would still declare her 

love for him as she perishes.50  Russ further classifies Lolita as untrustworthy and posits 

that women act differently than men when they must respond to improper behavior.  He 

adds that Lolita, being Mexican, would find it even more difficult to reject the sexual 

advances of Luis.  The lovers thus die because their worldviews cannot accommodate 

each other’s cultural practices: Russ does not understand that Lolita only wants a close, 

non-sexual relationship with Luis, and she does not assuage what she considers 

unfounded jealousy, teasing him instead.  He loses his mind because their relationship 

has stripped him of his true Anglo-Saxon nature: he alternates between English and 

Spanish when he speaks, and his passion has conjured “the Saxon to forget himself and 

bask openly in that southern joy and laughter of the moment.”  Luis, furthermore, acts as 

a representative of the Mexican male community in accusing her of preferring Russ only 

because he is white.51   

The story serves as a warning to both groups about the perils of entering into 

relationships with each other.  More than mere cultural misunderstandings, the events in 

the tale illustrate a rough, unstable environment—metaphorically represented by the 

desert heat and the dead cattle—in which true love does exist, but it encounters serious 
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50 Another Wister character makes a remark to passionate and amorous capacity of 
Mexican women in Owen Wister, Neighbors Henceforth (New York: MacMillan, 1922), 
80-81.  
51 Wister, “La Tinaja Bonita,” 864, 869.  
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obstacles.  “La Tinaja Bonita” thus could have resonated with readers from any 

generation between 1830 and 1900.  Yet, dime novels of the Mexican War, travel 

narratives and expansionist texts between the 1840s and the 1860s had primarily 

discussed political situations and abstract national projects.  “La Tinaja,” like “Delmar of 

Pima,” appeared at a time when interethnic marriages were widespread in the Southwest.  

In Tucson, their decrease, like their original prevalence, had little to do with the political, 

racial or eugenic admonishments of national or state enunciators.  In the 1860s and 

1870s, few white women resided in Tucson, and white men frequently entered into 

relationships with Mexican women.  Yet, even when white families and single white 

women migrated to Tucson in large numbers after 1880, hundreds of intermarriages still 

took place every decade into 1930.  They still represented approximately ten percent of 

all unions for white men between 1900 and 1930.  These relationships definitely did not 

disappear.  Further proving the impact of population growth and the continuing 

acceptance of Mexican-white relationships, white women, too, began to intermarry with 

Mexicans in Tucson.       

In Arizona, local newspapers occasionally employed the discourse of manifest 

destiny to describe the attraction of white men to Mexican women, but there was no 

explicit reference to the Mexican War or to the role of women as spoils of victory.  For 

example, in 1874, the Arizona Weekly Miner, which often depicted Mexicans as 

foreigners, maliciously implied that a religious celebration in Yuma primarily involved 

“senoritas, whisky and gambling,” and later posited that the increasing crime in 

California was partly due to the jealousy of Mexican men over the preference Mexican 
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women exhibited towards white men.52  The Tucson Citizen made a more general remark 

in inviting whites to enjoy their time in the town, though it clearly expressed partiality for 

white women: “let the eyes of the enamored youth explore the fathomless depths of dark 

Spanish or sweeter Saxon maidens.”53  These comments—their sexism 

notwithstanding—lacked the vitriolic disdain of the discourse of manifest destiny that 

permeated American social and political treatises of the 1840s and 1850s.     

White Arizonans certainly were not a monolithic group and thus they did not view 

Mexicans uniformly.  Mexicans noticeably became a literary, political, and travelogue 

motif.  They lived in every region of Arizona, but their largest population centers were 

located in the southern counties.  Accordingly, residents, politicians, and newspaper 

editors from the northern half of the state frequently embarked on campaigns against 

what they perceived as economic and political obstacles.  They viewed Mexicans, in 

other words, as a larger Chinese problem, but one that they could not simply resolve 

through intimidation or legislation—since Mexicans did represent a significant political 

force.  Their tirades at once relied on and propagated racial prejudices, but they did not 

have a discernable effect on the marital choices of white men.  Similarly, the anti-Chinese 

movement serves to underscore the better treatment Mexicans received in the southern 

part of the state.  There was great consensus among whites on the undesirability of the 

Chinese population—and, in fact, Mexicans often joined the attacks—but unlike their 

counterparts in northern Arizona and in some mining towns, newspapers in Tucson did 
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53  Tucson Citizen quoted in “Pima Items,” Arizona Weekly Miner, 12 May 1876.   
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not promote anti-Mexican agendas.  Nonetheless, the composition of Tucson’s white 

population helps to explain why the city also developed multiple views of its Mexican 

residents.  Furthermore, demographic information from the late nineteenth and early 

twentieth centuries demonstrates that the city evolved into two distinct enclaves, and only 

one of them contained interethnic unions in significant numbers.  Thus, while some white 

Americans always held racist attitudes towards Mexicans and an antagonism towards 

Mexican-white relationships, there always existed a counterview that regarded Mexicans 

more favorably and embraced the prospects of intermarriages.  Undoubtedly, not every 

white person in Arizona or in Tucson considered Mexicans worthy of their marital 

aspirations, but the reverse must have also been true—not all Mexicans wanted to marry 

white partners.  Yet, enough members of both groups decided to form interethnic 

households.  In 1929, a California eugenicist visited southern Arizona and expressed 

great alarm at what he called the degraded and racially indistinguishable children of 

Mexican-white couples.  He blamed white men for participating in these relationships.54  

White men, however, had been hearing these admonishments since the years of the 

Mexican War and, for just as long, enough of them had exercised their own prerogatives 

and formed relationships with Mexican women.      
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CHAPTER 5 
INTERMARRIAGES IN TUCSON, 1860-1930 

 
 

By the early 1890s, Tucson had changed significantly since its annexation to the 

United States in 1854.  The Americanization of the commercial, political, and educational 

institutions was proceeding steadily, and the city, like the whole state, had witnessed 

considerable demographic changes: the completion of the railroad and the pacification of 

the Indians in the 1880s eventually led to increases in the white population of the city, 

particularly of entire families;1 and the 1900 census would, in fact, mark the last time 

Mexican residents outnumbered their white counterparts in the Old Pueblo.  Yet, the 

ethnic background of the city’s population extended beyond a simple white-nonwhite 

binary.  For example, on November 26, 1892, William C. Brown married Katie 

McKenna.2  In all likelihood the ceremony and reception welcomed guests with Hispanic 

surnames who attended not merely because of the proximity of the wedding to largely 

Mexican enclaves, but, in fact, because they shared a familial kinship with the couple.  

Indeed, Brown and McKenna’s surnames obscured the fact that both had Mexican 

ancestry: the groom’s father came from New York, while the father of the bride was born 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 I use the term Americanization to indicate the transition from the Mexican institutions 
that shaped life in Tucson until, among other things, the dollar replaced the peso, public 
education arrived, and American practices dominated the political scene.  These events 
initially produced an economic downturn due to the loss of jobs after the completion of 
the railroad and the departure of federal troops after reaching peace treaties with the 
Apaches.  Thus, the 1890 census actually shows a thirty-seven percent decrease in the 
size of Tucson’s population, from 7,007 to 5,150.  By 1900, the population had 
rebounded to 7,531, and, more importantly for the purpose of this study, it now contained 
a higher percentage of white families.  
2 The 1900 census lists the wife as Katie, but she appears as Kittie on the marriage 
license.  
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in Ireland; both men had migrated to Arizona and married Mexican women more than 

two decades earlier.  Furthermore, baptismal records identify the groom’s given name as 

Guillermo Carlos and the bride’s as Catalina, and both had Mexican godparents.3  

Moreover, because before the turn of the century white men typically arrived in Tucson 

as detached bachelors, the couple certainly had far more Mexican than white relatives in 

Tucson.  In other words, the Brown-McKenna wedding was primarily a Mexican affair, 

and the reception most likely also offered an ethnic ambience, capped by Mexican food 

and music.  Indeed, weddings between couples of mixed ancestry were becoming 

increasingly widespread.4     

These weddings help to illustrate both a continuation and a transformation of 

marriage patterns and family life in Tucson.  Intermarriages were extremely prevalent for 

white men between 1854 and 1880.  By 1900, however, these marriages continued to take 

place regularly, but they had steadily decreased as a proportion of all marriages in 

Tucson.  The ethnic composition of the couples had also changed.  The 1900 census 

marked the last time that the most frequent of early intermarriages in Tucson—the white 

man-Mexican woman unions of the 1860s and 1870s—accounted for more than half of 

all intermarriages.  Since 1910, intermarriages among people of mixed ancestry—who 

almost always had Anglo surnames—became much more widespread and white women 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
3 St. Augustine Baptismal Register, Vol. 1, The Roman Catholic Diocese of Tucson, 83, 
233.  
4 All demographic information in this chapter comes from census schedules, in this case, 
from 1900 and 1910.  It will become apparent in several instances that 1890 census 
schedules do not exist, since these records were destroyed in a 1921 fire.  For information 
on the dates of the marriages, see Floyd R. Negley and Marcia S. Lindley, Arizona 
Territorial Marriages, Pima County, 1871-1912 (Tucson: Arizona State Genealogical 
Society, 1994), 9-10, 73. 
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began to enter into unions with Mexican men.  This chapter discusses the extent, 

variation, and significance of interethnic unions in Tucson.  It analyzes possible 

correlations between intermarriages and the number of single white women, birthplace, 

and place of residence within Tucson.  It offers quantitative evidence that warrants a re-

examination of how scholars evaluate the incidence and evolution of intermarriages.   

White men and men from other ethnic groups usually adapted to the Hispanic 

traditions of the Mexican women they joined in marriage or co-habitation.  Whatever the 

beliefs of the husband before marriage, interethnic households predominantly conformed 

to the Catholicism of the Mexican side of the family.  Some of the husbands came from 

Catholic backgrounds—most evident were the cases of men born in France, Ireland, and 

Italy—but virtually all weddings took place at Saint Augustine Catholic Church 

regardless of the faith of the husband.  Therefore, non-Catholic men underwent a form of 

initiation in the religious world of their wives when they entered into a union with a 

Mexican woman.  Though some men chose to convert to Catholicism before marrying—

like Hiram Stevens when he wed Petra Santa Cruz—, for two groups of men, their ability 

to marry a Catholic bride rested on certain requirements.5  Correspondence from the 

Vicar Apostolic of Arizona suggests that Catholic priests constantly worried about the 

presence of Protestant missionaries and public schools in southern Arizona.6  Mexican 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
5 Katherine Benton, “Border Jews, Border Marriages, Border Lives: Mexican-Jewish 
Intermarriage in the Arizona Territory, 1850-1900” (Master’s thesis, University of 
Wisconsin, Madison, 1997).  Hiram Stevens received, at least informally, the name of 
Domingo, which appears in the baptismal registry of St. Augustine when the Stevens 
served as godparents of the child of Emmett and Leonicia Woodley. 
6 Jean Baptist Salpointe, Correspondence, 1867-1884, Special Collections Library, 
University of Arizona, March 14, 1871; October 18, 1871; February 23, 1875; October 9, 
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families thus established a private school so that their daughters did not have to attend 

school with white children, and, similarly, intermarried Mexican women sought measures 

to ensure the preeminence of Catholicism in their families.7  First, some, though not all, 

Mexican women required their prospective spouses to sign an affidavit that 

acknowledged the primacy of the Catholic faith in solemnizing their matrimony and in 

family life.  Likely at the suggestion of the priest, the wives ensured that the document 

stipulated that no other ceremony—e.g., in a Protestant Church—would take place and 

that the husband would not interfere in the teaching of Catholicism to the children.  White 

men, it seems, willingly complied with the precondition.  For instance, Jewish men in 

nineteenth-century Tucson, historian Katherine A. Benton explains, lacked a strong sense 

of religious ties and were traditionally predisposed to grant their Mexican wives all 

control of the religious upbringing of their children.8  Therefore, almost universally, the 

children of interethnic couples were baptized and raised under Catholic traditions.  As 

late as the 1940s, virtually all descendants of interethnic unions, regardless of the 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1876; October 25, 1883.  The letter from October 1871 expresses abhorrence at the 
success a Protestant minister has achieved in attracting Indian children to his school, and 
requests money to carry out its “destruction.”  In the same letter, however, Salpointe also 
delights in attracting Protestant white children to his Catholic schools in Tucson and 
hopes that some of them will convert to Catholicism.  I wish to thank Amy E. Grey, from 
the history department at the University of Arizona, for alerting me to these documents 
and the Aguirre article below and lending them to me.       
7 For the reference to concerns over the establishment of public schools, see Jay J. 
Wagoner, Arizona Territory, 1863-1912: A Political History (Tucson: University of 
Arizona Press, 1970), 70; Mamie Bernard de Aguirre, “Spanish Trader’s Wife,” The 
Westport Historical Quarterly 4:3 (1968): 22.   
8 According to Benton, all Jewish-Mexican marriages in the 1870s and 1880s involved 
foreign-born men, who were more likely to favor fraternal associations over religious 
ties.  They acquiesced to the Catholic disposition of their Mexican wives.  Benton, 20, 
40-43, 46, 57-61. 
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combination of faiths among their ancestors, remained practicing Catholics.  Protestant 

and Jewish men only had to recognize the primacy of the Catholic Church.   

The Church, on the other hand, viewed non-Christian Asian men as infidels, and 

they actually had to convert to Catholicism before receiving the wedding sacrament.  For 

example, in 1890, Ah Loy, born in Hong Kong in 1865, was baptized at St. Augustine, 

receiving the Christian name of Manuel that he would carry until his death.  Several 

weeks later, the neophyte Manuel married Isabel Escalante.  The couple would return to 

the church on many occasions to baptize and confirm at least eight children, who 

received Spanish-Language names including Antonio, Francisca, Jose Manuel, and Feliz.  

Other Chinese men underwent similar conversions just before marriage.9  Similarly, the 

children of these couples adhered to Hispanic culture and married in Catholic 

ceremonies.10 

In general, men who intermarried adapted to the Hispanic linguistic tradition of 

their Mexican wives.  Those who originated from European cultures often adopted 

Hispanicized versions of their names, while Chinese men frequently received a Christian 

name—typically the name of a saint—when they converted to Catholicism or as they 

interacted in the Mexican communities where most of them resided.  In the second half of 

the nineteenth century, the children of interethnic couples almost always received 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
9 Other probable conversions are: Francisco Ah Piom, Carlos Lee, and Santiago Lee.  
Catholic Diocese of Tucson, St. Augustine Baptismal Register, 1888-1891, pp. 123-24. 
10 A notable complication occurred in 1901, when the orphan Chinese-Mexican child, 
Don Ah, gained the interest of his Chinese relatives, who convinced the friends of his 
dead parents—most likely Mexicans and Chinese—to allow him to relocate to China so 
that he could receive an education.  In all likelihood, such an education would also 
involve the inculcation of Chinese spiritual values.  “Brief News Items of the Town,” 
Arizona Daily Star, evening edition, February 18, 1901.      
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Hispanic names.  This custom in fact greatly facilitates the identification of people of 

mixed ancestry because of the abundance of residents with Hispanic first names and non-

Hispanic surnames.  The tradition of giving Hispanic names declined but remained 

remarkably common into the twentieth century.  In 1930, fifty-four percent of all children 

of interethnic families received Hispanic names (like Margarita, Maria, and Juan) or 

bicultural names (such as Laura, Clara, and David).  Naming patterns reveal no 

differences according to class, but recent generations (migrating or first generation 

children) were more likely to receive a Hispanic or bicultural name (fifty-eight percent) 

than children who were second- or later-generation American born (forty-seven percent).  

Also revealing, fathers tended to exercise more influence over the naming of sons, and 

mothers over the naming of daughters.  Most interethnic unions involved men of white 

ancestry and women of Mexican ancestry, and, accordingly, sixty-three percent of all 

daughters received Hispanic or bicultural names, while only forty-six percent of sons did.  

Not surprisingly, the correlation of gender and generation produced even higher 

incidence of Hispanic names, though the latter held more influence.  Thus, when men 

born in Mexico were indeed involved in interethnic unions, their children received 

Hispanic names approximately seventy-six percent of the time, regardless of the gender 

of the child.11         

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
11 These results derive from a database I produced based on the 1930 census schedules.  I 
only included the names of interethnic children listed either as son or daughter.  There 
were 698 such names.  The names of an additional twelve children were illegible and thus 
do not appear in the results.  The term “bicultural name” refers to names that exist in 
English and Spanish with the same spelling, like those mentioned in the text, or highly 
similar spelling, like Sarah/Sara and Lydia/Lidia.  I recorded names that exist in 
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Intermarriages in Tucson were highly prevalent during the first two decades after 

its acquisition by the United States in 1854.  Its first American census (1860) showed a 

high incidence of intermarriages.  In addition to endogamous Mexican families—which 

accounted for the great majority of the 243 residences—there were twice as many white 

men married to Mexican women (sixteen) than to white women (eight) (see Table 5.1).   

 
Table 5.1. Population, couples, and single men and women, Tucson, 1860-1880.12 

Endogamous couples Exogamous couples 
Single people, sixteen years old 
and over 

Census 
year Population White  Mexican  

Mexican-
white  

Mexican-
nonwhite  

White 
men 

 White 
women 

Mexican 
women 

1860 940 8 104 16 1 137 0 40 

1864 1568 2 150 22 1 203 2 98 

1870 3224 15 397 54 2 332 6 221 

1880 7007 136 461 97 1 1168 40 291 

 
This census also included what would become an anomaly—and a misdemeanor in four 

years—a black-white marriage: Mary M. Bell, a white woman from Louisiana was 

married to Isiah Bell, a black carpenter from Georgia.  Similarly, a white cook from the 

East Indies was married to a mulatto woman from Louisiana.  Black-white unions would 

not reappear on the city’s census manuscripts over the next seventy years.  Finally, Chas 

Cooper, the only other black person living in Tucson, lived with Inés Bernal, a Mexican 

woman.  These three unions shared a common characteristic: whereas some families 

listed estates of thousands of dollars and most could claim at least a few hundred dollars 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
translation—such as Michael/Miguel and Joseph/Jose—according to how they appeared 
on the census schedule.     
12 In 1860, there were also three single white soldiers. In 1864, the population includes 
255 soldiers: 152 were listed as single and 103 had no marital status listed. In 1870, in six 
of the white-Mexican households, the head was divorced or widowed. In 1880, there 
were another 372 white men who were listed as married but whose wives were not living 
in Tucson.  In two of the white-Mexican households, the head was divorced or widowed. 
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in assets, they had no possessions whatsoever.  Their occupations—carpenter, laborer, 

and cook—further demonstrated their working-class status.  In fact, as elaborated below, 

the professions of most of the intermarrying white men and Mexican women also 

indicated lower-class status: the men were mostly laborers and the women who stated 

their occupation were primarily laundresses and seamstresses.13     

Two realities characterized family life in Tucson in the 1860s: there were very 

few single white women, and the great majority of white men married Mexican women.  

The 1860 census listed 137 single white men but no single white women; in 1864, the 

imbalance was at 203 to 2; and by 1870, it was 332 to 6 (as explained below, the city’s 

ratio of single white women to the overall population fell far below the national average 

as late as 1920).14  The dearth of white women and the prohibition on marriages with 

Indian women combined to produce a high number of unions between white men and 

Mexican women.  These living arrangements, as historian Susan L. Johnson explains in 

her study of an Arizona mining town, did not necessarily mean that a formal marriage 

had taken place.  White men, she argues, might have viewed their relationships 

informally, whereas Mexican women might have perceived them as analogous to 

marriages.15   

In Tucson, however, families in the deeply rooted Mexican communities most 

likely viewed both formal and informal unions as legitimate relationships.  However they 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
13 All references to the census are from microfilm copies of the original census schedules.   
14 I only included men and women over sixteen years of age and did not count nuns as 
single women.   
15 Susan Lee Johnson, “Sharing Bed and Board: Cohabitation and Cultural Difference in 
Central Arizona Mining Towns, 1863-1873,” in The Women’s West, ed. Susan Armitage 
and Elizabeth Jameson (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1987), 78, 82, 88.  
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were regarded, in 1864, twenty-two white men lived with Mexican women, and in 1870 

the number had increased to fifty-four.  More importantly, the ratio of these marriages to 

endogamous white marriages clearly underscored the significance of Mexican women in 

the formation of family life in Tucson.  Indeed, of all the women who cohabited with 

white men, Mexican women accounted for sixty-four percent in 1860, ninety-two percent 

in 1864, and seventy-nine percent in 1870 (see Table 5.2).  These high percentages would 

not reappear in later decades, but Mexican women remained a significant marrying group 

for whites.  For some cohorts of white men, as discussed below, highly similar data 

existed as late as 1930.  

Table 5.2. Interethnic couples as percentages of all couples, Tucson, 1860-1880.16 
Types of interethnic couples 

Census 
year 

All 
couples 

Interethnic 
couples 

White man-
Mexican 
woman 

Mexican 
man-white 
woman Other 

Mexican-white 
couples as a 
percentage of all 
couples involving 
white men  

Interethnic 
couples as a 
percentage of all 
couples involving 
whites 

Interethnic 
couples as a 
percentage of all 
couples involving 
Mexicans 

1860 131 19 (14.5%) 16 0 3 64.0% 90.0% 14.0% 

1864 175 24 (13.1%) 22 1 1 91.7% 88.0% 13.3% 

1870 456 56 (12%) 54 0 2 78.2% 78.2% 12.4% 

1880 695 99 (14.1%) 97 0 2 41.6% 41.6% 17.5% 

 
The early mythology of Arizona’s white pioneers greatly stressed the birth of the first 

white child in Arizona.  It attributed the accomplishment to one-time Tucson residents 

William H. Kirkland and Ann Bacon, whose daughter Elizabeth was born in 1861.17  The 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
16 In 1860, the other interethnic couples involved a black man and a white woman, a 
white man and a mulatto woman, and a black man and a Mexican woman. In 1864, there 
was one Spanish man-white woman couple. In 1870, there were two black men married 
to Mexican women. In 1880, there was one black man married to a Mexican woman and 
a man of Chinese-white ancestry married to a white woman. 
17 James H. McClintock, Arizona, Prehistoric, Aboriginal, Pioneer, Modern: The 
Nation's Youngest Commonwealth Within a Land of Ancient Culture (Chicago: S. J. 
Clarke Publishing, 1916), 597.  Various works and websites frequently cite the 
accomplishment, along with other famous firsts attributed to William H. Kirkland, like 
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claim obviously rests on the racially charged premise that neither the children of 

Mexicans or of Mexican-white unions were worthy of the same recognition.  Interethnic 

spouses, nonetheless, had been forming families in Arizona well before the 1860s.  In 

fact, in Tucson alone, eight interethnic unions had children who were born in the 1850s.18  

Tucson’s 1860 census thus corroborated the presence of the interethnic families that 

travelers had described in the 1850s.19  Intermarriages remained a highly common 

practice for white men during the rest of the decade (see Figure 5.1).20    

Tucson was experiencing a brief economic boom in the 1870s, and its population 

more than doubled between 1870 and 1880.21  The intermarriages increased from fifty-

four to ninety-seven, but they decreased as a percentage of all marriages for white men, 

from seventy-nine percent in 1870 to only forty-two percent in 1880.  The number of 

single white women increased dramatically, from six to forty, a still significantly low 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
being the first white person to bring cattle into Arizona and the first to raise an American 
flag in Tucson.      
18 The 1864 census reveals that the following families had children who were born in the 
1850s and used their father’s surname: William and Ignacia Oury, Frederick and 
Margarita Contzen, John and Concepción Clark, Solomon Warner and María Telles, Hill 
and María De Arnitt, John Ward and Jesusa Martínez, J. C. and Concepción Clark, and T. 
G. and Concepción Rusk.  There were other cases, not included here, where the children 
and the father had different surnames. 
19 All figures also appear in the Appendix B in thematic-chronological order. 
20 The 1864, inter-decennial census took place after Arizona became a separate territory 
in 1863.  The 1860 census still counted Arizona as part of the New Mexico Territory.   
21 Thomas E. Sheridan, Los Tucsonenses: The Mexican Community in Tucson, 1854-1941 
(Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1986), 58-59. 
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number in a population of over seven thousand residents.  Thus, the decrease in the 

percentage of intermarriages could not stem solely from the growing presence of single 

white women, but also from the changing characteristics of the immigrants who came to 

Tucson.  More white families, rather than just single white men, began arriving in the 

1870s, and their number had increased from only fourteen in 1870 to 136 in 1880.  Thus, 

while the number of intermarriages had increased more than fivefold since 1860, during 

the 1870s white families more than compensated for their early slow growth of the 1860s.  

The 1880 census marked the first time that white endogamous couples outnumbered their 

Mexican-white counterparts (136 to 97).  These white families came in significant 

numbers from the Midwest and the Northeast, and from Ireland, France, and Germany.  

Nonetheless, single men from these and other countries also came, and they married 

Mexican women: there were nineteen unions between Mexican women and men from: 

Germany (6), France (5), Ireland (5), and Switzerland (3). 

Results from the 1900 census and a survey of marriage licenses from Pima 

County from 1880 to 1899, indicate that over three hundred intermarriages took place 

during the last two decades of the century.  The railroad arrived in Tucson in 1880, and 

one might expect that its arrival would dramatically increase the number of white 

immigrants.  But the economic recession of the 1880s halted migration and actually 

reduced Tucson’s population.22  It declined from over 7,000 in 1880, to under 5,200 in 

1890, barely rebounding to 7,500 by 1900 (see Table 5.3).  The number of endogamous 

white families did increase considerably, from 136 in 1880 to 431 in 1900, but cases of 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
22 Sheridan, Los Tucsonenses, 90, 122-23. 
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intermarriages also increased substantially.  Whereas there were only ninety-seven in 

1880, by 1900 the number had reached 132, representing twenty-three percent of all 

marriages for white men.  Thus, at the turn of the century intermarriages accounted for 

one of every four marriages for white men.  The larger southern Arizona region 

resembled this pattern.  Pima County marriage licenses reveal that between 1880 and 

1889, twenty-eight percent of all unions were intermarriages, and twenty-three percent 

between 1890 and 1899.  Combined, as many as 339 interethnic couples married in the 

county during this twenty-year period.  Clearly, the arrival of the railroad had no negative 

effect on these marriage patterns. 

 
Table 5.3. Population, households, and single white women, Tucson, 1900-1930.23 

White households Mexican households Interethnic households  

 Population All Couples All Couples All 

Mexican- 
White 
Households 

Mexican- 
White 
Couples  

Single 
white 
women 

1900 7531 697 451 740 394 167 159 132 121 
1910 13191 1238 923 1125 757 231 228 172 276 
1920 20292 2502 1890 1712 1142 262 254 228 574 
1930 32506 5099 3547 2304 1563 365 362 283 1537 

 
 
These results contradict the contention of several scholars who aver that the 

completion of the railroad signaled the decline and even the end of intermarriages by 

facilitating the arrival of white women.24  Census and county data indicate that 

intermarriages consistently increased in number and accounted for a significant 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
23 The category “All” includes all households (single, married, divorced, and widowed), 
while “Couples” refers to households where the heads were married, regardless of the 
number of household members.  In the case of interethnic households, the category “All” 
also includes interethnic families between Mexicans and non-whites. 
24 Acuña, 83, 89, 92-96; Montejano, 92; Sheridan, Tucsonenses, 150 
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percentage of all marriages in Pima County—oscillating between ten and twenty-five 

percent on a decennial basis—until 1930, well after the railroad arrived in Tucson in 

1880.  Railroad companies underscored their role in bringing civilization and prosperity 

to the West, but social order, historian Sarah H. Gordon explains, remained unstable in 

many areas; large cities grew, but small towns stagnated and their expectations of 

economic development did not materialize.25  Tucson’s early history corroborates 

Gordon’s conclusion.  It experienced population and economic growth before the arrival 

of the railroad but the departure of the military along with the national economic 

recession of the 1880s actually produced a decline in population.  The number of 

residents decreased and did not surpass the 1880 mark of seven thousand until 1900.  It 

was the turn of the century, coinciding with copper booms in southern Arizona,26 which 

marked the arrival of more white families and single white women.   

In fact, the arrival of the railroad might have facilitated the occurrence of 

intermarriages, as a shift in Tucson’s population between 1880 and 1900 had the 

remarkable effect on increasing the incidence of intermarriages for Mexicans.  In 1880, 

intermarriages accounted for forty-two percent of all marriages for whites and only 

seventeen percent for Mexicans.  By 1900, however, the percentage for whites had 

declined to twenty-three percent but actually increased to twenty-five percent for 

Mexicans.  These changes stemmed from a demographic transformation that occurred 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
25 Sarah H. Gordon, Passage to Union: How the Railroads Transformed American Life, 
1829-1929 (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 1996), 3-9, 122, 165. 
26 Thomas E. Sheridan, Arizona: A History (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1995), 
165-170.  
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between 1880 and 1900.  The population declined from 1880 to 1890, but when it 

rebounded by 1900, its ethnic composition had changed significantly.  While the number 

of white couples more than tripled, from 136 to 451, the number actually declined for 

Mexicans, from 461 to 394.  Therefore, whereas the 1900 population essentially matched 

the figures for 1800, intermarriages had increased by thirty-six percent.  But now a new 

trend in intermarriages had begun: they represented a smaller percentage for the white 

population and a larger percentage for the Mexican population.                   

Mexican women were clearly benefiting from the availability of a more diverse 

pool of men due to the addition of white bachelors to the balanced sex ratios among the 

Mexican population.  Exogamous practices for Mexicans peaked at twenty-five percent in 

1900 and declined gradually into 1930.  But even in 1930, more than one in every seven 

relationships involving Mexicans was interethnic.  By then, however, these interethnic 

unions extended beyond the white man-Mexican woman pattern of the 1860s and 1870s.  

Men and women of mixed ancestry dominated intermarriages since 1910 and Mexican 

men were also intermarrying more frequently.  Percentages of intermarriages for whites 

began a steady decline during the first three decades of the twentieth century, slowly but 

steadily dropping from twenty-three percent in 1900 to only seven percent by 1930.  

 Yet, the decline in intermarriages as a percentage of all marriages still meant that 

intermarriages were increasing in absolute numbers.  They remained at around 250 per 

decade during both the 1890s and the first decade of the twentieth century, then almost 

doubled in the 1910s, and continued to increase into the 1920s.  In fact, more people 

entered into exogamous unions from 1910 to 1929 than in the previous thirty-eight years 
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(1872-1909).  The increase after 1900 is even more significant since the data no longer 

included the southern area that became Santa Cruz County in 1899.27   

 Sizeable age differentials characterized intermarriages in the second half of the 

nineteenth century, and, while these differences decreased gradually in the early 

twentieth century, they still remained higher than for endogamous couples.  These early 

interethnic unions frequently involved white men over thirty years old and Mexican 

women in their teens or early twenties.  Men were, on average, at least ten years older 

than their partners until 1900 (see Figure 5.2), but the difference becomes more 

conspicuous when one compares it to endogamous marriages.  For instance, in 1870, 

intermarried men were an average of twelve years older than their wives.  Almost one 

fourth of these intermarriages involved white men who married teenaged girls who were, 

on average, fifteen years younger.  Endogamous white marriages, on the other hand, were 

three times as likely to have spouses who were within five years of each other, and the 

men were older than their partners by an average of only five years.  Age differentials 

declined over time for all interethnic unions, and by 1930, almost half of all couples 

involved partners who were within five years of each other (see Figure 30 in Appendix 

B).  More revealing, eighteen women were older than their spouses by an average of 4.5 

years, but, there were statistical outliers:  the eighteen men who had the largest age 

differentials were, on average, over twenty-seven years older than their wives.  Age 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
27 Wagoner, 57.  The creation of Santa Cruz County most likely removed a high number 
of potential intermarriages from the Pima County totals because the area included towns 
where Mexicans outnumbered whites by large margins, a condition that consistently led 
to high rates of intermarriage. 
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equality had clearly not arrived completely for interethnic couples.  Indeed, as late as 

1930, one can note that men in interethnic relationships were still an average of eight 

years older than their partners, far above the differences among endogamous couples for 

whites (4.1 years) and Mexicans (5.1 years) (see Figure 31 in Appendix B).  

Mexican American historians long maintained that early intermarriages in the 

Southwest occurred primarily between the daughters of the old Mexican elite and 

enterprising white men, particularly, they aver, as attempts by both groups to secure 

economic and political power.28  Yet, while situations in the various regions of the 

Southwest certainly developed differently, a review of this claim is already underway.  

Historian Deena González, for instance, has already proven that in Santa Fe, 

intermarriages occurred primarily among working class people and that religion, not 

class, best explains why certain groups, like Irish men, intermarried with Mexican 

women.29  Tucson definitely followed the pattern of its old Territorial cousin, and one 

might wonder, given the high number of intermarriages among the working class in the 

city, if a similar situation did not indeed occur in other parts of the Southwest.  Census 

data strongly indicate that intermarriages in Tucson consistently involved working-class 

couples.30  Even in the 1860 census, before the arrival of the federal and state 

governments and when occupations such as trader and merchant made up a large 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
28 See Chapter 1 for further discussion of this topic.  
29 Deena J. González, Refusing the Favor: The Spanish-Mexican Women of Santa Fe, 
1820-1880 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2001), 113-114. 
30 Unfortunately, the jobs of women were routinely unlisted in most census years, and 
when they did appear, they typically excluded occupations in the informal labor market.  
One must, therefore, rely heavily on the class status of men. 
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segment of the economically active population, the most common classifications for men 

in interethnic relationships involved blue-collar occupations.  Repeatedly, between 1870 

and 1930, working-class men represented almost two thirds of all intermarried men (see 

Figure 5.3).  Merchants and ranchers/farmers did indeed account for significant portions 

of all intermarried men early on, but after 1870, they consistently combined for under 

twenty percent of the total.  Finally, intermarriages involving white-collar workers, a 

profession that developed slowly in Tucson, oscillated between five and fourteen percent 

between 1864 and 1930 (see also Figures 32 to 34 in Appendix B).   

 The place of origin of white men greatly influenced their incidence of 

intermarriage in Tucson, a trend that was particularly noticeable after 1900.  The most 

recurrent intermarriage during the latter part of the nineteenth century involved white 

men and Mexican women.  Virtually all of these white men had been born outside of 

Arizona.  They primarily migrated to the Territory from foreign countries or from the 

American Northeast.  Into the twentieth century, however, two groups of men 

increasingly entered into interethnic unions: white men born in the West, especially in 

Arizona, and men of Mexican ancestry.  By 1930, these two groups accounted for over 

sixty-five percent of all intermarrying men, and the percentage of intermarriages 

involving Mexican men (fifteen percent) far exceeded those involving men from the 

Northeast (4.5 percent). During the second half of the nineteenth century, foreign white 

men and men from the Northeast represented anywhere from one half to four-fifths all 

men involved in interethnic unions. 
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Men from the Midwest, on the other hand, typically migrated with their wives, 

and, for that reason, they accounted for less than fifteen percent of all intermarriages 

during any census year between 1864 and 1930.  As early as 1910, intermarriages 

represented only five percent of all marriages for Midwestern men (see Figure 40 in 

Appendix B).  The Midwest in fact represented the most common birthplace for men and 

women in endogamous white couples in 1910.  Intermarried women, on the other hand, 

originated almost exclusively from Mexico and Arizona.  Thus, even as the nature of 

intermarriages evolved and the early norm of the white man-Mexican woman 

intermarriage accounted for less than fifty percent.  After 1900, women born in Mexico 

and Arizona consistently represented at least ninety percent of all wives (see Figure 36 in 

Appendix B).31 

By far the most noticeable change in the evolution of intermarriages involved the 

emergence of relationships that diverged from the white man-Mexican woman norm of 

the 1860s-1870s.  The 1900 census provides substantial insight into the changes in 

intermarriage patterns, demonstrating that the old norm now accounted for under two 

thirds of all interethnic unions (see Figure 5.4).  That year, white women participated in 

four percent of these unions and Mexican men in seven percent.  Most notably, spouses 

of mixed ancestry were now involved in almost one third of all intermarriages.  These 

three groups gradually increased their levels of intermarriage: by 1930 Mexican men 

were involved in fifteen percent of interethnic unions, white women in 7.5 percent, and 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
31 Intermarried women born in Arizona increasingly included white women who married 
Mexican men, but their numbers were low.  Therefore, this category primarily includes 
women of Mexican ancestry. 
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people of mixed ancestry accounted for fifty-two percent (see Figure 5.5 below and 

Figures 41-46 in Appendix B).  Clearly, the presence of single white women and 

increases in the population born in Arizona translated into higher participation of white 

women and Mexican men in interethnic relationships.  Thus, as demographic conditions 

changed, it became evident that white women and Mexican men were also interested in 

marrying outside their ethnic group.   

By 1920, the number of intermarriages among the children of Mexican-white 

couples had increased significantly. That year there were ninety-four unions between 

white men and Mexican women, but almost as many among the descendents of  

interethnic couples. 32  Quantifying these marriages, nonetheless, can be problematic 

since relying on surnames alone—as one frequently must when studying marriage 

licenses—can lead to incorrect tallies.  Anthropologist Thomas E. Sheridan avers that 

from 1900 to 1910, sixty-four intermarriages in Pima County involved Hispanic men and 

white women.33  Such an assertion most likely derives from an over-reliance on the 

Anglo surnames of women of Mexican-white ancestry and some of the Anglo-phonic 

surnames of Mexicans.  Therefore, the original census schedules emerge as highly 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
32 For the purpose of this study, any marriage involving a person of white-Mexican 
ancestry qualifies as intermarriage.  After all, including only their marriages with either 
whites or Mexicans would imply that one knew for certain that the spouses in question 
identified racially with the opposite ethnic group.  In this regard, even assuming that the 
marriage of two people of white-Mexican ancestry is endogamous falls under such a 
presumption (these marriages accounted for only six percent of all intermarriages as late 
as 1930).    
33 Sheridan, Los Tucsonenses, 149.  
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reliable sources to determine ancestry of all spouses.  In this case, the 1910 census 

reveals that a high percentage of those sixty-four white women must have been partially 

or entirely of Mexican ancestry.  Thus, Sheridan’s data apparently do not account for the 

Mexican ancestry of men and women with non-Hispanic surnames and perhaps does not 

distinguish among Anglo-sounding Spanish surnames, like Martin, and, indeed, Anglo 

surnames of Mexicans such as Bartlett and Smith, and others.  For instance, census 

records prove that Beatrice Jordan who married Juan Reyes in 1907, was in fact Mexican, 

while Mabel Jordan, who married John Knagge in 1919, was white.34  Both marriages 

were endogamous.35  Census schedules prove far more reliable in determining ethnicity 

because they include surnames but also provide additional information, such as 

birthplace, maiden name, parents’ birthplace, native language, and year of entry if 

foreign-born.  Census data reveal that in 1910 there were in fact only three Mexican men 

married to white women.  The number had not increased since 1900, and it barely 

reached eight in 1920 and twelve in 1930, figures nowhere near the sixty-four Sheridan 

suggests.36   

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
34 Jordan is a common Hispanic surname pronounced hor-DAN. 
35 I offer these marriages as mere examples.  Sheridan did not mention them.  Negley and 
Lindley, Arizona Territorial Marriages, 62.  Floyd R. Negley and Marcia S. Lindley, 
Arizona Marriages, Pima County, Marriage Books 5-10, February 1912 through 
December 1926 (Tucson: Arizona State Genealogical Society, 1997), 166.   
36 There were twenty marriages between Mexican men and women of white-Mexican 
ancestry. These figures are for Tucson only.  The city consistently accounted for fifty to 
sixty percent of the population of Pima County.  Therefore, it would be highly unlikely 
that the rest of the county contained dozens of Mexican man-white woman marriages, 
while the most Tucson ever had were twelve. 
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Marital choices among people of mixed ancestry during the first three decades of the 

twentieth century reveal important trends regarding race and gender.  Descendants of 

interethnic couples married across the three possible categories in sizeable numbers.  

They married spouses of mixed ancestry at very consistent levels over the four census 

years in question (from 1900 to 1930), and such marriages accounted for approximately 

twenty-five percent of the unions for mixed men and women, respectively (see Figure 

5.6).  Yet, these sets of data suggest that women of mixed ancestry benefited from a 

larger pool of potential spouses.  The reason lies in the ethno-demography of Tucson.  As 

time went on, intermarried couples—and thus their children of mixed ancestry—were 

increasingly more likely to live in districts with high concentrations of Mexicans but low 

numbers of single white women.  Therefore, women of mixed ancestry were most likely 

to meet three groups of men: Mexicans, whites, or men of mixed ancestry.  Not 

surprisingly, these women married among all three groups in high percentages (see 

Figure 5.7).  For men of mixed ancestry, however, the low number of white women in 

these districts left only two primary groups of potential spouses: Mexican women and 

women of mixed ancestry.  Thus, they married into both groups in high numbers (see also 

Figures 49-50 in Appendix B). 

Marriages between Mexican men and white women did occur, but they were very 

rare.  The 1880 census shows that a justice of the peace named L. Ainsu, born in Mexico, 

was married to J. Ainsu, a woman from New York; in 1900, J.A. Legarra, a store clerk, 

was married to Edith, also from New York; and in 1910, Ramón Salcido, a blacksmith, 
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was married to Mary, born in Missouri.  By 1930, these marriages were becoming 

slightly more widespread.  Mexican men married women from Kentucky, Michigan, 

West Virginia, Wisconsin, Germany, and Norway.37  These marriages occurred primarily 

among working-class people.  Four of these men worked as laborers, one owned a gas 

station, and one was an engineer.  Prominent men, like Epifanio Aguirre and Miguel 

Otero, Sheridan points out, also married white women.38 

A more infrequent kind of union than those between Mexican men and white 

women involved Mexican women and non-white men.  Chinese men migrated to Mexico 

in significant numbers after the American government halted their immigration into the 

United States in 1882.  In the border state of Sonora alone, approximately 3,200 Chinese 

men resided in 1924, 166 of whom married Mexican women.  In Tucson, Chinese 

immigrants lived in predominantly Mexican enclaves.39  Census records indicate that by 

1900, four Chinese men had entered into unions with Mexican women.  In 1910, one of 

these couples still lived in Tucson, and a new family appeared.  By 1930, there was 

another family listed.  These marriages could not have taken place in Arizona under its 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
37 The absence of maiden names—and even first names in some cases—does not 
preclude identifying a person’s ancestry, and these women were certainly not of Mexican 
ancestry.  I checked language spoken, year of entry, and surnames, and, more 
importantly, birthplace of parents.  For instance, the first two were born in New York of 
parents also born in New York, and the third was born in Missouri of a West Virginian 
father and a Missourian mother.     
38 Sheridan, Los Tucsonenses, 146-47. 
39 Grace Delgado, “In the Age of Exclusion: Race, Region and Chinese Identity in the 
Making of the Arizona-Sonora Borderlands, 1863-1943” (Ph.D. diss., University of 
California, Los Angeles, 2000), 255, 292.   
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miscegenation statutes, but some couples managed to circumvent the law, as the 

following chapter explains.40    

Marriages between black men and Mexican women occurred only sparingly.  All 

miscegenation laws, after all, targeted black-white marriages.  Nonetheless, social norms 

seemed to have outweighed legal restrictions, and Mexicans—who, while legally white, 

did not possess the social attributes of whiteness—could occasionally marry non-whites.  

Just as they could marry Punjabis in California (where local authorities allowed them to 

circumvent the state’s miscegenation law) and Chinese men in New Mexico (where these 

marriages were legal), some Mexican women in Tucson formally married men of African 

American ancestry—which Arizona law forbade—or joined them in informal unions, 

which the law did not prohibit.  Records indicate that these unions occurred sporadically.  

The 1860 and 1870 census schedules listed three such unions (the Coopers, Bosticks, and 

Worgies) that might have begun before 1857—when the New Mexico Territory passed its 

miscegenation law—or might have been informal cohabitations, though two of these 

women took their partners’ surnames.  In 1900, two new unions appeared (the Woodleys 

and the Ransoms).  Black and Chinese men (and their descendants) legally married 

Mexican women in spite of the legal prohibition of such marriages, while there is no 

evidence that white Tucsonans ever formed a legal union with a person of Asian or 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
40 In 1900, only three men were still alive (Heng, Kew, and Lee).  A widow with the 
surname Lee also appeared, and she had two children whose father was listed as Chinese.  
In 1910, the Heng family—now listed as Lee—still lived in Tucson, and the Wong family 
appeared for the first time.  The 1930 census listed the Lem family for the first time. 
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African American ancestry after the state adopted its miscegenation law and before 

1930.41   

Population growth and the geographic expansion of the city resulted in the 

creation of ethnically defined enclaves, and intermarried couples lived primarily in areas 

where Mexican residents predominated or where the area was racially mixed.  Between 

1854 and 1890, almost the entire population lived near the original site of the old 

presidio, and interethnic couples resided uniformly throughout the small city.  As late as 

1900, each of the three census districts contained interethnic couples at levels near the 

city average of 13.8 percent (Figure 9 in Appendix B). Over the next three decades, 

however, Tucson’s population more than quadrupled (from 7,531 to 32,506), and 

settlement patterns occurred primarily along ethnic lines: whites settled largely in the 

Northeast and Mexicans and other minorities in the Southwest, while the downtown area 

remained balanced.   

 The 1920 census reveals that the city had experienced highly uneven growth 

since 1900, when Mexicans outnumbered whites for the last time.  Unlike the late 

nineteenth century, the town now had some areas where either white or Mexican 

households accounted for more than eighty percent of the population, even though the 

city’s total population remained relatively balanced.  Whites, in particular, lived in two 

areas where they accounted for ninety-two percent and ninety-four percent of all 

households (see Figure 5.8).   

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
41 See Chapter 6 for a detailed discussion of the men and women involved in these 
marriages.  



! "**!

 



! "*"!

 

Surprisingly, these percentages would rise and seven districts exceeded ninety percent by 

1930 (see Figure 16 in Appendix B).  

 The 1920 census also included districts where intermarriages fell well below 

the city average of seven percent.  That census illustrates the cusp of change: conditions 

in this year not only resembled the patterns of the early years but also pointed to the 

significant changes that would coalesce by 1930.  For instance, in the three 

predominantly white districts intermarriages represented less than four percent of all 

marriages, while in two largely Mexican districts the numbers reached thirteen percent 

and twenty percent (see Figure 5.9).  This pattern became even more pronounced in 1930, 

when eight white districts had intermarriage levels that ranged from zero to three percent, 

whereas three Mexican districts more than doubled the city average of 5.2 percent (see 

Figure 12 in Appendix B).   

 Furthermore, a strong parallel existed between the prevalence of either white or 

Mexican households in some areas and the levels of intermarriages as a percentage of 

total marriages for the group in the minority.  That is, in enclaves where whites 

represented a significant majority of the population, the few people of Mexican ancestry 

who lived there, were highly likely to belong to interethnic unions.  Similarly, in areas 

where Mexicans outnumbered whites by large margins, whites lived in interethnic unions 

in high percentages.  These relationships either cemented the acceptance of the incoming 

spouses into the area or served as their introduction.  For instance, in 1920, in census 

districts where whites accounted for less than ten percent of the total households, their  
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levels of intermarriage as a percentage of all their marriages ranged from fifty-one 

percent to seventy-eight percent (see Figure 5.10).  In other words, in the latter district 

almost eight out of ten married white men had a wife of Mexican descent.  A similar 

situation occurred in districts where Mexicans accounted for small fractions of the 

population.  For example, in the four districts where Mexican households represented 

approximately ten percent or less of all households, their levels of intermarriage as a 

percentage of all their marriages ranged from thirty-three percent to forty-eight percent 

(see Figure 5.11).   

By 1930, these percentages increased even more in the white districts but actually 

decreased in the Mexican areas.  Indeed, demographic data clearly point to high levels of 

ethnic homogeneity in the northeast of Tucson, while areas in the Southwest and the 

Northwest still maintained high levels of diversity due to their substantial number of 

intermarriages and the presence of Chinese and African American residents.  In fact, the 

homogenization of white districts had become clearly demarcated by 1930.  The census 

reveals that only three percent of all Mexican households lived north of the railroad 

tracks and east of Third Avenue, an area where whites accounted for ninety-six percent of 

all households.  People of Mexican ancestry lived in only 112 of the more than three 

thousand households in these districts.  Furthermore, of the ninety-six Mexicans who 

were married, a considerable number (forty percent) belonged to interethnic couples (see 

Figure 5.12).  Thus, people of Mexican ancestry were not very likely to live in northeast 

Tucson, but the few who did reside that area were highly likely to be part of interethnic 

unions.  
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In 1920, single white women had finally arrived in significant numbers, more than 

sixty years after the United States acquired the area.  Accordingly, they accounted for 

extremely low percentages of the population in the Mexican parts of town, frequently 

representing less than one percent (see Figures 5.13 and 5.14).  Similarly, their 

representation in the city trailed the national average by more than fifty percent.  Yet, in 

predominantly white enclaves, they consistently matched or exceeded the national 

average.  Their presence in these areas would continue to increase over the next ten years.  

By 1930, the city contained seven districts where single white women accounted for at 

least seven percent of the population.  In three of these districts, their proportion (9.6 

percent, 10.3 percent, and 21.4 percent) far surpassed the national average of 5.2 percent 

and the city’s average of 4.7 percent.  These districts thus combined high percentages of 

single white women and a low incidence of intermarriages for one primary reason.  

Geographic proximity promotes acquaintances and marriages, and the areas where 

residents from the various ethnic groups interacted contained the highest number of 

intermarriages.  But Tucson increasingly included largely white areas where very few 

members of the other ethnic groups resided.  Thus, whites in white enclaves almost 

exclusively entered into endogamous marriages.  On the other hand, Mexican enclaves 

were comparatively less homogeneous, and white men who lived in these areas married 

extensively with Mexican women.  Similarly, white women in Mexican enclaves more 

often married Mexican men than their isolated peers in white neighborhoods. 
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Correlating the decrease in intermarriages as a percentage of all marriages to the increase 

in the number of single white women obscures important demographic facts.  The 

economic prosperity of the early 1900s brought more white women to Arizona, but such 

increases did not keep up with the overall population growth.  In fact, single white 

women would not represent more than three percent of the population until 1930, well 

below the national average.  Unquestionably, the percentage of interethnic unions among 

all unions for white men decreased consistently after 1880, and, conversely, the number 

of single white women as absolute numbers and as a percentage of the total population 

increased substantially every decade.  Yet, inter-decennial data reveal that there was no 

noticeable correlation between the two rates (changes over time in intermarriages and the 

number of single white women).  The incidence of intermarriages, on the other hand, 

closely correlated with changes in the total population of the city.  When the population 

grew substantially, the number of intermarriages increased only slightly, and, conversely, 

small increases in the population coincided with large increases in the number of 

intermarriages (see Figure 8 in Appendix B).  

Changes in the overall population and in the number of single white women were 

noticeable, complicating the contention that only the latter had an effect on the practice of 

intermarriages.  To begin with, it ascribes agency only to white men and rests on the 

assumption that they preferred white women and thus redirected their attention away 

from Mexican women, who were no longer coveted.  This scenario raises one question: 

why did Mexican enclaves contain such high percentages of intermarriages between 

white men and Mexican women.  After all, if these white men did in fact prefer white 
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wives, they could have sought them in the eastside of Tucson.  Furthermore, perhaps 

white women in the eastside were not necessarily interested in the white men of the 

westside.  Perhaps racial affinity was not a primary concern for either group.         

In fact, white endogamous marriages faced potential obstacles.  For instance, 

some white men might not have found religious compatibility among the mostly 

Protestant white population, and thus would have preferred Catholic wives.  Just as 

likely, white women might have preferred American or Protestant men over the foreign 

or non-Protestant men who resided on the westside.  Furthermore, the fact that more 

single white women lived in Tucson did not necessarily mean that they would eventually 

marry white men.  After all, white men might simply prefer to marry Mexican women (or 

women of mixed ancestry).  While one can assume that some white men sought racial or 

cultural homogeneity, others perhaps favored heterogeneity.  Age considerations might 

also have directed some white men towards exogamy.  Men were consistently older than 

the Mexican women they intermarried, while endogamous couples were closer in age.  

Yet, in 1920, single white women were, on average, twenty-seven years old, and almost 

thirty percent were over thirty years of age.  Some white men probably preferred younger 

Mexican women to older white women.   

 One of the most striking statistics about intermarriages in Tucson involves the 

high levels of exogamy for specific groups of white men as late as 1930.  The high 

percentages of intermarriages by white men in the 1860s and 1870s had declined 

significantly during the first three decades of the twentieth century.  For instance, in 

1910, intermarriages accounted for only nine percent of all marriages for white men.  
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Yet, white men who lived in areas where Mexicans predominated were much more likely 

to form interethnic unions.  In some of these districts, more than forty percent of white 

men were intermarried.  Moreover, analyzing the correlation between birthplace and 

levels of intermarriage reveals that in 1910 foreign white men were even more likely to 

be involved in interethnic unions than other white men.  For example, while 

intermarriages represented only five percent of all marriages for men from the Midwest, 

the percentage was more than three times higher (sixteen percent) for foreign white men.  

Thus, the incidence of intermarriage was declining overall, but intermarriage practices 

varied for particular groups.    

Two questions warrant discussion regarding the marital status of white men: what 

percentage of them was unmarried when they arrived in Tucson? And how many of those 

bachelors married women of Mexican ancestry?  Determining the marital status of white 

men when they lived in Tucson reveals who actually had the option to marry.  

Establishing the birthplace of spouses and children produces the following four groups 

for white men in endogamous marriages: 

Group A: Men who almost certainly lived in Arizona as bachelors because they  
    were born in Arizona.  

Group B: Men who very likely lived in Arizona as bachelors because they or their  
    wives were born in the Southwest. 

Group C: Men who very likely married before migrating to Arizona because they  
    and their wives were born outside the Southwest. 

Group D: Men who almost certainly married before migrating to Arizona  
    because, for instance, their oldest child was born outside of Arizona  
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This information allows for the elimination of groups of white men from the pool of 

bachelors that could have potentially intermarried.  For instance, in 1910, as Figure 5.15 

illustrates, more than half of all white men in endogamous marriages almost certainly 

married before arriving in Arizona (i.e., Group D).  One can safely eliminate that group 

of men since they lacked the option to marry in Tucson.  Therefore, while intermarriages 

represented only 9.1 percent of all marriages for white men in 1910, the total increases to 

17.4 percent when one removes Group D.  Figure 5.16 demonstrates how the percentage 

of intermarriages rises as one removes other groups of white men from the pool of 

potential bachelors.  In sum, the incidence of intermarriage for white men in 1910 ranged 

from 9.1 percent to 83 percent and most likely fell between 37.5 percent and 83 percent, 

probably leaning towards the higher end, given the dearth of single white women before 

1910.  Remarkably, more than fifty years after the United States annexed Tucson, up to 

eight of every ten white men who married locally, married women of Mexican descent.42   

For reasons outlined above, foreign white men always intermarried at higher 

levels than their native born counterparts.  Not surprisingly, eliminating those who lacked 

the option to marry in Arizona yields an even higher incidence of intermarriages for 

foreign men.  In 1910, as Figures 5.17 and 5.18 illustrate, their already high incidence of 

intermarriage climbs from sixteen percent if one includes all marriages, to up to ninety-

seven percent if one includes only the group of men who almost certainly married in  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
42 It is safe to assume that these marriages took place primarily in Tucson, though some 
might have occurred in other parts of Arizona.  It is more appropriate, however, to refer 
to the larger region of the West, since some of these interethnic families actually 
migrated from California or New Mexico after they had married.  The women, 
nonetheless, were certainly of Mexican heritage.    
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Arizona. Thus, it is probable that, as late as 1910, almost all foreign white men who lived 

in Tucson and whose marriage took place locally married women of Mexican ancestry. 

Finally, the elimination of white men from the pools of bachelors increases the 

incidence of intermarriage for white men both in largely white areas and in largely 

Mexican areas. In a white area, the percentage of intermarriage for white men jumps from 

only one percent to up thirty-three percent in 1910, and in 1930 it increases from under 

one percent to almost seventeen percent.  Predictably, the increases are even more 

striking in Mexican areas.  In 1910, the intermarriage percentage for white men climbs 

from thirty-two percent to up to one hundred percent, and in 1930 it rises from twenty 

percent to 86.4 percent (see Figures 55 to 64 in Appendix B).  These results indicate that 

intermarriages, though infrequent in white areas, were relatively widespread for white 

men who migrated to Arizona as bachelors, and, more importantly, that almost all white 

men who migrated as bachelors and lived in Mexican areas were in fact intermarried.  In 

this light, the practice of intermarriage had not declined since the early Territorial years 

of the 1860s and 1870s.      

Until recently, historians have promoted the argument that Mexican-white 

intermarriages occurred primarily between prominent white men and the daughters of 

Mexican elites.  A few marriages in Tucson did follow that pattern. These marriages, 

nonetheless, were the exception and primarily occurred during the early years of 

territorial status.  The high number of intermarriages—over one hundred in every decade 

and approximately 1,500 from 1860 to 1929—indicate that intermarrying was never 

exclusively, or even significantly, a prerogative of elites only.  Census data suggest that 
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intermarriages occurred as whites—and to a lesser extent, Asians and blacks—entered 

predominantly Mexican spaces and interacted with Mexican residents.  An examination 

of census schedules typically produces page after page of white endogamous marriages, 

followed by pages that combine high numbers of Mexican marriages and a few 

intermarriages.  Indeed, intermarried couples lived more frequently in the Mexican part 

of town.  The 1920 census, for example, includes an area where twenty-seven families 

lived.  There were twenty-one endogamous marriages (thirteen Mexican, five white, and 

three Chinese), five Mexican-white intermarriages, and one family where both spouses 

were listed as mulatto.  This ethnic diversity was not typical of all Tucson, but it does 

illustrate that the Mexican parts of the city were in fact where diversity primarily 

occurred.  It was in those working-class spaces where most intermarriages occurred in 

Tucson.   

By 1930, the nature of intermarriages in Tucson had undergone various types of 

changes but it retained several forms of continuity.  The changes were clear.  There was a 

decline in the number of intermarriages as a percentage of all marriages, not merely 

because single white women migrated in higher numbers, but also because entire white 

families started to arrive in higher percentages.  Thus, into the twentieth century, a lower 

percentage of white men were married to Mexican women in Tucson, because a higher 

percentage of them already had wives when they migrated.  The white man-Mexican 

woman intermarriage that predominated during the second half of the nineteenth century 

had also given way to other types of interethnic unions.  The men and women of 
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Mexican-white ancestry accounted for most intermarriages after 1900, and Mexican men 

and white women also began to marry in significant numbers.    

The continuities coincided with the most significant change in the ethno-

demography of Tucson—the development of white and Mexican enclaves.  

Intermarriages with Mexicans were extremely prevalent for white men from 1860 to 1900 

but declined into 1930, as the enclaves coalesced.  For people of Mexican ancestry, 

however, intermarriages remained relatively consistent between 1860 (thirteen percent) 

and 1930 (fifteen percent), averaging 16.4 percent over this period.  The most revealing 

continuity, nonetheless, involves the high prevalence of intermarriages for specific 

groups.  An extremely high number of bachelor white men married women of Mexican 

descent at levels that matched or exceeded the high percentages of the 1860s and 1870s.  

Intermarriages maintained particular importance for foreign white men.  In this 

significant way, intermarriages had clearly not declined more than seven decades after 

the United States took possession of the Southwest.  Mexican enclaves where 

intermarriages remained high after 1900, served as a central component of the Western 

experience for migrating white men.  These enclaves replicated the demographic and 

cultural spaces that migrating whites had experienced in mid-nineteenth-century Tucson.              

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



! "#"!

CHAPTER 6 
MARRIAGES BETWEEN MEXICANS AND NON-WHITES 

 
 

Charles Embers died of heart disease on November 27, 1935, at the Southern 

Methodist Hospital in downtown Tucson.  He had resided at the hospital for more than 

three years and suffered from senility during the last months of his life.  His degenerative 

condition and the fact that no one claimed his body combined to produce inaccuracies in 

his death certificate.  Relying on limited records, the hospital staff listed him as a sixty-

year-old, single laborer whose birthplace was unknown and who had lived in Arizona for 

thirty years.1  This paucity of biographical information obscured the richness of Embers’ 

experiences in Tucson, which rivaled those of some of the city’s renowned pioneers—

such as the Hugheses and the Bradys.2  He was in fact eighty-six years old, born a forty-

niner baby to former slaves from Tennessee who had followed the gold rush to 

California, where Charles had been born in 1849.  More than a common laborer, he had 

served as cook in Arizona during most of his life, working for mining entrepreneur and 

frontier chronicler Charles D. Poston in the 1860s and in various hotels in Tucson.3       

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Arizona State Board of Health, Bureau of Vital Statistics, death certificate of Charles 
Embers, Pima County, file 382, register 819, 27 November 1935.      
2 The term pioneer has a particular denotation in Arizona because it refers to members of 
the Arizona Pioneers Society.  According to its charter, members must have been in, or 
on their way to, Arizona before 1870.  Men like Embers technically qualified, though few 
non-whites ever applied for admission. 
3 James Walter Yancy, “The Negro of Tucson, Past and Present” (Master’s thesis, 
University of Arizona, 1933), 15-17.  The 1870 census listed Embers’s birthplace as 
Utah, and the 1900 census listed it as Maryland, but in 1920 it appeared as California, 
and, more importantly, in his interview for slave narratives of the 1930s, he said he was 
born in California.  George P. Rawick, ed., The American Slave: A Composite 
Autobiography, suppl., Series 2, Vol. 1 (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1979), 17.  
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Neither was Embers a single man.  When he arrived in Tucson during the early 

1870s, like so many of the city’s migrating men during the 1860s and 1870s, he formed a 

relationship with a Mexican woman.  While a few black-Mexican couples managed to 

marry in spite of Arizona’s miscegenation law, his marriage to Dolores Salcido most 

likely had occurred in Mexico or remained an informal union—as they never obtained a 

marriage license in Arizona.  Census records nonetheless indicate that Charles and 

Dolores viewed their relationship as a marriage, because in 1900, they declared that they 

had been married for twenty-four years.4  They had one child and lived together for fifty 

years, until Dolores succumbed to a long battle with thoracic cancer in 1925.5   

 Although some form of senility might have already been plaguing Embers—he 

established her age at 103 years, rather than the actual seventy years—he was able to 

provide essential information about his late wife.  He knew that she had migrated from 

Mexico around 1870, since she apparently already lived in Tucson when he arrived.  He 

could not remember the names of her parents, but he was able to identify the small town 

where she had been born. It is thus likely that he visited Ures, Sonora, perhaps even for 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
4 As stated above, the 1887 Arizona law that converted common law unions into legal 
marriages, did not apply to couples whose marriages were illegal under the state’s 
miscegenation law.  Thus, unless the Emberses married in another state or in Mexico, 
their relationship remained invalid in Arizona.     
5 Of the records available for the Embers family, only the 1900 census schedules indicate 
the number of children—dead or living—women had borne, and that year listed Dolores 
Embers as having no children dead or living.  The research by Yancy, however, relied on 
personal interviews during the 1930s.  He talked to Embers and even took a photograph 
of the eighty-three-year-old.  Most likely, Embers himself told Yancy that he and Dolores 
had a child who lived in California (in 1933).  Yancy, 17; United States Bureau of the 
Census, schedules of the 1870 Census of the Population, Maricopa Wells, Pima County, 
Arizona, page 1, line 30; schedules of the 1900 Census of the Population, Tucson, Pima 
County, Arizona, district 49, page 28, line 3; schedules of the 1920 Census of the 
Population, Tucson, Pima County, Arizona, district 94, page 3A, line 11.  
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their wedding.  He was also familiar with the formal, Hispanicized married name she 

used, for he identified her as Dolores Salcido de Embers.6  His own death might have 

occurred in obscurity, but he ensured that hers did not.7  In 1933, at the age of 84, he 

proudly stated that he was the oldest living person who migrated to Tucson.8  He was 

probably right.   

The story of Charles Embers and Dolores Salcido is highly representative of the 

experiences of countless immigrants who arrived in the Southwest during the second half 

of the nineteenth century.  A great number of men, whether they originated in one of the 

regions of the United States or in a foreign country, at one point, decided to settle down 

in Tucson and to marry a Mexican woman.  For many of them, the city indeed became 

their final destination because they died there, far removed from their birthplaces and, 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
6 Arizona State Board of Health, Bureau of Vital Statistics, death certificate of Dolores 
Salcido de Embers, Pima County, file 259, register 567, 6 November 1925. 
7 Events surrounding the death of Henry Ransom, Sr., had some similarities with those 
that followed the death of Charles Embers.  Like Embers, he died at the Southern 
Methodist Hospital, succumbing to heart disease in 1934, five years after his wife had 
died of pneumonia.  He was able to provide basic information for her death certificate: 
she was 74 years old, born in Mexico, and a resident of Tucson since 1894, when they 
met.  He also used the endearing form Lupe as her given name, instead the actual 
Guadalupe.  Unlike the Embers case, however, an informant provided important details 
about Ransom.  Arturo Carrillo, the undertaker who tended to Henry’s body, was 
evidently a friend of the Ransoms.  He furnished the following information: Henry was a 
widow; his wife’s name was Guadalupe; he had been born in Arkansas and was 
approximately eighty-three years old; and he had worked as a teamster.  Arizona Bureau 
of Vital Statistics, death certificate of Lupa [Lupe or Guadalupe] Ransom, state file 380, 
local register 918, Pima County, Arizona, October 16, 1929.  Arizona Bureau of Vital 
Statistics, death certificate of Henry Ransom, state file 402, local register 562, Pima 
County, Arizona, July 27, 1934.  Arturo Carrillo, like the Ransoms, lived near the 
downtown area.  He was listed as an undertaker in the 1930 Census.  United States 
Bureau of the Census, schedules of the 1930 Census of the Population, Tucson, Pima 
County, Arizona, district 63, page 2B, line 66.                          
8 Yancy, 17. 



! "#%!

very often, from most, if not all, of their relatives.  Countless white, black, and Chinese 

men died in the West in complete anonymity, and their parents and siblings never 

received any news about their deaths.  The American West of the late nineteenth century 

represented a world of uncertainties for settlers, and therein lies one of the strongest links 

between these migrant men and the Mexican women they married, many of whom had 

recently migrated from Sonora.  Consequently, many of these couples viewed the world 

through the eyes of migrant frontiersmen and women.  These couples undoubtedly found 

much comfort in their shared experiences and in their hopes for a better future.  Such 

connections probably outweighed any apprehensions they—both men and women—

might have had about their differences in ethnic background.  Some of the men who 

migrated to Arizona as detached bachelors faced a high probability of dying away from 

their nuclear families.  Those who married in the West but outlived their wives further 

encountered the prospect of dying alone.  Black and Chinese immigrants were 

particularly susceptible to this possibility.  

This chapter focuses on the experiences of black and Chinese immigrants and on 

the families they and their descendants formed with Mexicans in the Tucson area.  It 

argues that the presence of a large Mexican population partially helped the newcomers’ 

transition to the region.  During the second half of the eighteenth century and the first 

three decades of the twentieth, the American West offered migrants economic 

opportunities that they could not find in their places of origin, but, in addition to the 

obstacles all migrants encountered—such as the difficulties in travel, the threat of Indian 

raids, and the unbalanced sex ratios—racial discrimination added more barriers to the 
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experiences of non-white groups.  Tucson offered blacks and Chinese a type of social 

toleration that did not exist in central and northern Arizona and in mining towns.  The 

city was not free of racial prejudice against black and Chinese residents, but the relatively 

small size of their populations and their settlement in predominantly Mexican areas 

precluded the type of racial tension that existed in other parts of the West.9  Indeed, 

Tucson, unlike other cities in the West, including Phoenix, did not witness the creation of 

distinctive Chinese and black enclaves.  Instead, both groups resided primarily in the 

numerous Mexican barrios that already existed.        

In comparison to the hundreds of marriages between whites and Mexicans, 

relatively few relationships formed between Mexicans and either black or Chinese 

migrants.  Yet, these low numbers should not obscure the significance of these unions.  

For instance, Mexican women accounted for a large percentage of all relationships for 

black and Chinese men until 1900 and 1920, respectively.  Furthermore, the descendants 

of these couples almost universally formed families with Mexicans.  A number of these 

couples managed to obtain marriage licenses in Arizona in opposition to the 

miscegenation law.  The acquiescence of civil officials, however, proves, not necessarily 

that blacks and Chinese had circumvented legal barriers by marrying whites—which 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
9 Scholars Florence C. Lister and Robert H. Lister explain that anti-Chinese attitudes 
developed relatively late in Tucson, towards the end of the nineteenth century, and that 
Mexicans and Chinese shared a common working-class background and treatment as 
ethnic minorities that pitted them against each other but also created some bonds.  It is 
doubtful, however, that these bonds derived from a “Mongoloid strain” some Mexicans 
purportedly carried, and which was perceptible, according to the authors in their 
“physiognomy, stature, body build, hair type and color, and skin pigmentation.”  Florence 
C. Lister and Robert H. Lister, The Chinese of Early Tucson: Historic Archeology from 
the Tucson Urban Renewal Project (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1989), 3-7.  
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Mexicans technically were—but rather that Mexicans occupied a racial ambiguity that 

facilitated the occurrence of these marriages.10 

The transition into a Hispanic realm held particular significance for black and 

Chinese men.  In a way, the presence of Mexicans in southern Arizona facilitated the 

acceptance of blacks and Asians into the community.  Entering into a Catholic marriage, 

as some black and Chinese men did, was only part of the process of integration. They 

typically also lived among or near the extended families of their wives and frequently 

received Hispanic names or nicknames. Blacks and Asians catered to the white and 

Mexican communities as barbers, porters, cooks, restaurant owners, and launderers, but 

they further benefitted from the connections of their Mexican wives.  Indeed, Mexican 

women in Tucson forged complex interracial communities.  Anthropologist Micaela Di 

Leonardo explains that women transcend the production of domestic work and public 

material work by engaging in kin work, actively maintaining networks with relatives and 

in-laws.  The importance of these ties proves most apparent when they disappear due to 

divorce or to the death of a pivotal wife or mother.11  In Tucson, Mexican women who 

married black and Chinese spouses maintained kinship ties with their Mexican families, 

the Mexican and non-Mexican husbands of their female relatives, and the black and 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
10 As Peggy Pascoe explains, the uncertainty of racial classifications bewildered 
legislators and judges alike.  Ironically, the efforts to eliminate all uncertainty via one-
drop laws or ancestry clauses actually complicated matters when litigation ensued.  
Legislatures expected local officials and the general population to understand and adhere 
by strict racial definitions.  Peggy Pascoe, What Comes Naturally: Miscegenation Law 
and the Making of Race in America (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009), 112-
119.      
11 Micaela Di Leonardo, “The Female World of Cards and Holidays: Women, Families, 
and the Work of Kinship,” Signs, Journal of Women in Culture and Society 12:3 (1987): 
440-453. 
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Chinese relatives and friends of their husbands.  These networks could offer tangible 

benefits.  For example, Samuel Bostick, a black man who married a Mexican woman, 

purchased merchandise for his barbershop on credit and received loans from prominent 

white men who were also married to Mexican women.12  Baptisms and the concomitant 

socio-religious bond of compadrazgo also offered black men the opportunity to establish 

or cement local connections.13  In 1874, Emmett and Leonicia Woodley chose as 

godparents Barney Dublin, a black friend who lived with the family, and Manuela 

Uzarraga, most likely a friend of Leonicia’s.14  When the Woodleys baptized their second 

child, they called upon Hiram Stevens and Petra Santa Cruz-Stevens to serve as 

godparents.15  To obtain the favor from such a prominent family, the Woodleys almost 

certainly relied on the local acquaintances of Leonicia.  Furthermore, almost all of the 

godparents of Chinese-Mexican children were Mexican.  Asians and Blacks remained 

geographically attached to Mexican communities into the twentieth century.     

The story of Samuel Bostick illustrates how the special circumstances of the 

Western space allowed a former slave from Alabama the opportunity to marry a white 

woman, in spite of the law that forbade such unions.  His experiences and those of his 

children nonetheless reveal that race did play a factor in their lives in Arizona. In 1854, 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
12 I am indebted to Mike Speelman for his insightful research on Samuel Bostick.  See his 
pioneering paper “A Barber of African Persuasion: Samuel Bostick in Tucson, Arizona 
Territory, 1868-1874,” Ephemera Files, Arizona Historical Society, 3-9. 
13 Compadrazgo is the relationship between the parents and the godparents, who become 
compadres (etymologically, co-parents) to each other upon the baptism ceremony. 
14 St. Augustine Baptismal Registry, Vol. 1, September 17, 1874, p. 257.  I have found no 
evidence that Barney and Uzarraga ever married or cohabitated.  Though godparents are 
frequently a husband and wife, unmarried couples, relatives, and friends—romantically 
involved or not—commonly serve as godparents.  
15 St. Augustine Baptismal Registry, Vol. 1, August 24, 1876, p. 363. 
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President Franklin Pierce appointed Rush Elmore, a lawyer from Alabama and veteran of 

the Mexican War, to the Supreme Court of the Kansas Territory.  During his first two 

years in Kansas, Elmore found himself in political turmoil: his efforts to convince Kansas 

voters to adopt a pro-slavery constitution failed, and he lost his post on the Territorial 

Supreme Court under suspicions of corruption.16  Belonging to a family of slave owners, 

Elmore was a staunch supporter of the institution, but he remained in Kansas when the 

Civil War began because he also advocated for the preservation of the union.17  Perhaps 

under economic difficulties, he allowed one of the fourteen slaves he brought from 

Alabama to purchase his freedom, a decision that would affect the lives of a twenty-four-

year-old slave, a then-three-year-old girl from Sonora, and several generations of 

southern Arizonans who into the twenty-first century still combine the English surname 

of their slave ancestor with Hispanic first names.18   

Samuel Bostick was born in 1833 on the Alabama plantation of the Elmore 

family.19  Thanks to the entrepreneurial abilities that would characterize his eventual 

residence in Tucson, Bostick managed to accumulate enough money to purchase his 

freedom from Rush Elmore in 1856.  He found his way to Tucson in the late 1860s and 

soon became proprietor of a barbershop.  Bostick married Albina Barasa in 1869, and the 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
16 Elmore received a reappointment by President James Buchanan in 1858 and served 
until 1861, when he retired to private practice.  John Martin, “Biographical Sketch of 
Judge Rush Elmore,” Transactions of the Kansas State Historical Society (1903-1904): 
435-36. 
17 Martin, 435-36. 
18 Mike Speelman, “Samuel Bostick: African-American Pioneer,” Downtown Tucsonan 
80 (2009): 21. 
19 In 1900, Bostick gave his date of birth as December, 1833.  United States Bureau of the 
Census, schedules of the 1900 Census of the Population, unincorporated township, Pinal 
County, Arizona, district 56, page 26, line 48. 
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couple had at least nine children between 1870 and 1890, some of whom also became 

barbers.20  The probate judge of Pima County might have been oblivious of the 

miscegenation law that forbade marriages between blacks and whites or perhaps he did 

not consider Albina Barasa a white person, but in either case, he not only married the 

couple, but he also noted that Bostick was a “colored” person.  In other words, he 

recorded his own violation of Arizona’s miscegenation law, which, in 1869, could have 

earned him and the Bosticks fines of up to ten thousand dollars and prison sentences of 

up to ten years.21     

Before leaving Tucson in 1874, Samuel and Albina enjoyed a good reputation 

among the town’s economic establishment—Samuel even ran for the position of public 

administrator in 1870.22  The couple frequently purchased basic and luxury goods on 

credit, bought and sold city lots, claimed land, and borrowed money against their 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
20 Albina’s surname might also have been Barraga (which appears in the Speelman’s “A 
Barber of African Persuasion” article cited above) or Barras (which appears in Samuel 
Bostick, Jr.’s California death certificate, d. 6-28-1940), but the priest at St. Augustine 
Cathedral wrote Barasa on the baptismal records of the three children that the Bosticks 
baptized in Tucson.  Only three children were definitely born in Tucson, since they 
received their baptism at St. Augustine’s: Maria Francisca Sara (b. 1870), Samuel 
Nepomuceno (b. 1872), and Santiago (b. 1874).  Another six children were most likely 
born in Florence, Arizona: Miguel (b. 1875), Charles (b. 1878), Alexander (b. 1882), 
Claudia (b. 1884), Luisa (b. 1887), and Richard (b. 1890).  St. Augustine Baptismal 
Register, Vol. 1: 129, 178, 269, Highlights of the Catholic Diocese of Tucson, 
http://azmemory.lib.az.us/cdm4/browse.php?CISOROOT=/rcdhilites (accessed April 13, 
2009).  United States Bureau of the Census, schedules of the 1900 Census of the 
Population, Florence Township, Pinal County, Arizona, district 55, page 22, lines 39-44.     
21 John P. Hoyt, comp., The Compiled Laws of the Territory of Arizona, 1864-1877 
(Detroit: Richmond, Backus and Company, 1877), 317.  The punishment for these 
violations did not change between 1865 and 1877.     
22 Speelman, “Samuel Bostick: African-American Pioneer.”  The author suggests that 
Bostick received approximately two hundred votes out of the total of seven hundred.  



! "$*!

property.23  Their frequent interactions with whites notwithstanding, his race did play a 

factor in how some members of the community viewed him.  In addition to the qualifier 

of “colored person” in their marriage license, Samuel’s race became the focus of an 

editorial exchange between Tucson’s competing newspapers.  In the midst of 

Reconstruction politics, Bostick and other businessmen removed their advertisements 

from the Weekly Arizonan, after it had endorsed Democratic candidates.  Pierton W. 

Dooner, the editor of the Arizonan, responded by defaming his former clients.  He wrote 

long and vitriolic depictions of J. E. McCaffry, asserting that his respect did not “amount 

to a row of beans” and of Esteban Ochoa, whom he labeled as a “goose of a man.”  

Dooner, however, did not deem Bostick worthy of an elaborate characterization.  He 

limited his attack to a succinct, racially charged sentence: “Sam Bostick is a barber of 

‘African persuasion.’” The editor of the Republican-leaning Tucson Citizen soon 

responded to these comments.  He stated that Bostick possessed “good, manly traits” that 

Dooner could never match.  Yet, he also ascribed negative qualities to Bostick’s race, 

though not to the barber himself: “Sam,” he wrote, “is a well behaved, trustworthy 

citizen, albeit he is dark skinned.”  Thus, while Bostick’s foe attributed an implied 

inadequacy to the barber’s race, his defender suggested that he was a person of good 

character—in spite of his race.24  Yet, even with the underlined racism that surrounded 

the Bosticks, their relationship and their family seem to have enjoyed a peaceful and 

gainful experience in Tucson.  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
23 Speelman, “A Barber.”  
24 Weekly Arizonan, October 8, 1870, p. 3; Tucson Citizen, November 19, 1870, p. 3. 
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Romantic relationships between blacks and Mexicans occurred slightly more 

frequently than those between Asians and Mexicans, but few formal marriages actually 

took place in Arizona.  In one aspect, the experiences of black men paralleled those of 

white men more closely than those of Chinese men.  As with whites, blacks moved to 

Arizona via an internal migration that frequently allowed for the travel of wives and 

children.  Thus, by the turn of the twentieth century, black migration to Tucson, primarily 

from the Southern states, increasingly involved wives, children, and single women (see 

Table 6.1).  Sex ratios improved but remained slightly unbalanced into 1930.  They, 

however, never resembled those experienced by Chinese men, who outnumbered Chinese 

women by a ratio of forty to one in 1880, and by a still high ratio of five to one in 1930.  

Overall, there were ten black-Mexican unions recorded in Tucson between 1854 and 

1930, at least three of which received legal endorsement—in opposition to the state’s 

miscegenation law—while the rest took place in another state, in Mexico, or remained 

informal unions.25  The 1860 and 1870 census schedules listed three unions between 

black men and Mexican women: Samuel Bostick and Albina Barasa-Bostick, Chas 

Cooper and Inez Bernal, and Charles Worgie and Josefa Mesa.  In the 1890s, a man 

named Joe Mitchell lived with a Mexican woman whom his friends identified as his 

wife.26  In 1900, two new unions appeared: Emmett Woodley and Leonicia Terrazas, who 

had been together since the 1870s, and Henry Ransom and Guadalupe Ramirez. 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
25 See the Appendix A for more information on all black-Mexican and Chinese-Mexican 
marriages, and on the marriages of the descendants of these couples. 
26 Yancy, 18-19.  As mentioned above, Yancy conducted oral interviews in the early 
1930s.  Local African Americans most likely informed him that Joe Mitchell married a 
Mexican woman in the 1890s.  Note that Bernard Wilson’s study of Tucson’s African 
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Table 6.1. Black men and women and interethnic couples, Tucson, 1860-1930. 27 

Couples Black residents sixteen years of age and over 
Census 
Year 

Black 
endogamous  

Black man-
Mexican woman  Other  

Married men, 
wife not present 

Married women, 
husband not present 

Single 
Men 

Single 
women 

1860 0 1 2 0 0 2 1 
1870 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 
1880 0 1 0 1 0 3 0 
1900 10 3 1 5 7 24 4 
1910 36 0 0 7 12 18 10 
1920 71 3 1 10 10 39 16 
1930 193 2 5 26 46 124 60 

 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
American pioneers erroneously lists John James Mitchell as a black man who married 
Trinidad R. Yrigoyen.  The author probably assumed that Yancy or his informants 
mistook Joe for John.  John did marry Trinidad, but he was in fact white.  I have been 
unable to identify the name of Joe’s wife.  Wilson’s work has otherwise valuable 
information on the subject.  Bernard Wilson, “The Black Residents of Tucson and their 
Achievements, 1860-1900: A Reference Guide,” published by author, University of 
Arizona, Special Collections, 50-51.    
27 All data on the population of Tucson derive from my own analysis of the schedules 
census enumerators filled out.  These figures might differ slightly from official reports—
which typically do offer complete data by age and marital status.  The discrepancies 
derive primarily from the occasional misclassification of residents.  Some were listed as 
black when they were Mexican or the wrong age must have been entered at the census 
bureau.  My results are the only one to combine age, gender and marital status.  In 1860, 
the other interethnic unions were a white man-mulatto woman couple and a black man-
white woman couple.  The three single men and women and the two children were listed 
as mulatto. In 1900, the other interethnic union was between a Mexican man and a black-
Mexican woman. There were also four widowers and three widows.  There were also two 
girls of black-Mexican ancestry. In 1910, there was also one single woman of black-
Mexican ancestry, two widowers, fifteen widows, and one divorced woman. In 1920, the 
other interethnic couple involved one man of Irish-Mexican ancestry and a black woman. 
There were also eight widowers, twenty-seven widows, and two divorced women. In 
1930, in all likelihood, there were two black man-Mexican woman couples.  One of the 
couples was certain, and the second one involved a woman who was born in Mexico and 
spoke only Spanish when she migrated to the United States.  She was listed as black, but 
was most likely Mexican of Indian or African ancestry. The other interethnic couples 
involved three black men married to Filipino women, one black man married to a white 
woman, and one Irishman who lived with a black woman and used his surname, even 
though she was officially listed as his servant. 
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Three of these couples did manage to obtain sanctioned marriages in Arizona.  As 

noted previously, Samuel Bostick married Albina Barasa in 1869.  This earliest black-

Mexican marriage in Tucson occurred only five years after the Territorial assembly had 

adopted a miscegenation law.28  The couple remained in Tucson for the next five years.  

In 1872, Emmett Woodley, from Virginia, and Leonicia Terrazas also obtained a 

legitimate marriage in Tucson, and in 1893, Luke Harrison, from Texas, married Juana 

Dario.  No other black men legally married Mexican women in Tucson between 1854 and 

1930, but in 1917, Henry Ransom, from Arkansas, and Guadalupe Ramirez obtained a 

marriage license, though they never filed it.  They were trying to legitimize their long 

relationship.  In 1900, they informed the census enumerator that they had married in 

1894, but there is no record of a civil or religious marriage.  It is unclear why the 

Ransoms did not file their license.  The power of county clerks, historian Peggy Pascoe 

explains, increased dramatically in the early twentieth century.  In an era of anti-

immigrant, eugenicist movements, they functioned as “the gatekeepers of white 

supremacy.”29  They ultimately decided who merited entrance into the institution of 

marriage.  Couples could not bypass the county clerk when seeking a legal marriage, but 

the Ransoms had overcome that obstacle.  At that point, they only needed a justice of the 

peace or any religious figure to perform the ceremony.  Yet, Henry and Guadalupe 

apparently never married, even though they remained together for another twelve years 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
28 The union of Chas Cooper and Inez Bernal and that of Charles Worgie and Josefa 
Mesa might have begun before 1857—when the New Mexico Territory, to which 
Arizona still belonged, passed its miscegenation law—or might have been informal 
cohabitations. 
29 Pascoe, What Comes Naturally, 133, 138-39. 
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(thirty-three total), until her death in 1929.30  Neither is there any indication that they 

married elsewhere.  Black-Mexican couples were familiar with the recourse of traveling 

to New Mexico to circumvent Arizona’s miscegenation law.  For example, a black man 

and a Mexican woman applied for a marriage license in Tucson in 1895, but had to travel 

to New Mexico after a judge refused their request.31  The fact that the couple could 

simply return to Tucson and live peacefully indicates that the community did not 

necessarily oppose such unions.  Apparently, wedding trips to New Mexico were a 

familiar recourse.  It is also likely that the afore-mentioned couple of Charles Embers and 

Dolores Salcido married in Mexico since he was familiar with the small Mexican town 

where she was born.32  

The Bosticks and the Woodleys complemented their civil marriages by 

celebrating religious weddings.  The Bosticks wed at St. Augustine six months after their 

civil ceremony had taken place.  Demonstrating his primary concern, the priest recorded 

the fact that the couple practiced different religions but made no reference to Samuel’s 

race.  The county clerk had written “colored” after Samuel’s name, perhaps as an 

ineffective effort to absolve himself of any legal ramifications.33  The priest, nonetheless, 

was most likely aware of the legal implications of the Territorial miscegenation law.  He 

wrote “casados por lo civil” on the registry, indicating that the couple had previously 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
30 See more on the Ransoms below. 
31 “A Cosmopolitan Wedding,” Los Angeles Times 29 April 1895, p. 5.  The marriage 
most likely involved the afore-mentioned Joe Mitchell and an unidentified Mexican 
woman, for the couple lived as husband and wife in the 1890s but did not obtain a 
marriage license in Arizona.   
32 See more on the Embers below. 
33 Pima County Book of Miscellaneous Records, Book 1, page 93, cited in Speelman, “A 
Barber of African Persuasion,” 3. 
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obtained a legitimate civil marriage at the courthouse.  Perhaps he sought to establish that 

his ceremony held only a religious purpose and thus that it did not constitute a violation 

of the law.34  The priest also expressed certain ambivalence when he married Emmett 

Woodley and Leonicia Terrazas.  As with the Bosticks, he noted the difference in 

religions, but with Emmett, the priest actually wrote “colored man” next to his name.  It 

is unclear why he would take such a step to record his own violation of the law.  Either he 

ignored the statute or he might have simply followed the lead of the county official who 

granted the marriage license.35  These vacillations notwithstanding, both the county clerk 

and the priest were breaking the law by solemnizing these marriages.   

Prospects of a married life in Arizona were significantly slimmer for Chinese 

men.  As Tables 6.2 illustrates, black men in Tucson never lived under the highly 

disproportionate sex rations that plagued the Chinese community.  Three factors 

combined to produce a high probability that Chinese men would remain in permanent 

bachelorhood.  First, the great majority had migrated as married men traveling alone or, 

more frequently, as young single men.  Second, relatively few Chinese women arrived in 

the United States before the 1940s (see Table 6.2).  And third, Arizona’s miscegenation 

law prohibited white-Chinese marriages between 1865 and 1962.  A few of these men, 

however, benefited from the racial ambiguity of Mexicans and from New Mexico’s more 

permissive miscegenation stance.  That is, Mexicans were white under American law, but 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
34 Catholic Diocese of Tucson, St. Augustine Marriage Register, 1870, p. 64. 
35 Catholic Diocese of Tucson, St. Augustine Marriage Register, 1872, p. 93.  The county 
official who issued the license for Samuel Bostick and Albina Barasa indeed noted that 
Samuel was “colored.”  
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Table 6.2. Chinese immigrants to the United States by decade, and Chinese residents in Tucson by 
census year, 1870-1930. 

Chinese immigrants to the United States, by decade.36 
Chinese residents in Tucson, sixteen years of age 
and over, by census year.37 

Decade Men Women 
Men per 100 
women Census year Men Women 

Men per 100 
women 

1870s 58325 4357 1339 1870 0 0 N/A 
1880s 100038 4244 2357 1880 120 3 4000 
1900s 78684 2169 3628 1900 169 6 2817 
1910s 54935 1661 3307 1910 170 9 1889 
1920s 40573 2534 1601 1920 167 25 668 
1930s 39109 4977 786 1930 123 25 492 

 

the fact that some local officials condoned Chinese-Mexican marriages indicates a lack of 

social whiteness.  Furthermore, when Arizona officials opted to enforce the law to deny 

them marriage licenses, Chinese-Mexican couples had the option of traveling to Mexico 

or to New Mexico—which repealed its miscegenation law in 1886 and never targeted the 

Chinese in their marriage statutes.38  Arizona’s law also forbade marriages that took place 

in another state or country, but only if a couple traveled there with the sole intent of 

circumventing the law. 

Tucson offered Chinese residents advantages that they did not find in other parts 

of the West.  During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries Chinese residents in 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
36 In 1940, the national ratio was lower but still substantially high at 570 men per 100 
women.  It was only by 1960, more than fifteen years after the United States eased the 
curbs on Chinese immigration, that the ratio fell below two hundred, when there were 
170 men per 100 women.  Historical Statistics of the United States 
<http://hsus.cambridge.org/HSUSWeb> (accessed: August 20, 2009). 
37 United States Bureau of the Census, census schedules for Tucson for the years in 
question. 
38 Byron Curti Martyn, “Racism in the United States: A History of the Anti-
Miscegenation Legislation and Litigation” (Ph.D. diss., University of Southern 
California, 1979), 1637.  As explained below, in 1923, the neighboring state of Sonora 
passed a law that prohibited marriages between Chinese men and Mexican women.   
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San Francisco lived under constant harassment and vilification by the dominant white 

population.  Racial prejudice lay behind the attacks whites perpetrated against Chinese 

residents, but their campaigns focused on specific issues that were purportedly endemic 

to Chinese enclaves.  Politicians and the media exaggerated the extent of prostitution 

among Chinese women and ascribed the practice also to married women.  Their 

propensity to spread syphilis, public officials claimed, endangered the masculinity of 

white men—and thus their ability to propagate the white citizenry.  Chinese men received 

some of the most vitriolic attacks.  The press accused them of corrupting white women by 

causing their addiction to opium and leading them prostitution.  Health officials equated 

the poor and crowded conditions of their quarters with subhuman living conditions, 

plagued by filth, disease, and moral decay.  The recurrence of these attacks against 

Chinese men and women and the periodic appearance of epidemics in the city combined 

to make the flawed but specious conclusion that all Chinese residents posed a threat to 

the health and morality of the entire city.  After decades of political and media 

antagonism in San Francisco, the California legislation finally decided to curb Chinese-

white marriages with two laws (in 1880 and 1905).39 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
39 Nayan Shah, Contagious Divides: Epidemics and Race in San Francisco’s Chinatown 
(Berkeley/Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2001), 1-2, 25-26, 80-89, 94, 97-
99, 107-109.  Illogically, the 1880 law only prohibited the licensing of marriages, but the 
1905 legislature finally amended the state’s miscegenation law.  For a study of the 
prostitution issue in San Francisco, see Yong Chen, Chinese San Francisco, 1850-1943: 
A Trans-Pacific Community (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 200), 75-83; 
George Anthony Peffer, If They Don’t Bring their Women Here: Chinese Female 
Immigration before Exclusion (Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1999), 1-13; and 
Judy Yung, Unbound Feet: A Social History of Chinese Women in San Francisco 
(Berkeley/Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1995), 26-34. 
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Discrimination against Chinese residents also existed in the Western mining 

towns, including those in Arizona.  In the mid-1870s, newspaper editors in central 

Arizona supplemented the anti-Chinese reports they had reprinted from San Francisco 

newspapers by directly attacking local Chinese residents.  They accused the Chinese of 

committing polygamy, undermining free labor, spreading disease, displacing female 

workers, living too parsimoniously, prostituting their women, and demonstrating 

unwillingness to Americanize.40  Chinese men were victims of local covenants that 

restricted mining sites to whites only, and in some towns, they could not reside in white 

neighborhoods.41  This prejudice only increased if Chinese men became romantically 

involved with white women.  In the central Arizona mining town of Jerome, a Chinese 

restaurant owner became the target of the racial animosity of a newspaper editor.  The 

latter reprinted an article from the New York Evening Post that disdained relationships 

between Chinese men and white women.  The Post derided what it characterized as the 

lack of morality of white women who did missionary work among the Chinese, a service 
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40 “The Argonaut on the Chinese Question,” Arizona Weekly Miner, 7 March 1879; “Our 
Asiatic Friends,” Arizona Weekly Miner, 11 April 1879; “The Chinese Question,” 
Arizona Weekly Star, 22 January 1880; “Hon, Thomas Fitch,” Arizona Weekly Star, 20 
April 1882; “The Chinese Question,” Tombstone Epitaph Prospector, 5 February 1886.  
“The Chinese Question,” Tombstone Epitaph Prospector, 9 February 1886; “The Chinese 
Question,” Tombstone Epitaph Prospector, 20 February 1886; “Unrestricted 
Immigration,” Republican Herald, 12 July 1900; “The Chinese Curse,” Arizona Weekly 
Star, 7 August 1879; “America for White Men,” Daily Tombstone Epitaph, 28 February 
1886.  
41 For examples of anti-Chinese sentiments pervaded more in small mining towns and in 
Phoenix than in Tucson, see Melissa Keane, et al, The Chinese in Arizona, 1870-1950: A 
Context for Historic Preservation Planning (Phoenix: Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Office, 1992), 8-22.  For instance, in 1893, the Tucson City Council rejected a proposal 
to restrict Chinese settlement to certain areas, granting them the freedom to escape the 
types of enclaves that existed in other Arizona towns.  
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the newspaper editor qualified as the result of “misguided zeal or stupid ignorance.”42  It 

added: “the yellow races have plenty of opportunity to develop in Asia; they should stay 

there and work there.”  The Jerome editor further reported that authorities in Phoenix had 

recently interrogated a Chinese man-white woman couple.  Although the investigation 

revealed that they had legally married in New Mexico, he retorted that their marriage was 

illegal in Arizona—which was not necessarily true.43  In spite of the evidence he had 

reported, the editor insisted that no white woman was “sufficiently degraded to accept the 

hand of a Mongolian.”  Clearly, white men in these communities sought to protect their 

access to white women and to keep Chinese men subordinated and even feminized by 

limiting them to bachelorhood.44  Thus, the apparent acceptance of Chinese-Mexican 

marriages in Tucson suggests a social toleration that did not necessarily exist in Jerome 

or Phoenix.  Mexicans were more open to interethnic relationships and local whites held 

a complex yet commonsensical view of Mexican women.  That is, Mexican women 

primarily married Mexican men, but they also married extensively with whites.  Yet, with 

rare exceptions, Mexican women were also the only individuals who crossed racial or 

ethnic lines to enter into relationships with non-white men in Tucson between 1860 and 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
42 The story and the quotes appear in Kathryn Reisdorfer, “Charley Hong, Racism, and 
the Power of the Press in Jerome, Arizona Territory, 1909,” Journal of Arizona History 
43 (Summer 2002):138-142.  These events resembled an episode that took place in a 
Wyoming town in 1881.  See  “Miscegenation No Crime,” Tombstone Epitaph, 15 June 
1881. 
43 As stated above, authorities could invalidate the marriage only if the couple 
deliberately traveled outside of Arizona deliberately to circumvent the law. 
44 For examples of how white men categorized and treated Chinese men as effeminate in 
California mining camps, see Susan Lee Johnson, Roaring Camp: the Social World of the 
California Gold Rush (New York: W.W. Norton, 2001), 35, 43, 125-28, 245-47. 
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1930.45  Relationships between Chinese men and Mexican women often received the 

attention of the press, especially outside the Southwest, as bizarre bits of information or 

as tales of warning of the purported wickedness of Mexican women and the naiveté of 

Chinese men, but no newspaper ever mentioned that those unions were or should be 

illegal.46  Clearly, newspaper editors considered both groups to be non-white and did not 

see them as a threat to white racial purity.47 

The reception of Chinese men was also inauspicious in northern Mexico.  They 

had migrated to Mexico in significant numbers after the United States restricted their 

immigration in 1882.  These immigrants became targets of verbal and physical attacks, 

including the massacre of over three hundred Chinese residents in Torreon, Coahuila in 

1911.  Approximately 3,200 Chinese men resided in the state of Sonora in the 1920s—the 

largest population in any Mexican state—166 of whom married Mexican women.48  In 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
45 In 1860, a black man lived with a white woman.  In 1880, a man of white-Chinese 
ancestry lived with a white woman.  In 1910, a Chinese man lived with a French woman.  
This couple resided in Tucson only briefly and most likely married in another state or 
county.  Finally, in 1930, two black men were married to Filipina women according to 
the 1930 census. 
46 For a supposedly true story that depicts Chinese men as backwards and strange and 
Mexicans as degraded and conniving, see “The Doom of Sing Low,” Duluth News 
Tribune, 3 December 1899.  For a tale of a rich and naïve Chinese entrepreneur who falls 
victim to a Mexican seductress, see “The Siren of Ciudad Juarez,” Biloxi Daily Herald, 
19 May 1900.   
47 For some examples of the notoriety of Chinese-Mexican unions, see “A Chinaman,” 
San Joaquin Republican, 24 November 1860; “Forgave Mexican Wife,” Kansas City 
Star, 31 October 1889; “Mr. and Mrs. Wah Fined,” Baltimore Sun, 24 July 1895; “The 
Richest Chinaman,” Kansas City Star, 8 February 1900; “Chinese and Mexicans,” Macon 
Daily Telegraph, 26 November 1906.  
48 Grace Delgado, “In the Age of Exclusion: Race, Region and Chinese Identity in the 
Making of the Arizona-Sonora Borderlands, 1863-1943” (Ph.D. diss., University of 
California, Los Angeles, 2000), 255, 292.  As Delgado explains, though the number of 
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Sonora, the state that has historically sent the highest percentage of Mexican immigrants 

to Arizona, a number of laws explicitly sought to curtail the ability of Chinese men to 

engage in agriculture and commerce.  The state also witnessed the deaths of over one 

hundred Chinese men during many violent episodes in the early twentieth century.49  

Mexicans, particularly men, accused Chinese men of taking their jobs and their women.  

In the late 1910s, local governments and Mexican business owners increased their attacks 

on the Chinese and specifically focused on Chinese-Mexican marriages.  These couples 

became victims of scorn and intimidation, and in 1923, the Sonora legislature 

unanimously approved a law to forbid marriages between Chinese men and Mexican 

women.50  Conditions further deteriorated in the 1920s, and the economic depression of 

1929 only exacerbated the situation.  Sonora finally enacted a law to deport Chinese 

immigrants in 1931.  Chinese residents succumbed to the increasing pressure and decided 

to leave the state.  From 1930 to 1940, the Chinese population of Sonora declined from 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Chinese men married to Chinese women far exceeded the number of those married to 
Mexican women, most of the Chinese wives remained in China.  Counting only the 
couples where the wife was present, in Sonora, more Chinese men lived with Mexican 
women than with Chinese women. 
49 Evelyn Hu-DeHart, “Immigrants to a Developing Society: The Chinese in Northern 
Mexico, 1875-1932,” The Journal of Arizona History 21:3 (Autumn 1980): 288-95.  In 
1916, for example, it became illegal for Mexicans to lease land to Chinese residents.  In 
Cananea and Nogales, Chinese entrepreneurs could no longer trade in meats and 
vegetables or offer laundry services.  In Agua Prieta, Chinese residents had to receive 
permission before visiting each other and to submit to public baths.  The state adopted its 
most repressive law in 1919 when it required that the workforce of foreign companies be 
at least eighty percent Mexican.  As Hu-DeHart points out, the law directly targeted 
Chinese storeowners, who typically only hired Chinese employees.     
50 Hu-Dehart, 298-307; Julia María Schiavone Camacho, “Traversing Boundaries: 
Chinese, Mexicans, and Chinese Mexicans in the Formation of Gender, Race, and Nation 
in the Twentieth-Century U.S.-Mexican Borderlands” (Ph.D. diss., University of Texas at 
El Paso, 2006), 23, 63-69, 273.     
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3,571 to only 92.51  A few of the Chinese-Mexican families moved to other Mexican 

states, some managed to gain entry into the United States, and others relocated to 

China.52  For those families who migrated to the United States, Arizona and California 

became their primary destinations.53  

The persecution in San Francisco, in mining towns, and in Sonora might suggest 

that Tucson, with the presence of Western whites and a large percentage of Mexican 

immigrants from Sonora, would portend difficulties for its Chinese residents.  Such, 

however, was not the case.  Several circumstances combined to create an accommodating 

space for Chinese men in Tucson, especially in Mexican enclaves.  Most likely due to 

their relatively low numbers, the Chinese community of Tucson did not encounter the 

type of harassment their countrymen faced in places like San Francisco and in Arizona 

mining towns.  Tucson officials often linked prostitution and opium use to the Chinese, 

but no major anti-Chinese campaigns occurred in the city.  No distinctive Chinatown 
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51 Camacho, 19; Gerardo Rénique, “Race, Region, and Nation: Sonora’s Anti-Chinese 
Racism and Mexico’s Postrevolutionary Nationalism, 1920’s-1930s,” in Race and Nation 
in Modern Latin America, ed. Nancy P. Appelbaum et al (Chapel Hill: University of 
North Carolina Press, 2003), 230. 
52 Rénique, 227-28.  Some of the Chinese-Mexican families that migrated to China 
attempted to return to Mexico once the more accommodating administration of President 
Lazaro Cardenas began in 1934.  A few women and their children succeeded, but their 
Chinese husbands, for the most part, did not receive government support. Camacho, 168-
175. 
53 Historian Julia María Schiavone Camacho provides an excellent study of the lives of 
the Chinese-Mexican families that had to resettle in China.  These Mexican wives, their 
Chinese husbands, and their biracial children formed networks with one and other and 
with other Catholic and Ibero-American groups to cope with their role as outsiders in 
China.  Some eventually convinced the Mexican government to allow them to return to 
Mexico.  Julia María Schiavone Camacho, “Crossing Boundaries, Claiming a Homeland: 
The Mexican Chinese Transpacific Journey to Becoming Mexican, 1930s–1960s,” 
Pacific Historical Review 78:4 (2009): 545–577. 
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developed and the city never had to deal with the creation of Chinese brothels.  The 

propagation of these brothels—containing Chinese and white prostitutes— prompted 

great antagonism from the white population of San Francisco.  In Tucson, Chinese 

immigrants lived in predominantly Mexican enclaves.54  The very few Chinese residents 

who lived in predominantly white neighborhoods worked either as cooks or servants (see 

Figure 6.1).  Their presence, therefore, did not threaten or undermine the class and racial 

status of whites in those areas of Tucson.  Whites rarely encountered Chinese residents 

there, and those who lived in predominantly Mexican enclaves were familiar with the 

ethnic heterogeneity of those communities.  These conditions and the racial ambiguity of 

Mexicans signified that whites were not likely not view Chinese-Mexican marriages as 

racial transgressions.   

Editorial attacks did occur occasionally in Tucson, but papers from northern 

Arizona and mining towns were far more vitriolic than their Tucson counterparts.  In the 

early 1880s, the Weekly Star published a letter accusing Chinese storekeepers of taking 

advantage of local Mexicans, but Louis C. Hughes—owner of the Star and the only local 

Hughes brother who did not marry a Mexican woman—had to travel to the mining town 

of Tombstone to express his solidarity with an anti-Chinese gathering.  He asserted that 

Chinese stores in Tucson were underselling Mexican merchants, in part, because Chinese 

stomachs were easily satisfied.55  His attacks evidently ignored that lower prices directly 

benefited the primarily Mexican clientele of these storekeepers.  Mexicans, furthermore, 
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54 Grace Delgado, 255, 292.   
55 “The Chinese Question,” Arizona Weekly Star, 22 January 1880.  See also “Hon, 
Thomas Fitch,” Arizona Weekly Star, 20 April 1882. 
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welcomed Chinese men into their communities and even into their extended families.  

The Chinese labor force was not large enough to represent a threat to Mexican workers, 

and several of the Chinese-Mexican marriages involved successful business owners who 

catered to the Mexican community and learned the Spanish language.56 

 
 

Between 1888 and 1933, there were sixteen unions involving Chinese and 

Mexican partners in Pima County: twelve were between Chinese men and Mexican 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
56 For examples of the willingness and ability of Chinese business owners to learn local 
languages in Arizona, see Lawrence Michael Fong, “Sojourners and Settlers: The 
Chinese Experience in Arizona,” The Journal of Arizona History 21:3 (Autumn 1980): 
236; and Heather S. Hatch, “The Chinese in the Southwest,” The Journal of Arizona 
History 21:3 (Autumn 1980): 264. 
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women, two between Mexican men and Chinese women, and two between Chinese men 

and women of Chinese-Mexican ancestry.57  Marriage licenses for interethnic couples 

involving Chinese partners were probably more difficult to obtain than for unions 

involving blacks.  Whereas at least six of eleven black-Mexican couples married legally 

in Arizona, only two of the twelve Chinese-Mexican couples who resided in Pima County 

actually married in Arizona.  These couples began to form in the late 1880s and early 

1890s.  Census records indicate that by 1900, four Chinese men had entered into unions 

with Mexican women in Tucson.  In 1910, one of these couples still lived in Tucson, and 

a new family appeared.  By 1930, there was another family listed.  Yet, no Arizona 

marriage licenses appear under those surnames.  Nonetheless, a few Chinese-Mexican 

marriages definitely took place in the Tucson area in spite of the existence of a 

miscegenation law.  In all likelihood, these couples lived in the surrounding areas or left 

the city before the next census year.  Nonetheless, in 1910, Jew Lee married Francisca 

Valdez, and in 1924, Dong Yet married Rosario Ramirez. Similarly, although their 

marriage might not have taken place in Arizona, Lee Kow certainly married Mercedes 

Chavez in 1916, because the couple so stated in 1920, when they obtained a divorce in 

Tucson.58   

The low number of unions between Chinese men and women of Mexican ancestry 

should not obscure the significance these relationships entailed for the American 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
57 See Appendix A for more information on all marriages involving people of Chinese or 
African ancestry. 
58 Mercedes [Chavez] Kow v. Lee Kow, SCC 7280, Pima County Superior Court, 
September 15, 1920. 
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experience of these Asian immigrants.  Virtually all Chinese men who lived in Tucson 

between 1860 and 1930 could almost definitely expect to live out their lives in the West 

alone or in the company of other Chinese men (see Table 6.3).  For the few Chinese men 

who entered into relationships with Mexican women in Tucson—and the 166 who did so 

in Sonora—their unions saved them from certain 

Table 6.3. Chinese adult residents and interethnic couples, Tucson, 1860-1930.59 
Couples Chinese residents sixteen years old and over 

Census year 
Chinese 
endogamous 

Chinese man-
Mexican woman Other 

Married men,  
wife not present Single men Single women 

1860 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1870 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1880 2 0 1 20 98 1 
1900 6 4 0 105 54 0 
1910 9 3 1 42 116 0 
1920 19 4 1 80 64 6 
1930 18 1 2 33 71 7 

 

bachelorhood.  The fate of those who were not able to marry—and only one Chinese man 

married or cohabitated with women from other ethnicities—attests to the importance of 

these relationships.  Whether married or single, Chinese men who settled in Tucson 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
59 In 1880, the other couple was between a man of Chinese-white ancestry and a white 
woman.  The marital status for an additional sixteen men was not listed, but they were 
either single or married living alone.  In 1910, the other couple involved a Chinese man 
and a woman from France.  In 1920, the other couple was between a Chinese man and a 
woman of Chinese-Mexican ancestry.  Three of the single men were widowers.  Three of 
the single women were Chinese but born in Mexico, so their mother might have been 
Mexican.  The other three single women were widows (ages 32, 32, and 30).  In 1930, the 
other two interethnic couples involved Mexican men married to Chinese-Mexican 
women.  Also, for 1930, the table does no include one Mexican widow who had been 
married to a Chinese man and one woman of Chinese-Mexican ancestry who had been 
married to another Chinese man.  Of the seven single women, five had never married (all 
born in the United States, ages 17, 17, 18, 18, and 21) and two were widows (both born in 
China, ages 32 and 44).  Two of the single men were widowers, and the marital status for 
an additional man was not listed.       
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between 1860 and 1930 consistently migrated to the United States when they were 

approximately twenty years old (see Table 6.4).  Over this fifty-year period, however, 

measurable differences arise between married and single men when one analyzes data for 

men over forty years of age.  Between 1860 and 1930, the average age of married men 

oscillated between forty-eight and fifty-four years old and their residence in the country 

between twenty-seven to thirty-three years.  The average age of single men, on the other 

hand, became progressively greater and their average length of residence increased every 

decade.  In 1900, the average bachelor was forty-seven years old and had been in the 

country for twenty-five years.  Over the next three decades, both numbers steadily 

increased.  By 1930, the average age was fifty-eight years and their residence as 

bachelors in the United States was a striking forty-three years.  These Chinese men had 

arrived as young laborers, spent more than two thirds of their lives in the West, and were 

destined to die as old bachelors. 

Table 6.4. Chinese men sixteen years old and over, Tucson, 1880-1930. 
Married living apart Single 

Forty years of age and over Forty years of age and over 

Year Total 

Average 
age in 
years 

Average 
age at 
first 
migration Total 

Average 
age in 
years 

Average 
years 
since first 
migration Total 

Average 
age in 
years 

Average 
age at 
first 
migration Total 

Average 
age in 
years 

Average 
years since 
first 
migration 

1880 20 33.3 no data 4 50.5 no data 98 27.6 No data 9 44.3 no data 

1900 105 40.8 19.7 54 47.9 28.4 54 41.3 18.5 34 46.9 25.4 

1910 42 47.6 21.3 38 48.9 27.1 113 46.7 20.7 90 50.9 29.5 

1920 80 49.3 22.4 63 54.0 33.2 61 40.2 18.2 33 54.7 35.8 

1930 33 40.1 19.7 17 50.6 28.5 69 39.2 15.4 32 57.5 43.3 

                 

Given the significance of these marriages, some Chinese-Mexican couples also 

employed the recourse of traveling outside of Arizona to circumvent the law.  For 

example, in 1895, the Los Angeles Times reported that in the recent years, two Chinese 
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men had requested marriage licenses in Tucson to marry Mexican women, and when 

rejected, they hired a lawyer who argued that the women, having “Moorish and Indian 

ancestry, were exempt from the law.”60  The judge rejected the argument, and the couples 

went to Silver City, New Mexico, married, and returned to Tucson, where they “lived 

happily ever afterwards.”61  Such was also the recourse of You Cong, from China, and 

Esperanza Fraijo, from Sonora.  Their religious wedding took place in Tucson in 1896, 

and the priest indicated that the couple had already obtained a civil marriage in 

Lordsburg, New Mexico—the nearest New Mexico town connected to Tucson by 

railroad.62  Similarly, at least one of the two couples involving a Chinese woman and a 

Mexican man had to leave the state to marry.  In 1923, Lily Liu, a second-generation 

Chinese-American woman, and Frank Valenzuela traveled to Lordsburg, New Mexico to 

obtain a legal marriage.63  Although, these couples deliberately left the state for the sole 

purpose of circumventing the law, the fact that Tucsonans apparently did not pursue the 

matter indicates a certain social toleration towards these unions.64  Chinese residents 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
60 As explained in Chapter 1, in 1887, the Arizona legislature added an ancestry clause to 
the Territorial law.  The amendment prohibited marriages between whites or their 
descendants and Indians, Chinese, blacks or the descendants of any of these groups.  
Therefore, even if the court had accepted the claim that these Mexican women had 
“Moorish and Indian” ancestry, it could only have allowed the marriages if it determined 
that the women had no white ancestry whatsoever.   
61 “A Cosmopolitan Wedding,” Los Angeles Times 29 April 1895, p. 5.  
62 Catholic Diocese of Tucson, St. Augustine Marriage Register, 1883-1899, p. 202.  
63 Delgado, 271. 
64 As Delgado indicates, the Valenzuela marriage ended after Frank abandoned his wife, 
but the friction between his family and Lily originated, not from cultural or ethnic 
differences, but the resentment his parents felt because Lily had become pregnant before 
marriage.  Delgado, 271-72.  
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belonged to an ethnic minority, but Mexicans were definitely not part of the white 

majority.  The racial ambiguity of the latter made these marriages socially acceptable.     

The racial ambiguity of Mexicans was manifest in government documents.  For 

example, Anita Mitchell, the daughter of an Irish man and a Mexican woman, married 

Greek immigrant Nick Diamos in 1892.  Documents pertaining to births and deaths in the 

family, at different times, listed Anita as white, Mexican and mixed, while Nick appeared 

as white, Greek and American.65  Overall, descendants of Mexican-white ancestry could 

also receive the classification of Spanish, Latin, or even Latino-Saxon.66   

Census enumerators also demonstrated ambivalence when classifying interethnic 

families.  Before 1930, they simply classified Mexican-white families as white, since 

normally the only other options were Chinese, black, or Indian.  In 1930, however, the 

census bureau—in the midst of national immigration debates and the nativist discourse of 
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65 Birth certificate of Doris Mitchell Sloan, Arizona Territorial Board of Health, Bureau 
of Vital Statistics, Pima County file 906, Register 18, June 4, 1908; birth certificate of 
Maria Alejandra Diamos, Arizona State Board of Health, Bureau of Vital Statistics, Pima 
County file 318, Register 500, October, 1914; birth certificate of Diana Diamos, Arizona 
State Board of Health, Bureau of Vital Statistics, Pima County file 362, July 4, 1919. 
birth certificate of George Diamos, Arizona State Board of Health, Bureau of Vital 
Statistics, Pima County file 528, October 20, 1920; death certificate of Anita Mitchell, 
Arizona State Department of Health, Division of Vital Statistics, Pima County file 2768, 
Registrar 528, April 14, 1956.  
66 For instance, Antonio Van Alstine—his father was from New York and his mother 
from Mexico—was classified as Mexican in his daughter’s birth certificate.  His sister, 
however, was classified as white.  Both siblings had Mexican spouses.  Birth certificate 
of Maria Dolores Van Alstine, Arizona State Board of Health, Bureau of Vital Statistics, 
Pima County, Register 501, April 10, 1884; birth certificate of Albert Jimenez, Arizona 
State Board of Health, Bureau of Vital Statistics, Pima County, Register 821, March 8, 
1908.  Francisco Clark, of Mexican-white ancestry, was classified as Latino-Saxon in his 
daughter’s birth certificate.  Birth certificate of unnamed child of Francisco Clark and 
Librada Campillo, Arizona Territorial Board of Health, Bureau of Vital Statistics, Pima 
County file 214, Register 23, February 14, 1910.         
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the eugenics movement—adopted Mexican as a racial category.  This statistical change 

revealed the fragility of the social whiteness of people of Mexican descent.  Instructions 

for census enumerators expressed the racially charged prerogative of the census bureau: 

Practically all Mexican laborers are of a racial mixture difficult to classify, 

though usually well recognized in the localities where they are found.  In 

order to obtain separate figures for this racial group, it has been decided 

that all persons born in Mexico, or having parents born in Mexico, who 

are not definitely white, Negro, Indian, Chinese, or Japanese, should be 

returned as Mexican ("Mex").67 

Although the bureau attributed to local enumerators the ability to recognize the racial 

background of people of Mexican descent, it also sought to simplify the classification 

process.  As Peggy Pascoe explains, the emphasis on official race classifications in 

government documents (marriage licenses, birth and death certificates, and the census) 

empowered legislators and local officials with the production of race.68  The instructions 

for the 1930 census, however, did not specify whether one or two parents sufficed to 

classify someone as Mexican.  Similarly, they merely implied that those born in the 

United States of parents also born in the United States would be classified as white.  In 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
67 Twenty Censuses: Population and Housing Questions, 1790-1980 (Washington, DC: 
United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1979), 52.  I cite the 
preceding source when referring to instructions for census enumerators between 1790 and 
1980.  As Gary A. Greenfield and Don B. Kates note, census authorities assumed that 
people of Mexican descent were nonwhite unless they were “definitely white,” or, one 
should add, definitely black, Asian, or Indian.  Gary A. Greenfield and Don B. Kates, jr., 
“Mexican Americans, Racial Discrimination, and the Civil Rights Act of 1866,” 
California Law Review 63:3 (May 1975), 700.  
68 Pascoe, What Comes Naturally, 9, 142-150.  
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sum, the bureau instructed to classify as “Mexican” any person (a) born in Mexico or (b) 

born in the United States of Mexican parents unless enumerators determined that the 

individual was definitely white, black, Indian, Chinese, or Japanese.  As Table 6.5 

illustrates, Tucson enumerators correctly classified city residents born in Mexico as 

“Mexican” 98.6 percent of the time and ascertained that only 1.4 percent of them 

deserved the designation of “white.”  They, on the other hand, correctly classified as 

“white” only 35.7 percent of people of Mexican ancestry born in Arizona of Arizona 

parents and incorrectly listed the other 64.3 percent as Mexican.  In other words, local 

enumerators were much more likely (by almost forty-six times) to misclassify second-

generation, locally-born Mexicans as “Mexican” than to view foreign-born Mexicans as 

“white.”  Whatever the instructions of the census bureau, enumerators were highly 

hesitant to grant whiteness to Mexicans.   

 
Table 6.5. Racial classification for people of Mexican ancestry, Tucson, 1930.69 

People of Mexican ancestry, except those who belonged to 
interethnic families 

People of Mexican ancestry who belonged to interethnic 
families 

Born in Arizona;  
both parents born 
in Arizona 
(racially white 
according to 
census 
instructions).  

Born in Arizona; 
both parents born 
in Mexico 
(racially Mexican 
according to 
census 
instructions).  

Born in Mexico; 
both parents born 
in Mexico 
(racially Mexican 
according to 
census 
instructions).  

Born in Arizona;  
both parents born 
in Arizona 
(racially white 
according to 
census 
instructions).  

Born in Arizona; 
both parents born 
in Mexico 
(racially Mexican 
according to 
census 
instructions).  

Born in Mexico; 
both parents born 
in Mexico 
(racially Mexican 
according to 
census 
instructions).  

Actual 
classification People Percent People Percent People Percent People Percent People Percent People Percent 

Mexican 1086 64.3 2376 89.1 3707 98.6 96 50 74 59.2 163 83.2 

White 604 35.7 291 10.9 52 1.4 96 50 51 40.8 33 16.8 

 
Misclassified as Mexican: 1086  of 1690 (64.3 %)                                                        
Misclassified as white: 343 of 6426 ( 5.3%)  

Misclassified as Mexican: 96 of 192 (50%)                                                       
Misclassified as white: 84 of 321 (26.2 %)  

 
Some people of Mexican ancestry definitely acquired social whiteness simply by 

entering into interethnic relationships.  A person who was born in Mexico with both 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
69 United States Bureau of the Census, Tucson, 1930.  I obtained all information directly 
from the schedules for all enumeration districts in Tucson. 
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parents born in Mexico but belonged to an interethnic family was twelve times more 

likely to be classified as white than a similar person who belonged to an endogamous 

Mexican family.  Similarly, a person who was born in Arizona with both parents born in 

Mexico but belonged to an interethnic family was four times more likely to be classified 

as white than a similar person in an endogamous Mexican family.  These racial 

classifications derived from local ethno-cultural sensitivities but held no legal 

ramifications, since Mexicans were officially white.  They do indicate, nonetheless, that a 

certain racial ambiguity surrounded people of Mexican descent.                         

The children of couples involving Mexicans and non-whites also suffered from 

the ambivalence of census enumerators and government officials.  In their case, however, 

the variation in classifications signified the difference between being white or non-white.  

The existence of black-Mexican families certainly created complications for government 

racial classifications.  When Henry Ransom, Jr., was living with his parents—Henry 

Ransom, a black man from Arkansas, and Guadalupe Ramírez-Ransom, born in 

Mexico—he was listed as white in 1900 but as mulatto in 1920.  Yet, after the death of 

Guadalupe, father and son shared a home, and the 1930 census listed both as Negro.70  

Apparently, the presence of Guadalupe had somehow qualified her son as white or 

mulatto, but upon her absence, the father’s race made son and father equally black.  

Henry, Jr., died in Phoenix in 1955.  The hospital could only find out the name of his 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
70 The 1930 classification of Henry Ransom, Jr., complied with the governmental 
prescription.  The census bureau eliminated the category “mulatto” for that year and 
instructed that all children of white-nonwhite couples would follow the race of the 
nonwhite parent and that all children of couples between two nonwhites of different races 
would follow the race of the father.    
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father and the maiden name of his mother, and with no other information regarding his 

race, the staff listed him as Negro-Mexican.  In an era when government agencies 

frequently demonstrated uncertainty vis-à-vis racial categories, such a classification 

somehow seemed as appropriate as any other taxonomy.71  

Family associations also affected the racial classifications of Emmett Woodley 

and Leonicia Terrazas-Woodley and their children.72  They married in 1872 and had six 

children, of whom only two were alive in 1900.  That year, their daughter, Manuela, was 

classified as white and her parents were listed as Negro and white, respectively.73  Yet, 

when the Woodleys’ son, Frank, and his wife, María Martínez, had a child in 1909, 

Frank’s race appeared as “Negro + Mexican.”  Frank later married Dolores Villa and 

moved to Buckeye, Arizona, where the census and the birth certificates of his children 

always listed him as Mexican.74  Frank could apparently pass as either Mexican or black, 

but Tucsonans were more likely to know about his racial background due to their 

familiarity with several households where Mexican women cohabited with non-white 

men.  Emmett Woodley died in 1935, more than twenty-five years after his wife had 

passed away.  As occurred with other black men who died as widowers, the hospital 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
71 United States Bureau of the Census, schedules of the 1900 Census of the Population, 
Tucson, Pima County, Arizona, district 48, page 6, line 6; United States Bureau of the 
Census, schedules of the 1920 Census of the Population, Tucson, Pima County, Arizona, 
ward 2, page 15, line 42; United States Bureau of the Census, schedules of the 1930 
Census of the Population, Tucson, Pima County, Arizona, district 44, page 36B, line 96; 
Arizona Bureau of Vital Statistics, death certificate of Henry Ransom, Jr., state file 247, 
registrar 183, Maricopa County, Arizona, January 20, 1955.   
72 Leonicia Terrazas also appears as Dionicia in some records. 
73 Based on instructions from the census bureau, the enumerator should have classified 
Manuela as black, since the term mulatto was not an option in the 1900 census.   
74 Based on census instructions, Frank should have appeared as mulatto in 1910 and 1920 
and as black in 1930.  
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provided only scant information.  He died of heart disease and suffered from senility, and 

the hospital staff could only ascertain his age and his birthplace.  Notably, the staff also 

listed him as Mexican.  Indeed, they initially overlooked the inconsistency of classifying 

a black man from Petersburg, Virginia, as Mexican.  They eventually amended their 

original classification and added “colored,” but left “Mexican” in place.  He died in 

Phoenix, and, after spending the previous seven decades so far from his native Virginia, 

perhaps Emmett’s classification as Mexican had to do with the visitors he received, who 

came solely from the Mexican side of the family.75  Thus came to an end the life of a 

black man who was born in the antebellum South and died as a “colored Mexican” in 

1930s Arizona. 

The racial classifications of the descendants of Samuel Bostick and Albina 

Barasa-Bostick underwent several transformations between 1900 and 1930.  When six of 

their children were living alone in Florence, Arizona, in 1900, the census taker listed 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
75 Emmett also used the name Dick or Richard.  The 1900 census listed his birthplace as 
Mexico, of parents from Missouri, but when he lived alone in 1910—his wife died 
between those two census years—he identified his birthplace as Virginia.  United States 
Bureau of the Census, schedules of the 1900 Census of the Population, Tucson, Pima 
County, Arizona, district 48, page 18, lines 9-11; schedules of the 1910 Census of the 
Population, Tucson, Pima County, Arizona, district 102, page 7A, line 36; schedules of 
the 1930 Census of the Population, Buckeye, Pima County, Arizona, district 48, page 7A, 
lines 18-23.  Manuela Woodley was in fact listed as Spanish in her death certificate.  
Arizona Bureau of Vital Statistics, death certificate of Manuela (Woodley) Amparano, 
state file 142, registrar 33, Maricopa County, Arizona, August 13, 1931; death certificate 
of Emmett Woodley, state file 148, registrar 12, Maricopa County, Arizona, February 3, 
1935; birth certificate of unnamed child, state file 222, registrar 130, Pima County, 
Arizona, December 11, 1909; birth certificate of Domingo Woodley, state file 270, 
registrar 31, Maricopa County, Arizona, October 30, 1921; birth certificate of Mary 
Woodley, state file 358, registrar 10, Maricopa County, Arizona, February 17, 1927; birth 
certificate of Frank Woodley, Jr., state file 472, registrar 38, Maricopa County, Arizona, 
August 22, 1929.                
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them as black.  In 1900, the four siblings who still appeared on the census were listed as 

mulatto.  By 1920, Miguel Bostick appeared as mulatto when he was living with a black 

woman listed as his wife.  His two sisters, Claudia and Luisa, and Luisa’s daughter were 

sharing a home and all were classified as black, even though the girl was three-fourths 

Mexican.  Yet, while none of the Bostick children was ever listed as white between 1900 

and 1920, the addition of “Mexican” as a racial category to the 1930 census clearly 

illustrated the ambiguity and fluidity of racial classifications.  In all likelihood, when the 

only options had been “white,” “black,” and “mulatto,” census takers held apprehensions 

about classifying the Bosticks as white—which Mexicans technically were before 1930—

even though they listed Spanish as the native language of some of the Bostick children.  

Yet, the appearance of the category “Mexican” evidently precluded such apprehensions.  

The six descendants of the Bostick-Barasa marriage (two children and four 

grandchildren) who appeared on the 1930 census were all listed as Mexican.  That is, 

once “Mexican” became a separate and inferior category of “white,” the Bosticks were as 

close to being technically white as they had ever been.76                

The racial classification of the descendants of Asian-Mexican couples also 

produced inconsistencies.  As with people of black-Mexican ancestry, the distinction 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
76 United States Bureau of the Census, schedules of the 1900 Census of the Population, 
Florence Township, Pinal County, Arizona, district 55, page 22A; 1910 Census of the 
Population, Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona, district 63, page 11A; 1910 Census of 
the Population, Pinal County, Arizona, district 111, page 4B and 5B; 1920 Census of the 
Population, Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona, district 68, page 10A and 14A; 1930 
Census of the Population, Pirtleville, Cochise County, Arizona, district 3, page 2A; 1930 
Census of the Population, Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona, district 2, page 9A; 1930 
Census of the Population, San Bernardino, San Bernardino County, California, district 
12, page 19B.      
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between Mexican and Asian signified the difference between being white and non-white.  

For example, the death certificate of Maria Alhoy—daughter of Manuel Alhoy (Chinese) 

and Isabel Escalante-Alhoy (Mexican)—classified her as Mexican.77  Conversely, the 

child of a similar couple—Dong Yet and Rosario Ramirez-Yet—was classified as 

Chinese.78  In two other cases, one child of Heng Lee and Ernestina Ayala-Lee appeared 

as white, while another received the vague designation of “light.”79  Though equally 

devoid of legal ramifications, the 1930 census suffered from similar inconsistencies.  

That year, ten people of Chinese-Mexican ancestry lived in Tucson, belonging to six 

different families.  Since they all descended from Chinese-man/Mexican-woman couples, 

census instructions dictated that they fall under the category of “Chinese.”80  Nonetheless, 

five individuals (from four families) appeared as “Mexican,” while the other five (from 

two other families) appeared as “Chinese.”81  The children of Filipino-Mexican couples 

also received inconsistent classifications.  Although they were supposed to be classified 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
77 Death certificate of Maria Alhoy, Arizona Territorial Department of Health, Bureau of 
Vital Statistics, Pima County, Register 243, May 29, 1910. 
78 Death certificate of unnamed child of Dong Yet and Rosario Ramirez, Arizona State 
Department of Health, Bureau of Vital Statistics, Pima County, Index 416, May 19, 1924. 
79 Death certificate of Maria Dolores Lee, Arizona State Department of Health, Bureau of 
Vital Statistics, Pima County file 2669, Register 546, March 15, 1953; birth certificate of 
Jose Vicente Lee, Arizona Territorial Department of Health, Bureau of Vital Statistics, 
Pima County file 1350-1214-511, December 14, 1901.  Heng’s name might also appear 
as Hang, and church records show him as Andres in the baptismal registry of their 
daughter, Isaura.  Catholic Diocese of Tucson, St. Augustine Baptismal Register, 1893-
1896, p. 119.    
80 In this case, it did not matter if the mother was considered white or Mexican, because 
the children of non-white men and white women or non-white women were to follow the 
race of the father. 
81 Rosa and Berta Llango, their two married sisters—Maria Garcia and Refugio Medel—
and the widow Rita Back, were all listed as Mexican.  Maria Teresa, George and 
Ludovina Lem, and Maria Dolores and Jose Vicente Lee appeared as Chinese.   
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as Filipino, only five appeared as such (from two families), three as Mexican (one 

family), and two as white (one family).82 

Since hospital staffs, medical personnel, and census enumerators could not 

consistently assess the racial classification of a person, particularly of a person of mixed 

ancestry, in all likelihood city clerks, justices of the peace, and religious figures also 

wavered when deciding whether a couple met the racial requirements to marry in 

Arizona.  According to the 1887 amendment of Arizona’s miscegenation law, a person 

who had white ancestors could not marry a person who had “Mongolian” or black 

ancestors. Thus, the descendants of black-Mexican and Chinese-Mexican couples could 

essentially not marry anyone—absurdly they could technically not even marry a person 

who descended from an identical lineage.  Their white ancestry disqualified them from 

marrying a person with any percentage of non-white ancestry and their black or Chinese 

ancestry barred them from marrying any person with white ancestry.  Yet, all evidence 

suggests that the children of black-Mexican and Chinese-Mexican couples never 

encountered any difficulties in procuring marriage licenses.   

As Chapter 5 explains, the descendants of Mexican-white couples married 

extensively among whites, Mexicans and people of Mexican-white ancestry.  The 

descendants of black-Mexican and Chinese-Mexican couples, however, almost 

universally formed families with Mexicans, a likely indication of their Mexican cultural 

upbringing, and, particularly, of the importance of religious and linguistic affinity.  
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
82 The four children of Teofilo and Carmen Aagran and the child of Basilio and Jesus 
Pato were listed as Filipino.  The three children of Joe and Miriam Barabara appeared as 
Mexican.  And the two children of Louis and Elvira Granada were classified as white.  
Louis was the only man born in the Philippines listed as white. 
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Census, church, and county records indicate that in twenty-three of the twenty-seven 

unions involving a partner who was either of black-Mexican or Chinese-Mexican 

ancestry, the partner was Mexican.83  Eleven of them legally married in Arizona in spite 

of its miscegenation law.  But, given the ease with which these marriages apparently took 

place, it is highly probable that most of the other couples also married, most likely in 

Arizona or in Mexico.  These couples were highly mobile, and their marriages might 

have taken place away from Pima County.84  Between 1860 and 1947, only one of the 

marriages of these descendants involved a white spouse.  In 1914, Alexander MacMinn, 

from Scotland, married Rita Lee, the daughter of a Chinese man and a Mexican woman.85  

They married legally in Tucson.  They first obtained a marriage license and then wed at 

St. Augustine’s.  Their marriage, though technically illegal in Arizona, most likely 

proceeded smoothly because Rita, growing up in a Mexican neighborhood and speaking 

Spanish, could probably pass as Mexican.  The five men of Chinese-Mexican heritage 

married Mexican women, but the thirteen women, while predominantly marrying 

Mexican men (10), also married Chinese men (2), and the white man mentioned above.  

Thus, while these descendants held strong attachments to Mexican culture, they still 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
83 See Appendix A for more information of all of these unions.   
84 Baptismal records at the St. Augustine Archdiocese archives and the statewide 
database of vital statistics reveal the existence of these via records of births and deaths, 
but the lack of a Pima County marriage license does not mean that no licenses exist in 
other counties, states, or in Mexico. 
85 Rita Lee was the daughter of Santiago Lee (born in China) and Concepcion Moreno. A 
margin note on her baptismal record (1893) indicates that she married Alexander 
McMinndie in Tucson in 1914. Alexander’s surname appears as MacMinn on the county 
marriage license.  St. Augustine Baptismal Registry, 1891-1893, p. 217; Floyd R. Negley 
and Marcia S. Lindley, Arizona Marriages, Pima County, Marriage Books 5-10, 
February 1912 through December 1926 (Tucson: Arizona State Genealogical Society, 
1997), 186.  
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remained connected to their Chinese heritage.  In 1933, for instance, Elsa Corrales, who 

was only one-fourth Chinese (and three-fourths Mexican), married Tong (Albert) Lee, 

who was Chinese.  Elsa was the daughter of a Mexican man and a Chinese-Mexican 

woman, and, evidently, the family belonged to circles that included both ethnic groups.86  

Eight of the nine descendants of black-Mexican couples formed unions with 

Mexicans, six of these occurred legally in Arizona.  Only one union involved a black-

Mexican woman and a Mexican man.  In 1895, Manuela Woodley, daughter of Emmett 

Woodley and Leonicia Terrazas, legally married Manuel Amparano in Tucson.  Seven of 

the eight unions that involved male descendants of black-Mexican ancestry were with 

Mexican women.  Only Michael Bostick, the son of Samuel Bostick and Albina Barasa, 

formed a union with a non-Mexican.  In 1920, he lived with Gertrude Bostick, a black 

woman from Texas.  There is no record of a legal marriage, and the couple had separated 

by 1930.  That year Michael lived with a Mexican woman named Celestina.  The census 

indicates that they married in 1929, but no record of their marriage exists.            

The experiences of Chinese-Mexican and black-Mexican couples illustrate the 

complexities of interethnic relationships in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries.  Their marriages certainly received more acceptance than Chinese-white and 

black-white couples could have experienced in Arizona.  In this important way, the 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
86 Elsa Corrales was the daughter of Ignacio Corrales (born in Mexico) and Concepcion 
Llango (born in Tucson of a Chinese father and a Mexican mother). Birth certificate of 
Elsa Corrales, Arizona State Board of Health, Bureau of Vital Statistics, Pima County file 
244(?), Register 224, May 27, 1913.  According to the birth certificate of their son, Tong 
Lee was a grocer born in Canton, China. Birth certificate of Howard Lee, Arizona State 
Board of Health, Bureau of Vital Statistics, Pima County file 378, Register 710, July 22, 
1933.       
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presence of a large Mexican community in Tucson undeniably benefited the experiences 

of black and Chinese immigrants who formed families with Mexican partners.  To start, 

they avoided the lives of bachelorhood that plagued their migrant communities.  Some 

even obtained legal marriages in an era of a strict miscegenation law, and those who 

could not marry in Arizona had the recourse of securing a New Mexico marriage and 

return to Tucson to live undisturbed.  The kinship networks their Mexican wives 

possessed allowed some black an Chinese men to connect to the larger Mexican and 

white communities.  The children of these unions could technically not marry anyone in 

Arizona.  The ease with which they married further demonstrate the racial ambiguity of 

people of Mexican descent, the absurdity of the ancestry clause of the miscegenation law, 

and, consequently, the laxity with which local officials enforced it when Mexicans were 

involved.    
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CHAPTER 7 
MARITAL EXPECTATIONS: 

PROPERTY, NETWORKS, AND VIOLENCE AMONG INTERETHNIC COUPLES 
 
 

Hiram S. Stevens became a successful businessman and a popular member of 

Tucson society during the thirty-five years he spent in Arizona.  Born in Vermont in 

1832, he was among the first white men who settled in Tucson, in the 1850s.  Like so 

many of those early white settlers, he married a Mexican woman.  He wed Petra Santa 

Cruz in 1858, when he was twenty-six and she was only fourteen.  Stevens belonged to 

the Pima County Board of Supervisors at the time of his death and had served as mayor 

of Tucson and as a Territorial delegate to the United States Congress.  The town’s lore 

remembers him as a founding member of the Pioneers’ Society—“the pioneer of 

pioneers,” according to local newspapers that reported his death in 1893—and as the man 

who introduced the locally renowned Sam Hughes to his eventual wife, Atanacia, Petra’s 

younger sister.1  Unlike the Hughes marriage, however—Sam and Atanacia had ten 

children and both died of old age—, the Stevens’ relationship came to a tragic end.  On 

March 21, 1893, Stevens returned from a trip to Nogales, shot his wife twice, then went 

into another room and shot himself in the head.  Most likely due to the poor condition of 

the guns, the bullet did not kill him instantly and his wife’s wounds to the head and the 

hand were not life threatening.2  He never regained consciousness and died two hours 

later, while she recovered and lived until the age of seventy-two. 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 “H. S. Stevens Dead,” Arizona Daily Star, March 22, 1893.   
2 Hiram Stevens unquestionably intended to kill his wife, Petra.  He shot her in the head 
at point-blank range, but she overcame the pain and was able to fight off her husband, 
suffering the wound to the hand in the process.  A third shot went into their bed.   
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The Stevens’ marriage stands out because it experienced both the stability and 

longevity that the great majority of Tucson’s interethnic families enjoyed but also the 

discord that some couples endured.  As husband and wife, Hiram and Petra Stevens lived 

through the regional uncertainty and insecurity of the three decades that preceded the 

pacification of the Indians and the completion of the railroad.  They formed important 

personal and economic ties to other prominent Tucsonans and had thus accrued social 

and financial capital.  The economic downturn of the 1880s and 1890s nonetheless 

brought financial difficulties to the family.  Hiram became reticent as he tried to remedy 

his situation over several months.  His anguish evolved into violence on that fatal day, 

March 21, 1893.  Indeed, although newspaper accounts attributed his actions to, among 

other things, domestic troubles, “a fit of mental aberation [sic],” and even to severe bowel 

trouble, his friends and his wife understood the correlation between his financial strife 

and his uncharacteristic reticence.  Thus, his actions had not come entirely unexpectedly.  

His wife had recently confided to her sister that she feared her husband.3  The popularity 

of the Stevens family became evident during the highly attended wake and funeral 

procession, with crowds that had no precedent in the town’s history.  In all likelihood, the 

potential loss of status played a role in prompting Hiram to attempt murder-suicide as a 

solution to his problems.   

Having a long-lasting, fecund marriage did not necessarily mean that the 

relationship lived up to the expectations of either or both partners.  This chapter 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
3 “H. S. Stevens Dead,” Arizona Daily Star, March 22, 1893; “How the Stevens Tragedy 
Occurred,” Arizona Daily Star, March 23, 1893; “He Has Passed Away,” Tucson Daily 
Citizen, March 22, 1893; “Laid to Rest,” Tucson Daily Citizen, March 23, 1893; “A 
Dreadful Deed,” Arizona Weekly Journal, March 29, 1893.      
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extensively employs newspaper accounts and legal records to reveal the experiences, 

proclivities, and examples of satisfaction and dissatisfaction that characterized members 

of interethnic families.  Divorce records offer insight into the expectations of interethnic 

spouses by revealing their sources of disappointment and frustration and their efforts to 

abandon unsatisfactory situations.  They simultaneously reveal the obstacles that other 

couples managed to avoid or to overcome.  The chapter addresses three themes: the 

importance of property, the role of personal networks, and the incidence of domestic 

violence.  It argues that the socio-cultural nature of southern Arizona, a fluid Mexican 

borderlands region, significantly influenced how interethnic couples acted and interacted.  

It especially shaped the worldviews and expectations of the wives, who were almost 

universally of Mexican descent.  

Various factors combined to make marriages notoriously unstable in the West, 

particularly during second half of the nineteenth century and the first three decades of the 

twentieth.  Couples had to negotiate financial strains associated with the boom and bust 

cycles of the nascent economies of the region.  Protestant churches and community 

associations were slow to develop, and families often lacked the moral support of 

established communities.  Migration had a negative effect on marriages.  The migration 

of families led to a higher incidence of divorce due to disruptions in religious life, social 

and family networks, and financial stability.  Yet, married men who traveled alone faced 

the additional difficulties of separation, economic uncertainty, and difficulties in 

transportation, all probable causes of marital strife.  Between 1890 and 1900, the divorce 

rate in Western states outpaced the national average.  These higher rates were also due, in 
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part, to more liberal laws in the West and stricter laws in other regions.  In 1900, for 

instance, fourteen of the fifteen states or territories with the highest percentages of 

divorces lay west of the Mississippi River. That year, Arizona ranked eleventh in the 

nation.  Interfaith marriages, as many of the intermarried couples were, also tended to end 

in divorce more frequently than the general population.4       

In Tucson, socio-economic conditions were highly unstable until the early 

twentieth century, but the divorce rate among intermarried couples was lower than the 

state, regional, and national levels.  The United States officially took possession of the 

town in 1854, and the population stagnated until the 1870s.  Families migrated in large 

numbers only after the completion of the railroad and the pacification of Indians in the 

early 1880s.  The population soon decreased, however, due to the economic recession of 

the late 1880s, declining twenty-seven percent by 1890 and only recovering by 1900.  

Virtually all intermarriages involved migrating men, but a large percentage of the 

Mexican women had also migrated, typically from the northern Mexico.  The proven 

ability and willingness of both spouses to migrate signified that either one could seek 

relocation outside of Tucson when difficulties arose.  Both partners could move to other 

parts of the Southwest, and Mexican women had the additional option of moving in with 

relatives in Mexico.  Divorce among intermarried couples in Tucson, nonetheless, never 

reached the high average percentages of Western states and the rate actually almost 
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4 United States Bureau of the Census, Marriage and Divorce, 1867-1906, Part I 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1909), 10-16. 
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always declined from 1880 to 1930 (see Table 7.1).5  When Tucson interethnic couples 

did file for divorce, however, they cited the same reasons as families in other parts of the 

West.  Desertion and failure to provide financial support by far represented the most 

frequent complaints in these cases.   

Table 7.1. Intermarriages and divorce cases among intermarried couples, Pima County, 1873-1930.6 

Years 
Number of new 
intermarriages  

Cumulative 
intermarriages  

Divorces among 
intermarried couples 

Divorces per 100 
new intermarriages 

Divorces per 100  
cumulative intermarriages 

1873-1880 87 87 9 10.3 10.37 

1881-1890 127 205 10 7.9 4.9 

1891-1900 220 415 15 6.8 3.6 

1901-1910 260 660 9 3.5 1.4 

1911-1920 502 1153 24 4.8 2.1 

1921-1930 598 1727 36 6.0 2.1 

 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
5 At first glance, one might assume that the high number of divorces during the 1880s-
1890s stemmed, in part, from responses to the passage of the common law act of 1887.  
Between 1887 and 1913, Arizona, as a contemporaneous study pointed out, was “the only 
place in the United States where a man and woman may become husband and wife 
without getting married.” Alvah L. Stinson, Woman under the Law (Boston: Hudson 
Printing Company, 1914), 194.  The 1887 law converted all common law unions into 
formal marriages and mandated that any new informal unions that lasted more than one 
year would also become legal marriages.  All children born of these unions would also 
become legitimate upon the legalization of the marriage.  Yet, there is no evidence that 
any spouses reacted to such a reformulation to their marital status by seeking a divorce 
after finding themselves legally married.  In all likelihood, common-law unions dissolved 
as informally as they began.  All the divorce cases discussed in this chapter mention a 
precise date and place for the marriage.  These couples, in other words, had actually 
decided to enter into a formal union, and now, one or both partners opted to seek their 
happiness elsewhere. 
6 The number of intermarriages for the 1921-1930 period includes a projection of 
marriages for the years 1928 to 1930 based on marriage licenses from 1921 to 1927.  The 
category “Cumulative intermarriages” refers to the combined total of new marriages and 
the existing marriages (i.e., previous marriages minus divorces).    
7 The data for this table includes only legal marriages.  In other parts of this dissertation I 
have cited data for interethnic unions in 1860, 1864, and 1870, but those numbers derive 
from census schedules, and it is unclear if the unions were legal or common law 
marriages.  Notice that the ratio for this period (1873-1880) would be lower if it included 
the cumulative number of marriages that took place before 1873.   
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Intermarriages, like endogamous unions, were not free of violence, and white men 

who intermarried were not necessarily free of racial prejudice.  In 1895, a white man 

married a Mexican widow and swiftly ran off with her money.  The following year a love 

triangle ended in threats of violence from a woman “of Mexican extraction and temper” 

who had seen her white partner with another woman.  The couple promptly left town.  In 

1902, an angry white father organized a posse to find his daughter, who had eloped with 

 “a Mexican vaquero.”8  The men who married Mexican women during the early 

Territorial years did not necessarily embrace ethnic diversity or tolerance.  Peter Brady, 

who married Mexican women on two occasions, fought in the Mexican-American War 

and violently removed Mexicans from mining towns.9  William Oury was a Southern 

Democrat from Virginia who fought against Mexico at the Battle of San Jacinto in 1836 

and later belonged to the infamous Texas Rangers and who repeatedly persecuted people 

of Mexican ancestry along the border.  Like his brother Granville, William lost his 

property when Union forces recaptured Tucson from Confederate sympathizers and later 

led whites, Mexicans, and Indians during the Camp Grant Massacre against Apache 

Indians, in which zealous republicans, Hiram Stevens and Sam Hughes—both married to 

Mexican women—also collaborated.10  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
8 “Tucson,” Los Angeles Times 19 August 1895, 5; “An Elopement,” Los Angeles Times 
9 April 1896, 10; “Pursuing Lovers with Sheriff’s Posse,” Los Angeles Times 20 June 
1902, 3.    
9 Francis P. Brady, “Portrait of a Pioneer: Peter R. Brady, 1825-1902,” The Journal of 
Arizona History 16:2 (Summer 1975): 174-184. 
10 The Camp Grant Massacre occurred in 1871 and resulted in the deaths of 144 Apaches.  
Jay J. Wagoner, Arizona Territory, 1863-1912: A Political History (Tucson: University 
of Arizona Press, 1970), 7, 37, 77, 128-31; Thomas E. Sheridan, Arizona: A History 
(Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1995), 79-82.  For a topical treatment of the groups 
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Mexican women had to adapt to the American legal system when they entered 

into disputes over property.  Unlike the intermarriages of white spouses with black or 

Indian ancestry, the legitimacy of Mexican-white marriages never came into question, but 

other obstacles occasionally forced Mexican widows and divorcees to defend their claims 

to property and financial support through the legal system.  Like the rest of the Southwest 

after the United States acquired the Mexican territory, Tucson officially abandoned the 

Spanish/Mexican legal tradition in which the word of family members and acquaintances 

served to ensure the protection of property rights and inheritances.  Personal affidavits 

and the honor system did not suffice in the American legal system.  Under Spanish and 

Mexican laws of the nineteenth century, laymen occupied the local courts and they 

adhered to local customs and values.  Their rulings seemed arbitrary to American settlers 

but maintained peace in the community.11  After American annexation, however, Tucson 

residents needed to follow strict legal procedures—such as formal wills, public 

announcements, petitions, lawsuits, and legal precedent—in order to protect their 

economic interests.  Mexican women learned, nonetheless, that they could still rely on 

friends and family to support their claims and arguments. White men and spouses initially 

held a better understanding of the legal process.  Yet, in spite of their early disadvantage, 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
involved in the massacre (whites, Mexicans, Tohono O’odham Indians, and Apaches), 
see Karl Jacoby, Shadows at Dawn: A Borderlands Massacre and the Violence of History 
(New York: Penguin Press, 2008).  Also of interest is the approach of Chip Colwell-
Chanthaphonh.  He places the history of the massacre within the framework of the 
politics of memory.  It incorporates various voices, including Apache narratives of the 
event, in order to underscore the need to thoroughly evaluate historical accounts.  Chip 
Colwell-Chanthaphonh, Massacre at Camp Grant: Forgetting and Remembering Apache 
History (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 2007). 
11 Myra K. Saunders, “California Legal History: A Review of Spanish and Mexican 
Legal Institutions,” Law Library Journal 87 (Summer 1995): 487-89, 495-502. 



! "')!

Mexican women increasingly demonstrated ample determination when it became 

necessary to enter the courtroom.  Their actions in the courts increased as Mexicans 

adapted to the American judicial system, Tucson’s population grew, and divorces 

occurred more frequently. 

 During the first two decades under the American flag, Mexican women could face 

grave difficulties if their white husbands died intestate.  They could summarily lose some 

or all of the assets the couple had accumulated.  In the absence of a will, legal procedure 

dictated that local newspapers announce the death of the individual, the need for 

administrators of the estate, and a call for creditors and potential beneficiaries to file 

claims.  From the outset, these cases presented the Mexican widows of white men with 

several obstacles. First, some of these relationships were in fact informal unions, lacking 

the automatic protection of legal marriages.  Second, some husbands maintained property 

and assets solely in their names.  Third, most intermarriages occurred among working-

class people, increasing the probability that the couple would not be familiar with the 

importance of formal wills.  Fourth, most intermarried white men migrated to Tucson as 

detached bachelors, and their widows lacked the support of their husbands’ side of the 

family to inform them of the proceedings or to help establish their claims—or just as 

likely, a distant in-law might suddenly appear and dispute the probate judgment.  Fifth, 

during the early years, Tucson only had English-language newspapers.  Even after 

Spanish papers appeared, the high levels of illiteracy among poor Mexicans—especially 

among women—made those sources of information practically inaccessible.  
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 Not surprisingly, their familiarity with the American legal system allowed white 

men the opportunity to exploit the relative lack of awareness of Mexican widows.  Not 

only were white men more likely to be literate, but they also belonged to circles of 

friends, co-workers, and business associates where newspapers and legal proceedings 

were topics of conversation.  Opportunities to profit from legal ambiguities did not go 

unnoticed.  For example, when Mahlon E. Moore died intestate in 1868, Charles H. 

Meyers and E. N. Fish promptly responded to a newspaper announcement for 

administrators of his estate.  The positions offered the men, not only an automatic 

remuneration, but also the task of appraising and distributing Moore’s assets as they 

deemed appropriate.  The process advanced smoothly until the widow Dolores Moore 

appeared in court—most likely under the advice of an acquaintance who informed her of 

the proceedings.  By then, she was able to rescue only the family house, the sole asset 

that the law excluded from the administrators of the estate.  She apparently had remained 

oblivious to the carving of the family assets until then.  She acknowledged receipt of the 

property by signing with a cross.12 

 The courts’ tendency to appoint men as administrators increased the likelihood 

that women would lose property rights, but Mexican women could sometimes overcome 

obstacles, such as illiteracy, to recover at least part of their husbands’ estates.  Manuela 

Kennedy signed with an X, instead of a cross, when she took steps to halt the dissection 

of her property in 1870.  The legal process lasted a long six months as she repeatedly 

sought to establish her legal claims to the estate of her late husband.  Hugh Kennedy died 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
12 The Estate of Mahlon E. Moore, Probate Superior Court, October 4, 1868, Territorial 
Miscellaneous Records, beginning 1864, Reel 1R, Pima County, Arizona.     
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during an Indian raid in March 1870.  Manuela made a court appearance early in the 

process and proved—though it is not clear how—that she was indeed Kennedy’s wife.  

By that time, however, the court had already named W. W. Williams as administrator, a 

man who frequently answered newspaper announcements for such positions.  The court 

instructed him to pay an interim sum of fifty dollars per month to the widow and her 

child.  Not only did Williams ignore the order, but the unexpected complications—such 

as Manuela’s legal complaint that she had received no payments and her motion that 

Williams sell the estate and give her a fair share—also prompted him to resign.  

Manuela’s persistence paid off.  In spite of her illiteracy, the court named her 

administrator of her husband’s estate.  Her involvement undoubtedly cost the late 

Kennedy’s purported creditors and Williams a potential windfall.  Williams had 

originally appraised the estate at $1,000.  Yet, a later assessment determined that 

Kennedy’s personal property alone exceeded $4,000 and his real estate holdings reached 

almost $10,000.  Williams’ departure, however, only delayed the predatory actions of 

Kennedy’s business associate, F. L. Austin.  In December 1870, he convinced the court 

that Kennedy’s estate should cover part of the debts their partnership had allegedly 

accrued.  He managed to obtain sole title to Kennedy’s San Pedro property and also 

received $2,000 from his personal estate.  In the end, the family assets had certainly 

diminished, but Manuela’s determination and direct involvement ensured that she and her 

son would keep at least part of the family’s estate.13 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
13 The Estate of Hugh Kennedy, Probate Superior Court, June-December, 1870.  
Territorial Miscellaneous Records, beginning 1864, Reel 1R, Pima County, Arizona. 
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 Concerns over property and financial support repeatedly arose during divorce 

proceedings.  In fact, failure to provide was the most frequent cause intermarried women 

cited in their divorce petitions (see Figure 7.1).  Furthermore, the efforts of Mexican 

women to retain a share of the family assets emerged in the earliest divorce cases in Pima  

County.  For instance, in 1873, Maria Jaime-Gay filed for divorce from her husband of 

five years, Mervin G. Gay.  She accused him of excessive drinking and abusive language, 

but her primary complaint involved physical violence.  According to Maria, her husband 

repeatedly attacked her—hurling mirrors, iron bars and boxes at her.  She finally decided 

to end their marriage after he threatened to kill her.  Her petition included the typical 

legalistic language—undoubtedly attributable to her lawyer—that requested an “equitable 

and just” division of the “common property.”  But Maria left nothing to chance.  She 

carefully listed all the assets the couple had accumulated and their value: a lot in 

downtown Tucson ($500), seventy-eight cows ($2490), thirty calves ($150), two horses 

($80), and 126 chickens ($60).  It is unclear how much of the property she received in the 

settlement, but her direct involvement and awareness that she was entitled to a share of 

the family assets certainly helped her case.14   

Maria Jaime-Gay was personally aware of the state of the family’s finances, but 

women who lacked similar information often relied on the assistance of relatives and 

friends.  The marriage of Joaquina and Charles Franklin was brief but eventful.  They 

married in March 1871 and informally separated in May of the following year.  In August 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
14 Maria Jaime Gay v. Mervin G. Gay, SCC 196, Pima County Superior Court, August 
29, 1873. 
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1873, Joaquina filed for divorce citing failure to provide as her sole complaint against 

Charles.  The timing of her petition coincided with a recent revelation that her husband 

had found employment several months earlier and had already accumulated $1,000.  She 

most likely received this information from her network of relatives and friends and 

decided to demand half of the common property as compensation for the two years of 

unfulfilled sustenance.  Charles appeared before the court and denied the accusations: he 

said he had neither a job nor the purported $1,000 and that he had not failed to provide 

for his wife.  He added that she suddenly left for a foreign country—Mexico—and 

remained absent for over one year.  During this time, he claimed, she maintained 

adulterous relations with one or more men.  As proof, he stated that she had infected him 

with syphilis.  At this point, the case evolved from a he-said/she-said squabble into a he-
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said/they-said attack on Charles’ credibility.  Relying on court interpreters, Joaquina, her 

mother, and her uncle testified that the trip to Mexico was for medical reasons and at 

Charles’ suggestion; that he had only occasionally contributed money and provisions for 

his wife; that her mother had furnished her with food and clothes and that the uncle had 

provided shelter.  Charles failed to call a single witness, and the court ruled in favor of 

Joaquina.  Her local network had furnished information about her husband’s assets and 

helped her to secure part of them in the divorce.15  

 The use of networks helped to ensure the dissolution of the marriage even when it 

failed to secure a share of the family assets.  Manuela Fairbanks filed for divorce in 1874, 

two years after marrying Benjamin D. Fairbanks.  She accused him of neglecting to 

provide even though he earned a monthly income of $100.  Manuela, too, appealed to 

Mexican relatives and friends to support her petition for divorce.  They testified that 

Benjamin enjoyed good health and worked regularly but spent his money gambling and 

visiting houses of ill fame.  They most likely also informed Manuela that he had recently 

received $500, either in cash or in “good promissory notes.”  Their testimony helped her 

obtain a divorce, but she probably never received a portion of the $500 or the alimony 

she was seeking, since Benjamin never responded to the court summons.16 

 White men also understood the importance of favorable testimony.  Although 

most of them migrated as bachelors—thus possessing smaller pools of relatives and 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
15 Joaquina V. Franklin v. Charles Franklin, SCC 198, Pima County Superior Court, 
October 4, 1873.  In a similar case, William Haynes accused his wife of infecting him 
with a venereal disease after returning from a trip to see her relatives.  William Haynes v. 
Eulalia Haynes, SCC 2578, Pima County Superior Court, October 5, 1896.    
16 Manuela Fairbanks v. Benjamin D. Fairbanks, SCC 222, Pima County Superior Court, 
September 25, 1874. 
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friends—they effectively used networks in their legal cases.  For instance, when Jacob 

Youstcy sought to end his two-year marriage to Dominga Sosa-Youstcy, he called on 

several friends to support his claims.  Though his wife had abandoned him, he based his 

case, not on charges of desertion, but on adultery, asserting that some friends repeatedly 

told him that she was a “perfect street-runner” and that others said that she maintained a 

house of ill fame.  He also asserted that he found an undressed man in his house and 

money in his wife’s possession.  Except for that accusation, most of his case rested on the 

testimony of a Mexican woman and a white man.  She claimed to be present when 

Dominga committed repeated acts of adultery—once with a mulatto the witness knew by 

name.  The white man reported that a prostitute said that Dominga was “spoiling the 

trade,” though he did not explain how.  The questionable character of the witnesses 

notwithstanding, the court granted the divorce after Dominga failed to appear.17 

 Husbands who filed for divorce primarily sought only the dissolution of the 

marriage, but when they also wanted custody of their children, the testimony of relatives 

and friends increased in importance.  In 1905, Thomas Potts accused his wife Angela R. 

de Potts of abandonment but buttressed much of his case on her purportedly immoral 

character.  He asserted that she drank excessively and that her disregard for their two 

young children made her an unfit mother.  Thomas called on his brother and a friend to 

bolster his argument.  They simply repeated what he said, but that sufficed to secure 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
17 Jacob Youstcy v. Dominga S. Youstcy, SCC 202, Pima County Superior Court, October 
31, 1873.  Jacob found it difficult to remain married.  He wed Mexican women on two 
more occasions, and both unions also ended in divorce after the women abandoned him.  
Jacob Youstcy v. Mariana Youstcy, SCC 1731, Pima County Superior Court, January 21, 
1889; Jacob Youstcy v. Julia Youstcy, SCC 1894, Pima County Superior Court, April 1, 
1891.      
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custody of the girl, while the boy remained with the estranged wife, who never appeared 

before the court.  In all likelihood, Angela had returned to Nogales.18  She had previously 

moved in with relatives there, admonishing her husband that she might leave him 

permanently.  She returned then, but when she left him again, he was unable to locate her.  

Thomas thus obtained a partial victory because his wife could count on the support of 

relatives and the safety of geographic separation.  Thomas stated that he had 

unsuccessfully inquired with all his acquaintances, but he probably knew few people in 

the predominantly Mexican Nogales area.19    

 Indeed, Mexican women frequently sought the comfort and safety of relatives 

when facing marital problems.  In fact, discontented women resorted to desertion so 

frequently that abandonment accounted for fifty-five percent of all the causes men cited 

in their divorce petitions.20  The majority of these women probably moved in with nearby 

relatives or friends, but others appealed to their networks in Mexico.  For instance, in 

1883, Erasmus Wood filed for divorce and custody of his two children on the grounds of 

abandonment.  Yet, Palmira, his wife of ten years, ignored the court summons.  Instead, 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
18 It is not clear if Thomas meant Nogales, Arizona or Nogales, Sonora, Mexico, though, 
at the time, the two Nogales were essentially one town.  
19 Thomas Potts v. Angela R. de Potts, SCC 3897, Pima County Superior Court, August 
8, 1905. 
20 These results are highly similar to what Robert L. Griswold observed for white 
endogamous couples in San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties in California between 1850 
and 1890, where sixty-four percent of men’s divorce petitions cited desertion as the main 
cause.  Robert L. Griswold, Family and Divorce in California, 1850-1890: Victorian 
Illusions and Everyday Reality (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1982), 26-
28, 78-80.  Similarly, historian Glenda Riley notes that the incidence of desertion was 
higher in the West, and that women often deserted their husbands.  She explains that 
husbands in the West cited desertion in their divorce petitions 23.1 percent (1867-1886) 
and 29.5 percent (1887-1906) of the time.  Glenda Riley, Divorce: An American 
Tradition (New York/Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), 85-88.  
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she promptly took the children to Mazatlan, Mexico, almost seven hundred miles away, 

where her mother’s relatives most likely awaited.21  Eulalia Haynes most likely resorted 

to the same strategy when the court awarded custody of her son to the father.  She never 

appeared in court, and his efforts to locate her failed.22  Similarly, Mariana Youstcy—the 

second of the three failed intermarriages of Jacob Youstcy—most likely remained in 

Tucson during her divorce trial.  But when her husband won custody of their son, the 

court could not enforce its decision, since Mariana had already left the area.  Neither 

Jacob nor the court officials could find her, for she had most likely resettled in Mexico.23 

 Establishing such a great distance from an estranged spouse was not always 

necessary.  In 1892, James Brady obtained a divorce from his wife Mariana.  Though the 

couple had married two years earlier, they had only lived together for thirty days.  He 

claimed that he provided a good home and appropriate sustenance and that she told him 

that “she had no fault to find” with him.  Instead, the problem lay with the location of his 

house.  He lived in Pantano, thirty miles southeast of Tucson, and Mariana found the 

isolation from her family simply unbearable.  After two brief sojourns in that house, she 

refused to return.  She purportedly told him that “she would rather live in a prison than in 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
21 Erasmus Wood v. Palmira [Roca] Wood, SCC 862, Pima County Superior Court, 
January 4, 1883.  Palmira’s father was born in Chile according to the 1870 census. 
22 William Haynes v. Eulalia Haynes, op. cit.  
23 Jacob Youstcy v. Mariana Youstcy, SCC 1731, Pima County Superior Court, January 
21, 1889.  In a similar case, Barney Smith won the dissolution of his marriage after his 
wife Concepción left him and moved to Mexico.  Barney Smith v. Concepción Smith, 
SCC 7607, Pima County Superior Court, June 1, 1921.  In another case, Andrew Roos 
divorced his wife, Justina, after she left him and she purportedly married another man.  
Andrew Roos v. Justina Roos, SCC 7072, Pima County Superior Court, February 11, 
1920.     
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Pantano.”24  He would not reconsider relocating to Tucson, and she preferred to live near 

her family.  The divorce proceeded smoothly.  A similar situation occurred with the 

marriage of the Syrian Halim Karan and Enriqueta Díaz-Karam.  The thirty-year-old 

Halim wed the seventeen-year-old Enriqueta in 1917.  They remained legally married for 

fifteen months, but she returned to her parents’ house after living with Halim for only 

eight weeks.  She definitely did not want to live with Halim and repeatedly refused the 

money he sent her.  He filed for divorce, in part, to secure visitation rights to see his 

young daughter.25 

  The importance Mexican women ascribed to their extended family must have 

become quite evident to intermarried men.  Some men found it outright intolerable.  In 

1922, an Italian immigrant won $1,500 in compensation from his father-in-law after 

suing the family for alienating him from his wife.  Maria Bonillas-Coppola had legally 

ended her three-year marriage to Guiseppe Coppola earlier that year.  After the divorce, 

however, Guiseppe filed a lawsuit claiming that the estrangement from his wife derived 

from a simple source: “too much mother-in-law.”  Maria’s family, on the other hand, 

argued that he had offended their religion.  Whatever the reason, the marriage further 

deteriorated when Guiseppe took Maria to Italy.  Her mother soon followed them and 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
24 James Brady v. Mariana Brady, SCC 2107, Pima County Superior Court, July 3, 1892. 
25 Halim Karam v. Enriqueta Díaz-Karam, SCC 6440, Pima County Superior Court, July 
22, 1918.  I determined Halim’s Syrian nationality because he soon married another 
Mexican woman—Delfina Rodriguez—and the birth certificate of their first daughter 
identified him as Syrian.  The birth certificate of his daughter with Enriqueta had used the 
more general nationality of “Arabian.”  Birth certificate of nameless child, parents Halim 
Karam and Delphina Rodriguez, born February 18, 1920, Arizona State Board of Health, 
Bureau of Vital Statistics, County Registrar 024-218-449, birth certificate of Leonor 
Caram y Diaz, parents Halim Caram and Enriqueta Diaz, born January 13, 1918, Arizona 
State Board of Health, Bureau of Vital Statistics, County Registrar 024-113-549.   
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returned to the Untied States with her daughter.  The divorce and the lawsuit followed 

soon.26 

 Perhaps Francisco Gil was trying to prevent too much meddling or maybe he 

sought to punish his wife when he forbade her from visiting her mother and relatives.  In 

either case, he understood the importance her extended family represented.  The 

involuntary seclusion, the vulgar language with which he spoke of her family, and 

physical abuse finally prompted Sarah McDermott de Gil—her mother was Mexican—to 

file for divorce.  She proved her determination after the judge decided to dismiss her 

case.  She moved in with her parents anyway.  Francisco eventually accepted her 

departure and obtained a divorce two years later.  He accused her of abandonment, for 

she never returned.  In her view, the marriage had ended when she returned to her 

parents’ home.27 

 Wives often cited abandonment and failure to provide as equal causes in their 

divorce petitions, proving that men, too, often employed the recourse of desertion to end 

their marriages.  Indeed, Mexican women could leave because they found comfort and 

support in their attachment to the area and people of southern Arizona and northern 

Mexico.  Yet, white men perhaps found it just as easy to leave their wives and children 

precisely because they did not hold such attachments.  As Figure 7.1 illustrates, two 

thirds of all divorce cases filed by women involved desertion (forty-seven percent) or 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
26 Maria Coppola v. Guiseppe Coppola, SCC 7767, Pima County Superior Court, 
September 15, 1921; “Gets Verdict from Bonillas over Lost Wife,” Los Angeles Times, 
February 22, 1922.   
27 Sarah McDermott de Gil v. Francisco Gil, SCC 9399, Pima County Superior Court, 
February 7, 1925; Francisco Gil v. Sarah McDermott de Gil, SCC 9872, Pima County 
Superior Court, February 12, 1927. 
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failure to provide (nineteen percent).  Both of these causes indicated that the marriage 

had essentially dissolved.  In some cases, the men simply moved to another part of town 

or to a nearby area, but other examples clearly illustrate the itinerant nature of some 

migrating white men.  For instance, Luz Osuna-Houston ended her seven-year marriage 

to Ezra B. Houston in 1897.  The couple only spent four years together because, after 

they relocated to Hermosillo (in Sonora, Mexico), Ezra abandoned his pregnant wife and 

returned to the United States.  Initially, he remained in contact, writing letters from El 

Paso, but eighteen months of silence convinced her that the marriage was over and she 

filed for divorce after returning to Tucson.28  The marriage of Faustina (Leon-Aldrich) 

Gilliland also dissolved quickly.  She traveled from Tucson to Kansas City to marry 

James Gilliland in December 1893.  The couple then proceeded to Chicago for an 

extended honeymoon.  But once Faustina realized that James constantly requested money 

from her, she refused to oblige.  In response, he abandoned her in Chicago, stealing her 

clothes and jewelry.  She looked for him but could never locate him.  Her mother Teofila 

had to travel to Chicago to retrieve her penniless daughter.29 

 Defendants in abandonment cases almost never appeared before the court—

probably because most had already left the area or because they assumed that the divorce 

would soon occur anyway.  Therefore, the voices of those who decided to leave their 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
28 Luz Houston v. Ezra B. Houston, SCC 2684, Pima County Superior Court, July 21, 
1897.  Though uncommon, white men could also leave their wives and resettle in Mexico 
of all places.  In 1928, Waldo Baldridge abandoned his wife Inez and moved to Mexico.  
She filed for divorce soon after.  Inez Baldridge v. Waldo Baldridge, SCC 11606, Pima 
County Superior Court, November 3, 1928. 
29 Faustina Gilliland v. James Gilliland, SCC 2772, Pima County Superior Court, March 
12, 1898. 
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spouses remain mostly silent, and one cannot quantify or qualify the factors that 

prompted their decisions.  Yet, some clues do exist.  Excluding abandonment, physical 

abuse represented the most frequent cause women cited in their divorce petitions, 

accounting for thirty-one percent of all complaints.  Therefore, since fifty-five percent of 

petitions men filed involved abandonment by their wives, a significant number of those 

women probably acted in response to some form of abuse.  Men, too, were victims of 

abuse, though they cited fewer—if more memorable—cases than women did. 

 When women based their divorce petitions on spousal abuse, they typically 

limited their legal complaints to general accusations of “physical and verbal abuse” or 

“mental and bodily suffering.”30  Sometimes, however, they opted to elaborate, and their 

descriptions illustrated the extreme forms of abuse they—and, most likely, others—had 

endured, in some cases for many years.  For example, Inez Tabor obtained a divorce after 

she accused her husband of attempting to choke her and of constantly using vile language 

and making death threats against her.  She further stated that she suffered great physical 

and emotional anguish when her husband forced her to travel to New Mexico barely two 

days after giving birth.31  Other men also added death threats to their episodes of physical 

and verbal abuse.  In one case, Robert Fisher, who had married Joaquina Fisher only 

three weeks earlier, ordered her to obtain $1,500 from her father and threatened to kill 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
30 For general references to physical and verbal abuse, see, for instance, the succinct 
description in Josefa Gleason’s divorce petition.  Josepha Gleason v. William R. Gleason, 
SCC 1198, Pima County Superior Court, August 15, 1885.  She spoke in general terms of 
“cruelty” and “nervous mental and bodily sufferings.”  Her testimony, however, sufficed 
to secure the divorce and alimony payments of fifty dollars per month, even though her 
husband denied the charges of abuse.   
31 Inez Tabor v. Walter C. Tabor, SCC 7228, Pima County Superior Court, July 27, 1920. 
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both if she refused.  She did go to her father’s house but chose to remain there instead.  

She later rejected her husband’s pleas to return to him.  She feared, she said, that he 

would eventually kill her.  She divorced him soon after.32  These marriages involved 

physical and emotional suffering but lasted a relatively short period of time—from three 

weeks to less than three years.  The twenty-three-year marriage of Maria Urrea-Van 

Alstine, on the other hand, included at least thirteen years of severe abuse.  She even had 

to endure the last five years of her marriage without any financial support for her and her 

eight children.  Her testimony recounted various episodes of violence—including her 

husband’s flinging a chair at her when she was pregnant—constant accusations of 

infidelity against her, stalking, and death threats.  For instance, in 1905, her husband 

assaulted her with a loaded gun, and, in her estimation, only the intervention of her 

children prevented her certain death.  She finally divorced him in 1910.33  

 Mexican women held a particular aversion towards verbal abuse, particularly if it 

occurred in front of their children or in public.  Some of their descriptions referred to vile 

and obscene language, while others included unwarranted accusations of adultery against 

them.34  For example, when Amelia Binning filed for divorce against Oscar Binning, she 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
32 Joaquina Fisher v. Robert J. Fisher, SCC 5953, Pima County Superior Court, October 
26, 1916.  See also the case of Matilda (Matilde) E. Carroll, whose brief marriage to 
Robert Carroll included episodes of jealousy, accusations of adultery, physical and 
mental abuse, and death threats.  Matilda E. Carroll v. Robert Carroll, SCC 9342, Pima 
County Superior Court, December 29, 1924.  
33 Maria U. Van Alstine v. Pedro C. Van Alstine, SCC 4765, Pima County Superior 
Court, August 18, 1910.  Pedro’s mother was Mexican and his father was from New 
York. 
34 See, for example, Ysidra [Flores] Barrett v. Harry Barrett, SCC 4136, Pima County 
Superior Court, March 14, 1907; and Rita Leyva Bentley v. Victor Bentley, SCC 11706, 
Pima County Superior Court, January 10, 1929. 
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cited failure to provide only as it pertained to the beating he gave her when she told him 

she could not obtain the ingredients to prepare him breakfast because he cancelled her 

store credit.  He later struck his two stepchildren when they intervened to stop him from 

choking their mother.  All along, she stated, he kept calling her “a Mexican bastard, bitch 

and other names.”35  Notably, this was the only occasion in which either plaintiffs or 

defendants cited any form of ethno-cultural epithets.  In a similar case, Juanita 

Montgomery accused her husband, Donald, of physical and verbal abuse.  She described 

the bruises and lacerations she suffered and the vulgar language he used towards her.  

Juanita, however, also emphasized what she called a deep public humiliation when, on 

one occasion, he beat her and insulted her in public, and, on another, he paraded through 

the streets of Tucson in the company of other women.  He, in turn, accused her of 

immorality, but his arguments did not prevail.  Juanita further convinced the judge to 

send the couple’s two children to live with Donald so that he would support them while 

she could visit them whenever she wished.36 

 Husbands also made accusations of physical and verbal abuse against their 

Mexican wives.  This charge, in fact, accounted for the second highest number of 

complaints men filed (twenty-five percent), trailing only abandonment (fifty-three 

percent).  Men primarily referred to lesser, if at times humiliating, offenses but also to 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
35 Amelia Binning v. Oscar Binning, SCC 7659, Pima County Superior Court, July 5, 
1921.  
36 Juanita Montgomery v. Donald F. Montgomery, SCC 8664, Pima County Superior 
Court, September 15, 1923. 
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more serious acts of violence.  They spoke of dish throwing, broom strikes, and cursing.37  

Other men accused their wives of knife wielding, drinking with men, teaching their 

children to curse at them, allowing relatives to move in to aid the wife’s in abusing her 

husband, and even of threatening and eventually running them over with their cars.38  For 

example, in a case that illustrated varying gender expectations, Charles B. Harris tended 

to flee the house when his wife, Diega, entered what he termed “spells of ungovernable 

temper.”  One day, he could not run fast enough.  Diega caught up to him and slapped 

him on the streets of Tucson.  Remarkably, Diega did not deny the accusations.  Instead, 

she attempted to justify her actions.  She accused him of failing to provide and of 

excessive drinking.  She expressed particular contempt at having to use income from her 

own properties to support him and his gambling addiction.  Though appearing as the 

defendant, she, too, demanded the dissolution of the marriage.  In all likelihood, he 

resented the physical abuse even though he did not contribute to the household.  She, on 

the other hand, underscored the fact that she provided all financial support, implying that 

he deserved the beatings she gave him.39  Evidently, Charles was not living up to Diega’s 

gender expectations.  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
37 See, for example, the general terms D. J. Burrow used to describe the abuse he claimed 
to suffer at the hands of his wife, Eufemia.  He briefly spoke of “frequent excesses” and 
“cruel and outrageous treatment.”  He obtained the divorce in only three days.  D. J. 
Burrow v. Eufemia Burrow, SCC 2838, Pima County Superior Court, September 17, 
1898.   
38 Robert Fanchette v. Salsa Fanchette, SCC 5138, Pima County Superior Court, October 
28, 1912; Frank M. Clarke v. Librada Clarke, SCC 5211, Pima County Superior Court, 
December 11, 1912; W. J. McKenzie v. Juanita McKenzie, SCC 13082, Pima County 
Superior Court, October 5, 1930.   
39 Charles B. Harris v. Diega P. Harris, SCC 6235, Pima County Superior Court, 
September 14, 1917. 
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 In an extraordinary case, the divorce of a Tucson couple reached the pages of the 

Los Angeles Times.  Thomas Johns sought to end his marriage to Erminia and to divide 

their common property, worth a substantial $10,000.  What attracted attention from the 

Times involved the nature of the accusations Thomas made: he claimed that his wife had 

poisoned him and thus left him incapacitated for two and half years.  She purportedly 

wanted him to die but to make a new will first.  He had lately refused to eat and drink at 

home.  Erminia—a “good looking Mexican woman,” according to the Times—cunningly 

avoided responding directly to the accusations.  Instead, she explained that the doctors 

did not identify the ailment as poisoning.  She expressed love and concern for her 

husband but retorted that he could in fact work, yet chose not to.  She also claimed that 

Thomas physically and verbally abused her in public and that she had to take in roomers 

and to do laundry to maintain the household.  The court granted the divorce and divided 

the property.40      

 Due largely to more liberal laws and to family disruptions associated with 

migration and settlement, divorce percentages in Western states and territories were 

higher than in the Midwest, Northeast, and South.41  According to historian Elaine Tyler 

May, the sixty-year period surrounding the turn of the twentieth century—roughly the 

period covered in this dissertation—witnessed a dramatic increase in the divorce rate of 

the United States, resting at about sixteen percent in the 1920s.  Neither conservative 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
40 Thomas Johns v. Erminia Johns, SCC 4966, Pima County Superior Court, January 13, 
1912; “Accuses Wife of Poisoning,” Los Angeles Times, January 13, 1912. 
41 Glenda Riley argues that regional economic opportunities for women also contributed 
to a higher divorce rate in the West.  Glenda Riley, Building and Breaking Families in the 
American West (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1996), 113-19, 134-42.  
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moral campaigns nor numerous legislative restrictions on divorce managed to impede the 

increase.42  Interethnic couples in the Tucson area were also subject to the socio-

economic forces that plagued marriages, but their rate of divorce actually declined 

between 1873 and 1930.  The rate oscillated around nine percent between 1873 and 1900, 

and around five percent between 1901 and 1930.  The prohibition of divorce by the 

Catholic Church might help explain the lower incidence of divorce among Tucson’s 

interethnic couples, since, as May discovered in her study of Los Angeles, the divorce 

incidence among Mexicans was lower than among whites.43     

Divorce cases, May concludes, serve as an indication of the type of fulfillment 

these couples were seeking—and not receiving—and these marital problems probably 

existed in marriages that remained intact.44  In all likelihood, many more married men 

and women suffered from spousal abuse, economic hardship, infidelity issues, and 

occasional or permanent abandonment.  These cases do reveal, however, the conditions 

and situations that some spouses considered unacceptable and the fact that they took 

proactive measures to secure a new start.               

The story of Hiram and Petra Stevens illustrates how expectations could weigh 

heavily on the decisions of some people.  At one point, Hiram must have realized that his 

reality no longer met his vision for the future.  He shot his wife and committed suicide, 

but these actions do not overshadow the long marriage and local eminence the Stevens 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
42 Elaine Tyler May, Great Expectations: Marriage and Divorce in Post-Victorian 
America (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980), 2-7.  Later studies also 
corroborate these data.  See Riley, Building and Breaking Families, 113-19; Riley, 
Divorce, 85-107. 
43 May, 10. 
44 May, 155-63. 
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had for over thirty years.  On the contrary, the political, financial, and social 

achievements of the Stevens family still dominate their story as one of Tucson’s most 

celebrated pioneer families.  By far, most interethnic unions resemble this aspect of the 

Stevens’ experiences.  At no point between 1870 and 1930, did divorces among Tucson’s 

interethnic couples represent more than ten percent of marriages.  Thus, in all likelihood, 

the great majority of men and women involved in interethnic unions met the expectations 

of their spouses or, together, they made compromises to reconcile the visions each 

partner had.            

Some men and women, however, probably changed their visions for the future 

after they married, or, perhaps, they eventually realized that their visions differed from 

those of their spouses.  In either case, an incompatibility of expectations lay behind 

almost all the divorces of interethnic couples.  For instance, Mariana Brady acted bluntly 

and decisively when she informed her husband that she would rather live in a prison than 

in his house.  She simply could not see herself leading the life that he envisioned for the 

marriage.  She promptly returned to the comfort of her childhood home.  One of the most 

striking revelations about these divorces is the frequency with which men and women 

abandoned their spouses.  Desertion represented the most common route men and women 

took to leave an unsatisfactory marriage.  It accounted for approximately half of all 

dissolutions of intermarriages.  Many of those spouses probably escaped abusive 

situations, while others absconded with lovers or left for other reasons.  The extent of 

domestic violence thus remains elusive, especially among the couples who never resorted 

to divorce.  What does become clear, however, is the willingness of many spouses to 
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escape various forms of physical and psychological abuse by filing for divorce or by 

abandoning their spouses.  These and other reasons for their departures, however, still fall 

within the framework of unfulfilled expectations, since one or both spouses decided to 

forge a new life.  It also reveals, however, one of the characteristics of divorces in 

Tucson: both men and women expressed their nonconformity by walking out on their 

spouses.  The frequency with which dissatisfied spouses took this action might mean that 

for many of these men and women the recourse of walking out on a marriage formed part 

of the expectations they had when they first married.  By leaving their spouses, they 

expressed their dissatisfaction in a manner that was resolute and definitive.  
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CONCLUSION 
 
 

 Contemporary Tucson maintains a keen connection to its nineteenth-century 

pioneers.  Streets, schools, parks, businesses, and historical sites bear the names of 

renowned nineteenth-century residents.  These landmarks illustrate the prominence of 

both Mexican and white pioneers, but an erasure has taken place over the last century, 

and it involves issues of race, class, and gender.  Missing from the town’s historical 

markers are references to Indian, Chinese, black, and poor white residents of the late 

nineteenth century.  Also largely missing are the names of the wives of famous Mexican 

and white Tucsonans.  Patrilineal naming practices in both cultures—in passing down 

surnames and in naming businesses and landmarks—obscure the contributions of women.  

It is almost as if these business owners and political players acted entirely on their own.  

For example, some landmarks hide the Mexican connections of the Sam Hughes 

Historical Neighborhood, Contzen and Meyer Avenues, Van Alstine Street, and Oury 

Park.  All these men married Mexican women, but their names—Atanacia Santa Cruz, 

Margarita Ferrer, Encarnación Ramírez, Rita Campo, and María Inez García, 

respectively—fail to appear on these or any Tucson landmarks.  The history of interethnic 

unions in Tucson reveals that Mexican women patently stand out as pivotal actors in 

shaping family and social life between 1854 and 1930.  The fact that virtually all 

intermarriages between 1854 and 1900 were between Mexican women and white men 

and that a large percentage of marriages for black and Chinese until the 1920s involved 

Mexican women only begins to illustrate the importance of the latter in the 
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transformation of Tucson from a Mexican pueblo to an American town.  But their 

centrality in the history of interethnic relationships extends beyond these data. 

 In spite of the anti-Mexican discourse of the nineteenth century, Mexican women 

always found respect and admiration among westering men.  The middle third of the 

nineteenth century witnessed the consolidation of the racialist tenets of Anglo-Saxonism 

and the production of predominantly negative depictions of Mexicans.  But this 

environment still allowed for the inclusion of Mexican women in the new West.  True, 

American expansionist rhetoric often depicted Mexican women as members of an 

undesirable race or as sexual objects.  Fictional narratives and the travel accounts of 

middle- and upper-class travelers typically approved of the incorporation of elite 

Mexican women of light complexion, but their admission into American society involved 

and Americanization process that recognized and promoted the superiority of whites.  But 

ordinary white men—those most likely to migrate to the West—were either unaware of 

such tenets or chose to disregard them.  They never spoke of national projects or used 

scientific racialist terminology to refer to Mexicans.  Proponents of manifest destiny 

argued that racial amalgamation threatened the national project, but westering men were 

only concerned with their individual happiness, and a large number of them chose to 

marry Mexican women.  

 The history of interethnic unions in Tucson demonstrates that the value of 

Mexican women lay not in their role as concubines, as some expansionists predicted, or 

as transitory companions, as scholars often suggest.  Two realities undermine these 

claims.  First, white men and Mexican women entered into legal marriages from the start.  
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Informal relationships did take place, but even those unions frequently became long-

lasting common law marriages.  Second, the arrival of large numbers of white women 

after 1880 did not directly lead to a decrease in intermarriages.  These unions remained 

commonplace both in total numbers and as a percentage of all marriages for white men.  

Several factors account for this continuity.  Primarily, Mexican women and white men 

frequently entered into marriages because they found more similarities than differences.  

Their working-class, Christian, and migrant backgrounds and their desire to form families 

proved more powerful than any purported racial incompatibility.  Just as important, these 

couples found stability and companionship during a transitional period for whites and 

Mexicans in southern Arizona.   

 The presence of Mexican women proved even more important for black and 

Chinese men.  As skewed as the sex ratios were for whites, they were far worse for black 

and Chinese residents.  More important, white men could legally marry white or Mexican 

women, and the former were more numerous in other parts of Arizona.  These options 

were ostensibly closed for blacks and Chinese.  Fortunately for them, Mexican women 

demonstrated an openness to enter into relationships with them, and civil and religious 

officials often ignored Arizona’s miscegenation law to allow these marriages.  In Tucson, 

the small number of black and Chinese residents lived in predominantly Mexican 

enclaves and interacted with Mexicans and poor whites in these working-class areas.  

Those who formed unions with Mexican women further benefited from those 

relationships because Mexican women belonged to kinship networks that allowed their 

non-white partners opportunities to form economic, social, and religious connections. 
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 Class parallelism apparently helped to overcome racial and cultural differences 

between Mexicans and the ethnic groups with which they intermarried.  Tucson’s 

Mexican population belonged primarily to the working class.  Arizona lacked the landed 

Mexican elite that existed in California, New Mexico, and Texas, and Mexican 

immigrants came predominantly from the lower classes.  Scholars who focus on 

Mexican-white marriages among elites leave the impression that those unions were the 

norm.  This type of intermarriage was effectively non-existent in Tucson.  It could not 

have accounted for any significant percentage of all intermarriages because there were 

virtually no Mexican elites in the area.  The data in this dissertation demonstrate that 

working-class couples accounted for the majority of all interethnic unions in Tucson 

between 1860 and 1930.  It is highly likely that similar patterns developed in other areas 

of the Southwest.  There were far many more working-class Mexican women than 

daughters of landed elites.                  

Arizona’s miscegenation law signified that all marriages involving the 

descendants of Mexican-black and Mexican-Chinese couples were illegal, but there is no 

record of any of these couples—barred from marrying any one—were ever associated in 

disputes over the legality of the marriage.  Most likely, the cultural influence of Mexican 

mothers facilitated the de facto Mexicanization of these children of mixed ancestry.  They 

grew up in Spanish-speaking, Catholic households and viewed themselves as Mexican.  

Virtually all of them received Spanish names and married Mexicans.  Only insight into 

the law would have informed them that their marriages were in fact illegal.  The law 

failed to prevent their marriages, but it could still facilitate their annulments. The courts 
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always upheld its constitutionality.  The intermarriages of Mexican women never came 

under the purview of the miscegenation law for two reasons.  Their legal whiteness 

automatically validated their marriages with white men, and their marriages with black 

and Chinese men rarely resulted in legal disputes even though either spouse could have 

sought an annulment at any point.  Only one of these couples—involving a Chinese man 

and a Mexican woman—landed in the courts, and the couple agreed to divorce.      

Though safe from the reach of the miscegenation law, Mexican women still had to 

negotiate other aspects of the American legal system.  Their inexperience with the new 

courts and their inability to speak English put them at a disadvantage early on.  Local 

white men exploited this opportunity and appropriated portions of the estates of 

intermarried white men who died intestate.  Mexican women, however, eventually 

overcame these hurdles by becoming familiar with the legal system and by relying on 

their kinship networks.  Their relatives and friends also helped them to buttress their legal 

arguments when they or their spouses filed for divorce.   

Divorce cases in fact illustrate the extent of the agency Mexican women 

possessed.  One of the most striking revelations about these cases is the frequency with 

which Mexican women abandoned their spouses.  Whether they were escaping an 

abusive situation or simply searching for a more fulfilling life, desertion emerged as the 

most frequent complaint intermarried men cited in their divorce petitions.  Once again, 

Mexican women used their kinships networks to secure a place to stay when they decided 

to leave.  At times, these relatives lived in Tucson, but women repeatedly traveled 

hundreds of miles into Mexican territory to start anew. 
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The agency of Mexican women was most evident in the very fact that they chose 

to enter into interethnic unions.  Tucson’s Mexican population maintained balanced sex 

ratios, so women could always find endogamous partners.  Yet, the imbalance in the sex 

ratios of whites, blacks, and Chinese resulted in a surplus of bachelors.  Mexican women 

could then choose among all these men.  The hundreds of intermarriages that occurred in 

Pima county during the second half of the nineteenth century—before women from these 

other groups migrated in large numbers—indicate not only that these men embraced 

interethnic relationships, but, more importantly, that Mexican women did.  After all, 

Mexican women always had the option of marrying Mexican men either in Tucson, in 

other southern Arizona towns, or in nearby Mexico.  Yet, they consistently formed 

families with members of the various ethnic groups.  American expansionists often spoke 

of their mission to incorporate northern Mexico and redeem its people, of marrying 

Mexican women and allowing them the opportunity to live among a better people.  If 

anything, it was Mexican women who seemed to have rescued white, black, and Chinese 

men from long or permanent bachelorhood in the West.  In the end, nonetheless, all 

people involved were simply searching for their own happiness.            
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APPENDIX A 
 

Interethnic unions involving blacks, Chinese, Mexicans, and descendants of these 
combinations, by race of the male partner, then by race of the female partner, and then by 
date, Pima County, 1860-1930. 

!
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Man Ancestry Birthplace Woman Ancestry Birthplace
Date of 

Marriage
Arizona 
License

Chas Cooper Black Delaware Inez Bernal Mexican Mexico 1860
Samuel Bostick Black Alabama Albina Barasa Mexican Sonora 1869 Yes 
Charles Worgie Black Massachussetts Josefa Mesa Mexican Sonora 1870
Emmett Woodley Black Virginia Leonicia Terrazas Mexican Mexico 1872 Yes
Charles Embers Black California Dolores Mexican Mexico 1876
Peter Thomas Black Guyana Refugio Suarez Mexican unknown 1876 Yes
Luke Harrison Black Texas Juana Dario Mexican unknown 1893 Yes 
Forest Fleming Black North Carolina Guadalupe Rocha Mexican Mexico 1915
Henry Ransom Black Arkansas Guadalupe Ramirez Mexican Arizona 1917 Yes
Joe Mitchell Black Virginia unknown Mexican unknown 1870s
Michael Bostick Black/Mexican Arizona Gertrude Black Texas 1920
Michael Woodley Black/Mexican Arizona Ignacia Avalo Mexican unknown 1892 Yes
Samuel N. Bostick Black/Mexican Arizona Carlota Monroy Mexican unknown 1895 Yes 
Michael Bostick Black/Mexican Arizona Juana Flores Mexican unknown 1902 Yes
Francisco Woodley Black/Mexican Arizona Maria Martinez Mexican unknown 1908 Yes
Michael Bostick Black/Mexican Arizona Antonia Espinoza Mexican unknown 1913 Yes
Francisco Woodley Black/Mexican Arizona Dolores Villa Mexican Arizona 1921
Michael Bostick Black/Mexican Arizona Celestina Mexican unknown 1929
Yee Tong Chinese China Isaura Lee Chinese/Mexican Arizona 1912 Yes
Charles Lee Chinese China Mercedes Galvez Mexican Sonora 1888
Heng (Andres) Lee Chinese China Ernestina Ayala Mexican Sonora 1888
Manuel Alhoy Chinese China Isabel Escalante Mexican Sonora 1892
Santiago Lee Chinese China Concepcion Moreno Mexican Sonora 1893
Juan Llango Chinese China Anita Llango Mexican Mexico 1894
You Cong Chinese China Esperanza Fraijo Mexican unknown 1896
Chang Wong Chinese China Lorenza Espinosa Mexican Mexico 1902
Jew Lee Chinese China Francisca Valdez Mexican unknown 1910 Yes
Lee Kow Chinese China Mercedes Chavez Mexican unknown 1916
Wong Gee Pow Chinese China Mary Mexican Arizona 1920
King Lem Chinese China Carmen Ochoa Mexican Mexico 1922
Dong Yet Chinese China Rosario Ramirez Mexican unknown 1924 Yes
Carlos Lee Chinese/Mexican Arizona Sara Bufanda(?) Mexican unknown 1910 Yes 
Francisco Lee Chinese/Mexican Arizona Rosario Martinez Mexican unknown 1913
Jose Manuel Alhoy Chinese/Mexican Arizona Maria Moreno Mexican unknown 1926
Jose Vicente Lee Chinese/Mexican Arizona Argelia Orozco Mexican unknown 1932
Miguel Amparano Mexican unknown Manuela Woodley Black/Mexican Arizona 1895 Yes
Frank Valenzuela Mexican Arizona Lily Liu Chinese California 1923
(unknown) Mendez Mexican unknown Amelia Liu Chinese California unknown
Cristobal Campas Mexican unknown Petra Alhoy Chinese/Mexican Arizona 1915 Yes
Juan Garcia Mexican Mexico Maria Llango Chinese/Mexican Arizona 1917
Jose Pacheco Mexican unknown Maria Mercedes Lee Chinese/Mexican Arizona 1922
Ricardo Medel Mexican Mexico Refugio Llango Chinese/Mexican Arizona 1923
Juan Garcia Mexican unknown Maria Lem Chinese/Mexican Arizona 1947
Rosario Chavez Mexican unknown Maria Teresa Lem Chinese/Mexican Arizona 1948
Rafael Gomez Mexican unknown Maria Lee Chinese/Mexican Arizona unknown
Alexander MacMinn White Scotland Rita Lee Chinese/Mexican Arizona 1914 Yes
Joe Kirby White/Mexican Mexico Maryella Conner Black/white Arizona 1914 Yes
Charles Martinez Mexican unknown Concepcion Llango Chinese/Mexican Arizona 1914 Yes
Eleno Alhoy Chinese/Mexican Arizona Justa Zamora Mexican Arizona 1924
Ignacio Corrales Mexican Mexico Concepcion Llango Chinese/Mexican Arizona 1913
Vicente Morales Mexican Mexico Josefina Llango Chinese/Mexican Arizona 1925
Tong (Albert) Lee Chinese China Elsa Corrales Chinese/Mexican Arizona 1933
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