Woman using rachete on pine boughs o decorate chapel for annual Saint's Day
in Rancho. Photograph by Marcia Farr.
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Mexican migration to Chicago has always been predominantly from West-
etn Mexico (Afo Nuevo Kerr, 1977), notably including the states of
Michoacén, Jalisco, and Guanajuato. These states also are known to be
notably ranchero in identity, constituting a distinct subgroup among the
larger category of rural Mexican campesinos {peasants). Because of the
importance, and predominance, of this identlity in Chicago’s Mexican
neighborhoods, and because of close transnational ties between Chicago
and innumerable ranchos (rural hamlets) in western Mexico, understand-
ings of Mexicans in Chicago can be enriched byresearch that explores this
group’s origin, not only in terms of geographic space, but also in terms of
cultural and ethnic identity as Mexicans. This chapter, then, attempts to
delve into ranchero identity, focusing in particular on how the cultural at-
tributes of this identity are constructed in speech.

Only recently have a few Mexican researchers (Barragan Lopez, 1990,
1997; Gonzalez, 1974) begun to distinguish rancheros from other Mexican
Campesinos. Most research literature in both the United States and Mexico
has long ignored the differences among campesinos, either assuming

' Peasant™o be the significant category or distinguishing only between
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indigena (Indian) and mestizo (racially mixed)’ pease_mltls. Allwnrr:;ziﬁzﬁ
peasants, however, are not alike. Rancheros own (or wisl tg o m e
own land individually, even relatively srnall parce.ls, anditis t etv;i‘:ln lgnd
such private property that is central to their identity. They df) nf:() o piwh
communally, as do Indian communities, or as do ej:datanoit (:ct)t-le e
of agricultural cooperatives that resulted from lanq ref?nn ahtlard. e
can Revolution of 1910-1920). Rancheros, infact, disdain thtk I:j tla o
gjidatarios, and the agraristas (agrarian reformers) who wor ef (3] res O%
the gjidos, or communal properties, and have '.oeen knowrf tore use,ert >
pride, government offers of free land (Gledhill, 1?91). Pn\fffate property
highly valued, but it must be earned through one’s owp ef orts..f ehoro
A liberal individualist ideology is the central underpinning ol r "
identity. This ideology generally is shared by both frlen.andh\jvcl;r;:?:;m_
though both age and gender affect the cultural practices IN'wW 1(1:1 e
bedded. Rancheros are ranch” people, abln? to control f}o.rses, [ oohghar(i
kill chickens, and, in their view, create their own d.es'hrue_s throug ard
work. In defining themselves this way, rancheros d{stlngu1s¥1 themse \trhe
fromn those identified as indigenas (indigenous Indnan'Mexmans) c(l)rfl the
one hand (whom rancheros view as communal!y oriented), a(x; C;n
catrines {city people whom raricheros see as fancily dres.sed, ar:j s ,t n(g;,t
«dandies”) on the other. Rancheros view Indians as working har t,) uause
progressing, and they view many city people as notreally workmgd ect o
“raal” work involves manual labor. In contrast to thes-e ot'her 11 en onj
rancheros espouse an individualist, upwardly mobile ideo c;lgy cter-
structed in a verbal style, or “way of speaking” (Hymes, 1974h), charac
i eza (frankness). .
lze”(l:"lhbg rflrg?oq;;l of tl(le origins and develo;?ment of rar?chems 1n.weste(1;111_
Mexico after the Spanish conquest describes the sqcnoeconomlcdcg:r? !
tions in which this way of life, and its ways of speaking, devel(l)(pe S Z n:
forthcoming). Briefly, rancheros originated fr?m the lower ra\rtl1 s gle é)lhe
jards who mixed with some Indians and {%fncans, ‘and who iﬂ hed
cattle, imported from Spain, on large haciendas. They vyereftihe COlgony
cowboys of the western hemisphere, always on the fro.ntler 0l g o ari
domesticating land (smallerranchos hased on less .desuable an n '[t)ing
of, but often surrounding, large haciendas Iplantations]) and c’lozun(in eh
indigenous populations. They are known as hor.nbres de aca );11‘ c; i
on horseback), because the land on which they lweEd (andonw 1.c ;1 ssot "
still live) could be traversed only on horses (Gonza}ez, 1921). This hi 'altg/
of isolation and geographic moverment made their housing perenni

,
. £
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provisional and developed a culture in which mobility, both geographic
and socioeconomic, was valued and achieved through hard work, auton-
omy, and toughness, particularly for men, but also for women. In light of
this tradition of mobility, migration to the United States can be seen as only
the latest chapter in their history, part of their continuing strategy to prog-
ress, or move “up,” in the world.

A history of frontier isolation and mobility also facilitated the develop-
ment of strong ties of reciprocity for mutual support in hostile conditions,
and common ways of living, dressing, and speaking. Although self-reliance
was, and is, of utmost importance, so were, and are, lies of kinship, both real
and fictive (cormpadrazga). This valuing of both autonomy and affiliation
undermines the often-invoked dichotomy between “Mexicans” (character-
ized as cornmunal, or group-oriented) and “North Americans™ {character-
ized as individualistic, or self-oriented). Instead of being only one or the
other, raricheros evidence both orientations, as discussed more fully later.

In traditional ranchero society, an antigovernment attitude coexisted

.. along with a social system based on honor which depended on one’s
" word (la palabra), and the legitimation of violence to settle conflicts.
. Franqueza as a way of speaking is particularly emblematic of the ranchero

«. identity that developed under these material conditions. Frangueza is di-
. rect, straightforward, candid language that goes directly to the point. Ran-
cheros no se andarn con rodeos (don't beat around the bush), and their

' language can be blunt and rude (in the sense of uncultured), sometimes
" peppered with obscenities.

An example of franqueza follows, excerpted from a tape-recorded con-
versation between a mother and her daughler at home when [ was not pres-
ent.” This family is headed by the mother, who was widowed when her
youngest of six daughters was 1 year old. The family had migrated to Chi-
¢ago partly because the father wanted a belter education and future for his

. children, Yet at the father's death, the mother was stranded in a new land

: : and devastated that her husband (whom she still talks of as the love of her
. life} had suddenly developed stornach cancer and died, possibly as a result
.- Of his years as a supervisor in industrial agriculture back in Michoacan.

To make along and painful, yet inspiring, story short, the mother pulled

: herself together, went to the city of Chicago to obtain a permit to sell food
on the street, and found herself being interviewed for a city construction

3 Job. Her first paycheck, based of course on male salaries, seemed so large
k' to her that she thought it was a mistake. Eventually, through her hard work
: And perseverance (and the mentoring of a Puerto Rican man on the job),
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she bought first one house, then another (located inabetter neighborhood
farther south in the city), constructed one back in the rancho (and is now
retired there), and helped to support various of her daughters through high
school, college, and even graduate school, The upwardly mobile progress
(el progreso) of this family illustrates the importance of these values torarn-
cheros, both male and female.

In this particular conversation, the mother is criticizing some young
Mexican American acquaintances who are not direct and straightforward
in their speech, nor candid in how they represent themselves or their rela-
tionships with others. Specifically, the mother objects when novias (girl-
friends, traditionally considered engagedtobe married) of many years are
introduced as amigas (friends), even when the young people in question
are presumably (these days in Chicago) intimates. The daughter, born and
raised in Chicago, points out that people certainly are not going to intro-
duce their girlfriends as lovers because that is not her mother’s business.
The mother denies that she is interested in knowing their “business,” say-
ing that knowing about her own love life would be sufficient. The daughter
quickly picks up on this and says, “What love life?” (the mother is a
widow), to which her mother replies, “Well, you beat me to it” (saying it
before 1 could). At this point the mother recycles her claim that it is insin-
cere and false not to be frank about one’s relationships and oneself. She
criticizes some Mexican Americans, especially those who look very Mexi-

can,” for Anglicizing their names (e.g., Chon changed to Shawn). In her
view, one should be honesl and candid about one’s identity, as well as
one’s relationships in life. (Rural dialect features in the transcript are

marked with an asterisk.)

1 Daughter: Ma /7. O eso de que 1] Mayy/. Orlike when you [say], “Ah, now they

2 [dices] “Ah ya se le camibia—ya change—now they changed the narmes of the
3 le carbiaron lus nombres a las girifriends /2/.7
4 novias /7"

5 Mother: Pos sf Well, of course.
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13 nombre?

14 Daughter: La vida amarosa de otra

15 persona /7.

16 Mother:  No-o-0, éyo para qué gu'ero
17 saber la vida armmorosa de ofra
18 gente?

19 Daughter: Pero si, pero estd diciendo—

20 Mother: Con que me die—supiera la mia

21 era lo suficiente.
22 Daughter: éA cudl ya?

23 Mother:  Pero—mne garries.® 5i fubiera

24 sido urta torta te la des—
25 [hubieras| cornido t y yo pura
26 chingada.

27 Daughter: [Laugh]
28 Mother: Possi. A ver ipa’ qué andan ahi

29 con rmedias copas, podiendo i
30 directamente? “Ay, su

31 armigo,” hah, ya les cambiaron de
32 nomtbre. Después de tantos

33 arios con el mismo nombre ya
34 ‘ora ya fes cambiaron

35 pa’ hacerlas mds cortitos y

36 mds decentes. De centavos 'b'lan
37 de ser.

38 Daughter: Como ese, dcdmo se Hlama?
39 Mother:  Pinchi* muchacho indio mocoso
40 ¥ “Shawn.”

39

The love life of another person /7/.

No-0-0, why would 1 want to know about

someone else’s love life?

Rut yes, buy you're saying—

As long as—knowing my own [love fifc]
would be sufficient.

What [love life] now?

But—you beat me {to it]. Had this beena
sandwich—you would have eaten it, and |

would have had pure shit.

{Laugh]

That'’s right, Well, why do they go around
beating around the bush, when they could
go directly? N

“Oh, her friend” ... bah, now

they changed the name. After all these
years ... with the sarme name and now, now
they changed them to make themn shorler
and more decent. Wealthy is what they are
acting like.

Like that guy, what's his name?
Darmned snotty Indian kid and “Shawn.”

, As this ex.cerpt shows, the mother, a woman in her fifttes, uses and claims
o prefer a direct, “no bull” approach to communication. This style, of course

& Daughter: Te van a andar dicienido

7 “Mira, este es mi

8 arnante " | sarcastic tone].

9 Mother:  Pos sf équé tenia eso?

10 Daughter: [Laughing] Ay qué te interesa
11 a ti esu?
12 Mother:  éPa’ qué les cambian de

They'te going to 4o around saying, “Look,

this is iy lover” [sarcastic 1one).

well, yes, what's wrong with that?
[Laughing] Well, what business is that of
yours?

Why do they change the name?

is not the only style in which rancheros, including this woman, speak. But it is
a p.redominant style that evokes a deeply held ideology of ranicheros tied his-
torically to the ecology of rarichios, rural hamlels traditionally isolated from
large urban centers of sophistication and schooling. In these rural hamlets
hmoen.and women ha\.re coped for centuries in Mexico, creating their owr;

qsmg, growing their own food, raising their own livestock, and making
their own cheese, clothing, and many other items of necessity. Now, of
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course, many rancheros, like those in this study, are producing food for com-

mercial purposes (and/or working for wage labor both in the United States
and Mexico), and buying their own food at nearby markets. Nevertheless, the
deeply ingrained habitus (Bourdieu, 1977) of the independent rancher per-
sists, and this habitus includes a propensity to use direct, frank language. This
style of language, here called frangueza, constructs an identity for rancheros
that contrasts sharply with other identities in their region of Mexico.
Primarily, ranchero frangueza contrasts sharply with the stereotyped
jmage of the humilde peon (humble peon), standing with head bowed
and hat in hand before a powerful landownet/boss, in rmany popular rep-
resentations of Mexican peasants. in contrast to this humble image, which
is found in both popular fiction and research literature, rancheros enact a
proud stance, with heads held high and gazes direct, even when interact-

ing with those who are more powerful than they. The directness of this ver-

bal style also serves o contrast rancheros with more educated and

«cyltured” urbanites, who consider people rude if their language does not
conform to cortesia, an elaborate and often indirect verbal politeness style
{Haverkate, 1094). Cortesia in polite society requires verbally elaborate
greetings and leave-takings, for example, whereas the franqueza of ran-
cheros usually is much more congcise, allowing people (0 (appropriately)
leave with a simple Ya me voy (I'm leaving now).

In what follows I explore the construction of ranchero identity in infor-
mal verbal performances within the homes of the performers. Perfor-
mances “stand out” in the flow of ordinary conversation because the
audience orients attentively to the performer, who oftenis telling a story of

joke (Bauman, 1984: Hymes, 1975, 1981). Such verbal performances are
s for constructions and interpretations of

nces of heightened aesthetic experience,
ero direct verbal

especially important occasion
identity because they are insta
and since they are intended for display. Instances of ranch
style, or franqueza, in such performative talk from a large corpus of
tape-recorded discourse illustrate how language and ideology are inter-
twined in the construction of individualist ranchero identity.

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

The rancheros in this study are a transnational network of Mexican fami-
lies living in both Chicago and their village of originin Michoacan, Mexico
with whom | have become close during a 10-year cthnographic study. The
focus of this study has beenon culturally embedded ways of using oraland

2. INDIVIDUALISM AND IDENTITY
41

\lms;gi:enllanguage (see chapter 11 in this volume, as well as Farr. 199
o a2,009294b,' 15?94c, 1998, Farr & Guerra, 1995; Guerra, 1998; Gu’en:a i
\ ) within the framework of the ethnography of COlTll';’l icati
{Bauman & Sherzer, 1989; Hymes, 1974a) uication
Members of these families firs i .
. t migrated to Chicago in 1964. Fi
éime, then their wives and children, and, eventuaily, single ;w;l;:lt:r:l?n
“ (:rckaignot: th:jay work in factories and construction. Most of the wom.ez
ood preparation, glass painting, and oth i
. , , factories, and ;
all the men work in railroad ¢ i i o o
' onstruction. Chicago is, as one wom
. - ’ an
2:;1:: m.?c)(igzr h(tlo improve [our lives]). They are part of a transnatiolt)l::
unity (Schiller, Basch, & Blanc-Szanto
, , n, 1992} because th
larly return to and communic i “in their vil
ate continuously with people i ir vi
lage, and because the intai i R onormie
e, y maintain social, emotional, e i
political ties with network members : i S Mokine
on both sides of the U.S.— i
border. Many families live for i i o Mo
_ ‘ years in Chicago, then move back
ico, either to retire or to raise childre hei e S
n through their teen
then move again to Chica i AR
rago. Especially for the adults in thi i
can be said that they form the fabri e ol
abric of each other’s li i
form a dense and multi i ® 19680} bocuee ney
plex social network (Milroy, 1
fon ex SC y, 1980) because not
kintheil; lgstyt;elat(id by kinship and cormpadrazgo {coparenting fictive
, ey also work, live, and socialize t i
liefs, most of these famili , e e o el oo
S, ies have used the mon i
o : _ ey they have earned i
pm‘ci:zgi]c:) LOS l;:l)y tl)loulffes ;\,I{] Chicago, and to buy land {(and construct or imrf
ses) back in Mexico. On the land bought in Mexi
pla:ted avocados, selling them commercially ) exico. they have
cent :(;)t;ngn. mletcrllodology is in order. [ am fortunate to have been ac
included within this network of famili i -
years. Our acquaintance, whi i S A
) , which began with this ethi i
g ! . whi ; nographic study, gre
Mo ::C% glaﬁtﬁ stal;“tlng in Chicago and soonincluding their ra:{cio:t:
cially cloge ,w e as become my “home away from home.” | am espe-
those vt e wgr_nen in these families, both those my own age and
ot young families, although I also count several m ;
nds. My participant-observati i ili oo oo
tense o ens _ 1<?n with these families has been, then, in-
iving Wi%h(-,:,rlr)rl.tlln Chicago it has of necessity involved more visi;ing
thap ; by . -
and evon b, Whle 11]n Sthera{IChP, [stay.mth families, sharing bedrooms,
Spentayear the,re (oss pace is tight, with other women and children. [
2 few woahe oy mom}:lg%) as a Fulbright scholar, and | have visited for
on i i
ave carried ftore oo many other occasions, often during fiestas. 1
papers back and forth for others in the network
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like everyone else, and a number of the women have helped me in my re-
search, and have been paid for this through my research grants. Their
waork has included recording discourse forme, transcribing tapes, making
maps, and carrying out interviews. In short, ithas beenavery collaborative
and satisfying endeavor at the human level. Itis jmportant to note that this
depth and quality of participant-observation is essenlial for understanding
the discourse style I discuss because itoccurs in the interstices of everyday
life, which | have shared with thern.

RANCHERO IDENTITY

ldentities are clearest in their contrast with others. In fact, they are con-
structed against these others: “we” are not sther.” The region in which
the rancho is located, northwest Michoacan, has a large indigenous {In-
dian) population, and the rancho is nestied up against the edge of the
mesela tarascu (Tarascan tableland). [dentity as a ranchero is important
in these families, and this frequently is expressed as a primarily non-
indigenous {non-Indian) ethnic identity. In northwest Michoacan, ran-
cheros and indigenas (indigenous oY Indian Mexicans) distinguish them-
selves from each other, sometimes fiercely. Although the rancheros have
some indigenous “blood,” they continuously constructa nonindigenous
identity, although not without some ambivalence. As Barth (1969) noted,
itis “the ethnic boundary that defines the group, not the cultural stuff that
it encloses” (p. 15). Otherwise, over time, athnic groups in interaction, as
rancheros and indigenas have been for centuries in Mexico (Barragan,
1997), would tend to exchange “cultural stuff.” In fact, such exchange
has occurred in both directions, including the movement of individual
people, and yet the boundary between these two groups has remained
distinct. Thus whereas rancheros can be distinguished for their deeply
held beliefs in individualism, private propetty, and progress, it is how
these beliefs contrast with their perceptions of their indigenous neigh-
bors that lends them salience.

Talk about such ethnic identity is frequent in these families, in both
Mexico and Chicago, and this talk makes it abundantly clear that a prirmar-
ily nonindigenous identity is central to their self-definition, especially
among the older generation. AmMong the younger, formally schooled, gef-
eration, such talk entails more ambivalence and acknowledgment of their
own (partial} indigenous heritage because they are taught in school that
todos somos indios {we are all Indians). Yet in practice, comments about
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k1

, 1% (1 T )Ies
apes are full ()f cominen Ch S th t ll Wlng made by dlff

men and wornen across a range of contexts:

“You see, I’
, I'm so healthy because | have some Indian blood.” (The reverse

Commellt 15 never llladE, llldlcallllg tll t e dEIault I"Ode 15
S A I E
) dl th assumed

Ille II ldlgEIIOUS are bel’y I ]te"]gel it! [ll(‘y ¢an “lake textl]es, })()”el y, “la“y

“Inou i
Lno 5r Of?zl(;lz,at(;vo !arr)tttr}cle_lrs were sent over by the King of Spain toretrieve th
priest. They looked around, saw h i y
‘ \ oW &
decided to stay. Of course, then they mixed the blooc?sc’]’] elanduas. and

H] morenos llele Ll € rancno bUt

“With the indigenous
, one can't have confi :
Uy are e anza [trust]; they change on you,

“The indi ’
igenous, they don’t progress” [unspoken: as we do, in going to Chi

CagO, maklng mone}‘ buy" lg la.“d a]ld plal]tl]lg av adO a: Il €I llle]) =
1 )

Ranch isti

MeXican:"r%s],e I;o;vlszvzl;; ?ot o.nly distinguish themselves from indigenous
oo ey 2180 ¢ 1‘1‘1gu1sh” themf‘,elves from other {non-ranchero)
o0 20 sempie baSica"as. lg.ally mestizo. Comments refer to such mesti-
waysof fuing (,e e Wy m_ lge:nous, who have acculturated to Spanish
o T ;)r.,i nythzanng regular” clothes), in contrast to the indige-
o nearbypu; " ;;, ovrm language, purhépecha people in this re-

Sl e o b;l)ec a Vlllz_lges, rmany women, and even young girls
niCidentity, il ouses, skirts, belts, and shawls to indicate their eth:
pensan ga,r o Wi it(ranost menno lolngerwear the traditional male Indian
Peopis i rvey heap‘e:nt.s apd shirt. A local joke in the rancho tells of
leatmod o V,mh t\;]le)if lru;;lrlrglenous mestizo town who are said to have

th“‘ilrwlhto have announced, “Okay5 ggttfll:\?e?ricgpoatr? e;, Jropean swie, and

erancho i ’ o
A microregion if:]o‘r;lh\i/(\;lrllltclﬁletie r::‘?é:::sms l:; lhislstudy originate is situated in
ave been large landowners with haci-

endas ( io S
| ere fraciendas have lOIlg eXlSted, relations of domination and ‘Subordina
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tion are presumably more deeply established, with ruling families expecting

and receiving verbal and bodily deference from their workers and other

landless peasants dependent on them for material resources. The land in
this particular microregion, comprised of rolling hills on a high plateau, ap-

parently was not conducive to the large-scale agriculture of haciendas,

which were located in flatter, and more easily cxploitable, expanses ofland.

The shape of the land in this rnicroregion, then, may have contributed to the
predominance of ranichos here. lthas always beenranchero territory, thatis,
the province of small landowners rather than hacendados (plantation own-
ers). Thus the microregion does not have an entrenched tradition of a
patrén (boss), usually froma dorninant family, to whom workers owe defer-
ence. This fact may partly explain why these ranicheros do not publicly as-
sume a humble, deferential stance toward more powerful others,
especially not on their own turf. In contrast, an interview with an older man
living one half hour’s drive away, over the hills to the west in the flat expanse
of land that had been part of an hacienda, contains the frequent deferential
use of el patrén and la patrona in reference to male and fernale family
members who owned the hacienda until the revolution.

In the status hierarchy of this region of northwest Michoacén, the indig-
enous Tarascan or purhépecha Indians are al the boltom, the rancheros in
the middle, and the urban elite at the top. Yet except when doing business
(e.g., receiving medical services) in cities that have an urban elite popula-
tion, raricheros can avoid most contacts with those “above them” in the re-
gional status hierarchy with whom they might feel uncomfortable. (Even
in interactions with the urban elite, however,  have observed these ran-
cheros enacting self-assertion and franqueza.) Nevertheless, most of the
time, their interactions are with other ranicheros or indigenas. When inter-
acting with otherrarncheros, their demeanor and language is egalitarian. In
interactions with the indigenous, in contrast, rancheras expect, and often
receive, deference, at least publicly. Friedrich {1977) noted the extreme
hostility toward these rnestizos on the part of the indigenous purhépecha
of this region, suggesting that their public deference torancheros is a form
of resistance, a “weapon of the weak” (Scott, 1990). Aninterview of the in-
digenous woman who sells bread as well as other corn and wheat prod-
ucts daily in the rancho, walking door to door, confirms the resentment of
the indigenous toward the rancheros, who are seen as “the same” as the
indigenous themselves, except for the fact that “they look down on us.”

Ranicheros, then, distinguish themselves from other rural peasants by
the importance they give to private property, especially land ownership,
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and tp an upwardly mobile notion of progreso (progress). In the popular
imagination in Mexico, they have played an important role in this regard
beCE}use rancheros were valorized as epitomizing lo mexicano (tru(;
Mexicanness) in the Golden Age of Mexican cinema during the 1940s and
1950s. Some contemporary scholars view this use of rancheros rather criti-
cally as a conservative promotion of capitalism and nationalism, but there
is no doubt that the film stars who portrayed rancheros (e.g., Jorge Negrete
inAlld en el Rancho Grande (Over on the Big Ranch) still represent the val-
ues, demeanor, and status that many contemporary raricheros hold dear,
For despite the histerical {(and contemporary) positive image of rancheros
in both film and music, the term ranchero also evokes negative connota-
tions in some parts of contemporary Mexico, as well als among somme
members of Mexican communities in the United Stales (Cintron, 1997). As
rural Mexicans, rancheros are stereotyped as backward (not “modern™)
shy, and uneducated. This is epitomized in the expression no seas’-
ranchera! (Don't be so backward/ungracious!) used in social situations
among the cultured elite in urban areas of Mexico. Moreover, there is a
!ong tradition in Mexico of equating rural with Indian and urban with Span-
Lf',h (e.g., Bonfil Batalla, 1996), especially because during the colonial pe-
riod and afterward, many Spanish hacienda owners lived in cities while
!ower status Spanish and mestizo rancheros lived on haciendas as admin-
istrators (Barragan Lopez, 1997). The rancheros in this study quickly ac-
knowk.adge the higher education of people in the cities, and whenin a city:.
are quite aware of their own difference. On their own turf in the mncho,
however, they do not hesitate to ridicule “citified” people, especially men’
who, if they do not work with their hands, do not really work. Clearly, then,
these two identities are sharply differentiated by both the urban elite anci
the rancheros. Linguistically, the difference between the two is captured
!Jy contrasting franqueza and cortesia as verbal styles. Whereas franqueza
Is frank and direct, even blunt and rude at times, cortesia is cultured, elab-
f)rate, and indirect (Haverkate, 1994). In the following discussion Ie;(plain
Inmore detail the ideology that frangueza both expresses and co;lstructs.

LIBERAL INDIVIDUALIST IDEOLOGY

f;lclg::ia:t,(’)f(h[/;ei:icans in Fh‘e United States have characterized them as “col-
st me gado-Ga%tan, 1993) Qr “deeply farnilistic” (Valdés, 1996),
. ore committed to fal?"uly and other reciprocal relationships

N many members of the dominant Anglo “individualist” culture that,



46 FARR

according to LeVine and White (1986), has been inculcated by mass
schooling. While encapsulating some truth, these contrasting character-
izations of “collectivist/familistic” versus “individualist,” too often are
perceived as a simple dichotomy. In my ethnographic experience with
ranchero Mexicans, however, such a dichotomy dissolves into a “both,”
rather than an “either/or.” Ranchero Mexicans generally evidence a very
individualist orientation, although they do so within a context of familism
and networks based on reciprocity. That is, although the family and hu-
man relationships are of central importance in social life, individuality
also is highly valued, both within and beyond the family. It is possible,
then, to be both individualistic and collectivist/familistic, to be autono-
mous without being isolated. What is significant, then, may be the differ-
ences between U.S. Anglo and Mexican ranchero individualism, the
latter coexisting with an emphasis on familism. Rancheros see thern-
selves as differing from other Mexicans in terms of such individualism,
particularly those identified as indigenous or Indian Mexicans.

Avariety of recent studies indicate that although rancheros across Mex-
ico vary in their relative wealth, they share cultural practices, beliefs, and
the frequent use of a frank verbal style. They can ke rich or poor, dominant
or “middle class” (i.e., sandwiched between an elite dominant class and
those on the bottorn of the status hierarchy; Jacobs, 1982; Lomnitz-Adler,
1992). Yet no matter the size of their land holdings, and thus their relative
wealth and influence, they share certain cultural values (Brading, 1994),
including the overriding importance of hard work and autonomy, ideally
living off their own land on livestock and other food products, and being
their own bosses (Barragén Lopez, Hoffman, Linck, & Skerritt, 1994). A
popular ranchero dicho (saying) expresses this: /A mino me manda nadie!
(No one orders me around!) Rancheros historically are frontiersmen and
wornen, the “ranch” men and women of Mexico, although many Mexi-
cans who no longer live in isolated ranchos in Mexico, and now live in cit-
ies either in Mexico or the United States, still retain ranchero values. In
addition to pride in hard work, individual efforts at entrepreneurship are
highly valued and practiced by both men and women (e.g., in Chicago,
men fix up and rent apartments in the backs of the houses they own, and
women sell Tupperware and other commodities, apart from their regular
factory or construction jobs. One teenager recently airbrushed and sold
tee shirts while still in high school in Chicago, a fact proudly announced by
aunts and other family members, who reported that he was “doing really
well” at this endeavor. Another teenager worked part-time ina candy store
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throughout high school in order to buy a used car so she could drive her
mother and siblings around, as well as drive herself to community college.,

The social order in the rancho, then, is based on a liberal individualist
ideology (Costo Villegas et al., 1995, pp. 114-115) in which people are be-
lieved to be equally free and able to work their way up in the world through
their own hard labor and enterprise, rather than have their social status de-
termined at birth. Lomnitz-Adler (1992) traced the rarichero discourse that
constructs this ideology to liberal individualism from late 19th century
Mexico. Barragan Lopez (1997), in contrast, claimed that rancheros have
been socially, economically, and geographically mobile for centuries
within Mexico, from socn after the conquest to the contemporary migra-
tion to the United States. Whatever its origins, however, upward mohility
and a belief in progress are centrally important to these rancheros, and
Chicago has figured significantly in this drive toward progress.

As indicated earlier, this belief in progress and upward mobility provides
the basis upon which the rancheros in this study distinguish themseives
from others. Many ranchero families from this area, in fact, trace their ances-
n:y back to Spain {and one prosperous family in the rancho, with profes-
snor_lal members in Guadalajara, has a Spanish coat of arms on the wall of
their architect-designed house), although most people readily acknowl-
edge that their ancestors {and those only a few generations back, after the
Revolution of 1910-1920) “mixed the blood” with indigenous Mexicans. Ge-
netically, although they presumably are mestizo, many individuals, and
even entire families in this rancho, are quite “white.” That is, many peopie
have blue or green eyes, blond or light brown hair, and light skin with freck-
le?" that turns red, not brown, in the sun. Others look more evidently mestizo,
with tan skin and some indigenous features. Despite their acknowledgment
of mestizaje (the mixture of “races”), however, these rancheros, especially
the f)ldfzr generation, maintain clear distinctions between themselves and
taht: Slréfzgfzt(})]usj, \;hom th_ey say “do not progress.” This discourse thus cre-
o nic oundanfas that separate t.he rancheros in the current study

o nearby lower-status indigenous Mexicans, with whom, at least in the
recent past, they have shared extreme poverty.
a A final note 01.1 rarichero individualist ideology is in order. An important
iy l;z;::l of tEZl social orde_r inla sociedad {’anchera (ranchero sociely) is that it
Tanche?-:,c : De .la Pc'ena (1.984) described kinship ideology of traditional
o socne.ty in this region of Mexico as extremely patriarchal, with a
arded patriarch” an unquestioned authority heading a multigener-
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nal cattle-raising and agricultural “organization.” Although this ideclogy







