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For too long Mexican Americans have been almost totally viewed by

the dominant society as merely ap abundant supply of cheap and docile )

‘Iaborf And perhap's nowhere has thfs‘toﬁcepthn been 'more apparent than
/ o : .
in agriculture. Only with the organizing efforts of the United Farm

L P
N

Workers under'Cesér Chavez hasvthe plight of Mexican agricultural la-
borers captured national'attention. Howéver, the history of the igvolve-
ment of Mexican Amer}cans and Mexican Nationals in Southwestern agri-
culture reveals more thaﬁ a half century of economic.oppre;sion and éx-
ploitatiopwzoupled'with politidal manipulation, chicsnery, and neglect.

) ( - i

This history obviouélykdOes not speak well of the most affluent natiéb ' :

from a humanitarian perspective. But perhaps more important.sociologi=- €

i
cally, it graphically illustrates the notion that sdcidl inequality,
‘rather than being a donsgquence of the-.differential contributions
‘thét groups make toward the well-being of a society, is more directly

a function of the variances%in power commanded between ;groups in the

polity and marketplace. -

“ .

This papéf is concerned with the scholarly treatment accorded to

- .
3

o y . .
Mexican American and Mexican National farm workers by historical,

legal, social?work, Fnd gocial\science journals. While a coTplete
review of all relevant works including books, researchfmonographs, as
well as journal érticles would be most desirable, ;pace and time limi-
tations necessitate the review of only the latter. Book reviews, of
course, :are available in numerous journals. Such limitations also
require consideration of only those a}ticleé published after the

arbitrary date of 1960. Works published sirce then will be briefly

"sunmarized and evaluated in light of the contributions made toward

. : MR
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the explication and understanding of this broad topic. .1 will con- Lo et

| l

. clude with comments and suggestlons pertaining to probiems that'appear ot

- , : |
|
|
|
|

" ” to warrant- future research con9|derat|on R
A fairly iﬁtensiVb library search uncovered'only twenty-eight
. “ L - s . x, - i |
’ ‘appropriate artitles. These works mé?“%e classified ‘conveniently under o ﬁj
i -, . : |
' - four categories: (1) migrant farm workers, (2) the Bracero Program,

" {3) alien workers--''wetbacks' and-commuters, and t4),labor unionization.

Y *

/// ' In terms of ordering the articles for review, | have considered cate- -

.

gory, chronological relevance, along with level of inclusiveness or
N

abstraction. } '

«

Although T. Lynn Smith's '"Farm Labor Trends in the Unlted States,

- e .

1910 to 1969" (International Labor Review, Augfst, 1970) does not examine

~ . 3, .
tge situation of Mexican agricultural laborers per se, it’%rovides a
® - d - [
. - |
general frame of reference angd delineates several trends which are |
. . ] |
|
|

related to this questionf ?irst the number of farm workers today is

N

only about one-third of the amount in 1910 (13. S‘mllllon in 1910, 4.5

£y
mnllnon in 1976) Of course, the Iarge-scale mechanization of agricul-
S |

ture has been the primary force behind this sharp reduction. Smi;h |
| |

\
* notes that mechanization, hodever, has been most dramatic in the Midwest

.

<.and considerably less so in the Southeast and Southwest. He swggests !
) ' ) . |

b 3

s

that the basic.impediment to Qreaternmechanization in the latter two

-

regions has“been the existence of a large supply of melatively inexp¢n~

sivewlabor, namely blacks and Mexicans. The two.states having the

the states with the greatest concentrations of Mexican Americans.

.

“ .
Finally, the employment ©f farm laborers has been and continues to |
) "

‘ greatest}number of hired farm workers, California and Texa$, are also
be highly seasonal: the highest peak in the summer months,gthe lowest,
|

000G , o '




.+ T - ¥
v~ in the n,hterr We might note that this fact has partlcular relevance

5 . v e ™
for the mlgrantfpopu¥gtson |n the Southwest and partlcularly South ¢

Texas, who work the winter irops near home and migrate northward for
) - . 4 %
work in the summer. ¥

Migrantﬁ’iFarm \n’orker’s

.

“The ﬂlgratoryiFarm Worker!! prepared by the USDA is one of several

“~

.pleces deallng ‘with Mexacan farmﬂworkers in the June, 1968 edition of

the Department of Labor*s Monthly Labor Review. This article &ssential-

ly offers a static analysis of migratory:farm workers--how many there

ate, how many days they work, how much tﬁey'earn, etc. , 0f the approxi-

-mately 400,000 farm workers clessifjed @s ''migrant,' almost half

“ ' : ,u‘f\, -

work 1ithin seventy~fivewmiTeS ‘of their homes. Yet, on the other hand“

~ k3

’ twenty percent of the migrants venture more than one thousand miles
- ’; N
for work? Also reveallng is the fact that the ma!orltx of migrant work-
o Ty
ers derive a greater share of their |ncomes,from non-farm as opposed

K

to farm‘sources. Nevertheless, the migraqt's average wage in 1966 was

-

q$l 580 with $I 046 from farm sources. and $S3h frem non-farm work.

* ¢
The author(s) falls to relate why this apparent paradox exists. Other -
e s

statistigs‘relative to age, sex,;eaucation level, and homeowneri?ip
are presented also. Glaring shortcomings‘of this analysis, however,
® » ¥
lie in its failure to specify the ethnic composition of the migrant
populatien and their states of or}gin.
Sligntly historicaliy oriented and considerably more enf‘

lightening igrthe "Socioeconomic and Cultural Conditions of Migrant

Workers'' by Faustina Solis in Social Casework (May, 1971). Solis pro-

vides a brief historical overview, a delineation of recent unionization

1

N
y
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farm laborers have a considerably different structural'relationship

-4-

al
w7 .

attempts, an analysis of employment patterns, and an examlnatlon of the

migrants" social and cultural tonditions, particularly as they relate
to the social work orientation. Although she apparently synthesuzes
much of the standard knowledge already develdped on these tcplcs, she

raises one point that | have yet to run across in other sources. bn

reference t& unionization attempts prior to‘l960, she argues that ‘pro-

3

fessional organizers failed '"'... because théy were unwibling to modify

1)
thelr approachfor agrlcultur‘w workers. They failed to observe how the

workers' strong social and cultural values were inconsistent with the

patterns 'of trade unionism, and most important,,they did not develop

able leadership within the ranks of farm laborers themselves" (309-310) .

Conversel;, more recent works (seemﬁpmez<ﬁuiﬁones, 1972, apd Weber,

1973) concernsng Mexican- Amer:can agrlcultural labor unlons between *

1900 and l93h reveal a strong fadical tradltlon among workers and

o

partlally indigenous leadership structures. As she correctly notes,

i

with their employers than do those involved in industrial manufacturing

I

and also are not covered by the NLRA. Yet she fai¥s to emphasize such
[

factors as the extreme hostility ynions Have faced from both-agri-

o

business and state and local governments, and the stiff economic

competition that domestic workers have encountered from government ="

)

sponsored braceros, commuters, and illegal allens.

While purporting to offer an overview of possible employment al-

¥

terhatives for migrant workers, Mlldred ?ratt ("Effect of" Mechanization

Y

" on Mugrant Farm Workers," Socijal Casework February, 1973) provides

«

3 superficial and often incoherent description of the situation of
. ¥

migrants in 11linois, a probe into their acceptance by Anglo residents
. N
~

SINIRI ¢
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anq welfare agenc “and a proposal to establlsh farm cooperatlves
W “y"‘l - g ‘

for former migrants Nowhere does she suggest what ;he “efﬁects of

. Y

mechanlzbtlon“ have been for migrants. These cooperatlves or “commUni-

ty development cehters“ would be created .afid financed lnltlally by . g

. ’

the federal government, Pond as welr’as prOV|d|ng Jobs would of fer
. . ,
educational tralnung programs. Nevertheless, she fails tc dellneate .-

F >

other viable possibilities, nor does she examlnefrthe orlentatlons of

»
»

migrants to such a program, the probleﬁs associated with farm communes
- \ . . p 5

the basuc problems of bureaucracues, and the fundamental questlons of
I

welfq{e dependency and control.

“Horacio Ulibarri noted marked att ifldes of fatalism, ‘resiignation,-

. Y 45 a‘ N . ' o
.-and timidity "in_ action am:zg'a sample of sixty-five migran® workers -

dispersed in Arizona,,Col ado,“New Mexico, and Texés ("Socjal and
- * - ” S

G

Attitcd}gal Characteristics of Spanish-Speaking Migrant and Ex-Migrant

Workers in the South@esf,“ ‘Sociology and Social Research, April, 1966) .

Possessung present-time orientations, the workers were also reportedly
apathetuc toward government and resigned to poverty vHe does not spécu-;
late a® to why theselattitudes were so proqounced, much less doesvhe .
address'teejrrequent]y.debated question as to such crientatiops heing‘
due to class or culture. bnbthe other hend, family life was a particu-’
larly strong erea of life fer the respondents. although clgge boqu aid‘ ’
not extend beyond the’nucleqr unit. {he only area ofwstudy in which
significant differences were found related to perceptions of discrimi-
nation: while Mexican&Nationals did not perceive diecriminatIOn and
migrants from northern New Mexico were aware of Ft onlyﬁin limited

work ggtuations, tpe‘Colorado and Texas samp[es fett acute discr{mi~

nation.

=
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é Two articles'by‘Pefry and Snyder investigate Ohio farmers' attitudes
. f v A

P -

and opinions toward migrants ("Opinions of Farm Employees Toward Wel-

|
J 2 -
. Fare Assistance-for Mexican Amerikan Migrant Workers' Sociology and

Eocial Research January, 1971, and !'Farm Employer Attitudes Toward

“Lﬁexicah-Amerigan Migrant Workers' Rural Sociology, June, 1970).

Ia the first article, mixed feelings are noted among farmers toward

s}

fsocialwel?akeservices for migrants. Only about one-fifth of thelsample

‘beljeved that the provision of welfare aid usually resulted

A

e i .
absenteeism. This orien#ation was found to be significantly related

in worker
& ..

- L ¥ . e ‘ 1o e RS
to educational attainment, religious affiliation (Catholicism), and

interestingly, low status distance. Conversely, almost half of the

-

farmers felt that welfare agencies interfered too much with farm ac-

[ Ed

tivities. -Educational level was the only variable significaritly
": -
. : , U
associated with tHi? opinion. In the second article, Ohio farmers

— were found to have generally positive attitudes toward migrants.

-

Neither positive or negative attitudes were related to such variables
as farm size, age, income, education, or boliticaP'affiliationi
Catho[icism and low status -distance, however, were significantly
associated with negative attitudes. Their evidence also strongly
supports the “coﬁtact“ hypothesis as ''The farmer with little or no
contact was likely to respond negatively to the migran;s, and the
inverse was also true'' (p. 249). Seemingly in both articles the
writers fall soméwhét short me%hodologically, particularly in their
vfindings coﬁcerﬁing status distance ;nd religious affiliation,

since they fall to run défa\fontrqls‘ =

1 4




Bracero Rrogram
LARCL A0 ] .

fAside from perhaps Ernesto'Galaria, the most intensive fesearch

. conductﬁg on the Bracero Rrogram has been that done gy Otenycrubgs.

’ ¢ . N . i
His "Evolution of the Mexican Farm Labor ‘Agreement of 1942 (Agricultur-
al History, July, 1960) is an ek}remely well-researched analysis of the
. . . \ = e :

the creation of the Bracero Program. In explicatingd the deveiopment

of the agteement between the U. S. and Mexican goverﬁments wt@b‘y’ ' ¥

tens of thousands of Mexican farm -laborers were imﬁbrted yearly between
lsbzgand 1964 to bridge the “mahpower/shortage,“ Saruggs delineates the
initial factors giving impetus to the program,'xhe various groups which

5 » ' . /

were instrumental in its formation dnd those who were opposed to it,
and “the néiure ofthe concerns of.the two governments and how these wers:

reflected in the formalgzed policy. In addition several interesting

4points are raised. First, several Mexican-American organizations

staunchfy'Opposed any, program supportihg the wholesale importafion«of .

braceros, realistically fearing that braceros would displace domestic

t . o ) « - ]
taborers and depress wages. Secondly, most>American farmers were op-

.

posed to any agreement in which the Mexican government would be an

active participante They simp?§uwanted immigration restrictions dropped
so that they could recruit and exploit without being hampered by con-
. ' s
- trols. The Farm Bureau was one of the major groups supporting this

-

B

stance. Thirdly, American negotiations had to overcome the resistance
- ®
of Mexican officials to such a labor transfer. Not only had Mexican

leaders long been offended by the heavy-handedness and discrimination
- ° A Y

encountered by Mexicans in the U.S.; they had serious doubts about the

actual existence ofa labor shortage and the purposes behind importatipn.

N

Also, Mexican officials had ‘to consider the labor needs of their own
. i

1009 -
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nation as Allied production orders began coming in.~ In conclusion,

. 3

.

. « . T - P .
Scruggs shows that thq,Mechan Farm Labor Agreement was not solely the

2 result of the unhampered designs of Americdn agribusiness, but that

c\\ E

S

. 5, ) *;‘ .
it evolved throught a process of compromises . )

S Two other articles by Scfuggs essentially examine the exclusion

s .
]

~ of Texas from the Bracero Program during World War || (""Texas, Good

- Neighbor?" Southwesterr Sodial Science Quarterly, September, 1962,

and '"Texas and the Bracero Program, 1942-1947," Pacific Historical

\ braceros migrated to the U.-S. to work, none worked in Tesas. Banned
*

by the Mexican govérnment due to the Iong hisfory of discrimination in
Q‘-. -

'the state, Texas r%lied heévily on illegal alien.labor, particulér]y”
! . ¢

in the southern aréa. ScruggsAdetaiIs the powerful role playedxin

[

£

the censure by the Mexican press, the dilemmasAfaced by‘Mexican poli-
_ " NP

v - ticians, and the attempts at reconciliation by the Texas government,
[ - N

>

o whifh even created a'g@ecial égencx ostensiblyfdesigned to promote
A T . * goodwill and dimnish discriminatian, the Good Neighbor Cammission.

i

Another excellent article on th§>Bra¢ero Program but one-that
’ Y %y - 5
R

concentrates on its actual operations is that by Roy Gilmore and Gladys

X
8ilmore, “'The Bracero in California'" (Pacific Historical Review, Aug-

ust, 1863). The G4 lmores trace the use of contract Mexican labor in

‘\‘ “ . ) *
Ca\{fornia and the official policies supporting it from the early 1920's "
to 1963. Of particular interegst is their analysis of the Bracero Pro-

gram in terms of meeting certification criteria (thé fule stipulating
3 . [ ) y,,," . I =
that the ynﬁortation~of braceros must not adversely affect domestic work-

ers) and énforcing compliance on’oiher regulations, the methods used

for the estimapfbn of labor needs and ''prevatiling'' wages, and the

-~

ERiC - 0nto

&

.- Review, Augusts 1963). Although during tﬁé war“approximateWy“ZZ0,000 g




«

work forde,‘and (b) doTestlc laborers were heav(ly exploited by Iabor

-~ ‘
' 2t - > -
4 At . .. “*

. * . - T . . [3
domipance of braceros in certain geographical areas and specific crops.

hY

They found that the program seripuély‘damaged the position of domeStic Y

.

% .
farm workers. - However, the advantage ofﬁg%@gg bracero labor was not
) - 7 ! T

ythat it was necessarily 5o inexpensive, but that ‘it was dependable and’ -

L

- .
docile labor. : L N

*

Complementing the Gilmores' study, James F.. Rooney evaluates the

impact ofthe Bracero Program in a limited area within £alifornia

“
o - i . R - “ . .
- ‘ﬂ L4 -

(*'The Effect of=imported Me*ican Farm Labor in a California County," .

L s . -.
S \\/—’ 4 . - S 12

American Journal of Ecohomics and Sociology, October, 1961). “Hi¢ ‘

P ~. £

documentatlon of farm Iabor practlcestln San- Joaquln County revealg tﬁat

)

(a) braceros were used to suEEIan rather than supplement the domestlc

Y

contractory. In some cases, Qontractors withheld. almost ﬁalf of- the

laborers' pay. Althougk the artlcle is purported to be a case:- $tudy
’ ?

-

. . /}
analysis, {i ‘is much too sketchy and also fails to examlne .the dynamtcs

<
o
.

off bracero dominance and contractor draotlces. LA o

The creat fon and |mprementat|on of the pO‘ICY“SUppOQeQAY meant

to guarantee thaarthe position of domestlc workers w?uld not be damaged

i —

by umported alien Iaer is the subject of Howard N "Dellon's “Forelgn

-
x3

Agricultural WOrkers and the Preventlon of Adverse Effect“ ‘(Labor Law

Jourhal, December, 1966)‘«~The major contrubutlon of the article is the

. i : 1
descrlptlon of how ""adverse effect' evolved from a hlghly general;and
ambnguous pollcy applled eplsodlcally to lndngdual cases to one that‘)/
detailed a varlety of specific crltella to be\met by aII employers o]
Iegal aluens ﬁ Dellon. a‘staff -ecQnomist wuﬁh the- Department of Labor
(the agency whkih de5|gned and was. desngnatéd to enzorce che policy), ”

argues that this transitlonrin "adverse effect'' had a significant
, j .

og1y - N

g L N

-

[
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impactkfn reducing the number of Mexican Nationals imported during the

latter years of the Bracero Program, and in raising farm wages. However,
. 5 oy

these assertions are debatable. Other relevant sources have credited
! ) er f ‘ 2.

3 vy e . « L. o B - . .
""adverse effect' with little or no positive impact on the situation of

“n

domestic workers.

i T
‘ T .
Alien Laborers - "Webtacks'' and Commuters

E

i
/

+ . N .

Concerning the topic of aiEen' workers other than brateros, a-numbgr’

w . ‘ & w 5 1 .
of well-writtem and informative -articles were found. Sheldon L. Greene's
a ® o
. .

“fmmigration Law and Rural Poverty: The Problems of the I1legal Entrant'’

(Duke Law Uournal, vol. 3, 1969) is a highly legalistic but useful review

and anéfysis of legislation relative to illegal Mexican aliens{ and

|ts enforcement and subsequent |mpact on |l|egal |mm|grat|on Greene
.notes- that even after WOrld War Il, South Texasfégrlculture and indus-

) try'shunned the use of braceros and with the"compllcity of the,lmmlﬁra~
’ - . 3 v ) . - .
tion and Naturalization Service (iNS) continued to rely on 'wetback'

labor as a de facto right. He argues that thé contemporary illegal
alien problem is the consequence of toothless laws and lax,enforcement._

- ) s ’ . ’ ’
Presently, no legal sanctions may be imposed against those who even
Tw rd

.

” L4
knowingly employ illegal entrants. Likewise, ineffective monitoring

x

sy»tems allow many Mexican Nationals,.who gain Iegal But restrhcted‘
entry and who violate those restrlctlons, to galn permanent U. S. resi-

dency Greene deems the Iaw absurd mhat prevides u. s. resudence status

. L

for aluens y%t sumultaneously allows them commuter pruvuleges to work
in the U. S. butnllve in Mexlco. He concludes by saying that legis~
4 N ) .

"lation is stmply not enough: even if tighter laws are passedtheir

impact will be minimal unless appropriate enforcement agencies becrme

-

L

[ oore
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commensurately more responsive.

. . !

i

.- *  Jorge Bustamante. has written two very penetrating articles on the

itleggl alien phenomenon (''The Historical Context of Undochented Mexi-
-.can Immigration to the United States" Aztlan, Spring, 1973{fand '"The
! < a v

""Wetback'' as Deviant: An Application of Labeling Theory" American Jour-

@nal of Sociology, January, 197Z). Using the pe}spective of historical

. materialism in the first article, Bustamante brtefly reviews 19th and

]
20th century immigration and importantly points out that the real issues

are ‘clouded when immigrants (legal or illegal) are blamed for depressing

wageé, breaking strikes, etc. He points out how each ofﬂshe groups in-
¥

volved in the ‘''wetback'' game have a gene;al role and role‘specific§

which include that: (a) MéxicaniAmericgn farm workers stop illegal im-

-
migration in order to raise wages and bargaining power, (b) American
¢
farmers maximize profits by using the least expéﬁsive labor, (c) legis-

"
latorsigain the political backing and support of farmers by passing
favorable laws (i.e., toothless laws}; and (d) immigration officials

due to insufficient appropriations and the pressures of vested interests

enforce laws selectively. With these objectives in mind, Bustamente

>

notes that the following contradictions are then made clear:

(1) a condemnation of the Mexican worker (without visa) by
defining him as a criminal and, at the same time, main-
taining a demand for his labor force, reflected in a steadily’
“mcreasing flux of Mexican workers (w.v.) ‘eath year; (2)
penalizing a worker from Mexico for being in the United
States without a visa but met penalizing a farmer for hir-
ing the former; (3) maintaining an agency for the enforce-
J ment of immigration laws and at the same time exerting .
budget limitations and/or political pressures to prevent -
a successful enforcement of the law (p. 276-277).
¥

i« ; :
. In""The ‘Metback' as Deviant,'" Bustamante further elaborates on the

s L -,

3 “role analysis, but additionally applies the -labeling approach to the

“n

. 13
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- . . !
historical transformation of the Mexican worker A{w.vl} into the cwimi-
. - ;. i [y
.y T '
nal "wetback.'"" He convincingly argues t wvesteéd interests which

have transformed wetbacks into deviants t

»

4

o ‘¢|1itated their exploi-
tation, and that the agengies and groups wﬁich in one way or another

support the ''wetback'' phenoménon are in essence "antilaw enterprises.'
Two well-written and informative articles were found relative to

Mexican commuter workers (Anna-Stina Ericson's '"The Impact of Gpmmpters s

on the Mexican-American Border Area,' Monthly Labor Reviéw, August,

1970, and Lémar B. Jones' "Alien Commuters in United States Lébor Mar-
A -

kgtsf“ Internationai Migration’Reviéwl‘Spring, 1970) . Ericson‘uses
immigration data and labor statistics to assess the influence of the
70,000‘commuters who daily cross the border.~_She notes that in U. S.
bordertowns (and those of “;xico even more so), unemployment ratés

are extremely High--and even with these high rates a tremendous amount
4

of legal as well as illegal commuting occurs. Aﬁd while commuters were

banned in 1967 by federal reéﬁ?ation from breaking strikes, the INS

‘ LY
has failed on many occasions to enforce it. She argues that the total

elimination of the commuter system, however, would probably be worse

than its present effects, as it would severely distupt the inteedepen-

dent ngder economies, strain diplomatic rélations, and cause extreme

personal hardships. While eighty to ninety percent of all commuters

desire to move to the U. S. if the commuting system is discontinued,

Y. 5. bordertowns would in no way bg capable of handling housing, edu-

<

\ .
cation, and demands for other services. To diminish the negative impact

~

of the systéh. she suggests several possibilities: (1) strengthen and

enforce labor certification procedures--''adverse effect,'" (2) require

that commuters be paiz*bbove the ''prevailing wage,' and (3) the provision

(1014
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of limited work permits, a commutation tax, or a commuter ticket. Jones
("Alien Commuters...') supplies much of the same background-information
and statistics that Ericson does but goes into greaterdetail in terms

of employment patterns, Job dlsp!acement wage effects, employers' views,

.

reform proposals. Farm work is the 1argest occupational category for

commuters. Over for.

percent are employed in agriculture. However,
interestingly, whFle sixty percent of California commuters are farm
workers--only seventeen pércent in Texas are so emp}qyed; One-half of
all commuters work in Texas, thirty-eight percent in Callfornfa, and
in Arizona, thjrteen percggf. Jones'posits that commuters have dele-
terious effects on domestic workers. For example, commuters make uﬁ
one-third of the predominantly‘agricultural labor force of the Imperial
. ;
Valley of California, yet in 1966 unemployment averaged ten percent.
He insightfully notes that most commuters could not reside i; the U. S.

even if they so desired because of their low earnings which prevents

them from meeting the requirement of showing proof that they and their *

“ifamilies would not become public charges. Tighter restrictions may

not be appropriate to handle the problem--conditions-“may not improve
anJ\employment opportunities may not increase. According to Jones,
commuters may be considered resource imports and domestic workers who
are displaced should therefore be covefed by the Trade Expansion Aét
and consequently be provided with relocation allowances.' Long.prO'
moted by Niles Hanéen, subsidized training and transfer might be a via-
ble alternative for unemployed and underemﬁloyed bordertown residents.
However, even'théggh the LTV experiencé was relatively successful; re-

location seemingly may not be appropriate in the sense that many

residents may not desire to leave and the labor force would be

n 015
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increasingly comprised of commuters with a subsequent deterioration

of work conditions for domestics..

e N W

Labor Unionization i

Not surprisingly, unionization was the topic which the greatest

&

number of. articles addressed. In ''Collective Bargaining on, the Farm'

by Karen Koziara (Monthly Labor Review, June, 1968), a rather concise

but enlightening examination of agricultural labor relations is'pro~

vided. Koziara analyzes the conditions peculiar to farm employment

which pegatively influence the possiﬁglify of large-scale unionization,

£

such as .seasonality, the consequences of mechanization, the over-

supply of labor, the position of the ]abormcontractof, andthe com-

-

positon and degree of mobility of, the labor force. She also brieffy

reviews the historical role of government in the farm labor situation,

«

and concludes with a discussion of the evolution, effects, mnd p}os~

. .
pects for collective bargaining in agriculture.

Several writers recently have developed analyses of the histori-

-

cal antecedents to the contemporary organizing efforts of the UFW.

Contrary to conventional understandings, these works reveal that

agricultural unionization among Mexican Americans did not begin with

the efforts of Chavez, but has a lengthy and varied, albeit unsuccess-

ful, tradition. A valuable research piece is tha§‘by Juan Gomez-

0

Quifones (""The First Stepéf Chicano Labor Conflict and Organizing

1900-1920,'" Aztlan, Spring, 1972). Gomez-Q pﬁovides a demographic

overview of the Mexican American populdtion between 1900 and 1920,

factors behind immigration, labor distribution, and an analysis of

early labor conflicts (Oxnard - 1903, Asherton --191}, Wheatland - 1913,

Turlock - 1917, numerous strikes in the Southern California citrus

3
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Nindustry - 1919, and the Arizona cotton strikes - 1920). In sum-

mary, Gomez-Q states that agricdlturpl and industrial vested inter-
& . . . . .
ests capitalized on racism, and the more establ ished unions were able
to gain concessions at the expense of excluded workers. —

|
1
I
|
|
|
|
|

Comparatively, for the Chicang, the A.F. of L. was im~ .

plicitly hostile and the |.W.W. ineffectively sympathetic.

The A. F. of L. explicitly opposed Mexican immigration. |

It blocked the enrollment of Chicanos as members ... In

contrast to the A. F. of L. elitist liberal collaboration- ‘

ist policy, the |.W.W, believed .its mission to be ''subserve |

the{'immediate interest of the wdrking class and effect ‘

their final emancipation.' The |.W.W. did organize gen-

eral industrial and agricultural labor. Though members

were not free of hostile attitudes toward Chicanos, !.W.W.

faced the issue of racism, appealed to worker solidarity

and facilitated 'Chicano participation. Nonetheless, the

| .W.W., batteréd by repressiye assaults, infatuated with 1

its rhetoric, and faulty in its organizing did not prove

a viable alternative to the Chicano worker (p. 38).

|
|

Devra Anne Weber (''The COrganizing of Mexicano Agricultural Workers:
Imperial Valley anéJLos Angeles, 1928-34, An Oral History Approach"
Aztlan, Fall, 1973) describes four efforts at unionization--the imper-
ial valley (1928, 1930, and’1934) and E1 Monte (1933). In detailing
the four case studies, Weber shows that, although unsuccessful, ''the
organizing was ideologically diverse, and conscious links existed
with earlier, often radical, organizing which had originated in Mexi-

" (p. 307).

co

4]

Charles Wollenberg's "Huelga, 1928 Style: The Imperial Valley Canta-

loupe Workers' Strike' (Pacific Historical Review, February, 1969) is

a more detailed analysis of early activity. Apparently indigenously
organiéed, work-stoppages were centered around the town of Brawle,
during the beginning of the 1928 Ppring cantaloupe harvest. Well-sup-
ported by area farm laborers but only lasting for two days, the strike

was broken with relative ease by growers and lawenforcement officials

3
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who threagened to deport some of theﬂalien "'troublemakers'' and actual-
ly arrested a large number of acfi&igts on trumped-up charges.

The strike at E1 Monte in 1933 is éiven equally intensive cover;ge
by Ronald W. Lopez (''The El Monte Berry Strike of 1933," Aztlén, Spring,
1970) and Charles Wollenberg (''Race and Class in Rural Caiiforpia: The

b .

El Monte Berry Strike of 1933, California Historisal Quarterly, Sum-

mer, 1972), The El Monte strike, occurring near Los Angel%s and lasting

roughly one month, was unusual in the sense that Japanese Americans

. . . ‘ «
rather than Anglos were the growers being struck. Organized primarily

by the Cannery and Agricultural Workers Industrial Union (C&Aw}), a
Communist Party affiliate, grievances centered around low wages; Al-
though a compromise was ev;ntually reached wi¥ the intervention of the
State Bureau o%”lndustrial Relations and the Department oflLabor (feder-

al), the terms were patent!y ignoréd by E1 Monte growers and the
laborers' objective conditions were ;oo;er than before the strike.
Providing a chronological re%iew of legal and legislative events
reiative to the activities oftHeEUFw, Salvador E. Alvarez's article
""The Legal and Legislative Strugg}e of the Farmworker: 1965-1372"
(E1 Grito, Winter, 1972-73), is a valuable reference for tﬁose in-
terested in agricultural unionization: While it is not higt)ly analy-
tical or interpretive,*the égficle is a testament to the lengthy,

involved, and many times bloecked, efforts Bf the UFW toward, making the

system responsive. . |

Two articles from the June, 1968 issue of the Monthly Labor Review
examine cases of successful labor organizing. ''La Hue‘ga! Delano and
After'' by Irvifg-J. Cohen is a brief but informative overview of

‘ § —~ -
organization in Delano, the jurisdictional lines set, contract

Oty
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provisions, and. prospects in other states. Cohen primarily credits

the success of the UFW to jits ability in mobiliZing a secondary boy-

L 4
cott among diverse segments of the nation's population. Mark Erenburg's
L

¢

“Obreros Unidos in Wisconsin'" describes how progressive labor-related

“K\§{§te Jaws combined  with a receptive social environment facilitated 7

o - - . *
’ . . ] . . . . .

successful unionization among Mexican American migrants. Implicit

within both articles are the notions that viable organféatiOn depends

on a number of factors beyond the immediate scope of the union: Rbe sup-
i - )
1 . % - ) \‘/ P
port of essentially middle-class non-farm groups, negatiating with
- h

P

large agribusinesses, and operation within a relatively favorable legal

environment.

*
»

"Current DequOpments in Farm'Labor Law'" (Labor Law Journél, April, |

1965) by Charles A. Rummel, general counsel of-the Califgrnia!Farm
) [
Bureau Federation, is, as might be expected, ananalysis that is highly

, \ ]
unfavorable toward the UFW. Rummel argues against what he calls the ' f%\\

~

. M .
{'h’gw instant“&lLRA (the new method for establishing labor disputes)

-

and the secondary boycott. ln“eséence, he submits that the legal pendu-
lum has swung too far in favor of the UFW. ’ o7
< - . . :‘; - .
. Thomas E. Murphy';L”An End to American 'Serfdom' - The Need for

Farm quo;\legislatiqg“ (Labor Law Journal, ﬁehruary, 1974) is a criti-
cal but sympgthetic examination of the legal directions of the UFW.

Revitiving the setbacks of the UFW at the hands of the growers-Teamsters

-

- coalition beginning im 1970, Murphy questions.the continued viability

) - of thesecondary boycott, the unfavorable actions of the Nixen-con-

-

trolled NLRB which r@strict but.fail to protect agricultural unions,

and wh%t he sees as e attempts by Chavez to gain federal protection -
Ij \ - B =
3, A :

\ — -
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without restriction, which proved unsuccessful. 'The fact is that had

Chave;ifmbraCed NLRA coverage inﬁl96§, his union would not be in its

!

present Hisintegrating condition (p. 93)."

Conclusions
° The fact that less ‘than thirty relevant articles (an average of |

less than two per year) were reVealis through a fairly intensive li~-
. ) -

)

|

brary search attests to the basic lack of interest in academia toward
: |
the study of farm workers. Interestingly, only seven articles were 3
)
. |

publjished between 1960 and 1967. All but one of these were related
P - |
to the Bracero Program which was then beginning to be phased out.

After the media captured the efforts of Chavez, research began to |

proliferate--most of thg work was relative to unionization. A§ the -

|

record shows, sociology journals have not published'm:ch on farm wor%ers‘
. . V ' * |
(less than five articles). Rural Sociology has only one relevant I
' ‘ d
ést”hys

3

publicatjon. On the other hand, muﬁh more commitment and inter ‘
been revealed by historical, law, Ispor, and Chicano studies journal\
|

TS_

4 Taken as awhole, these articles provide us with numerous insigh

/
into the history andcontemporary situation of Mexican-American and
Mexican,National farm workers in the U. S. We see that as a collectivi-

\

ty, Mexicanos have served as the primary agricultural Fabor-base f?o%

. L4 1
which agribusinesses in the §outhwest have profited since the turn ok
the century. Growers in the region have always desired to have the
And to 4

largest possible labor force at the lowest possible pﬁfce.

veryvgreat extent, they have realized this through the tacit approv%l

and support of the government. Evenmore, for a period of years the |
%ake

\

federal government played an active roke as labor procurer for the
1

X
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of insuring that a "manpower shortéée“ would not beset Southwestern /
agriculture. Only after the official termination of the Bratero Pro-
N , —_— e

‘ibbgram do we see unions gaining dﬁy semblance of success, but even then, %

| “ only during certain_timés and ét specific”places under/particularly aus-

picious circumstances.

L

< Al though paésage of the Brown Bill will undoubtedly have important « -

&

3 “ .
consequences for the future course of the UFW in Californie, for the

broad lot of farm workers the situation has improved little. Domestic-
’ . : :

laborers are encountering increasing competition from foreign workers.

Sifce January of this year, the INS due to “in§uffic{ent revenue'' is

-

|
only apprehending_theseJillegal aliens who are suspected of felony
commissions. In the lower Rio Grande Valley, farm wages generally range |

from $1.10 to $i.50 an hour. Fieldwork is fncreasingly becoming an

- -

economically irrationél‘occupational option for &meriéan citizens.’
Varipus Cong;essional bitls are nqw pending which -if passed and riQTdIy
enforced would great%y stem the flow of immigration by impoéing stiff ¢
penalties on those hi;ing iilegél aliens. Passage, however, is highly

® *problematic at this time giveﬁ'the pclitical clout of vested interests -
L] ’_

in the region. ﬂ g N

This summer, the Texas UFW under the leadership of Tony Orendain
has attempted to organize South and West Texas. melon workers. Stérting
in the lower Rio Grande Valley in May, the UFW has mobilized both

Mexican American and Mexican NatiquI laborers. At tjmes, their ef-
forts were accompanied by grower vioPence as attested to by the -shoot~-

ing of ten activists on a melon farm near Hidalgo. The melon harvest

(Y

haw since taken the organizers to such places as Presidio and Pecos.

However, gqrower organization and unresponsive Texas labor laws have

targely stymied their efforts®toward recognition.

R TITA
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In closing, this review has stimulated a vad‘ety of questions which,
- * [

S i

| feel& have relevance for future research. Ora? historians, for exam-
a & L d -
. ‘ | ;
ple, could make important contributions by contécting and interviewing
. |
- ‘ % y |
- ' - a 3 \ N

a portion of the vast numbers of Mexican Ameruqansvwho both worked

|
]

¢ - : | i <
/along-side braceros and were displaced by braceros during the pre-

vious three decages. First-hand knowledge is %xtremely limited on the
v I

\ - |
personal and community impact of the Bracero Program. Concerning the

renewal of .the program in 1951 in the form of P.L. 78, we know rela--
. : !
tively little. How was it passed given thatfﬁhe war emergency had

ended six yeats before? What of the many unsuccessful attempts at
unionization in-the recent past? What were the dynamics of these

failures? | know of only one‘stud%’(and that being unpublished) on

-

one of the most serious attempts ever in }exas, the 1967-1968 strikes
R S
against La Casita Faf%s in Rio Grande City. What do we have to learn

from this case? What of the history and sociology of the migrant
.
farmstream and the many who settled out in the Midwest? What have

4 ¥

been the effects of mechanization on migrant workers? What factors

e

“ s’
were behind the recent decision of the INS to reduce its activities?

.

How is the INS manipulated by vested interests? While these are some

of the more obvious questions demanding res?arch, certainly numerous

other problems related to farm labor deserve scholarly attention.

h

.
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