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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The bracero programs of the 1942-1964 period have been 

the subject of a large amount of controversy. This straggle 

goes on at the present time and will continue into the future. 

On one side of the conflict are farm organizations, grower 

associations and large scale farming interests, favoring 

worker importation. On the other side are the labor u n i o n s , 

religious groups and civic organizations, representing the 

interests of domestic workers and opposing the use of foreign 

labor. The positions taken by these two sincere and well-

i n f o r m e d groups are di ametrically opposed. One side insists 

that foreign workers are necessary to the production of the 

na t i o n ' s food and fiber w h i l e the other is just as certain 

that native workers will do the work required when paid a 

reasonable wage. This thesis will attempt to explore the 

principal issues involved in the controversy. 

The hired farm labor force is divided between those farm 

workers having full time jobs in one locality and a s m a l l e r 

group of migratory workers who travel with the crops from 

place to place. The migrants are further separated into two 

distinct groups, American citizens and foreign workers. In 

this century the largest group of foreign agricultural workers 



2 

in the United States has been Mexican " b r a e e r o s M o s t of 

the braeeros have entered this c o u n t r y legally as contract 

l a b o r e r s j h o w e v e r , o t h e r m i g r a n t s h a v e a r r i v e d illegally. 

T h e latter g r o u p , not e n t e r i n g u n d e r t h e provisions of t h e 

bracero programs are k n o w n as " w e t b a c k s M and do not qualify 

as braeeros in the sense that the w o r d is n o r m a l l y used, but 

in a broader sense, all Mexicans employed as migratory workers 

are braeeros. 

Mexican workers, a l t h o u g h constituting only a small part 

of the overall labor f o r c e , have been an important factor in 

the seasonal farm labor market. T h e bracero program present 

an opportunity for Meaningful study because they have had an 

important and direct e f f e c t b o t h on domestic migratory w o r k e r s 

and on p r o d u c e r s of f o o d and f i b e r . T h e m i g r a n t s m e r i t s t u d y 

because their p o v e r t y is so extreme t h a t most of t h e m are 

living only on society's f r i n g e and any n a t i o n a l p o l i c y 

adversely a f f e c t i ng the welfare of aigratory workers deserves 

careful examination. The o t h e r g r o u p significantly affected 

are growers w h o e i t h e r h i r e bracero labor or compete with 

o t h e r e m p l o y e r s h i r i n g s u c h w o r k e r s . T h e e c o n o m i c c o n d i t i o n 

of the nation's f a m i l y f a r m e r s is a natter of c o n c e r n to 

large n u m b e r s of United States citizens and also merits 

investigation. 

T h e p r i m a r y p u r p o s e of t h e s t u d y is to examine t h e 

b r a c e r o p r o g r a m s and to d e s c r i b e the e f f e c t t h e y h a v e h a d o n 

domestic mi g r a n t s and o t h e r g r o u p s . A s e c o n d a r y p u r p o s e is 
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to determine if they can be justified on the basis of real 

need. Additionally, there is hope that this study will add 

to the public awareness of the migrants* plight and, in a 

small way, contribute to 8 just solution to their problems. 

The primary source of date used in this study is govern-

ment documents, including committee hearings and reports of 

both the Congress and the Senate. Reports of the Departments 

of Agriculture, Commerce, and Labor, along with presidential 

commission and committee reports, are also important sources. 

Additionally, books, Interviews, newspapers, and periodicals 

were used. Two books deserve special mention here because 

they are excellent choices for further reeding in this area. 

They are The Grapes of Wrath.bv John Steinbeck, and Factories 

in the Field, by Carey McMillans, Neither was utilized as a 

source because both relate to the pre-war years, while this 

study concentrates almost exclusively on the 1942-1964 period. 

Of the works cited,the best sources on the problems of migra-

tory labor are Migratory Labor in American Agriculture, a 

1951 Report of the President's Commission on Migratory Labor, 

and Senate Report Number 167, of 1963, entitled The Migratory 

Farm Labor Problem in the United States. The most complete 

coverage of the bracero programs is Merchants of Labor.bv 

Ernesto Qalarza. For more details about the seasonal farm 

labor market, The Harvest Labor Market in Californi a.bv Lloyd 

Fisher, is an excellent source. 
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The s t u d y c o n s i s t s of s i x c h a p t e r s , t h e f i r s t of w h i c h 

i s t h i s introduction. C h a p t e r I I c o n s i d e r s t h e v a r i o u s f o r c e s 

i n f l u e n c i n g t h e f a r m e r s * need f o r m i g r a t o r y labor, t h e s e a -

s o n a l f a r m l a b o r m a r k e t , and t h e e f f e c t s of t h e b r a c e r o 

p r o g r a m s on a g r i c u l t u r e . C h a p t e r III c o n s i d e r s t h e b r a c e r o 

p r o g r a m s as r e l a t e d to Mex ico and M e x i c a n w o r k e r s . C h a p t e r IV 

d e s c r i b e s the problems of domestic m i g r a t o r y w o r k e r s and the 

effect of t h e bracero p r o g r a m s on s e a s o n a l farmworkers. 

Chapter V d e s c r i b e s the history of Mexican i m m i g r a t i o n into 

the United S t a t e s prior to World War II and the entry of 

M e x i c a n w o r k e r s f r o m 1942 to the end of 1964 u n d e r t h e b r a c e r o 

p r o g r a m s and by o t h e r m e t h o d s of e n t r y . C h a p t e r VI c o n t a i n s 

t h e c o n c l u s i o n s of t h e s t u d y on t h e j u s t i f i c a t i o n of t h e 

b r a c e r o p r o g r a m s and t h e r e l a t e d q u e s t i o n of t h e p o s s i b i l i t y 

of h i g h e r wages f o r f a r m w o r k e r s . The t h e s i s e n d s w i t h an 

e v a l u a t i o n of r e m e d i a l a c t i o n f o r t h e p r o b l e m s of m i g r a t o r y 

w o r k e r s . 



CHAPTER II 

AGRICULTURE'S CHANGING DEMAND FOB LABOR 

Forces Affecting far® Labor Demand 

There are three major trends in agriculture's labor 

requirements. Two of these increase and the third diminishes 

the demand for seasonal hired labor. First is the changing 

institutional pattern of farm ownership in the United States. 

In 1935 there were 6.8 million farms in this country? however, 

there were only 3.7 mi 1lion in 1961. Furthermore, the next 

twenty years will likely see the number reduced to 1.4 million, 

according to a leading authority.* In 1959 forty-nine per 

cent of the nation's farmland was owned by 3.7 per cent of 

the agricultural operators. The average size of these farms 

was 4,048 acres. Significant is the fact that the food and 

fiber grown on the most productive three per cent of the farms 

exceeds that of the least productive seventy-eight per cent.** 

With fewer, but larger farms, the grower has a seasonal 

requirement for hired help, while in former years the small 

family farmer was able to operate his faro almost exclusively 

•^Edward Higbee, Farms and Farmers in an Urban Aae (New 
York, 1963), pp. 8-9. 

2Ibld., p. 3. 
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wi th f a m i l y l a b o r . T h i s change i n c r e a s e s t h e need f o r h i r e d 

s e a s o n a l a g r i c u l t u r a l w o r k e r s . 

Second , i n a d d i t i o n to t h e growing p o p u l a t i o n which 

i n c r e a s e s t h e demand f o r f o o d , t h e chang ing d i e t a r y h a b i t s 

of t h e American consumer tend to i n c r e a s e t h e need f o r hand 

l a b o r . F o o d s , such as l e t t u c e , t o m a t o e s , and s t r a w b e r r i e s , 

which r e q u i r e l a r g e amounts of hand l a b o r , a r e r e a d i l y a v a i l -

a b l e t w e l v e months out of t h e y e a r . F o r m e r l y , t h e s e f o o d s 

were o n l y e a t e n s e a s o n a l l y . I n a d d i t i o n to t h e g r e a t e r 

a v a i l a b i l i t y of f r e s h and f r o z e n f r u i t s and v e g e t a b l e s and 

t h e I n c r e a s e d problem of t h e need f o r w e i g h t c o n t r o l which 

c o n t r i b u t e s t o g r e a t e r consumption of f r u i t s and v e g e t a b l e s , 

t h e r e i s a n o t h e r important f a c t o r . T h i s i s t h e i n c r e a s e d 

p u r c h a s i n g power of t h e American consumer, which makes i t 

p o s s i b l e f o r t h e a v e r a g e c i t i z e n t o a f f o r d food which was 

c o n s i d e r e d l u x u r i o u s i n fo rmer t i m e s . 

The t h i r d ma jo r i n f l u e n c e on t h e demand f o r f a rm l a b o r 

c o u n t e r a c t s t h e two p r e v i o u s l y m e n t i o n e d . T h i s i s t h e 

i n c r e a s e d use of mechan ized equipraent to r e p l a c e hand l a b o r 

and i s of c e n t r a l i m p o r t a n c e t o t h e s t u d y of t h e b r a c e r o 
% 

p r o g r a m s . a 

The F a r m e r s ' Need f o r "Stoop Labor" 

The supply of 1abor i s of s e r i o u s concern t o g rower s of 

f r u i t s and v e g e t a b l e s . La rge amounts of temporary, r a t h e r 

M e c h a n i z a t i o n i s more f u l l y d i s c u s s e d i n a l a t e r sec-
t i o n . 
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than permanent, labor are required. In many areas the peak 

seasonal labor demand is greater than the local supply. 

Farmers have become dependent on migratory workers to perform 

much of the seasonal labor. The scope of the problem is 

illustrated by the fact that 3.5 million acres of vegetables 

are harvested annually. 4 The growers * need for labor at 

harvest time is nearly insatiable. This is because perish-

able fruits and vegetables wi11 spoil when not harvested at 

the right time; moreover, other crops are subj ect to damage 

by changing weather conditions. In other cases the value of 

the harvest wi11 decline if the farmer does not get his crop 

to market at the time the price is highest. 

The type of labor needed by growers in large amounts is 

called "stoop labor.* This work includes harvesting, hoeing, 

weeding and thinning. Vegetables requiring large numbers 

of workers to perform such tasks are artichokes, asparagus, 

lima beans, beets, broccoli, Brussels sprouts, cabbages, 

cantaloups, carrots, cauliflower, celery, sweet corn, cucum-

bers , eggplant, garlic, lettuce, onions, green peas, green 

pepper8 and tomatoes 

The farmer growing crops that require large amounts 

of hand labor is understandably very concerned about the 

4 E a r l e E. Gavett, Labor Used to Produce Vegetables. 
Estimates bv States. 1959. U. S. Department of Agriculture, 
Economic and Statistical Analysis Division, Statistical 
Bulletin No. 341 (Washington, 1964), p. 1. 

5 l M d . 

6 I b i d . . p. 10. 



a v a l l a b i l i t y of workers. Most American citizens aspire to a 

higher standard of living than farmworkers are able to afford, 

with the low wages paid agricultural laborers. Employers of 

faro labor generally appear to be sincere when t h e y assert 

that they can not pay h i g h e r wages to their workers because 

they receive such small returns from the crops that they sell, 

Agricultural spokesmen have abundant evidence to prove that 

farmers are unable to pay higher wages. They point out that 

growers are in a cost-price squeeze with the ratio of expenses 

to income increasing and profits decreasing. Statistics 

offered by a farm organization show that the ratio of expenses 

to gross farm income has grown from 61.1 per cent in 1952 to 

68.1 per cent in 1962.8 In most cases the farmer has no 

control over the price he will receive for his crop and is 

forced to accept whatever the market offers. 

A c a u s e of dissatisfaction among f a r m e r s is t h e f a c t 

t h a t t h e y r e c e i v e much l e s s t h a n t h e consumer pays f o r f o o d 

i terns. In fact, t h e g r o w e r s receive l e s s than h a l f t h e amount 

p a i d by consumers in the g r o c e r y s t o r e s . 9 The p r i c e t o t h e 

7U. S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, Hearings. Importation of. Foreign Agricultural 
Workers, 89th Congress, 1st Session (Washington, 1965), 
p. 197, Statement of Matt Triggs. 

®U. S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on 
Agriculture, Heariaqs. Mexican Farm Labor Program. 88th 
Congress, 1st Session (Washington, 1963), p. 30, Statement 
of Matt Triggs, citing Department of Agriculture data. 

^Frederick V. laugh, Demand and Price Analysis^ Some 
Examples froat Agriculture. U. S. Department of Agriculture, 
Economic and Statistical Analysis Division, Technical Bulletin 
No. 1316 (Washington, 1964), p. 19. 
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consumer is the total of the amount paid to the farmer plus 

additional charges for processing and distribution. The 

aggregate demand for food in the post-war United States is 

highly inelastic to price changes j however, because of the 

possibility of substituting one food for another, individual 

foods have greater elasticity of demand than food products in 

general, 1 0 This is significant because it indicates that 

growers would get a higher price for their product if produc-

tion could be reduced. In the short run the quantity avail-

able to be harvested is determined by the amount planted and 

grown during the season. What is actually harvested depends 

on the aarket price and the cost of harvesting. Although 

the average individual farraer is in no position to affect 

the short run supply, growers do affect the long run supply 

by growing wore or less of a product. 

It is understandable that growers in the Southwest should 

turn to Mexico as a source of seasonal workers. Mexican 

laborers have traditionally worked in the fields of the 

developing agriculture in the border states. This is espe-

cially true of the agricultural areas located near the inter-

national boundary.It is coroaon knowledge that Mexico 

possesses a vast reservoir of workers willing to perform 

"stoop labor" at low wage rates. 

10 Ibid. . pp. 15, 19-20 

» 0 . S. President, Truman, Commission on Migratory Labor, 
Migratory Labor in American Agriculture (Washington, 1951), 
pp. 73-74. 
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M e c h a n i s a t i o n i n A g r i c u l t u r e 

Changing t e c h n o l o g y i n a g r i c u l t u r e i s of g r e a t s i g n i f i -

cance to t h e s t u d y of t h e b r a c e r o p r o g r a m s . M e c h a n i z a t i o n , 

f i r s t a p p e a r i n g i n land p r e p a r a t i o n and i n p l a n t i n g , u p s e t 

the t r a d i t i o n a l b a l a n c e t h a t had e x i s t e d i n t h e need f o r 

h a r v e s t and p r e - h a r v e s t l a b o r . B e f o r e t h e a p p l i c a t i o n of 

mach ine ry to a g r i c u l t u r e , t h e r e was no need f o r s u p p l e m e n t a l 

h a r v e s t l a b o r . T y p i c a l l y , t he f a r m e r and h i s f a m i l y d id a l l 

of t h e work i n v o l v e d in p r o d u c i n g c r o p s . The i n t r o d u c t i o n 

of t h e r i d i n g p low, t h e co rn p l a n t e r and t h e wheat d r i l l 

made i t p o s s i b l e f o r a f a r m e r t o grow more t h a n he c o u l d 

h a r v e s t . The use of t r a c t o r s m u l t i p l i e d t h e g r o w e r ' s a b i l i t y 

to p l a n t and c u l t i v a t e a l a r g e r number of a c r e s . Between 

1917 and 1960 t h e number of t r a c t o r s i n c r e a s e d f rom 51 ,000 

to f i v e m i l l i o n . ^ Implements used i n t i l l i n g were d e v e l o p e d 

to complement t h e t r a c t o r . The r e a p e r and the t h r e s h i n g 

m a c h i n e , both a p p e a r i n g nea r t h e m i d d l e of t h e n i n e t e e n t h 

c e n t u r y , r e d u c e d l a b o r i n t h e g r a i n h a r v e s t , but encou raged 

the u se of m i g r a t o r y h a r v e s t hands . The combine and t h e 

mechan ized co rn p i c k e r , i n w i d e s p r e a d use by 1940, g r e a t l y 

r educed t h e need f o r s e a s o n a l l a b o r i n h a r v e s t i n g g r a i n . 

R e c e n t l y d e v e l o p e d equipment and t e c h n i q u e s have r e d u c e d 

the need f o r s t o o p labor i n the product ion of c o t t o n , f r u i t s , 

l ^ H i g b e e , p . 10. 

• ^ M i l t o n M. S n o d g r a s s and Luther T. W a l l a c e , 
Economics . and Growth (New York, 1 9 6 4 ) , p . 131. 
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n u t s and v e g e t a b l e s . The r a p i d i n c r e a s e i n h a r v e s t i n g c o t t o n 

by machine has been phenomenal . In 1959 on ly t h i r t y - t h r e e 

per cent of Texas c o t t o n was machine h a r v e s t e d , compared to 

e i g h t y - o n e per cent i n 1 9 6 3 . R e s e a r c h has produced a 

t o m a t o - p i c k i n g machine which r e p l a c e s f i f t y w o r k e r s . T r e e 

s h a k e r s and o t h e r d e v i c e s a r e b e i n g used t o h a r v e s t f r u i t 

and n u t s . A d d i t i o n a l l y , p l a n t s a r e b e i n g d e v e l o p e d , t h r o u g h 

r e s e a r c h , t h a t a r e more adaptable t o mach ine h a r v e s t i n g than 

p r e s e n t v a r i e t i e s . 1 5 O the r c r o p s s i g n i f i c a n t l y a f f e c t e d by 

i n c r e a s e d m e c h a n i z a t i o n a r e suga r b e e t s , s p i n a c h , b e a n s , 

b e e t s , c a r r o t s and p o t a t o e s . I n a d d i t i o n to i n c r e a s e d 

m e c h a n i z a t i o n , a f u r t h e r r e d u c t i o n in t h e r e q u i r e m e n t f o r 

hand l a b o r has become p o s s i b l e by t h e use of r e c e n t l y 

1 7 

d e v e l o p e d c h e m i c a l s to c o n t r o l weeds . Not only can t h e 

u n d e s i r a b l e v e g e t a t i o n be d e s t r o y e d when i t a p p e a r s on t h e 

s u r f a c e , bu t t h e use of chemica l s p r a y s and g r a n u l e s can 

a l s o k i l l t h e weeds b e f o r e t h e y emerge from t h e g r o u n d . 1 ® 

The use of mechanized equipment and modern methods of 

weed c o n t r o l have c o n t r i b u t e d to an i n c r e a s i n g p r o d u c t i v i t y 

*^Texas Counc i l on Mig ran t t a b o r , " M e c h a n i z a t i o n and t h e 
Texas M i g r a n t , w A u s t i n , 1964, p p . 1 - 2 . (Mimeographed . ) 

15 
' " M i g r a n t s and M a c h i n e s , w The New R e p u b l i c . V o l . 145 

( J u l y 24 , 1 9 6 1 ) , p. 8 . 

16 
Texas Counci1 on Migrant L a b o r , l o c . c i t . 

17 
G a v e t t , p. 9 . 

^ " W h a t ' s Next i n Weed K i l l e r s , " Farm J o u r n a l . Vol . 0 5 , 
P a r t 1 (May, 19615, pp . 34 , 89 . 
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of faria l a b o r . In 1600, w h e n a sickle was used in harvesting, 

fifty-six hours of labor were required to grow and harvest an 

acre of wheat. Twenty man-hours were needed per acre in 1880 

when a horse drawn reaper was used. In modern times only two 

hours are necessary to grow an acre of wheat on the Great 

Plains. Recent years have seen a big change in the cotton 

harvest. Where formerly forty workers were used in picking 

cotton by hand, one mechanical cotton picker can now do the 

same work.^ The two decades from 1939 to 1959 witnessed a 

substantial reduction in the amount of labor required to 

grow and harvest an acre of vegetables. The average number 

of man-hours needed was reduced from 147 in 1939 to 112 in 

1959. In the s a m e period the p r e - h a r v e s t labor time was 

reduced from sixty-six to forty-three hours and the harvest 

labor diminished frora e i g h t y - o n e to sixty-nine hours. 

Significantly in the same 1939*1959 period, average yields 

per acre increased from 7,500 pounds to 11,100 pounds. 

Additionally, improved plants, seeds, fertilizers and 

insecticides have also contributed to greater productivity 

in agriculture. Yields per acre of crops such as c o r n , wheat, 

peanuts, potatoes and sugar cane have increased significantly 

31 
in the post-war years. 

* 9 l l i g b e e , p. 9. 

2 0 G a v e t t , p. 10. 

2*Higbee, p. 6. 
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The increased productivity of agricultural labor con-

tributes s i g n i f i c a n t l y to t h e ability of a smaller n u m b e r 

of farmers to feed our growing population. About sixty-

five per cent of the people lived on the farm 100 years 

ago.22 In 1962 only 7.7 per cent of the United States popu-

lation resided on farms.23 It is estimated that by 1980 

probably less than five per cent of all Americans will work 

in a g r i c u l t u r e . 2 ^ 

S i g n i f i c a n t A s p e c t s of the S e a s o n a l 

Farm Labor Market 

An u n d e r s t a n d i n g of the farm labor m a r k e t is n e c e s s a r y 

b e f o r e reaching a decision as to the need for f o r e i g n 1abor 

or the availability of d o m e s t i c w o r k e r s . The s e a s o n a l farm 

labor m a r k e t is largely an u n o r g a n i z e d m a r k e t . It is 

u n o r g a n i z e d in the sense that during p e a c e t i m e there has 

b e e n , d e s p i t e the e f f o r t s of the United States E m p l o y m e n t 

S e r v i c e , no e f f e c t i v e s y s t e m of bringing w o r k e r s and employers 

together at the right time and p l a c e . Duri ng both world w a r s 

the farm 1abor m a r k e t was organized by the g o v e r n m e n t to 

i n s u r e an adequate labor s u p p l y . A n additional exception 

to the above generalization is the recent activity of the 

2 2 I b i d . , p. 4. 

2 3 S n o d g r a s s and W a l l a c e , p. 88. 

24Higbee, p. 4. 

2 5 H a r r y S c h w a r t z , Seasonal Farm Labor In. the United 
States (New York, 1945), pp. 21-23. 
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Labor Department in b r i n g i n g workers and j o b s t o g e t h e r under 

t h e annual worker p l a n . 

Another s i g n i f i c a n t f e a t u r e of t h e farm labor market i s 

t he lack of c o m p e t i t i o n among growers i n t he same a r e a . 

Rather than competing to a t t r a c t worke r s , they o f t e n combine 

to r e c r u i t workers and to agree on wage r a t e s . In o rde r f o r 

the growers to hold to the agreed wage l e v e l s and not to 

compete among t h e m s e l v e s , an abundant l abo r supply i s n e c e s -

s a r y . An excess of l abor a t t h e t imes of g r e a t e s t s e a s o n a l 

need f r e q u e n t l y i s an even g r e a t e r g u a r a n t e e to t h e grower 

t h a t r a i s i n g wages would not become n e e e s s a r y . Farmers have 

ample r e a s o n to a t t r a c t as many workers as p o s s i b l e i n t o 

t h e i r a r e a s at t he t ime of peak n e e d . 2 7 An example of t h e 

g r o w e r s ' a t t i t u d e toward competing f o r s e a s o n a l l abor was 

given by a spokesman f o r t he Vege tab le Growers A s s o c i a t i o n 

whi le appea r ing b e f o r e a c o n g r e s s i o n a l cowia i t t ee . As a 

n o r t h e r n grower he was concerned about t h e e f f e c t t h a t 

t e r m i n a t i o n of t h e raost r e c e n t b r a c e r o program would have 

on Texas m i g r a t o r y workers who had worked in t h e North 

C e n t r a l s t a t e s i n p r e v i o u s y e a r s . He p r e d i c t e d t h a t f a r m e r s 

in Texas and in t he f a r West would e n t e r i n t o c o m p e t i t i o n 

26 
tl. S, C o n g r e s s , S e n a t e , Committee on Labor and P u b l i c 

W e l f a r e , The Miqr atorv Farm Labor Problem in the Uni ted 
S t a t e s . Report No. lf>5, 89th Congre s s , 1 s t Se s s ion 
(Washington, 1965) , p. 31. 

27 
Schwar tz , Seasonal Farm Labor . pp. 20 -72 -73 . 
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for these w o r k e r s . T h e prospect of growers having to pay 

a competitive wage to their workers probably was a very 

distressing innovation. 

There are other reasons, in addition to low wage rates, 

for farmers' wanting large numbers of workers available 

when seasonally needed. As previously mentioned, perishable 

fruits, vegetables and other crops which could be damaged 

by weather changes must be harvested at the proper time,and 

because of wide fluctuations in market prices within a sea-

son, the growers try to ship their produce at a time the 

market offers the highest price. A further advantage offered 

by a labor surplus is that crops can be grown which appear to 

be roost profitable without requiring that the grower give 

consideration to the availability of labor.^ 

of those who believe that there is an adequate 

farm labor supply in this country at the present time would 

agree that during both world wars foreign labor importation 

was required. There is, however, evidence indicating that 

even this need was not acute. Assistant Secretary of Labor 

Post attributed the farm labor shortages of the World War I 

period to unsatisfactory wages and working conditions. He 

pointed out that states paying fifty to seventy dollars 

monthly had no farm labor shortages. Seports of a farm labor 

2%ouse, Hearings. Mexican Farm Labor Program. p. % , 
Statement of Charles M, Creuziger. 

29 
Schwartz, Seasonal Farm Labor, pp. 74-75. 
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shortage came from those states paying only fifteen to forty 

dollars monthly. According to Post, "Two-thirds of the 

farm labor shortage is imaginary and the other third can be 

remedied . . Similarly, in the early years of World 

liar II many of the alleged labor shortages were not c t tused 

by insufficient labor to produce food and fiber. The 

changing from the pre-war condition of a low paid farm labor 

force, accustomed to frequent unemployment and under-

employment to the war-time labor market, created much of 

1 

the reported labor shortage. One can conclude t h a t the 

need for foreign labor was exaggerated during both world 

wars. If the government had spent as much money reallocating 

workers out of labor surplus areas as was spent on the World 

War II labor importation program* the domestic labor supply 

m i g h t have been adequate. The mere possibility of foreign 

labor being unnecessary at a time when Billions of men were 

under arms suggests t h a t domestic labor would have been 

adequate in the pos t-war period. 

Or.ee a crop has matured all of the costs of raising 

the crop, except for harvesting, have already been incurred. 

OA 

Harry Schwartz, "Agricultural Labor in the First World 
War,M Journal of Farm E c o n o m i c s. Vol. 24 (February, 1942), 
p. 180, quoting Assistant Secretary of Labor Post. 

31^ayne D. Rasmussen, 1 Hfl,̂ Q,r,y aJL 
Labor Supply Program. 1943-47. U. S. Department of Agri-
culture, Agriculture Monograph No. 13 (Washington, 1951), 
p. 14, citing memorandum from Boy C. Smith, Bureau of 
Agricultural Economics to Fred Stephen, War Manpower Com-
mission, January 27, 1943. 
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C o s t s r e l a t e d to p l a n t i n g and c u l t i v a t i o n , a l ong w i t h t a x e s , 

i n t e r e s t , and r e n t , a r e i n t h e n a t u r e of f i x e d c o s t s as t h e 

f a r m e r f a c e s t h e h a r v e s t . I f t h e c r o p i s no t h a r v e s t e d , a l l 

of t h e p r e v i o u s i n v e s t m e n t w i l l have been l o s t . To avoid a 

t o t a l l o s s t h e grower will want h i s c r o p h a r v e s t e d . - 3 2 The 

number of man-hours r e q u i r e d to h a r v e s t t h e c r o p i s d e t e r -

mined by t h e s i z e of t h e c rop and t h e w o r k e r s a r e n o r m a l l y 

p a i d by a p i e c e - r a t e . T h u s , t h e f a r m e r has no reason not t o 

c o n c e n t r a t e t h e h a r v e s t i n t o the s h o r t e s t p o s s i b l e p e r i o d , 

u s i n g l a r g e numbers of w o r k e r s . T h e r e would be no a d v a n t a g e 

to spreading the harvest over a longer period, employing a 

smaller number of workers.33 This w i l l explain some of the 

r e p o r t e d " l a b o r shortages** as w e l l as p a r t of t h e high rates 

of unemployment among migratory agricultural workers. " L a b o r 

shortage" may merely mean that there a r e not enough workers 

t o harvest the crop of every grower on the same day. It 

does not n e c e s s a r i l y mean that there a r e not enough w o r k e r s 

to h a r v e s t the crop before i t s p o i l s . 

There is no question that t h e grower wou ld want to 

harvest the crop if the total pre-harvest and harvest costs 

were l e s s than the market value of the crop. The d i f f e r e n c e 

would be t h e f a r m e r's profit. I t would also be true t h a t 

the grower would g a i n by h a r v e s t i n g the crop even if the 

^ S c h w a r t z , S e a s o n a l Farm L a b o r . PP• 6 7 - 6 9 . 

33Lloyd H. Fisher, The H a r v e s t L a b o r Market. J j i 
C a l i f o r n i a ( C a m b r i d g e , 1 9 5 3 ) , p . 152. 
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total cost exceeded market value. This is because a large 

share of the cost is normally p r e - h a r v e s t cost. Not har-

vesting w o u l d result in a complete loss* As long as the 

market v a l u e is greater than the harvest cost, the farmer 

would m i n i m i z e his loss by h a r v e s t i n g T h e grower per-

mitting his crops to spoil in the field is normally faced 

w i t h a market price lower than the cost of harvesting. This 

has often happened to fruit and vegetable growers. Further-

more, in order to maintain the market price, they do not 

always harvest a l l of their crop. Leaving the part of the 

crop having little market value because of low quality is 

35 

not u n c o m m o n among producers of fruits and vegetables. 

Theoretically the grower concerned w i t h M a x i m i z i n g his 

profit or in minimizing his loss would, in the absence of 

an abundant supply of foreign labor, offer whatever wage was 

required to attract domestic workers. Bearing the above 

facts in mind, the article In the Denton B e c o r d - C h r o n l c l c 

of May 4, 1965, reporting crops spoiling in the fields,is 

certainly interesting. A spokesman for strawberry growers 

reported that tt labor shortage existed. Labor u n i o n officials 

pointed oat that workers were being offered only a fifty-six 

dollar a week minimum wage and that more workers w o u l d be 

available if the p a y were h i g h e r . A spokesman for the growers 

encouraged t h e schools to have a strawberry picking vacation, 

3 4 I b i d . 

35 
'Schwartz, Seasonal Farm Labor, p. 19. 
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housewives to leave the home for the field, and soldiers to 

come from Fort Orel on three day passes. No mention was made 

concerning whet the school children, housewives, and soldiers 

would earn by the hour.^ More details of the strawberry 

crisis were reported on May 7, 1965. This article reported 

that Tom M c N a r a a r a , o f Salinas Strawberries,announced the 

abandon!ng of 1,000 acres of strawberries worth an estimated 

five million dollars because of a lack of workers. He 

07 

reported having only 451 of the 3,000 workers needed. ' An 

article appearing on May 10, 1965, confirms that Tom McNaraara, 

a partner in Salinas Strawberries, Inc., the largest grower 

of strawberries in the world, had abandoned 480 acres of 

strawberries and threatened to plow them under unless wore 

workers became available. The article also reports that the 

Governor of California had been asked to permit the inmates 

of two prisons to pick strawberries.®^1 

Using the figures provided by Tow McNamar a and assuming 

his ten million dollar strawberry crop requires 3,000 pickers, 

further assuming that the payment of nearly all of the value 

of the crop to harvest workers was preferable to total loss 

of the crop, to minimize his loss McNaraara would offer a 

wage high enough to attract workers. He would be able to 

spend up to ten million dollars for the harvest. Dividing 

^Denton Record-Chronicle. May 4, 1965, p. 2. 

3 7The Dallas Morning News, May 7, 1965, Sec. 4, p. 1. 

38' The Pallas Morning News. May 10, 1965, Sec. 1, p. 12, 
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t h e v a l u e of t h e c rop by t h e number of w o r k e r s r e q u i r e d 

y i e l d s a f i g u r e of $ 3 , 3 3 3 pe r w o r k e r . T h i s $ 3 , 3 3 3 f i g u r e i s 

about t h r e e t i m e s g r e a t e r t h a n t h e annua l income of t h e 

a v e r a g e m i g r a t o r y f a r m w o r k e r . T h i s l e a d s t o t h e c o n c l u s i o n 

t h a t an o f f e r t o w o r k e r s somewhere be tween t h e amount t h e y 

a r e now e a r n i n g and a $3 ,000 s a l a r y f o r t h e s t r a w b e r r y h a r v e s t 

p e r i o d might p r o d u c e enough worke r s and p e r m i t t h e h a r v e s t t o 

p r o c e e d . T h u s , h i s a c t i o n does not appea r to be e c o n o m i c a l l y 

r a t i o n a l . I f McNamara d id not make a p r o f i t , a t l e a s t he 

would minimi ze h i s l o s s . 

T h e r e i s r e a s o n t o b e l i e v e t h a t some of t h e g rower s a r e 

not r e a l l y t r y i n g t o h i r e w o r k e r s . They may be more i n t e r -

e s t e d i n t r y i n g t o b u i l d a c a s e f o r f u t u r e b r a c e r o i m p o r t a -

t i o n . An a r t i c l e i n The Wall S t r e e t J o u r n a l of A p r i l 2 6 , 

1965, r e p o r t s G i l b e r t L. Simonson, an o f f i c i a l of t h e U n i t e d 

Packinghouse , Food , and A l l i e d Workers Union, as q u e s t i o n i n g 

t h e s i n c e r i t y of grower c l a i m s r e g a r d i n g t h e e f f o r t s t h e y 

are waking t o h i r e d o m e s t i c w o r k e r s . He p o i n t e d ou t t h a t 

a p p r o x i m a t e l y o n e - t h i r d of t h o s e unemployed i n Los Ange les 

had p r e v i o u s l y been f a r m w o r k e r s . He saw no r e a s o n why 

improved wages and l i v i n g c o n d i t i o n s would not l u r e them back 

to f a r t w o r k . S i m i l a r l y , a c c o r d i n g t o an a r t i c l e i n The. 

Pa l 1 as Mor ni nc? News of May 10, 1965 , the Mexican-American 

Unity C o u n c i l r epor ted tha t t h r e e t h o u s a n d workers would be 

made a v a i l a b l e i f minimum s t a n d a r d s of wages and h o u s i n g were 

39 The Wall S t r e e t J o u r n a l . Apri1 26 , 1965, p . 7 . 
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met. The same a r t i c l e reports t h a t a r e c r u i t i n g e f f o r t by a 

San J o s e , C a l i f o r n i a , c h u r c h g r o u p had f o u n d 120 w o r k e r s , b u t 

t h a t t h e g rower demand f o r w o r k e r s had slackened.^0 E v i d e n c e 

of f r e q u e n t i n s t a n c e s of w o r k e r s making t h e m s e l v e s a v a i l a b l e 

f o r work i n r e s p o n s e t o g rower o f f e r s and t h e n f i n d i n g t h a t 

t h e r e i s no r e a l demand f o r t h e i r s e r v i c e s i s w e l l documented 

i s t h e t e s t i m o n y of W a l t e r Simcich, of t h e C a l i f o r n i a Labor 

F e d e r a t i o n , b e f o r e t h e S e n a t e Commit tee on Agriculture.^^ 

E f f e c t s of t h e B r a c e r o P r o g r a m s 
on A g r i c u l t u r e 

I n a d d i t i o n t o t h e b r a c e r o s and d o m e s t i c m i g r a t o r y 

w o r k e r s , who w i l l be d i s c u s s e d i n s u b s e q u e n t c h a p t e r s , t h o s e 

most a f f e c t e d by t h e i m p o r t a t i o n of f o r e i g n w o r k e r s were t h e 

n a t i o n ' s f a r m e r s . A v a i l a b l e s t a t i s t i c s i n d i c a t e that o n l y 

a s m a l l p r o p o r t i o n of f a r m e r s have a m a j o r i n t e r e s t i n c h e a p 

f a r m w o r k e r s . A 1960 c o n g r e s s i o n a l r e p o r t a s s e r t s t h a t f i f t y 

p e r c e n t of a l l f a r m s i n t h i s c o u n t r y used no h i r e d l a b o r and 

t h a t t h i r t y - f i v e pe r c e n t of t h e r e m a i n i n g farras s p e n t l e s s 

t h a n $500 a n n u a l l y f o r l a b o r . ^ I t would a p p e a r t h a t t h i s 

was not t h e g r o u p b e n e f i t i n g f rom b r a c e r o i m p o r t a t i o n . 

A c c o r d i n g t o t h e same r e p o r t , s e v e n t y p e r c e n t of a l l 

4 Q The D a l l a s Morning News. May 10 , 1965 , S e c . 1 , p . 12 . 

41Senate , H e a r i n o s . I m p o r t a t i o n of F o r e i g n A g r i c u l t u r a l 
W o r k e r s . p p . 2 3 9 - 2 4 3 , S t a t e m e n t of W a l t e r Simci ch. 

« U . S . Congress, House of R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s , Commi t t ee on 
A g r i c u l t u r e , Farm Labor P r o g r a m . Report No. 1642 , 86th 
Congress, 2nd Session ( W a s h i n g t o n , 1960), p . 17. 
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a g r i c u l t u r a l l a b o r c o s t s were b o r n e by f i v e pe r c e n t of t h e 

n a t i o n ' s f a r m s . Only two pe r cent of the f a r m s used i m p o r t e d 

l a b o r . 4 3 A more r e c e n t c o n g r e s s i o n a l r epor t p o i n t s out tha t 

the smal l f a m i l y farm, growing the same products in which 

l a r g e numbers of b r a c e r o s are u s e d , has been hurt i n two 

d i f f e r e n t ways . F i r s t of a l l , t h e s m a l l e r farm has a d i f -

f i c u l t t ime competing wi th a l a r g e r farm employing cheap 

f o r e i g n 1abor . S e c o n d l y , low c o s t l a b o r makes i t p o s s i b l e 

f or the l a r g e farms to expand p r o d u c t i o n , which lowers the 

market va lue of the crop in q u e s t i o n . 4 4 The same repor t 

g i v e s an example of f a m i l y f a rms b e i n g a d v e r s e l y a f f e c t e d 

by the bracero program. Growers of s t r a w b e r r i e s i n A r k a n s a s , 

Kentucky, Oklahoma, T e n n e s s e e , and V i r g i n i a have been f o r c e d 

t o r e d u c e product ion b e c a u s e of f a l l i n g p r i c e s . At t h e same 

t i m e g rowers l i k e McNasaara, u s i n g 1 arge 1 y b r a c e r o l a b o r , 

doubled t h e i r p r o d u c t i o n . Domest ic f a r m w o r k e r s were used i n 

I n d i a n a on the tomato crop . G r e a t l y i n c r e a s e d product ion by 

b ig b r a c e r o - e m p l o y i n g farms was accompanied by a f o r t y p e r 

cent d e c l i n e i n I n d i a n a ' s tomato product ion during the 1950-

1960 p e r i o d . 4 3 Matt T r i g g s , an o f f i c i a l of the American Farm 

Bureau F e d e r a t i o n , a r g u i n g b e f o r e a c o n g r e s s i o n a l coramittee 

4 3 I b l d . , p. 18. 

4 4 U . S . C o n g r e s s , House of R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s , Committee on 
A g r i c u l t u r e , One-Year E x t e n s i o n of Mexican Farm Labor 
P rog ram. E e p o r t No. 7 2 2 , 88th C o n g r e s s , 1 s t S e s s i o n 
( W a s h i n g t o n , 1963 ) , p . 25 . 

4 5 I b i d . . pp. 2 5 - 2 6 . 
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t h a t s m a l l f a r m e r s as w e l l as b i g f a r m e r s b e n e f i t t e d f rom t h e 

use of f o r e i g n w o r k e r s , r e p o r t e d tha t l a r g e f a r m e r s were i n 

a b e t t e r p o s i t i o n t o mechan ize and t o r e c r u i t d o m e s t i c w o r k e r s 

than were s m a l l f a r m e r s . ^ Ample e v i d e n c e i s a v a i l a b l e t o 

r e f u t e t h e Farm B u r e a u ' s i m p l i c a t i o n t h a t s o a l 1 f a r r o e r s were 

t he main b e n e f i c i a r i e s of t h e b r a c e r o program* however , even 

more i m p o r t a n t was t h e d e f i n i t e c o m p e t i t i v e a d v a n t a g e b r a e e r o 

employer s e n j o y e d over t h e a v e r a g e f a r m e r , who used o n l y 

f a m i l y l a b o r or d o m e s t i c h i r e d l a b o r . The l a b o r of t h e 

f a r m e r and h i s f a m i l y was wor th no more t h a n t h e v a l u e of 

t h e b r a c e r o l a b o r a g a i n s t which t h e y were compet ing , a c c o r d i n g 

to a f a r m e r who f o r m e r l y employed b r a c e r o s . 4 7 

4 6 I I o u s e , H e a r i n g s . Mexican Farm Labor Program., p . 36 , 
S t a t e m e n t of Mat t T r i g g s . 

4^Frank Pergyn , "The Loca l Farmers* Viewpoin t on t h e 
' P l i g h t of t h e M i g r a t o r y Worker,'" Address g i v e n b e f o r e t h e 
C a t h o l i c Counci1 f o r t h e S p a n i s h S p e a k i n g , San Anton io , T e x a s , 
March 16, 1961 . (Mimeographed .} 



CHAPTER I I I 

THE BRACER01 

The B r s c e r o i n Mexico 

U n d e r s t a n d i n g why t h e b r a c e r o comes t o t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s 

r e q u i r e s an a p p r e c i a t i o n of c o n d i t i o n s i n t h e l a n d of h i s 

o r i g i n . From t h e t i m e of c o n q u e s t by S p a i n t o t h e r e v o l u t i o n 

of 1 9 1 0 , t h e p e o p l e of Mex ico w e r e l a r g e l y i n a s t a t e of p e o n -

a g e and bound t o t h e land . T h e 1910 revolution e n d e d t h i s 

f e u d a l - l i k e society. The M e x i c a n p e o p l e h®d become a c c u s t o m e d 

t o b e i n g exploited and l i v i n g a t a s u b s i s t e n c e level .^ Even 

t o d a y , r u r a l Mexico i s p r i m i t i v e and m o s t of t h e p e o p l e a r e 

s t i l l c l o s e t o a s u b s i s t e n c e s t a n d a r d of living. A g r i c u l t u r e 

e m p l o y s ou tmoded m e t h o d s of p r o d u c t i o n and t r a d e i s f a c i l i t a t e d 

by means of b a r t e r , r a t h e r t h a n by u s e of money.® One M e a s u r e 

of a n a t i o n ' s d e v e l o p m e n t i s t h e s t a t e of i t s e d u c a t i o n a l 

s y s t e m . I n 1960 more t h a n o n e - t h i r d of t h e M e x i c a n p e o p l e 

^ B r a c e r o i s a S p a n i s h word m e a n i n g a rm . I t s u s a g e i s 
c o m p a r a b l e t o t h a t o f t h e E n g l i s h word h a n d , w h i c h i s u s e d t o 
i n d i c a t e a w o r k e r , a h i r e d hand o r a f a r o hand. T h i s s t u d y 
u s e s t h e t e r r a t o i d e n t i f y a w o r k e r of M e x i c a n n a t i o n a l i t y . 

2 
N a t h a n L. Whetten and Robert G. Burnight, "Internal 

Migration in Mexico," R u r a l Sociology. Vol. 21 (June, 1956), 
p p . 140-141. 

S. Dep artment o f Labor , L a b o r in Mexlco . Bureau of 
Labor Statistics Report No . 251 (Washington, 1963), p. l. 

24 
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were I l l i t e r a t e , a s i g n i f i c a n t improvement from t h e two-

t h i r d s that could no t r e a d and w r i t e i n 1930.4 

M e x i c o , l i k e t h e United S t a t e s , i s e x p e r i e n c i n g a change 

i n 1abor required for agricultural production. Although the 

number of a g r i c u l t u r a l employees i s i n c r e a s i n g , i t i s a 

d e c l i n i n g percent age of t h e p o p u l a t i o n . The p r o p o r t i o n of 

t h e p o p u l a t i o n engaged i n p r o d u c i n g f a rm p r o d u c t s i s d e c l i n i n g . 

T h e r e h a s been an i n c r e a s i n g s u b s t i t u t i o n of c a p i t a l f o r l a b o r 

s i n c e World War I I T h i s h a s caused a s e r i o u s p rob lem f o r 

Mexico i n t h e form of a l a r g e r r u r a l l a b o r f o r c e t h a n can be 

employed on t h e f a r m . I n 1959 the Mexican D e p a r t m e n t of 

A g r a r i a n A f f a i r s , w h i l e s t u d y i n g unemployment and u n d e r -

e m p l o y m e n t among agricultural workers, found that approximately 

2 , 5 0 0 , 0 0 0 f a r m l a b o r e r s were employed o n l y 145 o r fewer d ays 

a y e a r . Many workers a r e employed o n l y a t h a r v e s t t i m e . 

Underemployment i s t h e main c a u s e of b r a c e r o s w a n t i n g t o 

work i n t h e United S t a t e s . * * I n most c a s e s b r a c e r o s come f rom 

poor rural a r e a s or from among concentrations of agricultural 

7 
workers who have s e t t l e d i n the cities. 

4Ibid.. p. 2. 

f 

'Clarence A. Moore, "Agricultural Developments i n 
Mexico,M Journal o f Farm E c o n o m i c s . Vol. 37, Part 1 (February, 
1955), p p . 76-77. 

^U. S . Department of Labor, L^bor in Mexico . p p . 3 9 - 4 0 . 

7Richard H. Hancock, The Ro l e of the B r a c e r o in the 
Economic JJKL C u l t u r a l DifllftjUj, Si tefe.ftj A Case Stqdy of 
Chihuahua (Stanford, 1 9 5 9 ) , p p . 1 2 4 - 1 2 9 . 
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I n s u f f i c i e n t employment o p p o r t u n i t y i n t h e r u r a l a r e a s 

has caused a l a r g e s c a l e r u r a l t o u rban m i g r a t i o n w i t h i n 

Mexico from 1910 to t h e p r e s e n t t i m e . T h i s movement has 

o c c u r r e d a t an a c c e l e r a t e d r a t e i n r e c e n t y e a r s . Accord ing 

to t h e Mexican Census of 1950, e i g h t y per c e n t of t h o s e who 

had changed t h e i r r e s i d e n c e w i t h i n Mexico had moved i n t o an 

u rban m u n i c i p a l i t y . ® T h i s i n c r e a s i n g r u r a l to u rban m i g r a -

t i o n has r e s u l t e d i n g r e a t e r underemployment i n c i t i e s . 

Most of t h e unemployed f a r m w o r k e r s 1ack t h e t r a i n i n g and 

s k i l l s n e c e s s a r y to q u a l i f y f o r u rban employment. 

The low wage l e v e l s i n Mexico a r e e v i d e n c e of t h e 

p o v e r t y e x i s t i n g t h e r e . The Mexican minimum wage as e s t a b -

l i s h e d by S t a t e s and m u n i c i p a l i t i e s v a r i e s bo th by o c c u p a -

t i o n and g e o g r a p h i c a l a r e a . S t a t e d i n Un i t ed S t a t e s c u r r e n c y , 

t h e l e g a l minimum d a i l y wage f o r t h e y e a r s 1958 and 1959 

ave raged s i x t y - t h r e e c e n t s . R u r a l miniraum wages , which a r e 

more a p p l i c a b l e t o t h e b r a c e r o , a r e even lower than t h e 

o v e r a l l a v e r a g e minimum wage. R i c h a r d H. Hancock, a s t u d e n t 

of t h e problem and t h e s o u r c e f o r t h e p r e c e d i n g i n f o r m a t i o n , 

i n d i c a t e s t h a t t h e a c t u a l wages p a i d a r e somet imes even l e s s 

t han t h e l e g a l minimum,*® 

The low e a r n i n g s , e v i d e n c e d by the mininum wage l e v e l s , 

do not f u l l y i n d i c a t e the poverty i n Mexico. The problem 

®Whetten and Burn ight , pp . 141, 149. 

90. S. De partraent of L a b o r , Labor i n Mex ico . p . 4 0 . 

l ®Hsncock , p . 29 . 
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i s made even more s e r i o u s by e x t e n s i v e unemployment and under-

employraent . Hancock c i t e s a government p u b l i c a t i o n w r i t t e n 

by Mar tha 8 . L o w e n e t e r n , which c r e d i t s Ruiz C o r t i n e s , f o r m e r 

P r e s i d e n t of Mexico , as i n d i c a t i n g on May 24 , 1954 , t h a t 

t w e n t y - n i n e per c e n t of t h e Mexican l a b o r f o r c e was u n d e r -

employed and t h a t many worke r s i n s e a s o n a l i n d u s t r i e s were 

unemployed more t h a n seven months a y e a r . * * 

Employment i n t h e Un i t ed S t a t e s has t h e p o t e n t i a l of 

making a t r emendous change i n t h e l i f e of t h e i n d i v i d u a l 

Mexican . A t y p i c a l b r a c e r o as d e s c r i b e d by E r n e s t o G a l a r z a , 

a l e a d i n g a u t h o r i t y on t h e b r a c e r o p r o g r a m s , i s m a r r i e d and 

l i v e s w i th h i s w i f e and f o u r c h i l d r e n i n Rancho de l a 

M o j o n e r a , Michoacan . Working as a fa rm hand , he e a r n s 

t h i r t y - t w o c e n t s a day i n U n i t e d S t a t e s c u r r e n c y . He has 

hopes of e a r n i n g e i g h t t o f i f t e e n d o l l a r s a day i n t h e 

Uni ted S t a t e s . The p o s s i b i l i t y of b r i n g i n g home f i v e hun-

dred d o l l a r s a f t e r two months i n t h i s c o u n t r y has been sug -

g e s t e d to him by a r e c r u i t e r of b r a c e r o s . To e a r n as much 

in Mexico would t a k e a t l e a s t f o u r y e a r s . ^ U n d e r s t a n d a b l y , 

t h e p r o s p e c t of h igh e a r n i n g s a t t r a c t s b r a e e r o s to t h e 

Un i t ed S t a t e s . ^ 

* * I b i d . , p . 40 , c i t i n g "Labor i n Mexico" by Mar tha B. 
L o w e n s t e r n , U n i t e d S t a t e s Depar tment of L a b o r , Bureau of 
Labor S t a t i s t i c s , F o r e i g n Labor I n f o r m a t i o n S e r i e s No. 11, 
1958, p . 22 . 

12 
E r n e s t o G a l a r z a , S t r a n g e r s i n Our F i e l d s . 2nd e d . 

( W a s h i n g t o n , 1 9 5 6 ) , pp . 2 - 3 . 

^ H a n c o c k , p . 24 . 
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The importation of Mexican workers i n t o the United 

S t a t e s had a s i g n i f i c a n t e f f e c t on Mexico * s economy. If 

the b race ros had not been employed in t h i s coun t ry , they 

probably would have added to unemployment in Mexico, In 

add i t ion to the b e n e f i c i a l e f f e c t b racero ea rn ings had on 

the workers and t h e i r f a m i l i e s , Mexico b e n e f i t t e d in another 

way. The earn ings sent back to Mexico by the workers p ro -

vided about thirty m i l l i o n d o l l a r s annual ly in f o r e i g n 

e x c h a n g e . T h e importance of these ea rn ings to the Mexican 

economy i s i n d i c a t e d by the f a c t t h a t they were second only 

to touricm as a source of do l l a r s .*" 5 

Bracero Condi t ions in the United S t a t e s 

Cons iderab le d i f f e r e n c e of opinion e x i s t s r egard ing how 

wel l the b racero f a r e s while working in t h i s coun t ry . Gen-

e r a l l y , those f avor ing Mexican worker impor t a t ion f i n d the 

bracero to have been t r e a t e d and paid wel l whi le working 

he re . Those suppor t ing t h i s p o s i t i o n r e f e r to the program 

as a type of f o r e i g n aid program which he lps braceross become 

independent fa rmers in M e x i c o . 1 6 Those opposed to impor t ing 

workers from Mexico f i n d t h a t t he bracero has been poorly 

t r e a t e d and underpaid . The book , S t r ange r s in Our F i e l d s . 

by Ga la rza , i s almost completely concerned with the s u b j e c t 

*%he Ball as. Morning News . February 22, 1965, Sec. 1 
p. 12. 

i : jHouse, One-Year Extension of Mexican Farm Labor 
Program . p . 14. 

1 6 I b l d . , p . 32. 
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of employers violating the bracero * s contractual rights. 

Galarza cited one source, a Los Angeles newspaper, describing 

the braceros as slaves.^ There is reason to believe that, 

although the Mexican worker generally earned more money by 

working in this country,18 denial of the rights and protec-

tion promised in the individual worker's contract and 

1Q 

international agreements was widespread. Evidence exists 

indicating that this problem existed from the beginning of 

the bracero program during World War II. ̂ ° According to 

Jones, although the number of official complaints was small, 

those able to speak with the braceros in their own language 
21 

found that they had many grievances. 

Most important to the bracero was the amount he earned 

while in the United States. His earnings depended both on 

wage rates and the amount of employment. Galarse reports a 

wide range in the earnings of individual workers. The highest 

two-week paycheck that he found was $154 . 00 , the lowest was 

a case where no money was paid because deductions for food 

and insurance exceeded earnings. Galarza reports that net 

^Galarza, Strangers in Our Fields. p. 11, citing JE1 
Anaelino. March 4, 1949, p. 1. 

1 8 House , One-Year Extension of Mexican Farm Labor 
Program, p. 14. 

1^The worker contract and international agreement are 
discussed in detail in Chapter V. 

20Rasmussen, pp. 226, 220. 

2 1Ibid. . p. 228, citing Robert C. Jones, Mexican War 
Workers in the United States. p. 13. 
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earnings, after deductions, of slightly more than fifteen 

dollars a week were more typical.22 There is no question 

that the bracero worked for low wages. A South Texan who 

formerly employed both "wetbacks" and braceros reports that 

the cost of bracero labor was only slightly greater than that of 

"wetback" labor.23 Similarly, a Senate report indicates 

that sorae employers paid Mexican workers twenty-five to 

thirty cents an hour.24 

Lack of adequate e»ploy»ent opportunity was a serious 

bracero problem. Since the bracero was here primarily to 

earn money and his stay was limited by the period of his 

contract, unemployment would understandably be a cause of 

complaint. Galarza found some workers unhappily reporting 

that they were offered work only every other day. ̂  This is 

remarkable if one recalls that the bracero was in the United 

States because of an alleged 1abor shortage. As an example 

of how this affected the size of workers' paychecks, Galarza 

shows one worker's weekly earnings after deductions,for a 

four week period. They were $45.70, $6.48, $6.03, and $2.88.2^ 

2%alarza, Strangers in Our Fields, pp. 38,- 39. 

23John S. McBride, Vanishing Bracero, Valley Revolution 
(San Antonio, 1963), p. 10. 

2 4U. S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, Mexican Farm Labor Act Extension. Report No. 1045, 
84th Congress, 1st Session (Washington, 1955), p. 1. 

25Galarza, Strangers Oj»r FJLsUJt* P . 3 7 . 

2^Ibid. . p. 39. 
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Estimates also vary widely 011 the amount of money that the 

typical bracero was able to send or take back to Mexico. 

Hancock estimates that the average in 1956 and 1957 was 

$175.00 out of $500.00 earned in a three and one-half month 

period. 2 7 A Senate report estimates that the average bra-

cero was able to return $180.00 to Mexico after a stay in 

this country of about six months. 2 8 Galarza points out that 

although some braceros were fortunate enough to return to 

Mexico with significant savings, most of them failed to 

accomplish this purpose. Many braceros were not able to 

earn enough to meet the expenses connected with their trip. 

Moreover, the additional earnings required to support their 

families in Mexico were not realized by sorae workers. A 

bracero working forty-eight hours a week at seventy cents 

an hour would have had net earning® of only about twenty 

dollars a week after deductions for food and insurance. A 

married bracero would require about ten dollars a week to 

send home to his family. The bracero *s incidental expenses 

would require about $2.50. This would leave the worker 

about $7.50 a week to apply toward his cost of getting 

employment in the United States. The bracero's cost of 

coming to the United States averaged forty dollars, according 

to Gtlarza. This went for necessary expenses in Mexico, 

2 7Hancock, p. 37. 

2 8House, One-Year Extension of Mexican. Farm Labor 
Program. p. 32. 
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i n c l u d i n g payments t o government o f f i c i a l s i n c i d e n t t o 

r e g i s t e r i n g f o r a c o n t r a c t , t r a n s p o r t a t i o n t o t h e c o n t r a c t i n g 

c e n t e r , and s u b s i s t e n c e w h i l e w a i t i n g a t t h e c o n t r a c t i n g 

29 
c e n t e r . 

Among t h e v i o l a t i o n s of t h e b r a c e r o ' s c o n t r a c t u a l 

r i g h t s , many were c o n n e c t e d wi th t h e t y p e of d w e l l i n g p r o -

v ided for h im. Housing f o r b r a c e r o s o f t e n had l i t t l e s i m i -

l a r ! ty to t h a t described i n t h e work c o n t r a c t and was some-

t i m e s u n s u i t a b l e for human h a b i t a t i o n . Galarza r e p o r t s t h a t 

frequently the substandard former "wetback" and domestic 

m i g r a n t h o u s i n g was used f o r braceros. In o t h e r i n s t a n c e s , 

b r a c e r o s were found to be l i v i n g i n b u i l d i n g s r e c e n t l y used 

t o q u a r t e r a n i m a l s . F u r t h e r r a o r e , q u a r t e r s were found w i t h -

o u t s c r e e n s on t h e windows, w i th l e a k y r o o f s , w i t h c r a c k s i n 

t h e w a l l s , w i t h o u t a d e q u a t e s a n i t a r y f a c i l i t i e s , w i t h o u t 

s t o v e s f o r h e a t i n g d u r i n g t h e w i n t e r , and w i t h o u t s u f f i c i e n t 

s p a c e . In some c a s e s b r a c e r o s were housed i n t e n t s . 

McBride r e p o r t s t h a t , a l t h o u g h t h e h o u s i n g d e s c r i b e d to 

q u a l i f y f o r a u t h o r i z a t i o n t o o b t a i n b r a c e r o s o f t e n r e s e m b l e d 

h o t e l s , t h e q u a r t e r s a c t u a l l y provided were c o t t o n s t o r a g e 

h o u s e s , t e n t s , and v e g e t a b l e s h e d s . Sometimes t h e b r a c e r o s 

l i v e d i n p a t c h e s of b rush under t a r p a u l i n s f o r m e r l y u t i l i z e d 
•a \ 

by w e t b a c k s . * 

Galarza , S t r a n g e r s I n Our F i e l d s . pp . 3 5 - 3 6 , 3 9 . 

3 0 I b i d . . pp . 2 2 - 2 4 , 2 7 - 2 9 . 

^ M c B r i d e , pp , 1 3 - 1 4 , 1 6 - 1 7 . 
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Eating was a big problem for braceros working in the 

United States. According to the international agreeraent 

food was supposed to be provided at cost; in no case wag the 

cost to be greater than $1.75 per day. Additionally, the 

bracero was to have the option of preparing his own food, 

with utensils and facilities to be provided by the employer 

at no cost to the bracero. Galarza's study shows that often 

braceros were denied the right to cook for themselves, with 

cancellation of their contracts the only alternative to 

eating in the commissary. The feeding of braceros was a 

profitable business for concessionnaires. In small camps 

a labor contractor frequently operated the kitchen. Where 

the feeding of braceros was operated for profit, there was a 

resultant tendency to skimp on food. This could explain the 

reason for part of the worker's complaints about bad food as 

well as cases of food poisoning. Another cause of worker 

complaint was the inability of many of the kitchens to pre-

pare food to suit the Mexican t a s t e . ^ 2 The feeding of 

braceros by firms operating for a profit was clearly in 

violation of the international agreement. 

The Mexican workers' right to elect representatives to 

protect their interests, although provided for in the inter-

national agreement, was frequently denied them in practice. 

Galarza presents evidence that, in some cases, not only would 

the employer refuse to recognize the spokesman for the 

go 
^Galarza, St.rangers in Our Fields. pp. 40-43. 
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workers, but also that often the spokesman would be either 

sent back to Mexico or to another camp. This threat of 

repatriation sufficed to keep the bracero s a docile group. 

Where they were not in a position to discuss their contrac-

tual rights with their employer, they really had no rights. 

Similarly the President's Commission reported that the 

absence of a means of resolvi ny differences between workers 

and employers was an important cause for large numbers of 

braceros going home prior to completing their contracts.34 

The worker contract and international agreement was 

also violated in respect to transportation and health. Over-

crowding, speeding, and the use of unsafe vehicles resulted 

in numerous bracero injuries and deaths which strict enforce-

ment of the Mexican w o r k e r s ' rights could have pr e v e n t e d . 

Regarding health, the workers were required to pay for health 

and accident insurance in the form of payroll deductionsj 

however, they d i d n ' t have a copy of the policy and knew 

little about it.* benefits. There were cases of braceros 

going without me d i c a l care or paying for it with their own 

m o n e y when the policy would have covered them. Galarza o f f e r s 

evidence that, not only did the workers' contracts and the 

international agreements fail to protect the braceros, but 

3 3Ibld., pp. 70, 73. 

S. President, Truman, p. 45. 
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a l s o t h a t t h o s e braceros w i th c o n s i d e r a b l e e x p e r i e n c e work ing 

in t h i s c o u n t r y p l a c e d l i t t l e f a i t h i n t h e m . ^ 

3 c 
"Galarza, S t r a n g e r s i n Our F i e l d s . pp . 18 , 5 6 - 5 8 . 



CHAPTER IV 

DOMESTIC MIGRATORY WORKERS 

The Migrant Problem, A Continuing Problem 

Among the various groups affected by the bracero pro-

grams, domestic migrants were of major importance. No study 

of the bracero is complete without a description of the native 

worker whose employment and problems he shared. The lives of 

American migratory farmworkers, when compared to the way of 

life of most Americans, are characterized by "self-perpetuating 

conditions of illiteracy, insecurity, and poverty."1 There 

were approximately 400,000 domestic migratory agricultural 

workers in 1964.^ 

Migratory workers are not limited to any one part of the 

nation. Illustrative of the national scope of this problem 

is the fact that, in 1964, thirty-seven states employed a 

thousand or more migrants at the peak of their season. The 

states leading in the employment of domestic migratory workers 

are California and Michigan, each of which employed more than 

U, S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, The Mi orator v Farm Labor Problem In the United States... 
Report No. 167, 88th Congress, 1st Session (Washington, 1963), 
pp. 1, 2. 

^U. S. Department of Labor, Farm Labor Developments 
(Washington, 1965), p. 16. 

36 
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5 0 , 0 0 0 d o m e s t i c m i g r a n t s i n 1 9 6 4 . T h e same ye»r b o t h New 

York and T e x a s e m p l o y e d more t h a n 2 0 , 0 0 0 , arid O r e g o n , K a n s a s , 

W a s h i n g t o n , F l o r i d a , New J e r s e y , N o r t h C a r o l i n a , and Ohio 

3 

employed more t h a n 12,000 e a c h a t s e a s o n a l p e a k . M i g r a n t 

w o r k e r s t r a v e l t h r e e p r i n c i p a l r o u t e s . Fo r t h e mos t p a r t , t h o s e 

b a s e d i n F l o r i d a and C a l i f o r n i a move n o r t h w i t h t h e c r o p s 

i n t o t h e Mew E n g l a n d S t a t e s and t h e P a c i f i c N o r t h w e s t 

respectively. The third m a j o r migration, and the one of 

g r e a t e s t i m p o r t a n c e t o t h i s s t u d y , b e g i n s i n T e x a s and g o e s 

generally northward i n t o the North Central and Rocky M o u n t a i n 

S t a t e s . Texas migrants also work i n many of t h e states a l o n g 
4 

the E a s t and West c o a s t s . 

An i n c r e a s i n g amount of the nation* s farm work is b e i n g 

done by machine and the size of the farm l a b o r force has 

d e c l i n e d significantly; however, the number of migratory 

f a r m w o r k e r s changed little during the 1950 to 1961 period.^ 

Agricultural e c o n o m i s t s r e p o r t t h a t s e a s o n a l l a b o r e r s w i l l 

c o n t i n u e to be needed i n large numbers, even though the over-

all requirement for farm 1abor w i l l continue to d e c l i n e . ^ 

The c o n t i n u e d presence of the migrant w i l l mean the 

per si stence of t h e p r o b l e m s a s s o c i a t e d with m i g r a t o r y l a b o r . 

3Ibld. . p. 39. 

^ S e n a t e , The M i g r a t o r y Farm L a b o r Problem. 1 9 6 3 , p . 1 . 

5Ibid.. citing United S t a t e s D e p a r t m e n t of Agriculture, 
"Advance Report, The Hired Farm Work ing Force of 1 9 6 1 . H 

^State of Texas, "Report of the House Interim Migrant 
Labor Subcommittee" (Austin, Texas, 1962), p . 9. 
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These i n c l u d e unemployment and underemployment, low earnings, 

child labor, inadequate education, transportation, crew 

leader and labor contractor malpractice, poor h o u s i n g and 

sanitation, ill health and the adverse effect of importing 

foreign labor. 

Unemployment and Underemployment 

The temporary character of the farm work performed by 

migratory labor results in much se a s o n a l unemployment. T h i s 

is a l e a d i n g migrant problem. Unemployment has been a grave 

matter for the economy as a whole In recent years and is 

even more serious for hired farmworkers. In 1964 such 

workers, i n c l u d i n g migrants, averaged 9 . 3 per cent unemploy-

ment as compared to 5 . 2 per cent for workers in general. 

This disparity is even greater in regard to underemployment. 

In 1964 those working less than full time averaged 6.7 per 

cent in agriculture as compared to 3.3 per cent in other 

occupations.6 T h i s probably understates the problem because 

migratory workers withdraw from the work force during the 

slack s e a s o n . Thus they are not counted among the unemployed. 

Domestic migratory workers, considered separately from 

other farmworkers, averaged working 123 days in agriculture 

^U. S. Congress, S e n a t e , Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, Extension of Mexican Farm Labor Program* Report 
No. 391, 88th Congress, 1st Session (Washington, 1963), p. 13. 

®U. S. Department of Labor, Farff Labor Developments. 
p. 35. 
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in 1960 and only 109 days In 1961.9 In 1962, with economic 

expansion, employment increased to 116 days of f a r m work. 

The inclusion of non-farm e m p l o y m e n t brought the total d a y s 

worked t o only 137 according to the estimate of a student of 

the migrant p r o b l e m . 1 0 

Migran t E a r n i n g s 

The low pay which m i g r a n t s r e c e i v e f o r t h e i r l a b o r i s 

another s e r i o u s problem. N a t i o n a l l y , i n 1961, the migratory 

worker a v e r a g e d $6.25 a day w h i l e working i n a g r i c u l t u r e and 

$8 .40 a day w h i l e work ing i n n o n - a g r i c u l t u r a l o c c u p a t i o n s . 1 1 

I n Texas $ 5 . 1 4 was t h e a v e r a g e d a i l y e a r n i n g s of m i g r a t o r y 

f a r m w o r k e r s , as r epor ted by a Texas l e g i s l a t i v e s t u d y . The 

Texas a v e r a g e was not t h e l o w e s t i n t h e c o u n t r y , but was low 

compared to o ther s t a t e s which employ Texas m i g r a n t s . The 

s t a t e s l i s t e d paid t h e f o l l o w i n g d a i l y a v e r a g e t o f a r m w o r k e r s : 

Average e a r n i n g s p e r day 
Arizona 10 70 
C a l i f o r n i a 8 84 
Washi ngton 8 39 
I l l i n o i s 7 94 
North Dakota 7 75 
Mi n n e s o t a 7 34 
Wiscons i n 7 16 
Hichigan 6 64 
Idaho 6 20 
C o l o r a d o 5 35 : 12 

9 U. S. Department of A g r i c u l t u r e , The H i r ed Farm Working 
Force of 1961 ( W a s h i n g t o n , 1 9 6 3 ) , p. 10. 

1 0 Fay B e n n e t t , " S t i l l t h e H a r v e s t of Shame,** The 
Commonweal. Vo l . 80 ( A p r i l 10, 1 9 6 4 ) , p . 8 5 . 

1 l u . S. Department of A g r i c u l t u r e , p. 12. 

l^St a te of Texas , p. 19. 
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The hourly wage rate in Texas for domestic migratory 

workers varie$ from time to time and from place to place. 

Wages of fifty cents an hour or less were cited as common by 

13 

Congressman Henry B, Gonzalez ' and by witnesses appearing 

before a United States Department of Labor hearing in Dallas, 

Texas, in 1964.^ 

The low wage level in the Lower Rio Grande Valley area 

of Texas was evidenced in the opposition of farmers in the 

area to the establishment of a seventy cent minimum wage for 

braceros in 1962. The number of braceros employed in Texas 

in 1962 was 36,289, a significant reduction from the 135,515 

used in 1961. %> This drastic reduction in bracero employment 

was imputed to the seventy cent wage by a student of the 

bracero problem. The sarae source reported that not a single 

bracero was used in the Lower Rio Grande Valley cotton har-

vest in 1 9 6 2 . T h e cotton was principally harvested by 

13 
U. S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and Public 

Welfare, Hearings. Migratory Labor Bills. 68th Congress, 
1st Session (lashington,1963), p. 123, testimony of Henry S. 
Gonzalez. 

14 
'Donald C. Allen, unpublished notes taken at United 

States Department of Labor hearing on criteria for the 
importation of foreign agricultural workers, Dallas, Texas, 
December 4, 1964. 

^Senate, Extension of Mexican Faria Labor Program. p. 15, 
citing administrative reports, Bureau of Employment Security. 

16Senate, Hearings• Migratory Lqbor Bills (1963), p. 125, 
testimony of Father John A. Wagner, of the Bishop's Committee 
for the Spanish-speaking, an expert on the subject of migratory 
labor problems. 
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machine. Domestic workers including some Negroes from East 
I <*# 

Texas were employed.41 

The wages earned by migratory farmworkers are insuf-

ficient to support the workers and their families. In 1958, 

Archbishop Robert E. Lucey,16 of San Antonio, Texas, estimated 

that one dollar and forty cents per hoar would be required to 

provide a family with a living wage in the San Antonio area, 

providing that the family did not have a large number of 

children. For a large family more money would be required. 

In 1964 the migrant workers of Texas 41d not approach that 

figure. 

The low annual incomes of migratory farmworkers may 

better serve to illustrate the inadequacy of their earnings 

than hourly or daily wages. Substandard migratory incomes 

are the result of low hourly and daily wages combined with a 

high incidence of unemployment and u n d e r e m p l o y m e n t . T h e 

^McBride, pp. 67, 72-73. 

^Archbishop Robert E. Lucey of San Antonio, Texas, has 
long been interested in the problems confronting the impov-
erished Spanish-speaking population of Texas and has been a 
leader among those who have worked to improve their con-
ditions . 

19Catholie Council for the S p a n i s h - s p e a k i n g , Report of 
the Ninth Regional Conference (San Antonio, Texas, April 15-
1?, 1958), p. 5, address by Archbishop Robert E. Lucey. 

2 0U. S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, Hearings, Migratory Labor. Vol. 1, 87th Congress, 
1st Session (Washington, 1961), p. 453. "The Condition of 
Farmworkers in I960,* Report to the Board of Directors of 
National Sharecroppers Fund, Inc., included in appendix of 
hearings. 
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average migratory farmworker earned a total of $514 a year 

from all sources in 1949 according to a Department of Agri-

culture study cited in the report of the President's Commis-

sion on Migratory Labor. By 1961, this had grown to a 

total of $902 a year, $677 coming from farmwork and $225 

coming from n o n - f a r m e m p l o y m e n t . 2 2 a Texas study completed 

in 1962 estimated t h a t a migratory worker would earn approxi-

mately $ 7 0 0 - $ 8 0 0 a year from farmwork.2^ A 1962 income of 

$1,200 was reported by a San Antonio based migrant worker 

appearing before a United States Senate hearing in 1963, 

The $1,200 represented the combined earnings of the migrant, 

24 

his wife, and his m e n t a l l y retarded son. The same man 

reported slack season earnings of $15 from January to April, 

1963.25 

Their meager annual incomes suggest an unbelievable 

p o v e r t y level among domestic migratory farmworkers. A Texas 

study suggests that when annual incomes are considered, the 

family income should be considered as a whole, because usually 

the family works as a unit, combining its incosae. An average 

family income of a little in excess of $2,000 per year is 

2 1U. S. President, Truman, p. 125. 

22 
U. S, Department of Agriculture, p. 13. 

2"^Stste of Texas, p. 18. 

2 4 S e n a t e , H e a r i n g s. Migratory Labor Bills ( 1 9 6 3 ) , p. 138, 
testimony of Augustine Castillo. 

25Ibid.. p. 127. 
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estimated by the Texas s t u d y . 2 6 This i s on ly t w o - t h i r d s of 

t he $3,000 family income which i s u s u a l l y considered t o be 

the p o v e r t y l e v e l . S ince t r a n s p o r t a t i o n expenses must be 

pa id out of t h e mig ran t s* income, t he a c t u a l ©mount spent 

f o r f ami ly l i v i n g i s even more below the p o v e r t y l e v e l than 

the $2,000 amount would i n d i e a t e . An a r t i c l e i n a l e a d i n g 

newspaper i l l u s t r a t e s how difficult m i g r a t o r y l i f e can be on 

a low income. A farmworker and h i i f a m i l y were d i s c o v e r e d on 

a New England highway wi thou t f u e l , w i thou t money, and s t a r v i n g . 

They had l e f t F l o r i d a s e v e r a l days b e f o r e on t h e way to a j o b 

on a n o r t h e r n f a r m . In o rder to have g a s o l i n e f o r t he t r i p , 

t h e f a m i l y had not e a t e n s i n c e l e a v i n g F l o r i d a . 2 7 

Chi ld Labor 

The combina t ion of low income and other factors compels 

young c h i l d r e n to e n t e r t h e l a b o r f o r c e . F u r t h e r m o r e , t he 

constant mobility of the f a m i l y prevents school attendance by 

the c h i l d r e n . In 1961, 111,000 m i g r a t o r y farmworkers were 

f o u r t e e n to twenty y e a r s of age. 2® Moreover , 51,000 workers 

were ages t en through t h i r t e e n . 2 9 In a d d i t i o n , c h i l d r e n under 

t he age of t e n work i n t he f i e l d s b e s i d e t h e i r p a r e n t s . F ive 

and s i x year o ld c h i l d workers were r e p o r t e d by t h e President's 

Commission on Migratory L a b o r . 3 0 

2 6 S t a t e of Texas , p . 19. 

2 7 N e w York Times. July 25, 1960 , p . 47. 

2®U. S. Department of A g r i c u l t u r e , p . 49. 

2 < ?Ibld . . p . 19, 

U. S. P r e s i d e n t , Truman, p . 161. 
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S t a t e laws g e n e r a l l y permit c h i l d l a b o r i n a g r i c u l t u r e 

when i t does not i n t e r f e r e w i t h e c h i l d ' s e d u c a t i o n . The 

Texas C h i l d Labor Law s p e c i f i c a l l y exempted a g r i c u l t u r a l 
O | 

l a b o r frooi c o v e r a g e u n t i l amended i n 1963. The f e d e r a l 

child labor l aw prohibits the employment of c h i l d r e n under 

s i x t e e n d u r i n g s c h o o l h o u r s . Un i t ed S t a t e s o f f i c e r s 

a t t e m p t i n g t o e n f o r c e t h e f e d e r a l law have l i t t l e success, 

a c c o r d i n g t o a Texas l e g i s l a t i v e study.^2 

I n addition to the previously m e n t i o n e d economic c o m p u l -

s i o n and the weak enforcement of child l a b o r l a w s , t h e r e a r e 

o t h e r r e a s o n s f o r chiIdren t o work i n t h e f i e l d s w i th t h e i r 

p a r e n t s . Often c h i l d r e n a r e s a f e r , when accompanying their 

p a r e n t s , t h a n t h e y would be i f t h e y were l e f t e l s e w h e r e 

unattended. A l s o , according t o t h e P r e s i d e n t ' s Commission, 

some f a r m e r s choose to employ childrenj this speeds up the 

h a r v e s t by i n c r e a s i n g the s i z e of t h e work force. And, of 

c o u r s e , c h i l d r e n w i l l u s u a l l y work f o r low wages . 

A g r i c u l t u r e , t h e t h i r d most d a n g e r o u s i n d u s t r y i n t h e 

Un i t ed S t a t e s , s u b j e c t s c h i l d r e n to r i s k of o c c u p a t i o n a l 

i n j u r y . The i n c i d e n c e of a c c i d e n t a l d e a t h s i s g r e a t e r o n l y 

***Texas C o u n c i l on M i g r a n t L a b o r , Memorandum of October 6 , 
1963, pp . 1 - 2 . (Mimeographed . ) 

32 S t a t e of T e x a s , pp . 3 8 - 3 9 . 

^ U . S. P r e s i d e n t , Truman, pp . 161 -162 . 
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•34 
i n c o n s t r u c t i o n and i n t h e e x t r a c t i v e i n d u s t r i e s . ° Of 

a g r i c u l t u r a l i n j u r i e s to c h i l d r e n under s i x t e e n , a C a l i f o r n i a 

s t u d y r e p o r t s t h a t o n e - t h i r d occu r w h i l e p i c k i n g or c u t t i n g 

.. . , 35 x r u i t . 

The I n a d e q u a c y of Migran t E d u c a t i o n 

M i g r a t o r y c h i l d l a b o r not on ly d e p r i v e s c h i l d r e n of 

t h e i r l e g a l right t o an education but, a l s o , p e r p e t u a t e s 

i l l i t e r a c y , u n e m p l o y a b i l i t y , and poverty among t h e a d u l t s 

emerging f rom t h i s s y s t e m . Many s t a t e s , i n c l u d i n g T e x a s , 

p e r m i t s c h o o l age children t o work i n a g r i c u l t u r e even during 

s c h o o l h o u r s , t h e work allegedly being wholesome and b e n e -

f i c i a l t o the c h i l d . In some s t a t e s , n o n - r e s i d e n t m i g r a t o r y 

children a r e no t i n c l u d e d i n t h e c o v e r a g e of t h e s t a t e laws 

r e q u i r i n g school a t t e n d a n c e . 3 6 In many s t a t e s , i n c l u d i n g 

T e x a s , e n t i r e s c h o o l districts a r e completely c l o s e d d u r i n g 

37 

peak h a r v e s t i n g periods. 

I n s u f f i c i e n t effort has been made t o get t h e c h i l d r e n 

of migratory w o r k e r s into school. Not a s i n g l e truant offi-

cer was found a t t e m p t i n g t o compel m i g r a t o r y children t o 

^ S e n a t e , The M i g r a t o r y Farm Labor P r o b l e m . 1963, p , 10, 
citing "Accident F a c t s , " National Safety C o u n c i l , 1961, p . 2 3 . 

3 5 l b i d . . c i t i n g "Work I n j u r i e s i n C a l i f o r n i a Agriculture," 
C a l i f o r n i a Department of I n d u s t r i a l Relations, D i v i s i o n of 
Labor S t a t i s t i c s and fiesearch, 1961, pp . 3 0 , 34, 

36Ibld . , pp . 1 0 - 1 1 . 

37Senate, Hearinas. M i g r a t o r y L a b o r , Vo l . 1 , 1961, 
p . 155, s t a t e m e n t of Mary Condon Ge reau , A s s i s t a n t S e c r e t a r y 
of S u r a l E d u c a t i o n , N a t i o n a l E d u c a t i o n A s s o c i a t i o n . 
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a t t e n d s c h o o l , a s s e r t s a Texas l e g i s l a t i v e s t u d y . The same 

source quotes a Lames a school o f f i c i a l as say ing t 

I doubt i f we have h a l f of the s c h o o l - a g e c o t t o n -
p i c k e r s i n s c h o o l . I f they want to come to s c h o o l , 
t h a t ' s f i n e . I f they d o n ' t , we leave them a l o n e . 
I don't know what we'd do i f a l l the migrant k i d s 
were in s c h o o l . We're not as crowded as expected , 

but we a re f u l l . 3 ° 

I t was s t r e s s e d that t h e s i t u a t i o n in Lamesa was t y p i c a l of 

other areas covered in the study. The educat ional p r o c e s s 

i s i n t e r r u p t e d when a c h i l d i s working i n t he f i e l d i n s t e a d 

of be ing i n the c lassroom , Most non-migratory c h i l d r e n , 

being permanent r e s i d e n t s of a community, are protected by 

State compulsory attendance laws.^^ 

There i s an e s t a b l i s h e d r e l a t i o n s h i p between lack of 

f u l l t ime school a t t e n d a n c e and the low educat iona l l e v e l s 

of Texas migratory workers.'*® The Texas s tudy found that not 

more than h a l f of t he c h i l d r e n were i n school in t he a r e a s 

where t h e i r p a r e n t s worked. Their long absence from t h e i r 

permanent r e s idence p r e c l u d e s t a k i n g f u l l advantage of the 

educat ional opportuni ty o f f e r e d there . The m i g r a n t ' s c h i l -

dren come to school about two or three months l a t e and o f t e n 

l eave s i x to e i g h t weeks p r i o r to the end of t h e school y e a r . 

Although the t y p i c a l Texas chiId r e c e i v e s n ine months of 

^®$ta te of Texas , p . 37. 

•^Sena t^ The Mig ra to ry Farm Labor Problem . 1963, p . 10. 

4 0 I & i d . , p . 8 , c i t i n g an add re s s by Governor Pr ice 
Daniel of Texas, March 8 , 1962. 
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s c h o o l i n g a y e a r , t h e m i g r a n t c h i l d can e x p e c t o n l y abou t 

f i v e months of s c h o o l i n g and f r e q u e n t l y l e s s t h a n t h a t . 4 1 

Among m i g r a t o r y c h i l d r e n , f o r t y pe r c e n t of t h o s e e i g h t 

y e a r s o l d were below t h e i r normal g r a d e l e v e l , w h i l e e i g h t y -

seven p e r c e n t of t h o s e f i f t e e n y e a r s o l d were below g r a d e 

42 „ , . , 

l e v e l , a c c o r d i n g t o t h e P r e s i d e n t s C o m m i t t e e . S i m i l a r 

f i n d i n g s were r e p o r t e d i n a 1961 C o l o r a d o s t u d y of 345 

m i g r a n t c h i l d r e n . S i x t y - s e v e n per c e n t of t h e c h i l d r e n , 

most of whom were be tween t h e ages of s i x t h r o u g h e l e v e n , 

were b e h i n d t h e i r age g r o u p s and t h i r t y - s i x pe r c e n t were 

b e h i n d two or more y e a r s . 4 3 S i m i l a r l y , of 214 Texas m i g r a t o r y 

c h i l d r e n i n t h e age g roup of f o u r t e e n t o s i x t e e n , o n l y f o u r 

were i n g r a d e s n i n e t o e l e v e n , normal f o r t h i s age g r o u p . 

Most m i g r a t o r y c h i l d r e n a r e two t o f i v e y e a r s b e h i n d t h e i r 

age g r o u p s . The c h i l d i s l i k e l y t o d r o p o u t of s c h o o l as he 

becomes o l d e r and f a l l s f a r t h e r b e h i n d . 4 4 

T y p i c a l of m i g r a t o r y c h i l d r e n a r e t h e c h i l d r e n of a 

San Anton io l a b o r e r . His c h i l d r e n w i l l p r o b a b l y a lways be 

h a n d i c a p p e d b e c a u s e of t h e i r m i g r a t o r y b a c k g r o u n d . The head 

of t h e f a m i l y f o u n d employment and s e t t l e d i n San An ton io 

^ S t s t e of T e x a s , p p . 26**26, 39 . 

^ 0 . S . P r e s i d e n t , E i s e n h o w e r , Commit tee on Domes t i c 
M i g r a t o r y Farm L a b o r , Second R e p o r t ta . t j j , 23. 
Domes t i c M i g r a t o r y Farm Labor ( W a s h i n g t o n , 1 9 6 0 ) , p p . 1 6 - 1 7 . 

4 3 S e n a t e , The M i g r a t o r y Farm Labor P r o b l e m . 1963 , p . T , 
c i t i n g P o t t s , " P r o v i d i n g E d u c a t i o n f o r M i g r a n t C h i l d r e n , " 
C o l o r a d o S t a t e Depa r tmen t of E d u c a t i o n , 1961, p . 6 3 . 

4 4 § t a t e of T e x a s , p . 26 . 
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after twelve years of m i g r a t o r y farmwork. The oldest boy, 

at the age of sixteen, had not attended school In five years 

and didn't know how to read. He was unemployed and looking 

for work. The youngest boy, at the age of fourteen, was able 

to read a little, but was so far behind in s c h o o l t h a t he 

did not p l a n to c o n t i n u e . T h e d a u g h t e r , nearly n i n e , w a s 

still in the s e c o n d g r a d e and was l e a r n i n g how to read.4® 

T h e p r o b l e m s of educating migratory c h i l d r e n are enor-

mous. N o t o n l y are t h e y b e l o w t h e attainment l e v e l of t h e 

class t h e y enter, but they are also unfamiliar with the 

subject matter being studied. Two third-grade teachers 

r e p o r t e d t h a t s e v e r a l d a y s w e r e r e q u i r e d to familiarize t h e 

c h i l d r e n with w h a t t h e c l a s s w a s c u r r e n t l y studying. T h e 

t e a c h e r s a d d e d th at f e w m i g r a n t children w e r e interested in 

c a t c h i n g up w i t h t h e c l a s s because t h e y k n e w that t h e y 

w o u l d be there o n l y a s h o r t while. Moreover, the migrant 

children o f Mexican d e s c e n t usually have a language problem 

and f r e q u e n t l y are without f u n d s to purchase workbooks.46 

The T e x a s legislative r e p o r t is h i g h l y c r i t i c a l of t h e 

failure of Texas schools to e d u c a t e the migrants. It h o l d s 

t h a t crowded classrooms, caused by the arrival of migratory 

children into an area, do not excuse educators fro® their 

o b l i g a t i o n to the m i g r a n t s . A t t e n d a n c e of m i g r a t o r y c h i l d r e n 

s h o u l d be b o t h e n c o u r a g e d and c o m p e l l e d . ^ 7 

45 I b i d . , pp. 24~26. 4 6 I b l d . , p. 32, 

4 7 I b l d . . p . 3 9 . 
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The e d u c a t i o n a l a t t a i n m e n t of a d u l t m i g r a n t s i n d i c a t e s 

t h a t , i f u n i v e r s a l e d u c a t i o n i s a s o c i a l g o a l , s o c i e t y has 

f a i l e d m i s e r a b l y . Approx ima te ly o n e - t h i r d of Texas m i g r a -

t o r y w o r k e r s have never a t t e n d e d s c h o o l end on l y f i v e per 

c e n t have been e d u c a t e d beyond t h e e l e m e n t a r y s c h o o l l e v e l , 

w i th a t y p i c a l e d u c a t i o n a l a t t a i n m e n t of g r a d e s t h r e e t o s i x . 

S i m i l a r l y , i n a g roup of 1 , 3 3 3 m i g r a n t s , o n l y s i x t e e n per 

c e n t of t h o s e aged twen ty t o t w e n t y - f o u r had eve r a t t e n d e d 

s c h o o l ; two per c e n t of t h o s e f o r t y - f i v e and o l d e r had 

comple ted e l e m e n t a r y s c h o o l ; and s i x t y - e i y h t p e r c e n t of 

t h e same age g roup had never been i n s c h o o l . ^ ® 

Migran t T r a n s p o r t a t i o n 

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n i s an i m p o r t a n t problem f o r m i g r a t o r y 

worke r s b e c a u s e t h e y t r a v e l v a s t d i s t a n c e s i n t h e i r work, 

Of 127 ,000 Texas m i g r a n t s i n 1962, 36 ,000 r ema ined w i t h i n 

t h e s t a t e and 91 ,000 moved i n t o o t h e r s t a t e s . The s c o p e of 

t h e t r a n s p o r t a t i o n problem i s i n d i c a t e d by t h e f a c t t h a t i n 

1962, Texas m i g r a n t s worked i n t h i r t y - s i x s t a t e s . ^ U n t i l 

1957 no f e d e r a l s a f e t y r e g u l a t i o n s e x i s t e d r e l a t i n g to t h e 

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n of m i g r a t o r y w o r k e r s . S i n c e t h e n , t h e I n t e r -

s t a t e Commerce Commission has r e g u l a t e d t r u c k s and b u s s e s 

engaged i n i n t e r s t a t e t r a n s p o r t a t i o n of f a r m w o r k e r s . ^ ® The 

4 0 I b i d . . pp . 2 6 - 2 7 . 

^ S e n a t e , Heart nas . M i g r a t o r y Labor B i l l s ( 1 9 6 3 ) , 
p . 119, s t a t e m e n t of John A. Wagner. 

50u. S. P r e s i d e n t , E i s e n h o w e r , pp . 1 4 - 1 5 . 
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Commission is authorized to establish rules regarding comfort 

of passengers, qualifications of drivers, the number of hours 

that a driver can op©rate the vehicle, and the safety of the 

vehicle itself. In 1961 the Commission made a check of 106 

motor vehicles transporting 1,582 migrants. In sixty-seven 

of the 106 vehicles serious mechanical defects were found. 

In the case of Migrants traveling with their own families in 

C 1 

private vehicles, the Commission has no regulatory power." 1 

Use of unsafe vehicles endanger both the migrant passengers 

and other highway travelers. 

The traffic accidents resulting in the injury or death 

of migratory workers are disproportionately frequent when 

compared to the accident rate of the total population. The 

causes of these accidents are unsafe vehicles often operated 

by careless and incompetent drivers. Language difficulties 

are contributory to the incompetence of the drivers. Because 

of the large number of migrants often riding in a vehicle, 

the rate of injuries and deaths is greatly out of proportion 

to non-migratory accidents.^ In addition to the accidents 

which take place on the highway, many transportation accidents, 
5 3 

including fatal ones, occur on or in the vici nity of farms. 

'^Senate, The Migratory Farm Labor Problem. 1963, 
pp. 23-24. 

5 2Texas Legislative Counci1, Transportation of Migrant 
Labor in Texas. No. 54-4 (Austin, 1956), p. 1. 

53u. S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, Hearings. Migratory Labor, Part 2, 86th Congress, 
2nd Session (Washington, 1960), p. 1613, citing "fork 
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Crew L e a d e r s and L a b o r C o n t r a c t o r s 

L a b o r c o n t r a c t o r s c o n t r i b u t e e x t e n s i v e l y t o t h e p r o b l e m s 

of t h e m i g r a n t s . They o f t e n p r o v i d e t r a n s p o r t a t i o n as w e l l 

a s s e r v i n g as middlemen b e t w e e n t h e e m p l o y e r s and w o r k e r s . 

The c r e w l e a d e r ' s ma in f u n c t i o n i s f i n d i n g employment f o r 

t h e members of h i s c r e w . I n a d d i t i o n , t h e c r e w l e a d e r o f t e n 

p r o v i d e s o t h e r s e r v i c e s , s u c h as f o o d and s h e l t e r . The l a b o r 

c o n t r a c t o r s e r v e s t h e farraer by a s s u m i n g management r e s p o n -

s i b i l i t i e s , s u c h a s h i r i n g , s u p e r v i s i n g and p a y i n g t h e 

w o r k e r s . T h i s a i d s t h e former by r e l i e v i n g him of t h e s e 

t a s k s . 5 4 

The m i g r a n t worker may never have any personal contact 

w i t h the f a r m e r s in whose f i e l d s he w o r k s . Often t h e m i g r a n t ' s 

o n l y contact i s w i t h the crew leader. A spokesman for the 

A m e r i c a n F r i e n d s S e r v i c e C o m m i t t e e i n d i c a t e s that t h e we l 1-

bei ng of the migrant and h i s family depends on the character 

and a b i l i t y of the c r e w l e a d e r . ^ The typical crew leader i s 

a r e s p o n s i b l e p e r s o n j however, there a r e some who a b u s e t h e i r 

trust. B e c a u s e of their r e l i a n c e on crew l e a d e r s , the m i g r a n t s 

a r e an e a s y t a r g e t f o r those who would e x p l o i t them.^6 Among 

[ F o o t n o t e 5 3 , c o n t i n u e d ] I n j u r i e s i n C a l i f o r n i a , 1959 
C a l i f o r n i a D i v i s i o n of L a b o r S t a t i s t i c s and R e s e a r c h , May, 
1 9 6 0 . 

U, S . P r e s i d e n t , T r u m a n , p p . 9 0 - 9 1 . 
cj c: 
"U. S. Congress, Senate, Committee on L a b o r and P u b l i c 

W e l f a r e , H e a r i n g s . M i g r a t o r y L a b o r . P a r t 1, 86th C o n g r e s s , 
1st Session (Washington, 1959), p. 610, statement of 
l a r i a n n a C. Alcock. 

56Senate, The M i g r a t o r y Farm Labor Problem. 1 9 6 3 , 
p . 1 1 , citing U. S. Department of Agriculture, "Survey of 
Farm L a b o r Crew Leader P r a c t i c e s , * * 1960. 
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the abuses practiced by crew leaders are making false claims 

t"*7 

in regard to employment possibilities, wages and conditions 

of work, as well as charging excessively for services and col-

lecting compensation from both the employer and the migrant 

for the same service.**® Crew leaders have often cheated 

migrants out of their earnings by underpaying them and on 

occasion by abandoning them without paying them for their 
KQ 

work. Some crew leaders have deducted social security 

taxes from the workers without reporting and paying the tax 

to the government 

Housing and Sanitation 

Housing and sanitation are also matters of serious con-

cern to the migrant. Although the housing fails to meet mini-

mum standards, there have been, according to the President*s 

Committee, more improvements made in this area than in any of 

the other migrant problem a r e a s . S i m i l a r l y a United States 

Senate report describes migrant housing as "poor or sub-

standard ."62 Th e incidence of labor shortages in an area 

0. S. President, Truman, p. 91. 

S. President, Eisenhower, p. 11. 

59Senate, Hearinas. Migratory Labor. ¥ol. 1 (1961), 
p. 427, "Survey of Farm Labor Crew Leader Practices," 1960, 
included in appendix to report of hearings. 

^°U. S. President, Eisenhower, p. 11. 

61Ibld. . pp. 13-14. 

62 
Senate, The Migrant Farm Labor Problem. 1963, p. 21. 
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was directly attributed by the President1s C o m m i s s i o n to 

inadequate h o u s i n g which f a i l e d to meet s t a n d a r d s of decency.63 

Migr ant h o u s i n g and sanitation were found to be extremely 

i n a d e q u a t e and s u b s t a n d a r d by st recent T e x a s l e g i s l a t i v e r e p o r t 

which d e s c r i b e s one m i g r a n t camp as follows: 

The camp, l i k e many, was s i t u a t e d n e a r t h e g i n . 
Rooms f o r a family were a b o u t t e n f e e t by t w e l v e 
f e e t i n d i m e n s i o n . The f i r s t room v i s i t e d was 
o c c u p i e d by a mothe r and f a t h e r , t h e i r two c h i l d r e n , 
and h i s m o t h e r . T h e r e was s c a r c e l y any w o r k i n g 
s p a c e , s i n c e p r a c t i c a l l y a l l t h e room was t a k e n up 
by t h e b e d s . Every i n c h was u t i l i z e d i n c l u d i n g the 
c e i l i n g , f r om which hung a t e l e v i s i o n s e t . The man 
of t h e h o u s e s a i d t h e y had been t h e r e s i n c e July 
( t h i s i n t e r v i e w was i n O c t o b e r ) and been one of t h e 
f i r s t f a m i l i e s t o a r r i v e , thus had o b t a i n e d one of 
t h e b e t t e r r o o m s — i t had s c r e e n s on t h e windows . 
Most rooms had no s c r e e n s . T h e r e was one door and 
one window t o t h e room. 

There were two o u t - d o o r f a u c e t s f o r 32 f a m i l i e s , 
no shower f a c i l i t i e s , no l a u n d r y f a c i l i t i e s . The 
o u t d o o r t o i l e t s were of t h e u s u a l t y p e . . . 6 4 

M i g r a t o r y f a r m w o r k e r s need g r e a t l y improved s a n i t a r y 

a c c o m m o d a t i o n s , such as t o i l e t s and w a s h i n g f a c i l i t i e s , 

l o c a t e d b o t h i n t h e f i e l d s and i n t h e h o u s i n g a r e a s . P r o b l e m s 

6 5 

of sewage d i s p o s a l and w a t e r s u p p l y r e q u i r e s o l u t i o n s . In 

most c a s e s Texas P u b l i c H e a l t h a u t h o r i t i e s were u n a b l e t o 

effectively r e g u l a t e housing and sanitary conditions i n the 

a r e a s where migrants were l i v i n g . ^ 6 

. S . P r e s i d e n t , Truman, p . 150. 

/ 4 
S t a t e of Texas , p p . 95-96. An outdoor toilet i s usually 

r e f e r r e d t o as an o u t h o u s e o r p r i v y . No r u n n i n g w a t e r i s 
r e q u i r e d . T y p i c a l l y i n t h e summer i t i s o d o r o u s and a t t r a c t s 
f l i e s . 

^ S e n a t e , The M i g r a n t Farm Labor Problem. 1963 , p . 15. 

6 6 $ t a t e of T e x a s , p . 5 9 . 
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M i g r a n t H e a l t h 

Not s u r p r i s i n g l y , t h e s u b s t a n d a r d h o u s i n g and s a n i t a t i o n 

d e s c r i b e d above c o n t r i b u t e t o a h i g h i n c i d e n c e of s i c k n e s s . 

The P r e s i d e n t * ® Coraraission r e p o r t s a h i g h e r d e a t h r a t e and 

a h i g h e r r a t e of d i s a b l i n g i l l n e s s among m i g r a t o r y w o r k e r s 

then among t h e r e s t of t h e p o p u l a t i o n . 6 ? H e a l t h problems 

are more s e r i o u s f o r t h e m i g r a n t s than f o r most p e o p l e 

b e c a u s e of t h e i r low i n c o m e s , poor h o u s i n g , e x p o s u r e , and 

l a c k of k n o w l e d g e of modern m e d i c a l and s a n i t a r y p r a c t i c e s . 

The d i o t o f m i g r a t o r y workers a l s o c o n t r i b u t e s t o t h e i r 

h e a l t h p r o b l e m s . The P r e s i d e n t s Commiss ion i n d i c a t e s t h a t 

corn mea l and r i c e , both l a c k i n g i n v i t a m i n s , are an important 

p a r t of t h e migrant d i e t . A survey made by a p h y s i c i a n a t a 

m i g r a n t camp i n M a t h i s , T e x a s , found t h a t i n t h e p r e v i o u s s i x 

months , n i n e t y - s i x per c e n t of t h e c h i l d r e n above n u r s i n g age 

had gone w i t h o u t mi lk and t h a t i n t h e same t i m e p e r i o d e i g h t y 

per c e n t of t h e a d u l t s had not consumed m e a t . 6 9 

O f t e n m i g r a t o r y c h i l d r e n are w i t h o u t t h e b e n e f i t of 

Immuniza t ion . I n 1 9 6 2 , a a Kansas s t u d y found t h a t f i f t y p e r 

c e n t of t h e c h i l d r e n had not been immunized a g a i n s t p o l i o or 

^ U . S . P r e s i d e n t , Truman, p . 153 . 

6 ® S e « a t e , The M i g r a n t Farm Labor P r o b l e m . 1963 , p . 5 . 

ACS 
U. S. P r e s i d e n t , Truman, p . 154 . 
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d i p t h e r i a and t h a t s e v e n t y - o n e per c en t had not been v a c -

c i n a t e d a g a i n s t sma l lpox . 7 ® 

The scope of t h e m i g r a n t s ' unmet h e a l t h needs i s demon-

s t r a t e d by t h e f a c t t h a t about one out of eve ry f i v e i n d i -

v i d u a l s , i n a group of t w e n t y - f i v e m i g r a n t f a m i l i e s who were 

i n t e r v i e w e d d u r i n g a government s u r v e y , were found t o be i n 

need of m e d i c a l c a r e . These f a m i l i e s , who r e t u r n e d to Texas 

a f t e r t h e i r annual m i g r a t i o n , had hea l th problems which 

i n c l u d e d i n f e c t i o n s , as thma, p regnancy and c h i l d b i r t h , 
71 

chronic l e g p a i n s , d i a b e t e s , and nervous c o n d i t i o n s . Other 

s t u d i e s of Texas m i g r a n t s r e p o r t f r e q u e n t s k i n i n f e c t i o n s , 

p o s i t i v e r e a c t i o n s t o t u b e r c u l i n t e s t s , and high i n f a n t and 

m a t e r n a l m o r t a l i t y r a t e s . 7 2 The d e a t h r a t e f o r m i g r a t o r y 

c h i l d r e n i s approximately double that of other i n f a n t s and i s 

d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d to t h e l a ck of p r e n a t a l and p o s t n a t a l c a r e . 7 3 

D i a r r h e a l d i s e a s e , t h e i n c i d e n c e of which could be 

reduced bj Improved s a n i t a r y and h e a l t h p r a c t i c e s , a p p e a r s 

a n n u a l l y among t h e m i g r a n t s . S ince t h e s e worke r s t r a v e l both 

7 ® S e n a t e , The Migran t Farm Labor P rob l em. 1963, p . 5 , 
c i t i n g Kansas S t a t e Board of Heal th , "The Hole of t h e H e a l t h 
Depar tment i n Providing Day Care and H e a l t h S e r v i c e s f o r 
C h i l d r e n of M i g r a n t s , " 1962, p . 9 . 

7 l S e n a t e , H e a r i n g s . M i g r a t o r y If ft ft p.r. Vol . 1 ( 1 9 6 1 ) , 
p . 458 , " S p e c i a l Consul tant*s Report on Health Problems 
R e l a t i n g to Farm Workers and T h e i r F a m i l i e s , " s u b m i t t e d by 
Donald H a r t l i n g , Technica l Consultant to the Subcommittee, 

i n c l u d e d i n appendix of h e a r i n g s . 

7 2 S t a t e of T e x a s , pp . 7 2 - 7 3 . 

7 % e n a t e , The Migran t Farm Labor P r o b l e m . 1963, p . 5 . 
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intrastate and interstate, the health of a large section of 

» 7 4 

the nation is endangered. 

The P lai nvi ew, Texas, di ptheri a epidemic of a few years 

ago illustrates how migratory diseases can affect the health 

of an entire comrauni ty. Of the seventy persons who had 

diptheria, forty-three were local residents. The epidemic, 

which began with seven cases among migrants, could have been 
T C 

prevented with immunization. 

In addition to the human misery and suffering caused by 

the health problems of the migratory workers, a financial 

problem is created for the hospitals in the areas of heavy 

migrant concentrations.^ Some of the areas in which 
77 

migrants work have no public health facilities. 1n other 

areas these workers frequently do not qualify for available 

public assistance.7® Moreover, few migrants are able to 
79 

carry health and accident insurance. 

The Adverse Affect of Bracero Importation 

In addition to the difficulties previously discussed, 

migratory workers have another problem seriously affecting 

7 4 I b i d . , p. 6 

^ S t a t e of Texas, p. 70. 

^ S e n a t e , The Migrant tarm Lab or Problem. 1963, p. 6. 

77 
State of Texas, p. 58. 

78{ 

'state of Texas, p. 55. 

'U. S. President, Truman, p. 155. 

79, 
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t h e i r w e l f a r e . T h i s a r i s e s f rom t h e a n n u a l i m p o r t a t i o n of 

t h o u s a n d s of Mexican n a t i o n a l s t o work i n a g r i c u l t u r e . Both 

the wages and employment o p p o r t u n i t i e s of native migratory 

worker s have been a f f e c t e d a d v e r s e l y . In r e c e n t y e a r s most 

of t h e i m p o r t e d fa rm w o r k e r s have e n t e r e d t h e c o u n t r y under 

t h e p r o v i s i o n s of P u b l i c Law 7 8 . 

The a d v e r s e e f f e c t of imported l a b o r on d o m e s t i c m i g r a n t s 

has contributed t o the o p p o s i t i o n of l a b o r u n i o n s , r e l i g i o u s 

groups and c e r t a i n civic groups to the labor importation 

program. For t h e same r e a s o n t h e program has been opposed 

by the United States Department of Labor d u r i n g the adminis-

RO 

trations of both President E i s e n h o w e r and P r e s i d e n t Kennedy. 

In his Message which accompanied t h e s i g n i n g of t h e b i l l t o 

e x t e n d P u b l i c Law 78 i n 1961, P r e s i d e n t Kennedy s a i d : 
The a d v e r s e e f f e c t of t h e Mexican fa rm l a b o r 

program as i t ha s o p e r a t e d i n r e c e n t y e a r s on t h e 
wage and employment c o n d i t i o n s of d o m e s t i c w o r k e r s 
i s c l e a r and c u m u l a t i v e i n i t s impact. We c a n n o t 
a f f o r d to d i s r e g a r d i t . 1© do condone i t . T h e r e -
f o r e , I sign this b i l l with t h e a s s u r a n c e that the 
S e c r e t a r y of Labor w i l l , by e v e r y means a t his 
d i s p o s a l , use t h e authority v e s t e d i n him under t h e 
law t o p r e s c r i b e t h e s t a n d a r d s and t o mtke t h e 
d e t e r m i n a t i o n s e s s e r t t i a l f o r the protection of t h e 
wage and working c o n d i t i o n s of d o m e s t i c a g r i c u l t u r a l 
worke r s 

T h e r e a r e some f a r m e r s who would r a t h e r employ i m p o r t e d 

w o r k e r s , i n s t e a d of United S t a t e s c i t i z e n s . T h e r e a r e s e v e r a l 

80Senate, The Migran t Farm Labor Problem. 1963, p . 12. 

^ * I b i d . , p . 13 , c i t i n g P r e s i d e n t Kennedy ' s message of 
October 3, 1961. 



r e a s o n s f o r t h i s p r e f e r e n c e , b e s i d e s the f a c t tha t the 

b r a c e r o w i l l work f o r low p a y . The b r a c e r o s " " r e p r e s e n t an 

a s s u r e d work f o r c e of premium adul t male labor."®** They 

a r e an a s s u r e d work f o r c e i n t h e s e n s e t h a t t h e y canno t 

l e a v e t h e f a r m e r who c o n t r a c t e d them i n s e a r c h of a b e t t e r 

j o b . They a r e premium worke r s i n t h e s e n s e t h a t t h e y a r e 

a d u l t m i l e s * s e l e c t e d on t h e b a s i s of p h y s i c a l h e a l t h . The 

b r a c e r o i s d o c i l e b e c a u s e he f e a r s l o s i n g h i s j o b , which 

83 

would mean t h a t he would be s e n t back to Mexico . An a d d i -

t i o n a l a d v a n t a g e to t h e f a r m e r i s t h a t p r o v i d i n g h o u s i n g f o r 

t h e b r a c e r o s who a r e not accompanied by t h e i r f a m i l i e s i s 

g e n e r a l l y l e s s e x p e n s i v e than p r o v i d i n g f a m i l y q u a r t e r s , 

which d o m e s t i c m i g r a n t s u s u a l l y r e q u i r e . ® 4 

The b r a c e r o was a l l o w e d to work i n v a r i o u s c a p a c i t i e s 

under P u b l i c Law 7 8 . He was not r e s t r i c t e d to u n s k i l l e d 

" s t o o p labor" t a s k s . B r a c e r o s have o p e r a t e d m a c h i n e r y and 

worked as cowboys. Not only have b r a c e r o s p i c k e d f r u i t and 

v e g e t a b l e s , but they have a l s o packed t h e n f o r sh ipmen t t o 

m a r k e t . The c o n s u l t a n t s t o t h e S e c r e t a r y of Labor concluded 

i n t h e i r repor t t h a t doo ie s t i c p a c k i n g h o u s e w o r k e r s have been 
> p r 

d i s p l a c e d by b r a c e r o s . 
— - - - - - - --T" i -r- !-r—-1- 1 • r-'iirnn rrmHmr -r*, •rrlTrn--i-^nm-vm-mntnm*$nuimMn WHIM! I. 

®^li. S. Department of Labor, "Mexican Farm Labor Program 
C o n s u l t a n t s ' Report* ( W a s h i n g t o n , 1 9 5 9 ) , p . 4 . (Mimeographed . ) 

® % o u s e , One-Year E x t e n s i o n , p . 26 . 

p . 4. 
B4 

U. S. Department of Labor , "Mexican Farm Labor Program," 

85 I b i d . , pp . 4» 6 . 
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The use of braceros in Texas at the same time T e x a n s 

are working la o t h e r states is evidence of displacement, 

Texts employers have been heavy users of braceros,®^ while 

at the same time most of the seasonal a g r i c u l t u r a l work in 

the M i d - W e s t is performed by Mexican-Americans from Texas. 

Not only has Public Law 70 resulted in a geographical 

displacement of American migratory workers, but the law has 

also caused additional unemployment among d o m e s t i c workers. 

In 1962, 175,000 braceros were employed in the States of 

California, Texas, and Arkansas. In 1962, these same states 

had 611,000 unemployed domestic workers.®^ The i m p l i c a t i o n 

is that had no foreign workers been employed, fewer d o m e s t i c 

workers would have been u n e m p l o y e d . 

The use of imported farm workers has also adversely 

affected domestic migratory workers by compressing the work 

to be done Into a shorter period of time by the use of a 

greater than necessary n u m b e r of workers assigned to the work. 

This can reduce the length of seasonal need for migratory 

workers, who average less than 130 days per year of f a r m w o r k , 

by utilizing g r e a t e r n u m b e r s of w o r k e r s at the t i m e of 

^ 89 
greatest need. 

^House, One-Year Extension, p. 13. 

87 
Senate, The Migrant Fara Labfr P r o b l e m . 1963, p. 14. 

6 6 I b i d . 

00 
0. S. Department of Labor, "Mexican Farm Labor Program," 

p. 4. 
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A d d r e s s i n g i t s e l f t o the question o f t h e a d v e r s e e f f e c t 

t h a t i m p o r t e d l a b o r h a s had on d o m e s t i c w o r k e r s , t h e 

P r e s i d e n t ' s C o m m i s s i o n on Migratory Labor concluded that 

i m p o r t e d f a r m l a b o r had p u s h e d down domestic wage r a t e s and 

had b e e n d e t r i m e n t a l t o n a t i v e w o r k e r s . Th© r e p o r t p o i n t e d 

out th at, duri ng the Second World War, California, which 

u s e d sixty-three p e r c e n t of t h e l e g a l l y imported M e x i c a n 

workers, i n c r e a s e d its cotton wages 136 per cent, Texas, 

blacklisted by the Mexican government and therefore u s i n g no 

l e g a l l y imported l a b o r , r a i s e d i t s cotton wages 236 p e r c e n t . 

I n 1949, C a l i f o r n i a r e c e i v e d only eight p e r c e n t of t h e 

b r a c e r o s and i n c r e a s e d i t s cotton wage r a t e f i f t e e n per c e n t , 

w h i l e Texas , u s i n g f o r t y - s i x per cent o f t h e b r a c e r o s , 

lowered i t s cotton wage r a t e e l e v e n p e r c e n t . Wages a r e 

inversely related to the importation of foreign labor.90 

Similarly, a more recent s t u d y c o v e r i n g the 1953-1962 period 

found t h a t wages i n a r e a s u s i n g l a r g e numbers o f b r a c e r o s 

tended to s t a y the s a m e , go down, or rise but little compared 

t o a r e a s w h i c h used no o r f ew M e x i c a n w o r k e r s , e v e n t h o u g h a 

wage i n c r e a s e would be e x p e c t e d as a r e s u l t of a shortage o f 

labor i n part of the area studied.9l 

90 
U. S . P r e s i d e n t , T r u m a n , p p . 5 6 - 5 9 . 

^1House, H e a r i n a s . M e x i c a n Farm L a b o r P r o g r a m . 1963, 
p p . 3 0 3 - 3 0 4 , s t a t e m e n t of Edward P . E i c h l e r on b e h a l f o f 
A m e r i c a n s f o r D e m o c r a t i c Action. 
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No attempt i s made to charge the i m p o r t a t i o n of f o r e i g n 

farmworkers i n t o the U n i t e d S t a t e s w i t h c o m p l e t e r e s p o n s i -

b i l i t y f o r the p l i g h t of domes t i c m i g r a t o r y workers ; however , 

i t would a p p e a r t h a t P u b l i c Law 7 0 , a l o n g w i t h the o t h e r 

programs p e r m i t t i n g f o r e i g n f a r m w o r k e r s to e n t e r the United 

S t a t e s , c o n t r i b u t e d s i g n i f i c a n t l y to the p r o b l e m s of d o m e s t i c 

w o r k e r s . I n 1962 , a p p r o x i m a t e l y 2 2 5 , 0 0 0 b r a c e r o s were e i t h e r 

c o n t r a c t e d o r r e c o n t r a c t e d under P u b l i c Law 7 8 . T h i s c l e a r l y 

would have had an i m p o r t a n t e f f e c t on t h e wages e a r n e d by 

t h e 1 ,817 ,000 d o m e s t i c f a r m w o r k e r s i n t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s i n 

1962. A U n i t e d S t a t e s S e n a t e r e p o r t c o n c l u d e s t h a t , "The 

b a s i c d i f f i c u l t i e s of our d o m e s t i c w o r k e r s have been e x t e n d e d 

and i n t e n s i f i e d by t h e a n n u a l i m p o r t a t i o n of t e n s of t h o u s a n d s 

of Mexican n a t i o n a l s . " 9 2 

In a d d i t i o n to t h e p r e v i o u s l y d e s c r i b e d e f f e c t s of the 

bracero programs on farmworkers and s m a l l f a r m e r s , some 

l o c a l i t i e s have been a f f e c t e d i n s t i l l another way. The 

b u s i n e s s community i n a r e a s u s i n g l a r g e numbers of b r a c e r o s 

has been a d v e r s e l y a f f e c t e d by the i m p o r t a t i o n of f o r e i g n 

l a b o r . O f f e r e d i n e v i d e n c e a r e t h e 250 b u s i n e s s e s t h a t f a i l e d 

during a r e c e n t n i n e year p e r i o d i n t h e I m p e r i a l V a l l e y of 

C a l i f o r n i a . Assuming t h a t bri ngi ng 1 5 , 0 0 0 b r a c e r o s i n t o 

the a r e a d i s p l a c e d an equal number of d o m e s t i c workers and 

t h a t the n a t i v e workers had about 3 5 , 0 0 0 d e p e n d e n t s , the 

Q2 
" S e n a t e , E x t e n s i o n of Mexican Farm Labor Program. 

p p . 14 , 17. 
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local merchants lost 50,000 customers. The braceros 

generally sent their money back to Mexico rather than 
QO 

spending it in town. Similarly, the braceros coming to 

Texas resulted in domestic workers leaving to earn and 

spend money in other s t a t e s . ^ 

9 3U. S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on 
Agriculture, Hearings. Extension of Mexican Farm Labor 
Program. 87th Congress, 1st Session (Washington, 1961), 
p. 261, statement of Ben Yellen. 

^fiuth GraVes, "Research Summary on Effects of the 
Bracero Program," submitted to Texas Committee on Migrant 
Farmworkers, January 11, 1961, p. 14. (Mimeographed.) 



CHAPTER V 

bracero programs 

Mexican Immigration Prior to World War II 

The presence of Mexican workers in United States agri-

culture did not begin with the bracero programs of the 1942-

1964 era. The findings of the President's Commission in 

1951 indicate that farm workers from Mexico have constituted 

the largest foreign element in the agricultural work force 

for several decades.^ The employment of large numbers of 

Mexican nationals by Ameri can farmers can be explained by 

the relative ease with which they were able to enter this 

country. Sharing a common frontier facilitates entry into 

the United States from Mexico. Additionally, until recent 

years the government has not effectively controlled Mexican 

immigration.2 William Madsen, a student of the problem, 

indicates that during the early history of Texas, Mexicans 

could enter the state whenever they wished to do so. The 

regulation of immigration did not begin until the twentieth 

century.3 This resulted in the border being more of a gate-

way than a barrier. 

S. President, Truman, p. 37. 

2Ibid. 

3Williara Madsen, Mexican-Americans of South Texas (New 
York, 1964), p. 25. 
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The immigration law passed in 1917 e s t a b l i s h e d quotas to 

limit immigration from most countries; however, along with 

the other countries of the Western Hemisphere, Mexico was 

exempted from the provision which established an upper limit 

on the number of her citizens permitted to emigrate to the 

United States.^ The 1917 law required permanent immigrants 

to pay a ten dollar consular fee and an eight dollar head tax. 

T h e passing of a literacy tost was also required."* 

In addition to the flow of regular immigrants, contract 

workers were brought in from Mexico. Although the c o n t r a c t i n g 

of foreign workers by employers in the United States was 

prohibited by the 1885 immigration law, late in the nineteenth 

and early in the twentieth centuries representatives of Texas 

growers annually went to Mexico, contracting workers and 

providing for their transportation.6 Section three of the 

1917 law also prohibited the entry of alien contract labor, 

but the ninth proviso of section three permitted workers to 

be recruited in Mexico as an exception.^ This exception gave 

the C o m m i s s i o n e r General of Immigration the discretionary 

4Clay L. Cochran, "Hired Farm Labor and the Federal 
Government," unpublished doctoral thesis, University of North 
Carolina, C h a p e n Hill, North Carolina, 1950, p. 9 1 , citing 
John fi. Commons and others, Hi story of Labor in the U. S^, 
1896-1932 (New York, 1935), Vol. Ill, pp. 25-28, 30. 

5Ibld.. p. 91. 

^Carey McWi111ams, I11 Fares the Land: Migrants and 
r ^ o r V kabpr l a the. United States (Boston, 1942), p. 250. 

^Senate, Extension & £ Mexican Farm Labor Program, p. 2. 
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power, providing the Secretary of Labor approved, to admit 

contract workers into the country.® 

The second decade of this century witnessed a significant 

increase in immigration by Mexican citizens. During the years 

1911-1920, 219,004 Mexicans entered the United States, a 

marked increase from the 49,642 of the preceding ten year 

period.^ The stated number of immigrants is the official 

figure for the 1901-1920 period. Since the border patrol 

was not created until 1924, numerous illegal entries must 

also have taken place, the precise number of which is impos-

sible to determine. Cochran suggests that actual immigra-

tion could possibly have been twice as large as the official 

figure. 

Two special factors contributed to the increasing immi-

gration of the 1910-1920 period. The first factor was 

United States entry into World War I, which resulted in a 

greater demand for Mexican workers by American employers. 

The second factor was the Mexican Revolution of 1910-1920, 

which, according to an official of the Bishop's Committee for 

®U. S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, Importation of Foreign Agricultural Workers. 
Report No.**214, Part 2, 82nd Congress, 1st Session (Washington, 
1951), p. 3. 

^Cochran, p. 93, citing "Handbook of Labor Statistics," 
U. S. D. L., Bureau of Labor Statistics (1941), p. 288. 
(Counter-migration is discussed below.) 

1 0Ibid., p. 94. 
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t h e S p a n i s h - s p e a k i n g P e o p l e , f o r c e d l a r g e numbers of d i s -

p l a c e d p e r s o n s to come to T e x a s . 1 1 

S i m i l a r l y , Carey McWi1liaras i n d i c a t e s t h a t t h e r e v o l u -

t i o n r e s u l t e d i n t h o u s a n d s of peons b e i n g d r i v e n North t o 

the U n i t e d S t a t e s . Additionally the completion of the 

M e x i c a n Railway i n 1910, which provided an improved method 

of t r a n s p o r t a t i o n , c o n t r i b u t e d to t h e i n c r e a s e d i m m i g r a t i o n 

after 1910.12 

Dur ing World War I l a r g e numbers of contract w o r k e r s 

were brought into the country f r o m M e x i c o . Enforcement of 

t h e ban on c o n t r a c t l a b o r i n t h e i m m i g r a t i o n law was s u s p e n d e d . 

M o r e o v e r , t h e head t a x and t h e l i t e r a c y t e s t were a l s o s u s -

p e n d e d . 1 ^ A p p r o x i m a t e l y 7 3 , 0 0 0 were i m p o r t e d to work i n 

a g r i c u l t u r e , m i n i n g , and on t h e r a i l r o a d s d u r i n g t h e 1917-

1921 period . 1 4 L a r g e numbers of t h e s e w o r k e r s were c o n t r a c t e d 

15 

by southwestern growers. * 

During the 1921-1930 period, the number of i m m i g r a n t s 

from Mex ico f a r exceeded the movement of 1911-1920. The 

official number was 459,287, w h i c h was more than t w i c e the 

^Speech by Rev. John A. Wagner, " S p a n i s h - s p e a k i n g 
People, Today * s Challenge," National Convention of American 
6 . I . Forum of t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s , Los A n g e l e s , C a l i f o r n i a , 
August 14 , 1959. (Mimeographed . ) 

12*cWilliams, p . 2 4 9 . 

13Ibid., p. 2 5 0 . 

1 4 U. S. President, Truman , p . 3 7 . 

15Senate , E x t e n s i o n of M e x i c a n Farm Labor Program. p . 2 . 
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219,004 of the preceding decade.^ The actual immigration was 

much greater than the official figures would indicate. The 

estimate of the President's Commission is that legal and 

illegal immigration from Mexico in the 1921-1929 period 

17 

totaled one million. The significance to Texas of virtually 

unregulated Mexican immigration is indicated by the increase 

in the number of Mexicans and Mexican-Americans residing in 

Texas between 1900 and 1930. The number in 1900 was 71,062. 

In 1930 it was 683,681, of whom more than thirty-eight per 

cent were foreign born.*® 

The economic welfare of domestic agricultural workers 

was worsened by the flood of Mexican workers into the United 

States. Many of the new arrivals were employed in agri-

culture. Even in the absence of Mexican immigration, there 

would have been a labor surplus in many agricultural areas, 

particularly in the South and in the northern New Mexico 

area. If the braceros had not been employed, workers from 

the labor surplus areas would possibly have been drawn to 

the developing agriculture of the Southwest by the high wages 

which employers in a labor shortage area would have had to 

pay in order to get workers. Instead of agricultural wages 

being depressed by the presence of large numbers of foreign 

^Cochran, p. 93, citing "Handbook of Labor Statistics," 
1941, p. 288. 

l 7U. S. President, Truman, p. 37. 

10McWilliams, p. 247. 
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workers, the wage for farmworkers might have risen in the 

developing areas. At the same time the movement of workers 

out of the labor surplus areas might have removed or reduced 

the depressing effect that a labor surplus exerted on wage 

levels in the labor surplus a r e a s . 

The 1930-1940 period saw a r e v e r s a l of the previous 

trend. Bather than i m m i g r a t i n g to the United States, Mexicans 

were going back home. Their return was caused by the wide-

spread unemployment brought a b o u t by t h e depressed condi-

tions of the time. Nearly 500,000 residents of Mexican 

origin left the country during the 1929-1940 p e r i o d . 2 0 There 

was a return movement to Mexico even before 1929. The number 

of iraraigrants i n v o l v e d was far less t h a n in the 1 9 2 9 - 1 9 4 0 

years. According to the Coramissioner General of Immigration, 

90,112 i m m i g r a n t s r e t u r n e d to Mexico in t h e 1 9 1 0 - 1 9 2 9 

p e r i o d . 2 1 

I a m i g r a n t s , C o m m u t e r s and M W e t b a c k s " 

In addition to the bracero prograns, which the last h a l f 

of t h i s c h a p t e r w i l l discuss in detail, there are other ways 

in which Mexican workers entered the United States. These 

a d d i t i o n a l methods of e n t r y are s i g n i f i c a n t because of the 

i^Cochran, pp. 9 3 - 9 4 . 

S„ President, Truman, p. 37. 

2xPaul S. Taylor, "Critique of the Official Statistics 
of Mexican Migration to and from the United States," 
International Migrations. Vol, I I , edited by Waiter F. 
Wilcox (New York, 1931), p. 585. 
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nufibers of workers involved and the fact that they continued 

to take place at the same time as the bracero programs. One 

of these means of entry is completely illegal, one is 

partially legal, and one is legal; however, in considering 

the economic effect of the various means of entering the 

country, there appears to be little difference among them. 

The legal means of entering the United States is under the 

provisions of the immigration law. The entry of those 

known as commuters^ has both legal and illegal aspects. 

The methods of entering the country used by those called 

"wetbacks"^ is illegal. This section will discuss the three 

groups in some detail. 

The Immigration and Nationality Act, known as Public 

Law 414, provides for immigration by those who wish to take 

up residence in the United States. Mexico, not limited by 

a quota, has provided large numbers of immigrants. Mexican 

immigration during the 1941-1960 period averaged 18,020 per 

year. The years 1961-1963 witnessed increasing immigration. 

In 1961 the number entering was 41,476, rising to 55,805 in 

1962, and 55,986 in 1963.^4 Not only was the number of 

^Commuters are those who live in Mexico, but work in 
the United States. Some return home every day, others stay 
for a longer period. Their entry is legalj their employment 
is often illegal. 

23"Wetbacks" got their name because many of thera entered 
the United States illegally by fording or swimming the Hio 
Grande River. This study uses the term to mean a Mexican who 
entered the United States illegally. 

S. Department of Justice, Annual Report of the 
Immigration and Naturali zation Service. 1963 (Washington, 
1964), p.46. 
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immigrants growing, but also the number of visa applications 

on file at American Consulates in Mexico increased from 

63,475 in 1961 to 140,511 in 1962, indicating even greater 

immigration in future years. 

According to Robert Sayre, a State Department official, 

the reason for larger numbers o f Mexicans attempting to gain 

permanent entry into the United States was that the bracero 

program d i d not o f f e r employment t o all of t h e w o r k e r s 

seeking j obs. ̂  Large numbers of the immigrants are farm-

workers. According to the Mexican Ambassador to the United 

States, an estimated 32,000 farm workers received visas in 

1961, increasing to about 40,000 in 1962. These workers came 

to the United States on the strength of jobs offered by-

growers. The Ambassador expressed concern for the welfare of 

these i ami grants, lie reported that there was an inadequate 

supply of permanent year-around jobs. He also suggested that 

their employment as migratory agricultural workers would 

result in their becoming an economic burden because of a need 

for public assistance during periods of unemployment. Some 

would return to Mexico between jobs, becoming a burden t h e r e j 

while others would become a burden in the United States.^6 

25fi0use, Heari acts. Mexican Farm Labor Program. p. 39, 
s t a t e m e n t of Robert M. Sayre, Acting Director of the Office 
of Caribbean and Mexican Affairs, Department of State. 

House, One-Year Extension. pp. 7-8, citing a l e t t e r 
from the Mexican Ambassador to the United States Secretary of 
S t a t e , June 2 1 , 1 9 6 3 . 
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There is reason to believe that the immigration law was 

being used by growers to permit the entry of seasonal workers. 

Furthermore, according to a Senate report, it appeared that 

an effort was being made to bypass certain provisions in the 

bracero program which attempt to protect both braceros and 

domestic agricultural workers.^ Section 212(a)(14) of Public 

Law 414, the imraigratio .1 law, gives the Secretary of Labor 

the power to exclude foreign laborers from entering the 

country, if he finds that United States citizens are available 

to do the work in question or if he finds that domestic 

workers would be adversely affected by the employment of 

foreign w o r k e r s . T h e authority vested in the Secretary of 

Labor by Public Law 414 is the basis for a new policy which 

has the effect of limiting Mexican immigration. This policy 

has been implemented since July, 1964. Instead of the thou-

sands issued annually in previous years, only hundreds of 

visas had been granted from July, 1964, to February, 1965. 

In the event that domestic workers are available for the job, 

no visa would be issued. Moreover, if the wage offered the 

Mexican worker was not adequate to support the worker and his 

family, no visa would be issued.29 

Section 101(a)(15)(h) of Public Law 414 permits the 

entry of workers coming into the country for temporary 

2 7Senate, The Migratory Farm Labor Problem. 1963, p. 36. 

2eikii-> P* 35, citing Public Law 414 of 1952. 

29IM Mil as Mornina News. February 5, 1965, Sec. 1, p. 3. 
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employment . A g r i c u l t u r a l worke r s f rom s e v e r a l c o u n t r i e s have 

e n t e r e d t h e Un i t ed S t a t e s under t h i s p r o v i s i o n and i t cou ld 

be a p p l i e d to Mexican worke r s as w e l l . When t h e S e c r e t a r y of 

Labor f i n d s t h a t d o m e s t i c worke r s a r e not a v a i l a b l e , he makes 

a c e r t i f i c a t i o n under t h e a u t h o r i t y g i v e n him i n S e c t i o n 

214(c ) of P u b l i c Law 414, p e r m i t t i n g e n t r y of t h o s e worke r s 

r e q u e s t e d by e m p l o y e r s . ^ At t h e end of 1964 about 15 ,000 

B r i t i s h , West I n d i a n , J a p a n e s e , and F i l i p i n o worke r s were i n 

31 

t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s under P u b l i c Law 414. 

Commuters f rom Mexico a r e t h e second group s i g n i f i c a n t l y 

a f f e c t i n g t h e supp ly of a g r i c u l t u r a l l a b o r i n t h e Un i t ed 

S t a t e s . L ike t h e l e g a l i m m i g r a n t s , not a l l commuters work 

i n a g r i c u l t u r e . However, many of t h e commuters engage i n 

fa rm work i n t h e b o r d e r a r e a s and to a l e s s e r e x t e n t i n a r e a s 

f a r removed f rom t h e b o r d e r . Some commuters , i n s t e a d of 

r e t u r n i n g t o Mexico each n i g h t , s t a y i n t h i s c o u n t r y f o r long 

p e r i o d s of t i m e . 3 2 Fred S c h m i d t , a s t u d e n t of t h e p r o b l e m , 

c o n f i r m e d t h a t t h e commuter problem was not l i m i t e d to t h e 

b o r d e r a r e a s when he r e p o r t e d t h a t commuters have been found 

working i n C a l i f o r n i a a g r i c u l t u r e as f a r n o r t h as Los Angeles 

C o u n t y . 3 3 Some of t h e commuters have been a d m i t t e d to t h e 
3 0 S e n a t e , The M i g r a t o r y Farm Labor Problem . 1963, p. 3 5 , 

c i t i n g I m m i g r a t i o n and N a t i o n a l i t y Act , Sec . 214 (C) , 66 S t a t . 
189 ( 1 9 5 2 ) , 8 U. S. C. 1184(C) ( 1 9 5 8 ) . 

3 1 U . S. Depar tment of Labor, Farm Labor Deve lopmen t s . p . 6. 

^ S e n a t e , The Migratory Farm Labor Problem . 1963, p . 35 . 

3 3 I n t e r v i e w w i th Fred H. Schmidt, D a l l a s , Texas , Apri1 
16, 1965. 
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United States as immigrants and have a legal right to cross 

the border and work in this country. They choose to reside 

in Mexico because of the lower cost of living there. 

Most commuters are not legally qualified to work in the 

United States. Those admitted temporarily, under the pro-

visions of Section 101(a)(15)(B) of Public Law 414 as tourists 

or to transact business, are here legally, but may not accept 

employment. Many border residents commute across the border 

under the provisions of this section and are illegally 

*̂ 4 
employed. The labor department estimates that f>0,000 com-

OC 

muters work in this country. This is enough workers to have 

a significant economic effect. The commuter, living in Mexico, 

where the cost of living is less than in the United States, 

is able to work for lower wages than domestic workers require. 

Working at low wages they adversely affect native workers by 
Of. 

displacing them. J Furthermore, commuters adversely affect 

domestic workers to the extent that they depress wage levels 

by a willingness to work for low pay. Even those working in 

cities affect the agricultural labor force by displacing 

domestic workers, forcing them into farm work where they tend 

to depress wages. 

The adverse affect large numbers of foreign workers have 

had in Laredo, Texas, was described by Jose H. Vasquez, a 

^Senate, The Migratory Farm Labor Problem. 1963, p. 35, 
citing Public Law 414 of 1952. 

35Uig, Pallas Mornino News. February 5, 1965, Sec. 1, p. 3. 

3 6The Pallas Morninq News. February 17, 1965, Sec. 1, p. 12, 
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resident of the Laredo area. According to Vasquez, Laredo 

is the most poverty-stricken city in the United States. The 

unemployraent rate is over thirteen per cent. More than half 

the families earned less than $3,000 a year, generally con-

O *7 

sidereu to be the poverty level.u The median income of 

heads of househoIds, who averaged four members, was $1,256 in 

I960.30 

The termination of the bracero program at the end of 

1964 has resulted in large numbers of former braceros estab-

lishing residence in border communities in order to acquire 

a border-crossi ng card which will permit them to become com-

muter s. If they do not receive the card permitting entry, 

they may resort to illegal immigration.^ 

Mexican workers entering the country illegally are the 

third group which contributed significantly to the supply of 

agricultural labor. These workers are usually referred to as 

"wetbacks," but one author uses the term Haeri alists" to 

distinguish between those who entered the country by climbing 

over fences in New Mexico and Arizona and those who walked or 
40 

swam across the Rio Grande. The exact number of these 

37Allen, unpublished notes, statement of Jose H. Vasquez, 

**®U. S. Department of Commerce, United States Census of 
Population. 1960 . Texas. Final Report PC(1 ) -45C. General 
Social and Economic Characteristies (Washington, 1 9 6 2 ) , 
p . 4 1 7 . 

p. 12. 
3^The Dallas Mornino News. February 17, 1965, Sec. 1, 

40m»4sen, p. 25. 
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workers is impossible to ascertain because of the nature of 

their entry into this country. Once they are here, because 

they are subject to deportation, they attempt to make them-

selves as inconspicuous as possible. The President's Com-

mission estimate.: that a minimum of 400,000 "wetbacks" 

engaged in migratory farm work in 1949, Their significance 

is indicated by the estimate that they constituted forty per 

cent of the migratory agricultural workers in the United 

S t a t e s . G a l a r z a cites reports of the Immigration and 

Naturalization Service supporting a figure of 1,108,900 

"wetbacks" in 1954. This was the high point of the move-

42 

raent. The estimate of a Texas grower is that almost 

seventy thousand were in the Lower Rio Grande Valley region 

of Texas in 1 9 5 4 . ^ 

Prior to World War II the number of illegal border 

crossers was relatively small and most of them were concen-

trated in the part of the United States bordering on Mexico. 

After the war larger numbers were involved and they entered 

almost al1 areas of the country.^ The main source of "wet-

backs" was the border areas. Undoubtedly some also came from 

the i nterior of Mexico. Many that entered Texas came from the 

S. President, Truman, p. 69. 

42fc;rnesto Galarza, Merchants of Labor (San Jose, 1964), 
p. 59. 

4 3McBride, p. 5. 

S. President, Truman, pp. 69-70. 
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Reyno s a and Mat amoro s areas, located just south of the border, 

populated with about one and a half million people. Their 

extreme poverty permitted them to be drawn to the agricul-

tural jobs north of the border, even though the wages offered 

them were low by United States standards. 

Farmers in the Rio Grande Valley area of Texas developed 

a dependency on the abundant supply of "wetbacks" willing to 

work for low pay. McBride relates how the cotton ginners in 

his area would harvest cotton for their customers. Each 

cotton gin would employ up to 1,000 illegal immigrants to 

harvest the cotton. "Wetbacks" deported, by the border patrol 

were replaced with other newly arrived "wetbacks."46 

The border patrol appeared unable to cope with the "wet-

back" problem. Truman Moore, in a periodical article, reports 

that the border patrolmen had orders froci Washington not to 

hinder the movement of illegal immigrants into the country at 

harvest time. 4 7 For the most part, according to McBride, 

the patrol, not able to stop their entry, concentrated on 

containing the "wetbacks" in the border areas. They estab-

J O 

lished check points on the highways leading to the interior.10 

The ineffectiveness of measures used to guard the border 

^McBride, p. 1. 

4 6 I b M - , PP- 3-4. 

4 7Truman Moore, "Slaves for Rent, the Shame of American 
Farming," The Atlantic Monthly. May, 1965, p. 120. 

48 McBride, p. 2. 
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against illegal entry is illustrated by a •'wetback1' who 

reported, according to Madsen, that he was caught and deported 

four teen times. He was interviewed while in the United 

States, apparently for the fifteenth time. This also illus-

trates the determination of the "wetback" to work in this 

AO 

country. 7 

The "wetback's" life in the United States was a miser-

able one, judged by American standards. As an illegal immi-

grant, he was constantly subject to deportation. He was also 

subjected to exploitation, as evidenced by the wages for which 

he was willing to work. Galarza reports that in 1940, 

"wetback" wages of sixty cents a day with no room or board 

provided were common. The same source reports a Labor Depart-

ment official as asserting in 1950 that "wetbacks" were 

willing to work for as little as fifteen eents an hour in 

the Lower Rio Grande Valley area of Texas. Forty cents an 

hour was reported as a "wetback's" wage in California's 

Imperial Valley in 1 9 5 4 . M c B r i d e describes "wetback 

housing" consisting of a "patch of brush" and a few tarpau-

lins as being " l u x u r i o u s T h e "wetback" had none of the 

protection, such as minimum standards for wages, housing, 

and sanitation, that was extended to the bracero working here 

under contract. 

49iadsen, p. 25. 

'^Galarza, Merchants of Labor. p. 30. 

^McBride , p . 4. 
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An argument frequently used in support of a legal plan 

for the importation of Mexican farmworkers is that such a 

plan all but ended the "wetback" movement. Illustrative of 

this point of view is Congressman Gathi ngs' description of 

proposed legislation to import agricultural workers from 

Mexico as "antiwetback l e g i s l a t i o n . G a t h i ngs is an 

important member of the House Committee on Agriculture. 

Opponents of importing foreign workers point out that 

not until 1955, long after the 1951-1964 program of worker 

importation began, was the illegal immigration significantly 

reduced. This happened after increased manpower and equip-

ment became available to the border patrol. Supporters of 

this viewpoint suggest the possibility that the worker 

importation program had little to do with solving the "wet-

back" problem.53 

A Texas grower who formerly employed "wetbacks" relates 

how the illegal workers were removed from the valley area of 

South Texas. According to McBride, the border patrol, 

working with increased manpower and additional equipment, 

removed the "wetbacks" from the valley and shipped them back 

to Mexico. Furthermore, legally imported workers did not 

end the "wetback" problem. In fact, it was only after the 

«9 
0. S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee 

on Agriculture, Hearinas. Extension of Mexican Farm Labor 
Program. 86th Congress, 2nd Session (Washington, 1960), 
p. 1, remarks of Congressman E. C. Gathi ngs. 

S^House, One-Year Extension, p. 33. 
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loss of illegal workers that growers along the border in 

South Texas began the widespread use of legally imported 

workers.^ 

The illegal employment of large numbers of illegal 

immigrants had an effect similar to that of the commuters 

previously mentioned. The President's Commission reports 

that the "wetback invasion" affected both the wage levels 

and the employment opportunities of domestic workers in the 

Lower Rio Grande Valley area of T e x a s . M c B r i d e reports 

that most valley farmworkers left the area to work in places 

56 

where they didn't have to compete with "wetbacks."' 

When the program for importing Mexican farmworkers 

ended in 1964, there was concern in both this country and 

in Mexico that "wetbacks" would again cross the border in 

large numbers. The Mexican Ambassador to the United States 

evidenced this concern in 1963 when he expressed the hope 

that both governments would take action to contain the "wet-

back" movement if the contract labor program was terminated 

According to a recent report, there is little reason to fear 

renewal of large scale illegal immigration, because both the 

5 4McBride, pp. 4-8. 

a JD. S. President, Truman, pp. 70-71. 

5 6McBride, p. 3. 

5^House, One-Year Extension. p. 9, citing a letter from 
the Mexican Ambassador to the United States Secretary of 
State, June 21, 1963. 
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Uni ted S t a t e s and Mexico have taken "emergency m e a s u r e s " to 

keep t h e "wetbacks" f rom c r o s s i n g t h e b o r d e r . ^ ® 

T h i s ends t h e d i s c u s s i o n of Mexican e n t r y i n t o t h e 

Un i t ed S t a t e s d u r i n g t h e 1942-1964 p e r i o d , o t h e r t h a n by 

means of t h e b r a c e r o p r o g r a m s . The nex t s e c t i o n r e t u r n s to 

t h e World War I I y e a r s and t h e Mexican c o n t r a c t l a b o r p r o -

gram of tha t t ime . 

The 1942-1947 Bracero Program 

The program of i m p o r t i n g Mexican workers i n t o the United 

S t a t e s d u r i n g World War I I was i n r e s p o n s e t o t h e r e q u e s t s of 

g r o w e r s . The o r i g i n a l r e q u e s t s made i n 1941 were d e n i e d . 

However, i n 1942 an agreement was s i g n e d wi th Mexico p e r m i t t i n g 
e:g 

t h e i r w o r k e r s to enter the United S t a t e s to work i n a g r i c u l t u r e . 

T h i s marks a new phase of m i g r a t i o n known as the bracero 

program. 

The agreement , d a t e d Ju ly 23 , 1942 and made e f f e c t i v e by 

an exchange of n o t e s on August 4 , 1942, c o n t a i n e d p r o v i s i o n s 

des igned to p r o t e c t both Mexican and d o m e s t i c w o r k e r s . The 

most important of t h e s e provi s i o n s are i ncluded i n the f o l -

lowing summary. Mexican worke r s were no t t o s u f f e r d i s c r i m i -

n a t i o n or to s e r v e i n the m i l i t a r y . Sound t r i p t r a n s p o r t a t i o n 

e x p e n s e s were to be g u a r a n t e e d t h e w o r k e r , a l ong wi th l i v i n g 

•^The D a l l a s Mornino News. J a n u a r y 3 , 1965, Sec . 1 , p . 4 . 

CQ 
°7Rasraussen, pp . 200 , 202 , c i t i n g United S t a t e s D e p a r t -

ment of S t a t e , "Temporary M i g r a t i o n of Mexican A g r i c u l t u r a l 
W o r k e r s , " E x e c u t i v e Ayreement S e r i e s , No. 278 ( W a s h i n g t o n , 
1943) . 
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expenses while traveling. Craceros were not to be used to 

displace domestic workers or to depress the prevaili ng wage 

levels. The worker was to have a contract in Spanish with 

an agency of the United States Government. The government 

was to be the employer of the braceros. Contracts between 

the government and the growers were to be executed to guar-

antee the terras of the international agreement. Wages paid 

to the workers were to be the prevailing wage paid for siraiiar 

work in the areaj however, no wage less than thirty cents per 

hour was to be paid, Provision for a savings fund was made 

so that part of the workers' earnings would be sent back to 

Mexico. Workers were to be free to purchase goods and ser-

vices wherever they wished to do so. Conditions of housing, 

sanitation, and medical services were to be the saiae as those 

oi* domestic workers employed in the same area. The Mexican 

workers were to be protected in the event of occupational 

diseases and accidents with the same guarantees enjoyed by 

domestic workers. The right to select a representative to 

be their spokesman in dealing with employers was expressly 

guaranteed to the Mexican workers. The Mexican Consuls were 

charged with the responsibility of protecting the rights of 

the workers. Additionally, the international agreement pro-

vided for a subsistence allowance to be paid to unemployed 

braceros. for seventy-five per cent of the work days, workers 

not working because of unavailability of work were to be paid 

a three dollar a day subsistence allowance. For the remaining 
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twenty-five per cent of the work days, Sunday not being 

counted as a work day, subsistence was to be the sane as 

60 

that provided native workers. 

The international agreement guaranteed Mexican workers 

the same conditions of bousing, sanitation, and medical ser-

vices enjoyed by domestic agricultural workers. A previous 

chapter showed that this was almost meaningless because native 

farmworkers have little protection in these areas. 

Authority for contracting braceros during the 1943-1947 

period was based on the ninth proviso of section three of the 

1917 immigration law. 6 1 The executive agreements made between 

the two governments were less formal than t r e a t i e s . P u b l i c 

Law 45 of 1943, 229 of 1944, 529 of 1945, 521 and 707 of 

1946, 40 and 76 of 1947 provided appropriations necessary to 

finance the program. 6 3 

The agreement between the United States and Mexico was 

modified several times during the 1943-1947 period. The 

amended agreement of April 26, 1943, provided that hygienic 

housing be provided at no cost to the worker. An additional 

change provided that, during periods of unemployment not 

caused by unwillingness to work, housing and subsistence were 

6 QIbid. . pp. 202-204. 

6 1U. S. President, Truman, p. 41. 

62gaiarza, Merchants of Labor. p. 48. 

6 3U. S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on 
The Judici ary, Study of Population and Immigration Problems. 
Special Series No. 11 (Washington, 1963), pp. 39-42. 
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t o be p r o v i d e d w i t h o u t c o s t t o t h e w o r k e r d u r i n g t w e n t y - f i v e 

p e r c e n t of t h e c o n t r a c t p e r i o d . D u r i n g t h e o t h e r s e v e n t y -

f i v e per c e n t of t h e c o n t r a c t p e r i o d , the workers were to 

r e c e i v e t h e t h r e e d o l l a r s a day g u a r a n t e e d by t h e o r i g i n a l 

agreement . An important 1944 change was the p r o v i s i o n f o r 

f r e e s u b s i s t e n c e on any w o r k i n g day t h a t a worker w i l l i n g and 

a b l e to work was not employed more than f o u r h o u r s . In 1945 

t h e agreement was f u r t h e r m o d i f i e d to p r o v i d e t h a t t h e cash 

s u b s i s t e n c e a l l o w a n c e be pa id a t t h e end of t h e p a y r o l l 

p e r i o d , i n s t e a d o f at t h e end of the c o n t r a c t p e r i o d . The 

w i t h h o l d i n g of t h i s a l l o w a n c e had caused many c o m p l a i n t s by 

t h e w o r k e r s . An a d d i t i o n a l 1945 change p r o v i d e d t h a t a t 

l e a s t e i g h t h o u r s eraployment was n e c e s s a r y i n o r d e r f o r a 

day to be counted a workday. In 1946 the two governments 

made important m o d i f i c a t i o n s i n t h e program b a s e d on i n f o r m a l 

a g r e e m e n t s . The minimum wage was r a i s e d f rom t h i r t y to 

t h i r t y - s e v e n c e n t s an hour and w o r k e r s were g u a r a n t e e d a t 

l e a s t $ 3 3 . 6 0 e v e r y two weeks . F u r t h e r m o r e , s u b s i s t e n c e was 

r e q u i r e d t o be g i v e n the b r a c e r o s on any w o r k i n g day t h a t 

t h e y were not o f f e r e d employment f o r more t h a n f o u r h o u r s . 

A d d i t i o n a l l y , no w o r k e r s were t o be t r a n s f e r r e d t o another 

l o c a t i o n wi thout f i r s t b e i n g p a i d a l l wages due t h e m . ^ I n 

194T, t h e l a s t y e a r of t h e program , an a g r e e m e n t was made 

|L 4 
R a s m u s s e n , p p . 2 0 7 - 2 1 0 , c i t i n g g o v e r n m e n t c o r r e s -

pondence . 

6 5 H o u s e , Stiidy si PORMjatign, p. 31 . 
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t h a t w o r k e r s were to be p r o v i d e d food a t c o s t , t h e c h a r g e no t 

t o be g r e a t e r t h a n $ 1 . 5 0 p e r day 

The 1942-1947 bracero p rogram was d i f f e r e n t f rom l a t e r 

a r r a n g e o e n t s f o r t h e r e c r u i t m e n t of Mexican l a b o r i n two 

i m p o r t a n t ways . F i r s t , a d m i n i s t r a t i v e r e s p o n s i b i l i t y was 

s h i f t e d from t h e Department of A g r i c u l t u r e t o t h e Depa r tmen t 

of Labor a f t e r 1 9 4 7 S e c o n d , t h e f e d e r a l government p a i d 

t h e c o s t of i m p o r t i n g t h e f a r m w o r k e r s L a t e r t h e e m p l o y e r s 

would b e a r t h i s c o s t . I m p o r t i n g f a r m w o r k e r s c o s t t h e g o v e r n -

ment t w e n t y - f o u r M i l l i o n d o l l a r s in 1 9 4 4 . ^ 

O r i g i n a l l y t h e r e c r u i t m e n t of w o r k e r s was done a t t h e 

N a t i o n a l Stadiurn i n Mexico C i t y . I n 1943 t h e Mexican G o v e r n -

ment r e q u e s t e d t h a t r e c r u i t m e n t be d e c e n t r a l i z e d , g i v i n g 

r e s i d e n t s of o t h e r p a r t s of Mexico an o p p o r t u n i t y t o be 

employed i n t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s and a l s o t o t e r m i n a t e t h e 

i n f l u x of w o r k e r s i n t o Mexico C i t y s e a r c h i n g f o r employment . 

A f t e r an i n t e r i m p e r i o d of r e c r u i t m e n t i n t h e S t a t e s of 

G u a n a j u a t o , J a l i s c o , and Z a c a t e c a s , t h e f i n a l s e l e c t i o n of 

w o r k e r s was c a r r i e d o u t a t I r a p u a t o i n t h e S t a t e of G u a n a j u a t o . 

The Mexican Government a s s i g n e d q u o t a s t o t h e s t a t e s b a s e d on 

k ^ I b i d . . c i t i n g 1947 Mex ican -Amer ican Agreement 
r e s p e c t i n g t h e t e m p o r a r y m i g r a t i o n of Mexican a g r i c u l t u r a l 
w o r k e r s . 

6 7 I b i d . . p . 32, 

. S. C o n g r e s s , House of E e p r e s e n t a t i v e s , Commit tee 
on A g r i c u l t u r e , C o n t i n u a t i o n of Mexican Farm Labor P r o g r a m . 
B e p o r t No. 2357 , 8 5 t h C o n g r e s s , 2nd S e s s i o n ( W a s h i n g t o n , 
1 9 5 8 ) , p . 2 . 

o o r e , p . 120 . 
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the amount of unemployment in each state. Recruitment crews 

went into the outlying areas and selected the braceros to be 

sent to Irapuato after giving them a preliminary physical 

examination. At Irapuato an x-ray examination was given and 

the workers were vaccinated. Prior to departure for the 

United States several documents had to be executed. These 

included the individual worker agreement, an identification 

card provided by the Mexican Immigration Service and the 

entry card provided by the United States Immigration and 

7A 

Naturalisation Service. 

The number of braceros admitted during the 1942-1947 

program totaled 219,600. The importation began with 4,203 

workers in 1942, increasing greatly to 52,098 in 1943 and 

further increasing to 62,170 in 1944. The number imported 

in 1945 was 49,454. This decreased to 32,043 in 1946 and 

further decreased to 19,632 in 1947.^* 

The entry of bracero* into the various states was con-

trolled by both the Mexican and United States Governments. 

Twenty-four states employed Mexican farm workers under the 

program. All of the imported agricultural workers from 

Mexico were employed in the Western and Mid-western parts of 

70 
Rasraussen, pp. 214, 216-217, citing government 

correspondence. 

^Senate, The Migratory Farm Labor Problem. 1963, 
p. 30, citing United States Department of Labor, Bureau of 
Employment Securi ty. 
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t h i s c o u n t r y . C a l i f o r n i a was t h e l e a d i n g employer of 

72 
b r a c e r o s d u r i n g t h i s p e r i o d . 

Mexican worke r s were an i m p o r t a n t p a r t of t h e fa rm 

l a b o r f o r c e i n t h i s c o u n t r y d u r i n g 5?orld War I I . They worked 

a t suck v a r i e d cccup at i c ;is as p i i /;g f r u i t and c o t t o n , 

T3 

c u l t i v a t i n g suga r b e e t s , and h e r d i n g s h e e p . 

Texas has a long h i s t o r y of d i s c r i m i n a t i o n a g a i n s t 

Mexicans and Mexican-Americans . D i s c r i m i n a t o r y p r a c t i c e s 

toward t h e L a t i n-Aiaerican p o p u l a t i o n of Texas i n c l u d e r e f u s a l 

of s e r v i c e by b u s i n e s s f i r m s , d i s c r i m i n a t i o n i n h i r i n g , 

s e g r e g a t i o n i n p u b l i c s c h o o l s and t h e d e n i a l of t h e r i g h t 

to v o t e and s e r v e on j u r i e s by some c o u n t ! e s . ^ The r e s e n t -

ment caused by t h i s d i s c r i m i n a t o r y t r e a t m e n t r e s u l t e d i n 

Mexico b l a c k l i s t i n g Texas d u r i n g the 1942-1947 p e r i o d . No 
75 

braceros were p e r m i t t e d to l e a v e Mexico d e s t i n e d f o r Texas; 

however , Mexico a l lowed the l e g a l i z a t i o n of t h e 55 ,000 w e t -

backs who were i n t h e s t a t e i n 1 9 4 7 . 7 6 Mexico r e l e n t e d i n 

another way as w e l l when p r o v i s i o n was made f o r b r a c e r o s to 

e n t e r Texas Iron e t h e r s t a t e s where t h e y had been w o r k i n g . 
7 2Rasraussen, pp. 2 2 - 4 2 2 6 , c i t i n g government correspondence 

7 3 I b i d . , p. 224. This i s not a complete l i s t i n g of work 
performed by b r a c e r o s . I t i s intended only to i l l u s t r a t e the 
m u l t i t u d e of a g r i c u l t u r a l j obs they f i l l e d w h i l e i n the 
United S t a t e s . 

7 4 P a u l i ne R. Kibbe, Lat in Americans i n Texas (Albuquerque, 
1946 ) , pp. 271-272 . 

7 r > Galarz5 , Merchan t s of L a b o r , p . 56. 

7 6 U . S. P r e s i d e n t , Truman, p. 39. 
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Despite the fact that the Mexican Government provided for 

this movement from other states, no braceros took advantage 

of the opportunity because Texas was a low wage area offering 

little attraction to Mexican workers earning wore money in 

77 
other states. 

The 1948-1951 Bracero Program 

T h e importation of Mexican farmworkers was continued 

after the t e r m i n a t i o n of the 1942-1947 bracero program, but 

in a substantially different form, the ninth proviso of 

section three of the 1917 immigration law was the only statu-

tory authority for the new program. International agreements 

dated F e b r u a r y 21, 1948 and August 1, 1949, between the 

United States and M e x i c o became the basis of the new un d e r -

standing. Additional agreements were made on a less formal 

basis in 1950 and 1951.76 

As previously stated, the most important difference 

between the 1942-1947 and the 19 4 8 - 1 9 5 1 programs was that in 

the latter period the Uni ted States government did not con-

tract or recruit the workers. The contract was between the 

worker and the employer. Furthermore, the government did not 

guarantee compliance with the con t r a c t terras . 

77 
Rasraussenf p. 224. 

78 
House, Study of Population, pp. 33-36, citing Mexican-

A m e r i c a n agreements of 1948 respecting the temporary m i g r a -
tion of Mexican agricultural workers. 
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The c h a n g e s i n t h e a g r e e m e n t r e g a r d i n g wages w e r e n e c e s -

s a r y b e c a u s e of t h e p o s i t i o n of t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s D e p a r t m e n t 

of L a b o r t h a t i t l a c k e d s t a t u t o r y a u t h o r i t y t o f i x a minimum 

wage r a t e . 7 9 D u r i n g t h e p r e v i o u s p r o g r a m s u c h a u t h o r i t y had 

e x i s t e d i n t h e f o r m of s u p p l e , a e n t a r y l e g i s l a t i o n . A c c o r d i n g 

t o a s t u d e n t of t h e p r o b l e m . C o n g r e s s p e r m i t t e d t h a t a u t h o r i t y 

t o e x p i r e b e c a u s e of t h e h i g h c o s t of o p e r a t i n g e x p e n s e s b o r n e 

by t h e g o v e r n m e n t , A c o n g r e s s i o n a l r e p o r t r e c o m m e n d i n g 

t e r m i n a t i o n of t h e p r o g r a m s u g g e s t e d t h a t a p e r m a n e n t s y s t e m 

81 

for the recrui tment of foreign worker s be established. The 

s e s s i o n of C o n g r e s s which l e t t h e law die was c o n s i d e r e d to be 

r e s p o n s i v e t o g r o w e r p r e s s u r e . I n f a c t , o n e a u t h o r d e s c r i b e s 

t h e E i g h t i e t h C o n g r e s s as " s t r i c t l y a Farm B u r e a u Congress,"®2 

The s i g n i n g of t h e 1940 a g r e e m e n t , o n l y a f ew weeks a f t e r the 

1 9 4 2 - 1 9 4 7 p r o g r a m e n d e d , s u g g e s t s t h a t w o r k e r i m p o r t a t i o n 

K i t h l i t t l e goveriJras-.it r e g u l a t i o n was t h e k i n d of p e r m a n e n t 

s y s t e m d e s i r e d by e m p l o y e r s of b r a c e r o s . T h i s implication is 

7 9U. S. Statutes at Large. Vol. LXII , Part 3, Inter-
national Agreements Other Than Treaties, Temporary Migration 
of Mexican Agricultural Workers, February 21, 1948 (Washington, 
1949), p . 3892. 

®®Robert D e n n i s Toinasek, "The Political and Economic 
I m p l i c a t i o n s of Mexican Labor in the U n i t e d States Under the 
Non-Quota System, Contract Labor Program and Wetback Move-
ment," unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , University of 
M i c h i g a n , Ann Arbor , M i c h i g a n , 1958, p . 146, c i t i n g 1950 
hearings of House Committee on Agriculture. 

S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on 
Agriculture, Farm Supply Prooram. Report No. TO, 60th Congress, 
1st Session ( W a s h i n g t o n , 1947), p . 2 . 

^^Angus McDonald, "Return of the Jo a d s , " New Republic 
V o l . 117 ( J u l y 2 1 , 1 9 4 7 ), p. 30. 

9 
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s u p p o r t e d by t h e a s s e r t i o n of t h e N a t i o n a l Farm Union i n 1948 

t h a t t h e agreement r e s u l t e d from p r e s s u r e e x e r t e d by 1ar ge -

s c a l e g r o w e r s . ^ 

Other i m p o r t a n t changes may be summarized as f o l l o w s . 

The b r a c e r o s were riot g u a r a n t e e d a minimus wage o r minimum 

e a r n i n g s . A bond was r e q u i r e d to g u a r a n t e e t h e worker r e t u r n 

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n to the p l a c e i n Mexico where he was c o n t r a c t e d . 

The t h r e e d o l l a r per day subsi s t e n c e a l l o w a n c e f or days unem-

ployed during t h r e e - f o u r t h s of the c o n t r a c t per iod was d i s -

c o n t i n u e d . Employers of "wetbacks" were not to be p e r m i t t e d 

to c o n t r a c t w o r k e r s under t h e p rogram. In 1949 t h e agreement 

was changed to permi t " w e t b a c k s " then i n t h e Un i t ed S t a t e s t o 

be c o n t r a c t e d . Also i n that year procedure was ag reed upon 

r e g a r d i n g the w i t h h o l d i n g of braceros f rom areas d i s c r i m i n a -

t i n g a g a i n s t them. In t he same y e a r Herraosi 1 l o , C h i h u a h u a , 

and M o n t e r r e y were d e s i g n a t e d as r e c r u i t i n g c e n t e r s . Addi -

t i o n a l l y , a p r o c e d u r e was e s t a b l i s h e d to d e t e r m i n e i f t h e 

worker c o n t r a c t had been v i o l a t e d and t h e p r o v i s i o n f o r a 

s a v i n g s fund was di s c o n t i n u e d . In 1950 a change was made i n 

the c o n t r a c t i n g of " w e t b a c k s T h e y were to be re turned to 

Mexico b e f o r e be ing c o n t r a c t e d T h u s the 1948-1951 bracero 

program o f f e r e d f a r l e s s p r o t e c t i o n to the Mexican w o r k e r s 

®^"Summer B r i n g s t h e M e x i c a n s , " Qmmnnmeai } Vol , 48 
( J u l y 2 , 1 9 5 8 ) , p . 275. 

®*%ouse, Study of f o p u l a t i o o . pp. 3 3 - 3 5 , c i t i n g Mexican-
American a g r e e m e n t s of 1948 and 1949 r e s p e c t i n g the temporary 
m i g r a t i o n of Mexican a g r i c u l t u r a l w o r k e r s . 
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than that of the 1942-1947 period. The absence of a guar-

anteed Minimum wage put the braceros at the mercy of the 

employers. 

The recruiting of workers in 1948 without Mexico's per-

mission, contributed little to improving Mexican-American 

relations. This situation arose because recruitment in the 

interior failed to provide enough braceros, while at the same 

time, many workers appeared at the border. In October of 

that year thousands of Mexican workers entered the United 

States illegally. The border patrol, rather than deporting 

the "wetbacks," handed then over to growers wanting their 

labor. This unilateral recruitment, without the participa-

tion of Mexico, resulted in Mexican termi nation of the 1948 

05 

agreement. The new agreement reached in 1949 permitting 

the legalization of "wetbacks" was mentioned above. 

The total workers contracted during the 1948-1950 

period was 209,845. The number by years was 35,345 in 1948, 

107,000 in 1949, and 67,500 in 1 9 5 0 . T h e total contracted 

does not indicate the actual number of workers recruited 

within Mexico and brought to the United States. As previously 

indicated, many listed as being contracted in 1949 and 1950 

were "wetbacks" who were legalized by being given a contract. 

or 
'U. S. President, Truman, p. 54. 

0 / 
House, Study of, P op u l at ion. p. 37, citing data from 

Bureau of Employment Security, United States Department of 
Labor. 
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In fact, 87,220 of those listed as c o n t r a c t e d in 1949 were 

illegally in t h i s c o u n t r y . 

The distribution of bracero labor among the states in 

the 1948-1950 period was not the same as that in 1942-1947. 

In 1949 California employed only eight per cent of the bra-

ceros contracted compared to sixty-five per cent in 1945. 

Texas, New Mexico, and Arkansas, using virtually no braceros 

in 1945, employed seventy-nine per cent of the legally impor-

ted Mexican workers in 1949. The states using braceros 

during the 1943-1947 program were high-wage states j during 

the 1948-1950 program low-wage states predominated.®® 

T h e Mexican government was not satisfied with the bracero 

program of the 1948-1951 period. A principal cause of this 

dissatisfaction was that the United States government did not 

g u a r a n t e e e m p l o y e r c o m p l i a n c e with the individual w o r k c o n -

no 

tract. An a d d i t i o n a l cause was that private employers 

preferred not to recruit in the interior of Mexico because 

that would increase t h e i r transportation costs. Instead they 

recruited in or near the border areas. Mexico wanted the 

workers to come from areas with h i g h u n e m p l o y m e n t rates in 

the interior. It was this dissatisfaction with grower recruit-

ment that led Mexico to recommend changing the system so that 

e 7u. S. President, T r u m a n , p. 53. 

8 8 I b i d . , pp. 54-55. 

p. 3. 

go 
M7Senate, Importation of Foreign Agricultural W o r k e r s . 



92 

an agency of t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s Government would be r e s p o n s i b l e 

f o r r e c r u i t i n g and p r o t e c t i n g t h e c o n t r a c t u a l r i g h t s of t h e 

b r a c e r o . T h i s was s u g g e s t e d a t an I n t e r n a t i o n a l C o n f e r e n c e 

e a r l y i n 1 9 5 1 . 9 0 The t h r e a t of Mexico t o end t h e p rogram 

e n c o u r a g e d r a p i d l e g i s l a t i v e a c t i o n i n t h i s c o u n t r y . The 

r e s u l t i n g law p r o v i d e d f o r g r e a t l y i n c r e a s e d p a r t i c i p a t i o n by 

t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s Government i n t h e worke r i m p o r t a t i o n p l a n . 9 * 

The 1951-1964 B r a c e r o Program 

The b r a c e r o p rogram of 1951-1964 was more f o r m a l and 

involved greater government participation than that of the 

1948-1951 period. The statutory authority for the importation 

of Mexican f a r m w o r k e r s was P u b l i c Law 7 8 . T h e 1952 e s t a b -

l i s h m e n t of a Bureau of M i g r a t o r y Labor A f f a i r s i n t h e 

Mexican Department of F o r e i g n R e l a t i o n s i n d i c a t e d a more 

formal attitude toward the program by Mexico.9o 

The main p r o v i s i o n s of Public Law 78 of J u l y 12, 1951, 

may be summarized as follows. The law was an amendment to 

the Agricultural Act of 1949. Section 501 permitted the 

Secretary of Labor to recruit workers from Mexico to aid i n 

t h e production of those agricultural p r o d u c t s c o n s i d e r e d 

n e c e s s a r y by the Secretary of Agriculture. Additionally, the 

90Senate, Extension of Mexican Farm Labor P r o g r a m , 
p p . 2 - 3 . 

9lSenate, Importation cyf Foreign Agricultural W o r k e r s , 
p . 3 . 

9 2 H o u s e , Study of Population. p . 3 6 . 

93Galarza, S t r a n g e r s i n Our F i e l d s , p . 6 . 
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Secretary of Labor was to operate reception centers for 

receiving and bousing the workers, to provide transportation 

to aaci from recruitaent centers in Mexico, to provide the 

workers' subsistence during transportation and at the recep-

tion centers, to assist the workers and the employers in 

negotiating work contracts, and to guarantee employer compli-

ance with the terms of the contracts respecting payment of 

wages and the furnishing of transportation. Section 502 

provided that no employer was to be perwi tted workers unless 

he agreed to pay the United States government for any costs 

arising from the guarantee of the employer's contracts. The 

employers were additionally required to pay the government up 

to fifteen dollars per worker to cover the cost of sub-

sistence and transportation. Section 503 provided that no 

workers were to bo recruited unless the Secretary of Labor 

certified a shortage of domestic workers existed at the time 

and place the foreign workers were to be employed and that 

efforts had been made to recruit doaestic workers, offering 

them the same terms offered to the foreign workers. Under the 

same section the Secretary of Labor was required to certify 

that the importation of foreign workers would not adversely 

affect the wages and working conditions of doaestic farm-

workers . Section 504 provided that no bond would be required. 

This meant that the employer was not to be held liable if the 

worker failed to leave the country. Additionally, employers 

"knowingly" employing illegal aliens were not to be allowed 
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to c o n t i n u e t h e c o n t r a c t i n g of w o r k e r s . S e c t i o n 505 p e r -

m i t t e d t h e e n t r y of Mexican w o r k e r s w i t h o u t t h e payment of 

a head t a x . They were a l s o exempted f rom t h e s o c i a l s e c u r i t y 

and income t a x e s . S e c t i o n 506 a u t h o r i s e d t h e S e c r e t a r y of 

Labor to e n t e r i n t o a g r e e m e n t s b o t h wi th F e d e r a l and S t a t e 

a g e n c i e s and to cooperate wi th t h e Secret ary of St at e when 

n e c e s s a r y r e g a r d i n g a g r e e m e n t s w i t h Mex ico . S e c t i o n 507 

d e f i n e d a g r i c u l t u r a l employment to include horticulture and 

the g i n n i n g , c o m p r e s s i n g , and stori ng of cotton. The p a c k i n g , 

c a n n i n g , f r e e z i n g , and d r y i n g of s e a s o n a l a g r i c u l t u r a l 
Q A 

products were also i n c l u d e d . ^ 

A new m i g r a n t 1abor agreement was also concluded between 

t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s and Mexico i n 1951. The main p r o v i s i o n s of 

that agreement are i n c l u d e d i n the f o l l o w i n g summary. Nego-

t i a t i o n s r e g a r d i n g the p rogram were to be c a r r i e d out only 

be tween t h e two g o v e r n m e n t s . M i g r a t o r y s t a t i o n s were t o be 

e s t a b l i s h e d by t h e Mexican government a t A g u a s c a l i e n t e s , 

G u a d a l a j a r a , Irapuato, M o n t e r r e y and C h i h u a h u a . The U n i t e d 

S t a t e s was t o e s t a b l i s h r e c e p t i o n c e n t e r s i n t h e B r o w n s v i l l e , 

L a r e d o , El P a s o , Nogales, and Calexico a r e a s . T r a n s p o r t a t i o n 

and s u b s i s t e n c e be tween t h e m i g r a t o r y s t a t i o n s and t h e r e c e p -

t i o n centers were t o be p r o v i d e d a t t h e e x p e n s e of t h e U n i t e d 

S t a t e s g o v e r n m e n t . T h i s was a l s o t o a p p l y t o the return t r i p . 

Mexico reserved the right t o withhold braceros f r o m e m p l o y e r s 

94U. S. Statutes a t L a r g e . Vol . LAV, P u b l i c Law 78, 
J u l y 12 , 1951 ( W a s h i n g t o n , 1952) , pp . 1 1 9 - 1 2 1 . 
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not complying with either the international agreements or the 

individual worker's contract. Employers of aliens illegally 

in the United States were not to be permitted to recruit 

Mexican workers# and workers were to be withdrawn when an 

employer was found to employ illegal aliens. The agreement 

authorized the United States Secretary of Labor to withhold 

or revoke certification when the employer failed to comply 

with the provisions of the international agreement or of the 

work contract respecting the employment of illegal aliens or 

inadequate standards of housing, sanitary facilities, or 

drinking water. The workers were not to be employed in 

areas discriminating against Mexicans. Workers from Mexico 

were not to displace or adversely affect workers of the 

United States. The work contract was to govern the employ-

ment of all legally admitted agricultural workers and was not 

subject to individual modification by either the worker or 

the employer, nor joint modification by worker-employer agree-

ment. The worker was to be permitted to select the type of 

farmwork and the employer for whom he would work. The work 

contract was to be for a period of from six weeks to six 

months. The wages earned by the bracero were to be the pre-

vailing wage in the area earned by domestic workers doing 

similar work or the wage specified in the work contract, 

whichever was greater. The wage paid was to be adequate to 

cover the workerfs cost of living. No wage affected by the 

employment of illegal workers was to be certified as the 
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prevailing wage. The Mexican Consuls in the United States 

and representatives of the Secretary of Labor were to insure 

that the b r a c e r o s were receiving the correct wages. The 

employer was to guarantee the Mexican worker an opportunity 

for employment three-fourths of the work days during the 

contract period. Workers were to be free to elect a repre-

sentative to maintain contact with the employer, who was 

required to recognize the representative. Provision was 

made for extending the contract period and transferring 

workers to other e m p l o y e r s . Employer compliance with the 

a g r e e m e n t and work contract respecting wages and employer 

furnished transportation to and from the reception center was 

g u a r a n t e e d by the United States g o v e r n m e n t . Moreover, the 

g o v e r n m e n t was to see that Mexican workers received protec-

tion u n d e r the laws of the United States. Private e m p l o y m e n t 

agencies and labor contractors were to be excluded from 

participation in the program. Both governments were to 

a t t e m p t to end the illegal entry of w o r k e r s . ^ 

The individual worker contract served to extend addi-

tional protection to the Mexican worker. Under the contract 

the employer was to furnish hygienic and u n c r o w d e d housing 

with adequate sanitary f a c i l i t i e s ; bedding was also to be 

furnished. The e m p l o y e r was to provide for medical care and 

9 5U. S. Treaties and Other International Agreements. 
Volume I I , Part 2, Migrant Labor Agreement of August 11, 1951 
(Washington, 1952), pp. 1968-1986. 
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c o m p e n s a t i o n n e c e s s i t a t e d by j o b - c o n n e c t e d illness or i n j u r y . 

Skilled o p e r a t o r s of v e h i c l e s and equipment w e r e to be paid 

the p r e v a i l i n g wages for such work. T h e first forty-eight 

hours of work on a p i e c e - r a t e basis should yield no less than 

the hourly r a t e . T h e same should hold true for w o r k e r s per-

forming work r e q u i r i n g a new skill. T o o l s w e r e to be fur-

nished to the worker without cost. T r a n s p o r t a t i o n was to be 

in vehicles m e e t i n g safety standards equal to those required 

for c o m m o n c a r r i e r s . Both t r a n s p o r t a t i o n and s u b s i s t e n c e w h i l e 

traveling were to be provided at the e x p e n s e of the e m p l o y e r . 

The e m p l o y e r was also required to carry i n s u r a n c e to protect 

the bracero during the j o u r n e y . F u r t h e r m o r e , fuel for h e a t i n g , 

along with p o t a b l e w a t e r , was to be furnished and both w e r e 

to be easily a c c e s s i b l e to the w o r k e r s . T h e agreement included 

a m i n i m u m g u a r a n t e e of e m p l o y m e n t for the contract p e r i o d . 

During t h r e e - f o u r t h s of the work d a y s , if the b r a c e r o s were 

not offered work or if less than eight hours of work were 

o f f e r e d , they were to be paid the amount they would have 

earned w o r k i n g full time. On any d a y , except S u n d a y , the 

w orkers were to r e c e i v e free s u b s i s t e n c e if they w e r e not 

offered more than four hours w o r k . T h e b r a c e r o s w e r e given 

the right to shop w h e r e v e r they w a n t e d . Food was to be fur-

nished at c o s t , not to exceed $1.75 per day. T h e w o r k e r was 

to have the o p t i o n of p reparing his own m e a l s . T h e employer 

was to furnish the n e c e s s a r y utensiIs and f a c i l i t i e s , w h e n -

ever r e s t a u r a n t f a c i l i t i e s were lacking. T h e employer was to 
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take steps to protect the bracero from immoral and illegal 

inf luenees 

During the course of the program, Public Law 78 was 

extended and amended several times. The wain changes are 

included in the following summation. In 1953 the law was 

extended until December 31, 1955, Because the two govern-

ments could not come to terms on a new agreement at that time, 

provision was made in the law for unilateral recruiting should 

negotiations fail to produce a new agreement. The 1955 

legislation extended the law until June 30, 1959. The new 

requirement that the Secretary of Labor consult with both 

employers and workers in determining questions of adverse 

effect and availability of domestic workers was the most 

significant change of that year. In 1958 the law was extended 

to the end of 1960; in 1960 it was extended to June 30, 1961, 

in both cases without amendment. The 1961 amendments included 

the prohibiting of Mexican workers operating equipment and 

being employed in other than seasonal occupations. Addi-

tionally, employers were required to offer domestic workers 

the same working conditions offered braceros. This was not 

to apply to housing, transportation, subsistence, insurance 

and work guarantees. The 1961 extension was to December 31, 

1 9 6 3 . T h e law was ultimately extended to and allowed to 

9 6Ibid.. pp. 1967-1996. 

^ H o u s e , Study of Population, pp. 39-41. 

9*'Senate, Extension of iexican Farm Labor Program« 1963, 
p. 12. 
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e x p i r e on December 3 1 , 1964, For a law t h a t was o r i g i n a l l y 

e n a c t e d i n 1951 b e c a u s e of a t e m p o r a r y s h o r t a g e of l a b o r 

a l l e g e d to e x i s t i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h t h e war i n K o r e a , i t 

e n j o y e d a r e m a r k a b l y long l i f e . 

Changes were made i n t h e i n t e r n a t i o n a l ag r eemen t of 

1951 d u r i n g t h e c o u r s e of t h e program. The most important 

of t h e 1952 amendments d e s i g n a t e d t h e S e c r e t a r y of Labor as 

b e i n g s o l e l y r e s p o n s i b l e f o r d e t e r m i n i n g t h e p r e v a i l i n g wage 

and r e q u i r e d employers t o keep s u f f i c i e n t and a c c u r a t e r e c o r d s , 

A d d i t i o n a l l y , t h e l o c a t i o n of r e c r u i t i n g and r e c e p t i o n c e n t e r s 

were p a r t i a l l y c h a n g e d . I n 1953 no c h a n g e s were made i n the 

agreement. I n 1954 M o n t e r r e y , C h i h u a h u a , and Empalme were 

d e s i g n a t e d as m i g r a t o r y s t a t i o n s and E a g l e P a s s , El P a s o , 

N o g a l e s , and El Centro were d e s i g n a t e d r e c e p t i o n c e n t e r s . 

The 1955 and 1956 amendments were relati vely mi nor. The 1957 

minimum s t a n d a r d s of h o u s i n g were p r e s c r i b e d , The 1958 a g r e e -

ment p r o v i d e d f o r n o n - o c c u p a t i o n a l h e a l t h i n s u r a n c e t o be p a i d 

f o r by t h e w o r k e r . A d d i t i o n a l l y , t h e b r a c e r o s were t o be 

c o v e r e d by t h e Mexican social i n s u r a n c e l aw. The 1959 and 

1961 agreement c o n t a i n e d o n l y minor c h a n g e s . The most s i g -

n i f i c a n t of t h e 1962 amendments p r o v i d e d t h a t t h e c o n t r a c t 

wage would be no l e s s t h a n t h e a d v e r s e e f f e c t w a g e . * 

9 % . S. D e p a r t m e n t of L a b o r , F arm Labor D e v e l o p m e n t s . p . 1. 

*00Senate , E x t e n s i o n of Mexican Farm Labor P r o g r a m , p . 12, 

10Ifiowse» S tudy of Population. pp . 3 8 - 4 1 , c i t i n g M i g r a n t 
Labor Agreement of 1951, as amended. The a d v e r s e e f f e c t wage 
was a b r a c e r o wage r a t e a t a h i g h enough l e v e l t h a t d o m e s t i c 
wage r a t e s were s u p p o s e d l y not a f f e c t e d by b r a c e r o enployment. 
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Typically, the Mexican worker's first act toward 

jetting into the United States as a bracero was the payment 

10 2 

o" aorclida ;hich would permit his name to appear on a 

list of potential brae.eros. Additional taordi da was necessary 

to assure hira a contract. Evon after payraent for a contract, 

the worker still had to wait at the contracting center for 

his turn to undergo a preliminary physical examination and 

be cleared by Mexican railitary and police officials. The 

length of this waiting period depended on the demand for 

braceros in the United States and the number of workers on 

the approved list. It might be only a day or two or it might 

last for several weeks. Being on the list of those to be 

exarained did not guarantee that he would be selected. 

The bracero who was rejected would have lost his investment 

and go home ranch poorer if not penniless. Furthermore, if 

he had borrowed the money invested in mordlda. transportation, 

and living expenses whi1e waiting for the prelimi nary exami-

nation, he would be in debt. The lucky bracero, after jaeeting 

the requirements of Mexico, was handed over to American 

authorities stationed &i the recruitraent center in Mexico 

where he was given another physical examination. He also 

needed clearance by the Department of Justice. Passing these 

hurdles, the bracero was then transported to a reception 

* 0 2Mordlda is the payment of a fee in return for a 
service rendered by a public official. In Mexico mordida is 
a widespread custom. 

10**Galarza, Strangers in Our Fields. pp. 2-4. 
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c e n t e r i n t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s where a d d i t i o n a l h e a l t h and 

s e c u r i t y p r o c e d u r e s were accompli shed, a f t e r which he was 

eligible to be s e l e c t e d by an employe r o r h i s r e p r e s e n t a t i v e . 

The i n d i v i d u a l work c o n t r a c t was e x e c u t e d by t h e w o r k e r , t h e 

employe r o r h i s r e p r e s e n t a t i v e and o f f i c i a l s of b o t h t h e 

U n i t e d S t a t e s and M e x i c o . A f t e r t h i s f i n a l f o r m a l i t y , t h e 

worke r was t r a n s p o r t e d to t h e camp of t h e g r o w e r or t h e camp 

of the g r o w e r ' s a s s o c i a t i o n . * 0 4 

The m a j o r e x p e n s e s of t h e gove rnmen t i n importing 

Mexican workers d u r i n g t h e 1951-1964 p e r i o d were u l t i m a t e l y 

b o r n e by t h e e m p l o y e r s . T h i s i n c l u d e d t h e c o s t of t r a n s p o r -

t a t i o n and food from t h e time the bracero left t h e migrant 

station to the time he was placed w i t h an employer at the 

r e c e p t i o n center. The growers r e p a i d the gove rnmen t for these 

costs i n the form of a fifteen d o l l a r p e r w o r k e r c o n t r a c t i n g 

f e e . The e x p e n s e s i n v o l v e d i n g u a r a n t e e i n g employer c o m p l i -

ance w i t h t h e a g r e e m e n t and worker c o n t r a c t s r e m a i n e d w i t h 

t h e g o v e r n m e n t . 

I n o r d e r t o p r o t e c t t h e wage l e v e l s of b o t h b r a c e r o s and 

d o m e s t i c w o r k e r s , t h e ag reemen t r e q u i r e d t h e payment of t h e 

p r e v a i l i n g wage . The i n a d e q u a c y of t h i s p r o v i s i o n to p r o t e c t 

wage l e v e l s i s i n d i c a t e d i n t h e f o l l o w i n g s t a t e m e n t f rom a 

report to the President. " F a r m employers meet i n advance of 

1 0 4 i M J L . , P . 4 . 

1 0 5 S e n a t e , Extension of Mexican Farm Labor Program» 
p. 4. 
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the season and decide on the wage they intend to pay 

Where the farmers were not able to sot the wage arbitrarily, 

the prevailing wage would be the wage normally paid. If the 

workers in an are© were largely "wetbacks" or braceros who 

replaced "wetbacks," the wage paid braceros would be the wage 

formerly paid to "wetbacks."107 Use of the prevailing wage 

concept as a means of protection for domestic and alien 

workers can be judged largely successful only if the goal was 

to maintain the then existing low wage levelj however, if the 

goal was to protect the workers from the low wage levels set 

I A D 

by illegal migrants, it was a failure. 

After the program had been in existence for several 

years with a nominal wage of fifty cents per hour, investi-

gators found that piece workers were not all making that much. 

In 1958 the Bureau of Employment Security applied the fifty 

cent minimum to workers paid s piece work rate, as well as to 

those paid by the hour. Only the least productive ten per 

cent of the piece rate workers could be paid less than fifty 

c e n t s . i n 1962 minimum bracero wages were established by 

the Secretary of Labor based on the adverse effect concept. 

This was an attempt to set bracero wages at a high enough rate so 

that the wages earned by domestic workers would not be 

1 0 6U. S. President, Truman, p. 59. 

107|jj s^ Department of Labor, Mexican Farm Labor Program. 
pp. 6-8. 

1 G 8Ibid., p. 7. 

1 0 9Ibld., p. 9. 
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depressed by bracero wages. Employers of Mexican workers 

were required to offer doaesti c workers wages equal to those 

paid braceros. The amount varied by state from sixty cents 

to one dollar per hour.* 1 0 The adverse effect wage rate in 

Texas was seventy cents per hour.**1 

The number of workers imported under the 1951-1964 

112 

program began with 192,000 in 1951, increasing each year 

until 1956 when the total reached 445,197. The number aver-

aged slightly in excess of 435,000 workers in the 1957-1959 

period. The years 1960 to 1964 were years of decreasing 

importation. The number admitted in 1964, the last year of 

the program, was 177,736. 1 1 3 

Mexican workers were employed in twenty-one different 

states in 1962. The leading bracero-eraployiny states that 

year were California and Texas, followed by Arizona, Colorado, 

Arkansas, Michigan, and New Mexico. Mexican labor was used 

in large numbers in the production of vegetables, fruits, 

cotton, and sugar beets. More than 10,000 braceros were 

used in the producing of tomatoes, cucumbers, strawberries, 

cotton and sugar beets at the time of peak Mexican employment 

S. Department of Labor, Farm Labor Developments. 
p. 5. 

**1House, Study of Population, p. 48. 

11<:Sinee the 1951 bracero program replaced the 1948-1951 
program in the summer of 1951, part of the 192,000 farmworkers 
brought in in 1951 were imported under the earlier program. 

113 
U. S. Department of Labor, Farm Labor Developments. 

chart opposite p. 1. 
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in those crops. Most significant in 1962 was the employment 

of 44,400 braceros at one time in the tomato crop. 

A group of workers known as "specials" were employed on 

year-round jobs. They numbered about 20,000 and were mainly 

employed in the States of Texas and New iexico. They were 

skilled workers, instead of the "stoop laborers" usually 

associated with the worker iraportation program. Their con-

tracts were renewed every six months, making their long stay 

1 | ft 

in this country possible. 

The Mexican worker importation program was the cause of 

considerably controversy in the United States. In opposi-

tion to the growers who employed braceros were church groups, 

labor unions, civic and veterans organizations, family-farm 

groups, and consumer groups. One source, in addition to 

describing the program as an immoral aid to the strong in 

exploi ti ng the weak, claimed that one poverty-stricken group 

was being forced to compete against another poverty-stricken 

group. This resulted in even greater poverty.**** 

Additional controversy was caused by the differences in 

responsibility and orientation of the Secretary of Labor and 

the Secretary of Agriculture, particularly during the Eisen-

hower administration. A Senate report points out that Public 

1 1 4House, Study of Population, pp. 44, 46, 48, tables 
5, 9, and 12, citing Bureau of Employment Security data. 

1 1 r% 
U. S. Department of Labor, Mexican Farm Labor 

Program. p. 5. 

H^Bouse, One-Year Extension. p. 34. 
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Law 78 authorized the Secretary of Labor to recruit breceros 

when the Secretary of Agriculture deemed it necessary for 

the production of agricultural p r o d u c t s . D e s p i t e large 

surpluses of certain commodities, there is no known case 

of the Secretary of Agriculture ruling that foreign labor 

was unnecessary in a specific crop. The Mexican Farm Labor 

Program Consultant's Report points out that the Secretary 

of Labor had the responsibility to protect the wages of 

domestic workers from being adversely affected by the impor-

lift 

tation of foreign workers. Inasmuch as the Secretary 

of Labor could not control the flow of migrants, his assign-

ment to annually import hundreds of thousands of foreign 

workers and at the same time protect the wages of domestic 

workers from being depressed was an impossible assignment. 

In the absence of the authority to administer farm wages, 

there was little he could do to protect domestic workers. 

What the Secretary of Labor finally did was to require that 

before a grower could become eligible for foreign workers, he 

must first offer domestic workers the prevailing wage in the 

area of employment, 1 1 9 as well as some of the benefits offered 

* "^Senate, The Migratory. F arm Labor Prob lem . 1963, 
p. 32. 

X16 
U. S. Department of Labor, Mexican Farm Labor 

Program, p. 6. 

119 
House, Heari nos. Extension of Mexican Farm Labor 

Program. 1960, p. 55, statement of T. Hume Dixon. 
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braceros. This action by the Secretary of Labor resulted 

in criticism by spokesmen for farm groups. It was suggested 

that the Secretary of Labor was attempting to regulate farm 

121 

wages. It should be remembered that the Secretary of 

Labor was not regulating the wages of farmworkers in general, 

but was instead insisting that a fair offer be made to 

domestic workers before a grower's request for foreign labor 

would be approved. Nevertheless, this led to a public dispute 

between Secretary of Labor Mitchell and Secretary of 

Agriculture Benson.* 2 2 

Ibid.. p. io, statement of Matt Triggs. 

121 
Ibid.. p. 55, statement of T. Hume Dixon. 

1 2 2"Dispute in the Cabinet," The Commonweal. Vol. 70 
(September 25, 1959), p. 534. 



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Bracero Programs Were Unjustified 

The advocates of the importation oi foreign farmworkers 

claim that the bracero program is essential to United States 

farmers. This presupposes that an adequate farm labor force 

does not exist within this country. Illustrating that assump-

tion is a report of the United States Congress which, in 

referring to Public Law 78, states that "it has supplied 

farmers with workers that were not available from the labor 

force of the United States. Experience has shown that most 

American labor is unwilling to accept seasonal agricultural 

employment* Similarly, a spokesman for an organization of 

cotton growers claims that braceros are needed due to an 

inadequate supply of domestic workers willing to work at "any 

reasonable wage*"2 Congressman George H. Mahon, of Texas, 

whose district has been a large user of braceros, supports 

this point of view. According to Congressman Mahon, farmers 

use imported workers not out of preference for the bracero 

1House, One-Year Extension, p. 13, 

2 
House, Hearings. Mexican Farm Labor Program. p. 115, 

statement of Ed Dean, Plains Cotton Growers, Inc. 

107 
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but for the r e a s o n that not e n o u g h n a t i v e workers m a k e them-

3 

selves available. 

Addressing themselves to the question of a need for 

f o r e i g n workers in agriculture, the o p p o n e n t s of t h e u s e of 

foreign labor insist that domestic, workers are available, 

Sural u n e m p l o y m e n t and underemployment are extensive, m o r e 

extensive than in non-rural areas and, asserts a congressional 

report, domestic workers have an acute need for the work which 

has b e e n done by foreign nationals,^ Secretary of Labor 

Goldberg, s p e a k i n g in 1961 before a congressional committee, 

r e p o r t e d t h a t t h e c o m b i n a t i o n of r u r a l u n e m p l o y m e n t and u n d e r -

employment represents 1,400,000 completely u n e m p l o y e d workers. 

Mechanization is reducing the number of hired farm jobs. 

Instead of bringing in foreign workers, the actual requirement 

of rural areas, according to a Senate report, is for addi-

tional job openings for domestic w o r k e r s T h e United States 

Department of Labor reports that, in the 1947-1962 period, 

three m i l l i o n farm employee and farm family member jobs were 

lost and by 1975 an additional 1 ,500,000 jobs will be gone.^ 

As previously stated, the type of work for which allegedly 

too few domestic workers are available is called "stoop labor." 

uIbid. . p. 84, statement of Congressman George H. Mahon, 

4 H o u s e , One-Year Extension. p. 24. 

I b i d . , citing f o r m e r S e c r e t a r y of L a b o r A r t h u r G o l d b e r g . 

^Senate.Extension of Mexican Farm Labor P r o g r a m , p. 14. 

7 
'House, One-Year Extension, p. 24. 
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Accord ing t o a c o n g r e s s i o n a l r e p o r t , not many American w o r k e r s 

axe w i l l i n g t o do t h i s w o r k . 8 How i m p o r t a n t i s t h e " s t o o p 

l a b o r " f e a t u r e as a d e t e r r e n t t o t h e l a r g e number of f o r m e r 

f a r m e r s and f a r m w o r k e r s who would o t h e r w i s e c o n s t i t u t e an 

abundant p o o l of a v a i l a b l e l a b o r ? The spokesmen f o r t h e 

y rower s c1 aim t h a t u n w i l l i n g n e s s to p e r f o r m " s t o o p l a b o r " i s 

an i m p o r t a n t r e a s o n f o r t h e a l l e g e d u n a v a i l a b i l i t y of d o m e s t i c 

w o r k e r s . E v i d e n c e i n d i c a t e s , however , t h a t t h e y have not 

been a v a i l a b l e , i n most c a s e s , b e c a u s e of t h e wages o f f e r e d 

r a t h e r t h a n t h e n a t u r e of t h e work . T h e r e i s no q u e s t i o n t h a t 

work ing a l l day i n a s t o o p i n g , s q u a t t i n g , or k n e e l i n g p o s i t i o n 

i s d i f f i c u l t and d i s a g r e e a b l e work t h a t most p e o p l e would p r e -

f e r t o a v o i d . However , t h e S e n a t e r e p o r t p r e v i o u s l y men t ioned 

a s s e r t s t h a t d o m e s t i c worke r s w i l l do " s t o o p l a b o r " and p o i n t s 

out t h a t n a t i v e workers do t h i s labor i n a r e a s no t u s i n g 

b r a c e r o s . I l l u s t r a t i n g t h i s i s t h e tomato h a r v e s t which has 

used l a r g e numbers of b r a c e r o s i n C a l i f o r n i a , b u t t o m a t o e s 

a r e h a r v e s t e d a l l over t h e n a t i o n by n a t i v e workers. F u r t h e r -

more , i n r e c e n t y e a r s raost of t h e c o t t o n h a r v e s t i n g not done 

by machine has been p e r f o r m e d by d o m e s t i c w o r k e r s . The v a s t 

raaj ority of f arras i n t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s u s e no f o r e i g n labor 

S i m i l a r l y , Wi1lard Wirtz, S e c r e t a r y of Labor i n t h e Johnson 

administration, has i n d i c a t e d that the "stoop labor" problem 

h a s been exaggerated and concludes that d o m e s t i c labor has 

8 I b i d . . p . 11, 

^Senate, E x t e n s i o n of Mexican F a r o Labor Programs. p. 14. 
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10 
been and is available for this work. The House report 

cited above claims that domestic workers have been unjusti-

fiably slandered by growers who, while defending the need 

for braceros, assert that native workers are lazy end unde-

pendable. The same source reports that, although the growers 

attempt to justify the use of braceros because of the need 

for "stoop laborers," farmers resented congressional action 

forbidding the use of braceros as skilled operators of 

11 

machi nery. 

To aany observers of the farm labor market, it seems 

odd that farmers can offer low wage rates to their workers 

and expect an abundant supply of laborers to respond to their 

job offers. When not enough workers make themselves available 

for work at low wages, the farmers then turn to the government 

and request that foreign workers be imported to overcome the 

alleged labor s h o r t a g e . A g r i c u l t u r e has traditionally paid 

relatively low wages to its workers. In most cases, according 

to the Consultants to the Secretary of Labor, agriculture has 

avoided competing with other industries for labor.^ Normally, 

a labor shortage in an industry would indicate that wages 

should be raised to a point high enough to attract a sufficient 

l°House, Hearings. Mexican Farm Labor Program. pp. 16, 
17, testimony of Secretary of Labor, Wi1lard Mirtz. 

Uliouse, One~¥ear Extension. p. 30. 

1 2Ibid. . p. 27. 

S. Department of Labor, Mexican Farm Labor Program. 
p. 4. 
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number of w o r k e r s . The employers of a g r i c u l t u r a l l a b o r g i v e 

no i n d i c a t i o n t h a t t h e y c o n s i d e r r a i s i n g wages as a s o l u t i o n 

14 

to t h e i r l a b o r p r o b l e m s . 

T h e r e i s abundant e v i d e n c e to i n d i c a t e t h a t , i f t h e 

growers r a i s e d wages , more worke r s wou Id become a v a i l a b l e . 

I l l u s t r a t i v e of t h i s was an i n c r e a s e i n d o m e s t i c m i g r a t o r y 

wages which o c c u r r e d i n c o n n e c t i o n wi th a s e v e n t y c e n t m i n i -

mum wage f o r b r a c e r o s i n 1962. This p roduced a l a r g e r supply 
1 CI 

of d o m e s t i c w o r k e r s . S i m i l a r l y , a r e p o r t of t h e Un i t ed 

S t a t e s Congress f i n d s t h a t t h e 1962 b r a c e r o wage i n c r e a s e 

r e s u l t e d i n a sma l l i n c r e a s e f o r n a t i v e w o r k e r s , wh ich , i n 

t u r n , m o t i v a t e d raore d o m e s t i c worke r s to accept work i n 

a g r i c u l t u r e . ^ Surveys raade by t h e Uni ted S t a t e s Depar tment 

of Labor i n d i c a t e t h a t t h e number of worke r s w i l l i n g to 

m i g r a t e would be g r e a t e r i f the monetary r eward were t o be 

i n c r e a s e d . Higher wages would p r o v i d e a g r i c u l t u r e w i th s u f -

f i c i e n t w o r k e r s . ^ S i m i l a r l y , t h e s t u d y made by t h e I n s t i t u t e 

of I n d u s t r i a l R e l a t i o n s of t h e U n i v e r s i t y of C a l i f o r n i a a t 

Los Angeles d e m o n s t r a t e s t h a t more worke r s become a v a i l a b l e 

when wages and working c o n d i t i o n s improve.*® Higher wage 
^ H o u s e , One-Year S x t e n s i o n , p . 27. 
I r 

S e n a t e , Extens ion of Mexican Farm Labor P rog ram. p . 15. 

^ H o u s e , One-Year E x t e n s i o n , p . 27. 

1 7 I b i d . , pp . 2 8 - 2 9 . 

^ S e n a t e , H e a r i n g s . Importat ion of F o r e i g n A g r i c u l t u r a l 
Workers . p . 308, s t a t e m e n t of Sarah H. Newman, Gene ra l 
S e c r e t a r y , N a t i o n a l Consumers League . 
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offers, along with aggressive r e c r u i t m e n t by the Labor 

Department, has provided enough domestic workers to replace 

the braceros formerly employed in California and Arizona 

during the first three months of 1965. It was not necessary 

to resort to interstate recrultment to provide these workers. 

One authority supports the argument that higher wages 

will not necessarily yield more workers. He suggests that 

if t h e m a r r i e d m a l e worker earned enough money to support his 

family, his wife and children would be less likely to work. 

L o w w a g e s paid to male w o r k e r s keep women and children in the 

2Q 

labor market. Thus, according to this a priori line of 

reasoning, for a higher wage to produce greater numbers of 

workers, the assumed loss of the women and children from the 

labor force would first have to be replaced. Thus, to attract 

this many new workers into agriculture would require a much 

higher wage rate than most farmers are willing to pay. 

Although the inadequacy of the married wale workers' earnings 

m a y contribute significantly to the availability of women and 

child workers, there is no supporting evidence to indicate 

that there would be a mass exodus out of agricultural employ-

ment resulting from a wage increase. The higher earnings 

could be used to provide an improved standard of living for 

the farmworker's family. Moreover, if the wage increase 

resulted in mothers and their children leaving the fields, 

1 9 U . S. Department of Labor, Farm Labor Developments. 
p. 9. 

^°Fisher, pp. 17-18, 



1X3 

more c h i l d r e n would be in s c h o o l and more mothers would be at 

home caring for their young children. Thi s is generally 

considered to be a more desirable situation than to have 

them working in the fields. 

Anple evidence is available indicati ng that domestic 

workers are willing to do far® work when offered a living 

wage. The bracero programs were unnecessary. Furthermore, 

they were undesirable because of their effect on domestic 

agricultural workers and family farmers. 

Wages Paid Migratory Farmworkers Can 
Be Increased 

Growers generally insist that paying higher wages to 

their employees is not possible because of declining farm 

incomes. Relating the wages paid workers to the return 

received by farmers for their products seems entirely logi-

cal to the employers of agricultural labor. Illustrative of 

this point of view are the remarks made by C o n g r e s s m a n Po age 

of Texas. He compared picking cotton for fifty cents per 

hundred pounds d u r i n g his youth with the wage paid in i960, 

which he indicated was approach!ng three dollars per hundred 

pounds. The value of cotton at the time of his boyhood 

ranged from ten to twelve cents a p o u n d , w h i l e in 1960 the 

value of cotton was thirty cents a pound. If the relation-

ship of wages to cotton prices remained the same in I960 as 

it was 1n the 1 9 1 0 to 1920 period, t h e worker would only 

receive about one and a half dollars for picking one hundred 
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pounds of c o t t o n . The worker I s g e t t i n g a h i g h e r p e r c e n t a g e 

of t h e market p r i c e and t h e grower a s m a l l e r s h a r e t h a n i n 

t h e e a r l i e r p e r i o d . 2 1 The v i e w p o i n t e x p r e s s e d a b o v e , 

a l t h o u g h a p p e a r i n g q u i t e r e a s o n a b l e t o f a r m e r s , i g n o r e s t h e 

f a c t o r of i n c r e a s i n g farm p r o d u c t i v i t y . The f a r m e r may 

r e a l i z e l a r g e r p r o f i t s , even though h i s un i t c o s t of h a r v e s t -

ing has i n c r e a s e d , b e c a u s e of lower c u l t i v a t i o n c o s t s . I f 

bo th h a r v e s t i n g and c u l t i v a t i o n c o s t s i n c r e a s e d , g r e a t e r 

p r o d u c t i o n p e r a c r e cou ld s t i l l y i e l d a d e q u a t e p r o f i t s . 

Most s t u d e n t s of t h e problem a g r e e t h a t farm income i s 

d e p r e s s e d b e c a u s e of o v e r p r o d u c t i o n of a g r i c u l t u r a l p r o d u c t s . 

Faced w i t h d e c l i n i n g fa rm i n c o m e s , t h e f a r m e r has t h r e e 

a l t e r n a t i v e s : (1 ) He can i n c r e a s e h i s p r o f i t s by c u t t i n g 

c o s t s , g r e a t e r m e c h a n i z a t i o n , or cheap f o r e i g n l a b o r j (2 ) He 

can i n c r e a s e h i s income, p o s s i b l y , t h rough government s u b s i d y , 

although f r u i t and v e g e t a b l e producers r e c e i v e no s u b s i d y a t 

t h i s t ime; (3) He can w i thd raw from a g r i c u l t u r a l product ion 

when r e m a i n i n g i n a g r i c u l t u r e i s no l o n g e r p r o f i t a b l e . I n 

t h e a b s e n c e of a f o r e i g n l a b o r i m p o r t a t i o n p r o g r a m , t h e 

f a r m e r has v i r t u a l l y no c h o i c e bu t to pay a wage h igh enough 

t o a t t r a c t domest ic workers . This would be t rue to the 

e x t e n t t h a t h i s a g r i c u l t u r a l product ion r e q u i r e s h i r e d l a b o r . 

T h i s would be t r u e u n t i l t h e c o s t - p r i c e squeeze r e a c h e d t h e 

p o i n t t h a t r e m a i n i n g i n a g r i c u l t u r e was no l o n g e r d e s i r a b l e . 

21 
House , H e a r i n g s . Mexican Farm Labor P r o g r a m . p . 203 , 

r emarks of Congressman *V. 8 . Poage . 
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On the other hand, if production costs were to be reduced by 

the annual importation of tens or hundreds of thousands of 

foreign workers w i l l i n g to work for wages lower than those 

p a i d t o domestic workers, i n s t e a d of b e i n g compelled t o l e a v e 

a g r i c u l t u r e , t h e g r o w e r would be encouraged t o r e m a i n i n 

f a r m i n g , or even to expand his operation. As long as low 

farm income i s the result of overproduction, a d d i t i o n a l 

p r o d u c t i o n will f u r t h e r r e d u c e that i n c o m e . The i m p o r t i n g 

of low c o s t foreign 1abor h a s , a c c o r d i n g to a congressional 

repor t , i n f a c t , resulted i n greater producti o n and h a s 

lowered the price received by f a r m e r s . ^ 2 T h i s has had an 

adverse e f f e c t on mos t f a r m e r s . Thi s i s especi ally t r u e of 

t h o s e g r o w e r s producing c r o p s r a i s e d i n surplus amounts 

b e c a u s e of t h e u s e of bracero laborj however, those p r o d u c i n g 

other coramodities, not e m p l o y i n g imported workers, h a v e also 

been a d v e r s e l y a f f e c t e d t o t h e e x t e n t t h a t p r o d u c t i v e r e s o u r c e s 

were r e a l l o c a t e d t o t h e g r o w i n g of previously non-surplus 

c r o p s . 

The t e r m i n a t i o n of Mex ican farm worker i m p o r t a t i o n can 

possibly be the b e g i n n i n g of a c h a i n reaction which w i l l 

p e r m i t farm emp loye r s t o pay a wage h igh enough to a t t r a c t 

d o m e s t i c w o r k e r s . The f o l l o w i n g s u p p o r t s t h i s c o n c l u s i o n . 

A spokesman f o r a g roup of Texas g rowers r e p o r t e d t h a t t h e y 

c a n n o t a f f o r d to pay h i g h e r wages i n o r d e r t o r e c r u i t more 

22 
House , One-Xear E x t e n s i o n , p . 25 . 
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w o r k e r s . ^ A West Texas cucumber grower a l l e g e d * a t a Labor 

department h e a r i n g , t h a t c i t i z e n worke r s were undependable 

and t h a t he needed f o r e i g n w o r k e r s . 2 4 Without a g r e e i n g t h a t 

n a t i v e w o r k e r s a r e g e n e r a l l y u n d e p e n d a b l e , one can concede 

t h a t t h e s u p p l y of worke r s a v a i l a b l e to him a t a low wage 

were p o s s i b l y u n w i l l i n g t o r ema in i n h i s cucumber f i e l d s u n t i l 

t h e c o m p l e t i o n of t h e h a r v e s t . The most s i g n i f i c a n t p a r t of 

t h i s g e n t l e m a n ' s s t a t e m e n t was t h e a s s e r t i o n t h a t no cucumbers 

would be grown on h i s f a rms i f he cou ld not u se b r a c e r o 

l a b o r . A p p a r e n t l y cucumber a c r e a g e has been r e d u c e d 

r e c e n t l y i n West T e x a s . An a r t i c l e by t h e farm e d i t o r of a 

l e a d i n g Texas newspaper r e p o r t e d t h a t s i x t y a c r e s of cucumbers 

were b e i n g p l a n t e d by a p i c k l e p r o d u c e r i n Farmers B r a n c h , 

T e x a s . One of t h e r e a s o n s g i v e n f o r t h i s i n n o v a t i o n was t h a t 

t h e cucumber a c r e a g e c o n t r a c t e d i n t h e P l a i n v i e w , Texas a r e a 

had been r e d u c e d from 1 ,800 a c r e s i n 1964 t o 450 a c r e s i n 

1965. The r e d u c t i o n i n cucumber p l a n t i n g was a t t r i b u t e d to 

an a n t i c i p a t e d l a b o r s h o r t a g e i n t h a t a r e a . T h i s d e c r e a s e 

i n p r o d u c t i o n , i f i t becomes s u f f i c i e n t l y w i d e s p r e a d , cou ld 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y a f f e c t t h e s u p p l y of cucumbers . Assuming t h a t 

t h e w e l l - b e i n g of s o c i e t y i s not t h r e a t e n e d by a r e d u c t i o n 

2^A1len , u n p u b l i s h e d n o t e s , s t a t e m e n t of John S h e p a r d , 
Lubbock Product ion C r e d i t A s s o c i a t i o n . 

2 4 I M £ . » S t a t e m e n t of Deith J o r d e , Jorde Farms , H e r e f o r d , 
T e x a s . 

2 5 i k i i - , s ta tement of Keith Jorde . 

26Tjj_£ D a l l a s Morninq News. May 9 , 1965, Sec . 1, p . 28 . 
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in the supply of cucumbers, the farmer who decides not to 

grow them because of an inadequate labor supply at current 

wage rates, is not threatening the public welfare. Faced 

with prospects for a loss rather than a profit from the 

viewpoint of his own self-interest, the farmer is certainly 

making the right decision. Indeed, under such circumstances, 

he would be well-advised not to plant any more cucumbers than 

he could harvest personally. There is no reason that the 

preceding discussion of the cucumber market could not be 

applied to any other crop not yielding a high enough price 

to permit worker employment. 

Consideration of the farmer's ability to pay a wage 

high enough to attract workers has, until now, not taken 

into account the possibility that part of the wage increase 

could be absorbed by growers. In some cases higher wages 

could be paid out of profits. An example of a firm apparently 

not suffering a cost-price squeeze is the Di Giorgio Fruit 

Corporation. The profits of this firm Increased from 

$458,711 in 1962 to $2,110,000 in 1963.^' Admi t tedly, not 

all farmers are in a position to absorb higher wage costs, 

but, on the other hand, some are in a position to pay more. 

The possibility of consumers paying higher prices with-

out significantly reduci ng the quantity of food and fiber 

07 
Senate, Hearings. Importation of Foreign Agricultural 

Workers. p. 225, supplement to the statement of Secretary-
Treasurer of the California AFL-CIO, Thomas L. Pitts. 
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p u r c h a s e d i s a l s o w o r t h y of c o n s i d e r a t i o n . The demand f o r 

f a r m o u t p u t , a l t h o u g h i t v a r i e s by c o m m o d i t y , g e n e r a l l y 

f l u c t u a t e s much l e s s t h a n t h e p r i c e of f a r m p r o d u c t s . 2 ® 

A c c o r d i n g t o D. Gale J o h n s o n , t h e c o s t of f o o d w i l l i n c r e a s e 

as a r e s u l $ of r e d u c e d f o o d p r o d u c t i o n a f t e r t e r m i n a t i o n of 

t h e b r a c e r o p r o g r a m . T h e r e w i l l a l s o be a d d i t i o n a l s u b s t i -

t u t i o n of c a p i t a l f o r l a b o r i n t h e f o rm of g r e a t e r u s e of 

mechanized e q u i p m e n t . 2 9 T h e r e i s r e a s o n t o b e l i e v e t h a t 

consumers would w i l l i n g l y pay h i g h e r p r i c e s f o r f o o d . A 

l e a d i n g spokesman f o r consumers a s s e r t s t h a t t h e y a r e r eady 

to bear p a r t of t h e c o s t n e c e s s a r y t o improve t h e l i v e s o f 

farm w o r k e r s , S i m i l a r l y , l a b o r o f f i c i a l s r e p o r t t h a t t h e 

l a b o r movement would not obj e c t to p a y i n g an a d d i t i o n a l f o u r 

c e n t s a l o n g w i t h e v e r y supermarket d o l l a r , an amount which 

t h e y i n d i c a t e d would perrait t h e d o u b l i n g o f a l l farmworkers* 

w a g e s . T h e r e i s a d d i t i o n a l e v i d e n c e s u p p o r t i n g t h e v i e w -

p o i n t t h a t a s m a l l i n c r e a s e i n t h e amount p a i d by t h e 

consumer would a l l o w s i g n i f i c a n t l y h i g h e r wages f o r farm 

w o r k e r s . The p a y i n g of one a d d i t i o n a l d o l l a r p e r f a m i l y f o r 

c o t t o n goods would p e r m i t a t w e n t y c e n t per hour wage i n c r e a s e 

Gal© J o h n s o n , " P o l i c i e s t o I m p r o v e t h e L a b o r 
T r a n s f e r P r o c e s s , " Amer i can Economic R e v i e w . V o l . 5 0 , P a r t 1 
' , 1 9 6 0 ) , p . 403" 

2 9 I b i d . . p . 4 1 1 . 

3 0 S e n a t e , H e a r i n g s . I m p o r t a t i o n of F o r e i g n A g r i c u l t u r a l 
W o r k e r s . pp . 3 0 6 , 3 0 8 , s t a t e m e n t of S a r a h H. Newman, G e n e r a l 
S e c r e t a r y , N a t i o n a l Consumers L e a g u e . 

3 1 I b i d . . p . 2 0 6 , s t a t e m e n t of Thomas L . P i t t s . 
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f o r a l l labor used to p roduce c o t t o n . An a d d i t i o n a l one cent 

per head of l e t t u c e would perrait farm l a b o r e r s working i n 

t h e p r o d u c t i o n of l e t t u c e an h o u r l y r a i s e of one d o l l a r . 3 2 

S i m i l a r l y , i n 1961, Frank L. F e r n b a c k , a l a b o r un ion e c o n o -

m i s t , c i t e d Depar tment of Labor s t a t i s t i c s when he a s s e r t e d 

t h a t a t en pe r c e n t wage i n c r e a s e f o r a l l f a r m w o r k e r s would 

have but l i t t l e a f f e c t on consumer p u r c h a s e s . For example , 

the a v e r a g e f a m i l y would spend an a d d i t i o n a l f i f t y c e n t s a 

yea r f o r c o t t o n g o o d s ; t h e c o s t of l e t t u c e would i n c r e a s e by 

o n e - t e n t h of a c e n t p e r h e a d . M a n y f a r m w o r k e r s have 

r e c e i v e d more t h a n a t e n p e r c e n t wage i n c r e a s e s i n c e 1961 

and few consumers have s t o p p e d buying b e c a u s e of high food 

and c o t t o n p r i c e s . 

The Bracero Program A f t e r the 
Terraination of P u b l i c Law 76 

The t e r m i n a t i o n of P u b l i c Law 78 on December 31 , 1964, 

did not r u l e out the p o s s i b i l i t y of bracero en try i n t o t h e 

United S t a t e s . P u b l i c Law 414, the immigrat ion law, c o n -

t i n u e s to prov ide a u t h o r i t y f o r workers to come from Mexico 

f o r t e m p o r a r y employment. Be fore a g r o w e r ' s r e q u e s t f o r 

f o r e i g n workers w i l l be approved by t h e Depar tment of L a b o r , 

t h e employer must prove that he has made r e a s o n a b l e e f f o r t s 

**2IIouse, One-Year E x t e n s i o n , p . 30 . 

33House, Hear ings . Mexican Farm Labor Program. p . 7 6 , 
t e s t i m o n y of Frank L. Fernback, Department of Research , 
American F e d e r a t i o n of Labor—Congress of I n d u s t r i a l Organ i ' 
z a t i o n s , c i t i n g Depar tment of Labor s t a t i s t i c s . 
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to obtain native workers. To fulfill this requirement the 

farmer mast, in addition to an aggressive recruitment effort, 

make an offer to domestic workers at least equal to that to 

be offered braceros. This must include housing, transporta-

tion and a Minimum h o u r l y rate of p a y . The lowest wage per-

mitted varies by state. It is $1.40 per hour i n California, 

$1.25 i n Arizona, and $ 1 . 1 5 i n the states of Arkansas, New 

Mexico and Texas.^ By June, 1 9 6 5 , the Secretary of Labor 

had allowed the entry of 3 , 5 0 0 braceros, all of whom were 

or 

c e r t i f i e d f o r employment i n C a l i f o r n i a . 

Growers accus tomed t o e m p l o y i n g f o r e i g n workers have 

not y e t c o n c e d e d t h a t e n d i n g P u b l i c Law 78 was a permanent 

t e r m i n a t i o n of l a r g e - s c a l e b r a c e r o i m p o r t a t i o n . T h e s e f a r m e r s 

have t r a d i t i o n a l l y been a p o w e r f u l p r e s s u r e group and, e x c e p t 

f o r t h e i r r e c e n t d e f e a t on t h e b r a c e r o program, have e x e r t e d 

more p r e s s u r e on t h e f e d e r a l government t h a n l a b o r , r e l i g i o u s 

and c i v i c g r o u p s . F u r t h e r m o r e , m i g r a t o r y w o r k e r s a r e a l m o s t 

p o w e r l e s s i n p r o t e c t i n g t h e i r own i n t e r e s t s t h r o u g h p o l i t i c a l 

a c t i o n b e c a u s e f ew of them v o t e . There i s no r e a s o n f o r 

c o m p l a c e n c y among t h o s e o p p o s e d t o f o r e i g n worker i m p o r t a t i o n . 

^ R e g u l a t i o n s Governing A p p l i c a t i o n s f o r F o r e i g n Workers 
f o r Temporary A g r i c u l t u r a l Employment in t h e Uni t e d S t a t e s 
Under t h e I m m i g r a t i o n and N a t i o n a l i t y A c t , i n c l u d e d in 
S e n a t e , Hearings. I m p o r t a t i o n of Foreign Agri c u l t u r a l Workers. 
pp. 3 - 5 . 

3 5 T h e D a l l a s Morni nq News. June 6 , 1 9 6 5 , S e c . G, p . 2 . 

^ T o m a s e k , pp. 2 8 0 - 2 8 3 . 
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The tactics u s e d by the growers to win support for 

renewal of l a r g e scale bracero employment i n c l u d e t r y i n g to 

c r e a t e a f e a r of i n c r e a s i n g food c o s t s . The consumer ha s 

been l ed to b e l i e v e t h a t higher p r i c e s f o r hand p i c k e d 

v e g e t a b l e s a r e t h e r e s u l t of t e r m i n a t i n g t h e Mexican l a b o r 

p r o g r a m . G e o r g e L. Mehren, A s s i s t a n t S e c r e t a r y of Agri-

c u l t u r e , d e n i e d t h a t p r i c e i n c r e a s e s f o r v e g e t a b l e s were 

c a u s e d by a shortage of f a rm l a b o r . He e x p l a i n e d that 

g r o w e r s had forced up t h e p r i c e of l e t t u c e by h o l d i n g p a r t 

of t h e c r o p o f f t h e m a r k e t . The same s o u r c e p r e d i c t e d t h a t 

p r i c e s would be lower i n July and August b e c a u s e of an 

e x p e c t e d i n c r e a s e i n t h e p r o d u c t i o n of f r e s h v e g e t a b l e s . ^ ® 

L a r g e numbers of high s c h o o l boys have been r e c r u i t e d 

i n t o t h e "A-Team Corps'" by t h e Depa r tmen t of Labor t o do 

fa rm work under a program c a l l e d ^ A t h l e t e s i n Temporary 

Employment.H By the middle of June, 1965, most of them have 

OQ 

not yet been placed with employers. The Texas Employment 

C o m m i s s i o n expected that j o b s f o r m e r l y held by braceros would 

become a v a i l a b l e . F a r m e r s have e x h i b i t e d l i t t l e i n t e r e s t 

i n employ ing t h e s e young w o r k e r s . An e s t i m a t e d 5 , 0 0 0 y o u t h s 

a r e s e e k i n g fa rm work . Unable t o f i n d employment w i t h i n t h e 

S t a t e of Texas, some have been s u c c e s s f u l i n f i n d i n g work i n 

37Penton Record-Chronicle, May 2 6 , 1 9 6 S , p . 1 . 

38San A n t o n i o News. June 14, 1965, S e c . A, p . 6 . 

**%he Dal l a s Morni no News. J u n e 15 , 1965, S e c , A, 
p . 5 . 
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Arizona.40 S i m i l a r l y , t h e D i r e c t o r of t h e C a l i f o r n i a 

D e p a r t m e n t of Employment r e p o r t e d t h a t 1 , 0 0 0 t o 1 , 5 0 0 

r e s i d e n t s t u d e n t s w e r e u n a b l e t o l o c a t e a g r i c u l t u r a l j o b s 

arid t h a t r e c r u i t m e n t of w o r k e r s f rora o t h e r s t a t e s was b e i n g 

d i s c o n t i n u e d b e c a u s e of a l a b o r s u r p l u s . A c c o r d i n g t o t h e 

AFL-CIO News . t h e f a r m e r s now c o n c e d e t h a t t h e y h a v e more 

w o r k e r s t h a n t h e y can u s e and p r e d i c t t h a t the b r a c e r o s 

p r e s e n t l y e m p l o y e d i n C a l i f o r n i a w i l l soon be s e n t b a c k t o 

Mexico.41 A g r o w e r of s u g a r b e e t s i n t h e S t a t e of K a n s a s 

i n d i c a t e s t h a t A r a e r i c a n s w i l l do " s t o o p l a b o r . w T h i s f a r m e r 

a s s e r t s t h a t h i g h s c h o o l g i r l s , w o r k i n g a t t h e wage e a r n e d 

by braceros, are d o i n g a better j o b than that performed by 

the formerly e m p l o y e d M e x i c a n workers.4^ 

The end of large scale worker importation has signi-

ficant ly a f f e c t e d a g r i c u l t u r a l wage l e v e l s . I n c r e a s e s of 

from twenty - f i v e to f i f t y per cent are reported. These 

wage i n c r e m e n t s are greater than the total raises of the 

p a s t ten years. Some of t h e young workers are l e a v i n g t h e 

C a l i f o r n i a f i e l d s because they a r e b e i n g paid piece rates 

i n s t e a d of the hourly wage they b e l i e v e d promised to thera 

when t h e y w e r e h i r e d . 4 3 This i n d i c a t e s t h a t t h e higher wage 

40The P a l l a s Morning News. June 4, 1 9 6 5 , S e c . A, p . 8 . 

41AFL~CI0 News. June 26, 1965, pp. 1, 8. 

42The D a l l a s Morning News. July I, 1965, Sec. A, p. 24. 

43AFL-CI0 News. June 26, 1965, p. 8. 
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l e v e l s may not hold pe rmanen t ly . I f t he wage r a t e s f a l l so 

low t h a t s u f f i c i e n t workers a r e no longer a t t r a c t e d to farm 

work, the newspapers w i l l p robab ly once more be f i l l e d with 

a r t i c l e s about r e p o r t e d " l a b o r s h o r t a g e s , " 

Remedial Action to Aid Migratory Workers 

The c o n d i t i o n s under which domest ic m i g r a t o r y workers 

l i v e i n d i c a t e a need f o r r emed ia l a c t i o n by government. 

L e g i s l a t i o n has a l r e a d y been enac ted s p e c i f i c a l l y f o r t h e 

purpose of s o l v i n g the problems of crew l e a d e r m a l p r a c t i c e , 

h e a l t h , and chiId labor . 

The Farm Labor C o n t r a c t o r Regi s t r a t i on Ac t , passed by 

t h e E i g h t y - e i g h t h Congres s , i s des igned to c o r r e c t t h e abuses 

which had occurred under the labor contractor and crew leader 

sys tem. Under the law crew l e a d e r s a r e r e q u i r e d to r e g i s t e r 

annually wi th the Department of Labor and provide informa-

t ion r e g a r d i n g t h e i r conduct, method of operat ion and proof 

of l i a b i l i t y i n s u r a n c e on the v e h i c l e s used to transport 

m i g r a n t s . A d d i t i o n a l l y , they a re required to be f i n g e r -

printed . The r e g i s t r a t i o n c e r t i f i c a t e can be denied to crew 

l e a d e r s "knowinglyM m i s in fo rming migrant workers about employ-

ment terms and c o n d i t i o n s , or for f a i l u r e to f u l f i l l agree-

ments made wi th farm operators and migratory w o r k e r s . The 

a c t , which became e f f e c t i v e on January 1, 1965, should be 

an e f f e c t i ve t o o l to protec t f a r m e r s and worker s from 

unscrupulous contrac tors o p e r a t i n g i n i n t e r s t a t e commerce. 

4 4 S e n a t e , The Migra to ry Farm Labor Problem. 1965, pp. 15, 
IT. 
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A d d i t i o n a l l e g i s l a t i o n , p o s s i b l y by s t a t e g o v e r n m e n t s , i s 

r e q u i r e d to r e g u l a t e t h o s e work ing w i t h i n o n l y one s t a t e . 

The Migrant Health Act of 1962, passed by the E i g h t y -

s e v e n t h C o n g r e s s , was d e s i g n e d t o improve t h e h e a l t h of 

m i g r a t o r y fa rm families. Grants by the Public Health S e r v i c e 

had been made for s i x t y health proj ects i n t w e n t y - n i n e 

states and Puerto Rico by March 1 , 1965. S t a t e and l o c a l 

health d e p a r t m e n t s i n Texas have received eleven g r a n t s 

t o t a l i n g $ 4 3 7 , 7 3 2 . T h i s money has been used for f a m i l y 

c l i n i c s , n u r s i n g , s a n i t a t i o n , h e a l t h e d u c a t i o n and d e n t a l 

c a r e i n t h e L a r e d o , Lubbock , P l a i n v i e w and S o u t h w e s t e r n 

Texas H e a l t h D e p a r t m e n t s . P a r t of t h e money has a l s o been 

u t i l i z e d by t h e S t a t e Depa r tmen t of H e a l t h . ^ Most of t h e 

c o u n t i e s of Texas have r e c e i v e d no d i r e c t f e d e r a l a i d t o 

a s s i s t i n p r o v i d i n g h e a l t h c a r e f o r m i g r a n t s . The t h r e e 

m i l l i o n d o l l a r s authorized a n n u a l l y f o r m i g r a n t h e a l t h , ^ 

a l t h o u g h a good b e g i n n i n g and much b e t t e r t h a n no program a t 

a l l , f a l l s f a r s h o r t of m e e t i n g t h e m i g r a n t s * h e a l t h n e e d s . 

The American Public Health A s s o c i a t i o n e s t i m a t e s that a 

minimum of e l e v e n m i l l i o n d o l l a r s a y e a r i s r e q u i r e d t o 

p r o v i d e n e c e s s a r y s e r v i c e s to s e a s o n a l f a r m w o r k e r s and t h e i r 

f a m i l i e s . T h i s would i n v o l v e a y e a r l y e x p e n d i t u r e of e l e v e n 

dollars for each of the estimated one m i l l i o n migrants, 

45Ibid.. pp. 6, 8. 

46 I b i d . . 1963, p . 5 . 
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which i s only ten per cent of the amount spent by the 

average American i n 1962 f o r m e d i c a l and d e n t a l c a r e . 4 7 

The labor of children i n a g r i c u l t u r e u n d e r s i x t e e n 

years of age i s prohibited by the law of both the federal 

governmen t 4 ® and t h e S t a t e of T e x a s . N e i t h e r law i s 

adequately e n f o r c e d . Texas h a s no specified a g e n c y to 

implement t h e s t a t e law and a Labor D e p a r t m e n t o f f i c i a l 

d i s c l o s e d during an interview that few violations of the fed-

eral child labor law are found i n agriculture. The official 

e x p r e s s e d the opinion that few v i o l a t i o n s occur on f a r m s a n d , 

therefore, compliance officers a r e more e f f i c i e n t l y utilized 

i n other f i e l d s . Of the 122 e n f o r c e r s of the F a i r Labor 

Standards A c t , o n l y t e n l i v i n g i n r u r a l a r e a s a r e actively 

concerned w i t h v i o l a t i o n of t h e p a r t of t h e law r e s p e c t i n g 

child labor i n agriculture."50 There is no question that the 

b u s i n e s s and I n d u s t r i a l s e c t o r s of t h e economy yield more 

violations per enforcement officer and that the allocation 

of t h e c o m p l i a n c e s t a f f i s logical; however, t h e r e a p p e a r s 

47Ibjd. , 1 9 6 5 , p . 9 , c i t i n g American Public Health 
A s s o c i a t i o n , " E v a l u a t o r y Study oa O p e r a t i o n s of t h e M i g r a n t 
Health Program Under the Migrant Health Act," December 3 0 , 
1964. 

A C| 
U. S. Department of Labor, Wage and Hour and P u b l i c 

Contracts D i v i s i o n s , Handy R e f e r e n c e Guide t o t h e F a i r Labor 
S t a n d a r d s Act ( W a s h i n g t o n , 1 9 6 4 ) , p . 10. 

49 
T e x a s C o u n c i l on M i g r a n t Labor, " T e x a s Migrant L a b o r 

D u r i n g 1963} An Overview," 1964, p . 3. (Mimeographed.) 

CA 
Interview, Joseph P. McAuliffe, Jr., June 1, 1965, 

D a l l a s , T e x a s . 
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to be need f o r a l a r g e r e n f o r c e m e n t s t a f f . Both s t a t e and 

f e d e r a l governments should employ enough enforcement o f f i c e r s 

to i n s u r e corapliance w i t h c h i l d l a b o r l a w s . These o f f i c e r s 

shou ld f o l l o w t h e h a r v e s t i n much t h e same manner as do t h e 

migrant s . 

Another a r e a i n which a d d i t i o n a l r e m e d i a l a c t i o n i s 

n e c e s s a r y i s migrant t r a n s p o r t a t i o n . The r e g u l a t i o n s of the 

I n t e r s t a t e Commerce Commission appear t o g i v e a d e q u a t e p r o -

t e c t i o n t o m i g r a n t s working i n more t h a n one s t a t e . Texas 

r e g u l a t e s b u s s e s t r a v e l i n g w i t h i n t h e s t a t e , bu t f a i l s t o e x t e n d 

t h e same c o n t r o l to t r u c k s used t o c a r r y m i g r a n t s . ® * The Texas 

L e g i s l a t u r e should t a k e a c t i o n to meet t h i s n e e d . 

Problems of m i g r a t o r y worker unemployment have been 

r educed by two d i f f e r e n t bu t r e l a t e d a c t i o n s of t h e l a b o r 

department . F i r s t , t h e t e r m i n a t i o n of l a r g e s c a l e b r a c e r o 

i m p o r t a t i o n has c r e a t e d a d d i t i o n a l j o b v a c a n c i e s f o r n a t i v e 

workers . Second, the Bureau of Employment S e c u r i t y has begun 

to p l a y a more a c t i v e r o l e i n br ing i ng w o r k e r s and employe r s 

t o g e t h e r . This i n c l u d e s i n t e r s t a t e p l a c e m e n t i n v o l v i n g t h e 

c o o p e r a t i o n of t h e employment s e r v i c e s of both the labor 

demand and the labor supply s t a t 

es . 

An approach to t h e s o l u t i o n of the problems of migrant 

e d u c a t i o n , housing and s a n i t a t i o n has been made by the Area 

£T -I 
- A T e x a s Counci l on Migran t L a b o r / ' T e x a s Migran t Labor," 

p. 4. 
5 2 I n t e r v i e w , Robert E. Ragan, June 1, 1965, D a l l a s , 

T e x a s . 
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Redeve lopmen t Act of 1961, t h e Man-power Development T r a i n i n g 

Act of 1962 and the Economic Opportuni ty Act of 1964. These 

l a w s , w h i l e no t s p e c i f i c a l l y d e s i g n e d t o meet t h e needs of 

s e a s o n a l f a r m w o r k e r s , have a p p l i c a b i l i t y to t h e i r p r o b l e m s . 

The Area Redeve lopmen t A c t , a d m i n i s t e r e d by t h e D e p a r t m e n t 

of Commerce, i s an a t t e m p t t o r e d u c e t h e economic p r o b l e m s 

of a r e a s w i t h c h r o n i c and l a r g e - s c a l e unemploymen t . Under 

this law l o a n s and g r a n t s a r e made to b u s i n e s s e s and l o c a l 

g o v e r n m e n t s t o a i d and s t i m u l a t e u r b a n r e n e w a l and t o c r e a t e 

employment o p p o r t u n i t i e s . A d d i t i o n a l l y , t r a i n i n g p r o g r a m s 

a r e e s t a b l i s h e d f o r t h e u n e m p l o y e d . A s of June 3 0 , 1964 , 

t h e Area Redeve lopmen t A d m i n i s t r a t i o n had approved traini ng 

proj ects f o r 515 Texas workers. Among t h e Texas t r a i n e e s 

55 

were sixty f a r m m a c h i n e r y o p e r a t o r s and f i f t e e n i r r i g a t o r s . 

T h u s , impact of t h i $ law on t h e m i g r a t o r y f a r m w o r k e r s of 

T e x a s , a l t h o u g h b e n e f i c i a l , has not been s i g n i f i c a n t . 

The Manpower Development and T r a i n i n g A c t , a d m i n i s t e r e d 

by t h e D e p a r t m e n t of H e a l t h , E d u c a t i o n and W e l f a r e , i s 

d e s i g n e d t o a s s i s t t h e unemployed by t r a i n i n g them i n 

^Edward Y. G e o r g e , "Can ARA, MOTA, and EGA S o l v e Our 
R i s i n g Unemployment P r o b l e m ? " Bentlev B u s i n e s s and Economic 
Rev iew. Vo l . I , No. 1 ( F a l l , 1 9 6 4 ) , p p . 4 2 - 4 3 , c i t i n g 
P u b l i c Law 2 7 , 8 7 t h C o n g r e s s , l a y 1 , 1961. 

54 
U. S . Depa r tmen t of Commerce, Annual R e p o r t of t h e 

Area Redevelopment Administration of t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s 
Department of Commerce ( W a s h i n g t o n , 1964), p p . 4 6 - 4 7 . 

^ S e p o r t prepared by the Area Redevelopment A d m i n i s t r a -
t i o n , J a n u a r y , 1963, i n c l u d e d i n S e n a t e , The M i g r a t o r y Farm 
Labor P r o b l e m . 1963, p . 8 0 . 
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marketable skills.^ In Texas 1,267 trainees were approved 

for training during 1964; however, it is unlikely that many 

of them were migrants because only five per cent of those 

trained in 1964 had a background of agricultural eraployraent. 

Further evidence that few, if any, migrants were included is 

the fact that only 6.7 per cent of those receiving instruc-

tion had less than an eighth grade education. The 1963 

amendment!which provided for a twenty week course in basic 

education for those in need of pre-vocational education? 

indicates an awareness among government officials that many 

of the unemployed were being deprived of training because of 

illiteracy. This program would be of great significance to 

the migrant 1f it were made available to him. Both basic 

education and vocational training courses should be offered 

at places where migrants live during the slack seasons. 

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, passed by the 

Eighty-eighth Congress, is an attempt to reduce poverty in 

the United States. The act is very broad in scope and several 

sections could be used to attack the migrant problems. Title 

II provides for local community action programs to extend 

opportunities for education, training and employment to the 

poor and impoverished. The federal government stimulates 

*" George, p. 45, citing Public Law 415 of the 87th 
Congress, March 15, 1962. 

5 7U. S. Department of Labor, Manpower Research and 
Training Under the Manpower Development and Training Act of 
1962 (Washington, 1965), pp. 24, 34, 64. 
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s t a t e g o v e r n m e n t s , l o c a l governments and p r i v a t e a g e n c i e s to 

p a r t i c i p a t e i n t h e war on p o v e r t y by making f e d e r a l f u n d s 

a v a i l a b l e f o r l o c a l programs . P r o j e c t s are e s p e c i a l l y 

encouraged i n a r e a s w i th a high i n c i d e n c e of pover ty and 

unemployment. T i t l e I I I prov ides s p e c i a l a t t e n t i o n f o r r u r a l 

p o v e r t y . Means t o s o l v e t h e m i g r a n t p rob lems of h o u s i n g , 

s a n i t a t i o n , e d u c a t i o n and day c a r e of c h i l d r e n a r e s p e c i f i c a l l y 

inc luded i n S e c t i o n 311 of t h e a c t . S e c t i o n 603 of T i t l e VI 

p r o v i d e s f o r the r e c r u i t m e n t of v o l u n t e e r s t o work on many 

p r o j e c t s among which a r e a s s i s t i n g i n p rograms to meet m i g r a n t 

h e a l t h and e d u c a t i o n n e e d s . T i t l e V p r o v i d e s f e d e r a l a id i n 

f i n a n c i n g low c o s t h o u s i n g f o r m i g r a n t s . ^ ® 

The e f f e c t of t h e Economic O p p o r t u n i t y Act i n s o l v i n g 

m i g r a n t p rob lems canno t be f u l l y e v a l u a t e d a t t h i s t ime 

b e c a u s e t h e i m p l e m e n t a t i o n of t h e a c t began o n l y r e c e n t l y . 

A f e d e r a l grant of $106 ,800 was made i n Apri 1, 1965, to 

f i n a n c e t h e s t a f f i n g of t h e Texas O f f i c e of Economic Oppor-

59 

t u n i t y . The most s i g n i f i c a n t of the programs undertaken i n 

Texas i s t h e e s t a b l i s h m e n t of t h e Camp Gary Job Corps C e n t e r , 

t o o f f e r v o c a t i o n a l t r a i n i n g c o u r s e s . The a v e r a g e e d u c a -

t i o n a l a t t a i n m e n t of t h e Camp Gary s t u d e n t s i s n e a r l y g r a d e 

n ine .^® T h i s i s about t w i c e t h a t of t h e a v e r a g e m i g r a n t and 
5 ® S e n a t e , The M i g r a t o r y Farm Labor P r o b l e m . 1965, 

pp . 62 -71 ( e x c e r p t s of P u b l i c Law 452 of 88th Congress , 
i n c l u d e d i n Appendix C of R e p o r t ) . 

CO 
The P a l l a s Morning News. A p r i l 28 , 1965, S e c . 1 , p . 7 . 

hO 
The D a l l a s Morning News. May 21 , 1965, S e c . 1 , p . 4 . 
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i ndicates that not many migrants are included. Migrants 

could benefit from such training and possibly a few of the 

students have migratory backgrounds. As of May 21, 1965, two 

Youth Corps programs had been established in Texas to provide 

employment for high school students with the purpose of 

encouraging the pupils to stay in school. The Tarrant County 

Frograra probably includes few migrants, but the one in San 

Antonio involving 962 students more likely assists some 

/ 1 

migratory f arailies. As of April 9, 1965, community action 

programs had been approved for Corpus Christi, Austin and 

San Antonio. Seventy-six other Texas cities and counties 

have either applied or are planning to apply for such pro-

grams These projects should be of benefit to migratory 

farmworker s. "Project Head Start" provides eight weeks of 

pre-school training for underprivileged and culturally 

deprived five and six year old children to prepare them for 

entry into the first graded® Such training will give them 

a better opportunity to succeed in school. The bulk of the 

migrants are not in their home towns during the summer when 

this course is offered and will be little affected. A program 

which should be of benefit to migratory workers is basic 

education for adult illiterates. This will meet an urgent 

need because if we educate only the children, illiteracy wi11 

continue among the adults unti1 death. Texas is due to 

6 1Fort Worth Star-Telegram. May 21, 1965, Sec. II, p. 5* 

6 2The 0.a 1.1 as. Times Herald. April 9, 1965, Sec. A, p. 8. 

6 3The Dallas Times Herald, May 19, 1965, Sec. A, p. 27. 
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receive a $ 1 , 4 0 0 , 0 0 0 f e d e r a l grant for t h i s p u r p o s e to sup-

64 

pi ement $ 6 4 0 , 0 0 0 r a i s e d by the state. S i n c e society did 

not educate the mi grant as a child, parti al restitution could 

be made to the adult mi grant through p r o g r a m s of adult 

e d u c a t i o n . New s k i l l s w i l l be needed by m i g r a t o r y w o r k e r s 

i f they are to avoid the chronic u n e m p l o yment and under-

employment w h i c h characterizes seasonal a g r i c u l t u r a l work. 

Even r e m a i n i n g i n a g r i c u l t u r e w i l l r e q u i r e t r a i n i n g t o o p e r a t e 

the new equipment which w i l l be used on the h i g h l y m e c h a n i z e d 

farms of the f u t u r e . ^ 

The needs of the i m p o v e r i s h e d people l i v i n g in f a r m i n g 

a r e a s a r e n o t b e i n g met as w e l l a s t h o s e of city r e s i d e n t s . 

One r e a s o n f o r t h i s i s t h a t r u r a l c o m m u n i t i e s h a v e b e e n s l ow 

i n e s t a b l i s h i n g communi ty p r o g r a m s and a s k i n g f o r f u n d s . The 

Office of Economic Opportunity has approached the problem of 

i n s u f f i c i e n t r u r a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n by e x t e n d i n g a d d i t i o n a l 

a s s i s t a n c e t o rural communities i n s e t t i n g up p r o g r a m s . ^ 

T h e State of Texas h a s t a k e n action on its own initiative 

i n one m i g r a n t p r o b l e m a r e a . To p a r t i a l l y r e m e d y t h e l o n g 

a b s e n c e of m i g r a t o r y c h i l d r e n f r o m s c h o o l i n t h e i r home t o w n s , 

i n t e n s i v e s i x month c o u r s e s h a v e b e e n e s t a b l i s h e d by f i v e of 

th® l a r g e s c h o o l d i s t r i c t s of t h e Lower Rio G r a n d e V a l l e y 

a r e a . By l e n g t h e n i n g t h e s c h o o l d a y , t h e n o r m a l n i n e month 

6 4 T h e P a l l a s T i m e s H e r a l d . A p r i l 9 , 1 9 6 5 , S e c . A, p . 8 . 

^ S e n a t e , The M i g r a t o r y Farm L a b o r P r o b l e m . 1 9 6 3 , p . 9 . 

k^The Wal l S t r e e t Journal. A p r i l 2 0 , 1 9 6 5 , p . 1 . 
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school y e a r ' s work has been covered in o n l y s i x months. The 

plan appears to be very s u c c e s s f u l , p e r m i t t i n g the young 

m i g r a n t s to g e t a b e t t e r educa t ion than b e f o r e and s t i l l 

migrate w i th t h e i r p a r e n t s . A d d i t i o n a l South Texas schoo l 

d i s t r i c t s are expected to adopt the same p r o g r a m . 1 

A s e r i o u s problem f o r which l i t t l e or n o t h i n g of a 

r e m e d i a l n a t u r e has been done i s t h e i n a d e q u a c y of t h e 

m i g r a t o r y w o r k e r s ' income. I f t h e m i g r a n t e a r n e d enough to 

s u p p o r t h i s f ami ly , most of the o t h e r m i g r a n t p rob lems would 

d i s a p p e a r . The p r o t e c t i o n of s o c i a l and l a b o r l e g i s l a t i o n 

which t e n d s to s a f e g u a r d t h e incomes of most American w o r k e r s 

has been d e n i e d to t h e m i g r a n t s , a long wi th o t h e r f a r m w o r k e r s . 

Migratory w o r k e r s a r e not cove red by the minimum wage law of 

t h e F e d e r a l Government and a r e a l s o exc luded by most s t a t e 

minimum wage l a w s . L e g i s l a t i o n shou ld be e n a c t e d e x t e n d i n g 

coverage t o f a r m w o r k e r s . Most worke r s a r e p r o t e c t e d by 

f e d e r a l law i n t h e i r r i g h t t o o r g a n i z e unions and to b a r g a i n 

c o l l e c t i v e l y , but not a g r i c u l t u r a l workers . They should have 

t h i s r i g h t . No o t h e r l a r g e group of w o r k e r s , s u f f e r i n g from 

e x t e n d e d p e r i o d s between j o b s , a r e d e n i e d t h e b e n e f i t s of 

unemployment compensat ion . The migrants need t h i s p r o t e c t i o n 

more than most workers , and i t should be extended to them. 

Workmen's c o m p e n s a t i o n shou ld be a v a i l a b l e f o r i n j u r e d a g r i -

c u l t u r a l w o r k e r s . Most of t h e n a t i o n ' s work f o r c e have t h i s 

^ T e x a s C o u n c i l on M i g r a n t L a b o r , "Texas M i g r a n t L a b o r , " 
p . 3 . 
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protection, even though few are employed in more dangerous 

occupations. Denial of the above protection to migratory 

workers contributes to their poverty and makes then economi-

cally second class citizens. Migrants are being exploited 

by the rest of society. Most Americans earn enough money to 

buy food harvested by the migrants; however, few migrants 

are able to enjoy many of the goods and services produced in 

abundance by this affluent society. The average citizen 

gives little or no thought to the cost in human misery of 

the cheap strawberries he can afford to put on his shortcake. 

The burden of shame for the nation's treatment of the 

migrant rests upon all Americans who permi t the existence of 

such conditions among the migratory workers. The federal 

government for years permitted the importation of large num-

bers of foreign laborers to compete against domestic migratory 

workers for the available jobs. This tended to drive down 

wage rates. Instead, the government should have been helping 

the migrants by giving them rainimum wage laws snd collective 

bargaining rights. The states, in most cases, instead of 

providi ng unemployment and workmen * s compensation for the 

migrant, failed to net. Texas has been much more concerned 

about "States' rights" than about States' responsibilities. 

Illustrative of this is the piaque on a wall of the State 

Capitol Building commemorating States* rights! there is no 

accompanying plaque as a reminder of States' responsibilities. 
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