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Section I.
Introduction and Overview

I-1. Purpose of the study:

The Indigenous Farmworker Study (IE8)as implemented in conjunction with the
Indigenous Program of California Rural Legal Assiste (CRLA). The California
Endowment funded the project with the goal of pdowy guidance for the design of
policies and programs serving the indigenous farrkarocommunity and of supporting
indigenous organizations struggling to organizértben communities. The IFS builds
on quite similar work done in the early 1990s by @ulifornia Institute for Rural Studies
also in collaboration with CRLA. This document shares the information and irisigh
we collected from 2007 to 2009 about the histagglages, demography, and culture of
indigenous farmworkers and outlines the economicsatial challenges they face.

Immigration policies for managing flows, immigrantlicies for integrating newcomers,
and development policies in the places of origimehi@ adjust to the reality of a new,
very different group of international migrants. edpite the deep understanding that
indigenous leaders have of their own towns and oisy the indigenous community
organizations themselves need to formulate an ewwref the new migration patterns
their communities are experiencing. And, the serdelivery providers and foundations
that seek to help the indigenous need completenrgbon about the new occupants of
the entry level farm jobs. And finally, publicfiastructure needs to be customized to
this unique group with distinct migration patterhealth care ideas, and methods of
community organization.

I-2 Who are indigenous farmworkers?

In our study, we do not pretend to define a stimet between who is an indigenous
Mexican and who is not. In considering this issaree soon discovers that it is not for
outsiders but for the indigenous community membeemselves to identify who belongs
to each of the indigenous groups. First, one maoderstand that the indigenous identity
of the individual is usually shared with a groupgpebple with the same language and
often from the same locality. To be indigenouMiexico encompasses identification
with one of a huge variety of languages, groupsarstioms’.  Still, in order to

determine who to include in our study, we had emdsome rough distinctions. In
making these distinctions, there is no implicatddm racial genotype defining who is
indigenous. We included only people from hometownglexico where the Native
American language is still spoken and where thegabbns of community service, so

! Four seasoned farmworker researchers--RichardgylBandra Nichols, Anna Garcia and David Runsten
--staffed this project. The CRLA’s indigenous-dpiag Community Outreach Workers and private
indigenous-speaking interviewers played the irregédole role of cultural intermediaries.

For reports of the earlier studies see Zabin, K@arGarcia, et al. 1993 and Runsten and Kearrg94.1
% For a subtle discussion of this issue see Naeatétares, 2008, pp. 10-12,
http://www.cdi.gob.mx/index.php?ltemid=24&optionFnodocman




central to indigenous life, are still practicedVe limited our study to people from
indigenous towns whose people have a presencdiiof@e agriculture. There are
many Mexican indigenous towns with settlementsatifGrnia whose members do not
work in agriculture. While recognizing that noisttine can be drawn, we nonetheless
compare the unique social, demographic and econamai@cteristics of indigenous
communities with other Mexicans. We label the idigenous Mexicans as mestizos.

I-3 A new group enters at the bottom rung of thmtamarket:

The indigenous farmworkers are the most recentasfyngroups that have occupied the
bottom rung of the farm labor market in Californidhe U.S. food system has long been
dependent on the influx of an ever-changing, neavhlywed group of workers that set the
wages and working conditions at the entry levehmfarm labor market. The
indigenous workers are already dominant in marp@imost arduous farm labor tasks
(e.g. picking raisin grapes and strawberries). séhentry-level conditions have been
used to control (and limit) labor costs of the apmately 700,000-strong California
farm labor force. The U.S. and Mexican societ@stinue to be confronted with the
social costs of this system of labor utilizatiofhe resolution of this problem has taken
on a new complication as the newcomer immigraréshaw increasingly indigenous-
speaking Mexicans with a different history and @ai$ of migration, with different
customs and of course, different languages. Amresto facing this old problem now
have to accommodate these “new immigrants.”

I-4 Indigenous farmworkers face extraordinary hdigs:

On average, the indigenous people living in Mexio® poorer, less educated, and have
higher infant mortality rates than the mestizo gapon?® This is in part due to their
isolation in remote areas. Though many thousahaslmenous have migrated to the
large urban centers and border areas, the place®\le majority of the people still
speak indigenous languages and practice traditindajenous customs tend to be small
and remote towns. One contributor to their disathged status is the systematic
discrimination of the colonial and Mexican govermtseand the mestizo population in
general toward the indigenous. As a group theyleeen intentionally deprived of
employment and educational opportunities and puaigices commensurate with their
share of the population. The lower levels of heatucation and income for the
indigenous as compared to the mestizos also exiatge Mexican cities, the Mexican
border areas, and in California. In Section IVavelwe detail the disadvantages faced
by ind7igenous farmworkers as compared to other béaxivorkers on California’s

farms.

* See Section V below for a full discussion of laage and community obligations. See Section Ikfor
discussion of the evolving place of the indigenouer the course of recent centuries.

® Mestizos are first-language Spanish-speaking Masiegho do not identify themselves as indigenous.
Mestizo means “mixed” in Spanish and refers to eopmixed Spanish and indigenous heritage.

® See Navarette Linares, 2008, pp. 105 to 112

" The authors analyzed the National Agricultural WasskSurvey (NAWS) data from the Department of
Labor for this report. hitp://www.doleta.gov/agworker/naws.cfm) The survey, begun in 1988, takes a
sample of about 2,500 farmworkers per year natignahd about 700 in California. This survey makes




I-5 The indigenous expand their presence in Calitpagriculture:

Despite the relative isolation of the indigenobe, language barriers they face, the
resource-based obstacles to travel, and the inogedsficulties of crossing the border
for all Mexicans, the indigenous have figured ooivito migrate in recent decades across
the international border into the United Statesfatt, the heavily indigenous swath of
Mexico south of Mexico City that encompasses Guerrfeuebla and Oaxaca has
become as committed to cross-border migrationashartraditional ‘mestizo’
international migratory areas of the west-centgion that began their treks northward
many decades ado. This expanded migration is clearly visiblelie increase of
southerners among all Mexican farmworkers in Catifta® We use southern Mexicans
as a proxy for indigenous when analyzing the U.&d@tment of Labor’s National
Agricultural Workers Survey (NAWS) dati. Chart I-1 demonstrates the enormous
change in recent decades; the proportion of sawgheigrew by four times in less than
two decades, from 7% in the 1991-1993 period, & 29the 2006-2008 period.

Chart I-1. Percent of South Mexicans among —e—south
US Farmworkers from Mexico in California —m— rest of mex
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Source: NAWS 1991 to 2008 - 12,882 Individuals

clear that the indigenous group is the youngeastlsettled, most poorly paid and housed, and most
recently immigrated group of farmworkers. Compamis between the indigenous and other Mexican
farmworkers analyzed in the NAWS will be detailedSection 1V, below.

8 See Paris Pombo, 2004, p. 1 The main sendingsstéithe west-central region are Jalisco, Guaiaju
Michoacén, and Zacatecas.

% See Section Il below for population estimatesiidigenous Mexicans in rural California.

1% The details of the choice of southern Mexicanprasies for the indigenous are explained in Sedtion
p. 16.

" The NAWS asks respondents to identify themselyambe (white, black, Asian, indigenous, etc.).eTh
proportion of those who identify themselves by itheial categoryndigenousgrew from a miniscule
percentage in the 1991-1993 period to 23% by ti-2ZD08 period for Mexicans working in California
agriculture (N=2,843). For the effort being made to better identify ildigenous by NAWS staff see is
Gabbard, Kissam, Glassnapp, et al, 2008.



I-6 The unique needs of California’s indigenousriamorkers:

In California, farmworkers in general and particlydhe poorest ones, the indigenous,
are undercounted by all the official census takeras will be shown in Section VIII, the
inability to gather information about the indigesquopulation has led to widespread
unawareness of this community’s needs; and, in stases, service providers may even
be unaware of the community’s existence. As wéexiplain in Sections V and VI, the
language barriers and the unique cultural traithefpopulation make it critical that
customized programs be designed and implementacctmmmodate the significant
differences with other Mexican immigrants and thiestantially greater barriers to access
that the indigenous population faces. Under carcenditions, the service providers,
who more often than not would like to render thghlesst level of service possible, are
being asked to accommodate a population that theyotlknow or understand.

I-7 Indigenous Farmworker Study approach to specielllenges:

To study indigenous farmworkers entails severakualchallenges. First, they come
from towns that are isolated with a long historyd@fcrimination and exploitation by
non-indigenous strangers. As a result, indigem@maples tend to be difficult to
approach. Their experience has taught them niotisto outsiders. The largest barrier is
language, because although some speak Spanisangethost speak it to some extent,
most prefer to speak in their own languages. Mase a limited Spanish vocabulary

that constrains their ability to express what theg/feeling. This presents great obstacles
to data collection that consequently can only laplished through an intermediary
group of cultural and linguistic interpreters.

Table |-1 Survey Techniques in the Indigenous Farmworker Study

Technique Acronym | Description
Count of Hometown Networks CHTN Interviewed members of 350 Mexican Indigenous Sen@iommunities
and gathered estimates of population and locatisettiements
Survey of Key Informants SKI Gathered communitytevel data from leaders in 67 sending networks aibgu

jobs, U.S. and Mexican migration destinations (idahg the periods of
outflows), and use of services by the network dweditnportance of
community institutions

Indigenous Community Survey ICS For nine sending networks, the survey gatherednmdtion with 400
respondents about demography of the family, mignahiistory of the
respondent, housing arrangements, employment éomsliand health care

utilization.
Provider Key Informant PKI Gathered information on the experiences and péiwiew of providers of
Interviews social services to indigenous farmworkers.

In light of these challenges, the IFS undertookaalgal process of building trust with the
communities and devised a stepwise method of ddiiection (see summary in Table I-
1). First, our indigenous-speaking interviewenseagd out all over California and carried
out a census-lik€ount of Hometown Networkgathering data on about 350 Mexican
localities. For each of these networks, the inéavers asked questions of one or more

12 5ee Jacobs and Kissam, 2002 and Gabbard, Kesadrartin, 1993.



members of each network, allowing us to make pdjiastimates for each network
and to determine the distribution of its membersss California> Our next activity
was to do interviews with community representativem a few dozen sending towns, in
order to get more in-depth information from which would narrow our search for
representative case study communities and deepamdearstanding of indigenous
farmworker migration.In the winter and spring of 2007-2008, the IFSseh67
representative towns that encompassed the majgudae groups, places of origin and
destinations in California. Theurvey of Key Informantsvas done with a representative
(or two) of each community. The survey gathem@ahmunity-level data from the
community leaders about jobs, U.S. and Mexican atigm destinations (including the
periods of outflows), the use of services by thisvoek, and the importance of
community institutions. The next step, in the sgrand summer of 2008 was to visit the
selected hometowns in central Mexico and their deargoorder settlements in order to
familiarize ourselves with the conditions in thag#s of origin and to ask permission of
town authorities to conduct a detailed survey antbeg community members. In the
fall and winter of 2008, we conducted the main dgtthering of the IFS, tHadigenous
Community Surveyin nine hometown networks in California. Thesgercommunities
cover four languages, two Mexican states, and dechoth deeply rooted and newcomer
networks. The survey gathered information abemagraphy of the family, migration
history of the respondent, housing arrangementplament conditions and health care
utilization. The survey used universe lists (astlas could be obtained) of all people
from the town living in California agricultural aas. Then, a selection technique was
instituted for each town to include representapix@portions of men and women, of old
and young, of the unmarried, and of people witlusps and families in Mexico and
those with their families in the United States. @erage of over 40 respondents from
each community were given an hour-long sit-doweriview, often in their homes. This
procedure has guaranteed a representative disprboitinterviewees. Finally, during
the winter of 2008-2009 and spring of 2009, weiedroutProvider Key Informant
Interviews The point of view of providers completed the pietof the information
gathered from the community families.

[-8 What's in the different sections of the report:

In Section Il, we outline the history of the immagit networks in their places of origin,
elsewhere in Mexico, and in their settlement comitresin California. Section 11l
provides a brief introduction to our basic approathsing the hometown networks as
the foundation upon which we build our study. A &xplanation of this approach is
found in Appendix Il. Section IV describes the agraphic traits of the population in a
bi-national context and details the economic arml$barriers faced by indigenous
farmworkers. In Section V, we identify the laiage groups and the community
organizational structures unique to the indigeridegican groups working in

California’s fields. Section VI describes the int® and assets of the community and the
working conditions and wages it faces in the labarket. In Section VII, the housing

Bin addition, during the count we verified the presein California of 150 other hometown Mexican
indigenous networks for which we don’t have popaolaestimates.



arrangements and the level of crowdedness ardeatefar the different parts of
California. Section VIII explains in detail therbiars to health care, the social service
needs of the indigenous community and the propeespectives on the population.



Section II.
Indigenous Farmworkers: Origins,
Routes to California, and Settlement Patterns

Executive Summary

The IFS was able to estimate the rural Califormipyation of 342 Mexican
Hometown Networks at about 53,000 adults. Reawggithat this is
incomplete, the National Agricultural Workers Sw\(&IAWS) data were used to
make a point estimate of the total adult populatibabout 120,000. This
estimate is for Mexican indigenous residents ohlr@alifornia. Including
children raises the point estimate to 165,000.

A large majority of California’s indigenous farmvkars come from a very
concentrated area in Western and Southern Oaxada &astern Guerrero. A
large majority speak one of three languages—Mixt&epoteco or Triqui.

The Spaniards continued a hierarchical social stragnherited from the Aztecs.
During the colonial period, the environment wasphgecarred and the native
population decimated.

The years following the establishment of the Memi&apublic have provided
little relief for the oppressed indigenous popuwati Land reform and disputes
over natural resources have driven them into sedeieind in some cases forced
them to flee to less productive areas. Meanwhssjmilationist social policies
attempted but failed to eliminate their languages eulture.

The indigenous of Oaxaca and Guerrero (especiallgmote areas) had
considerable economic self-sufficiency until theldié of the 28 Century. But
as the modern market economy deepened its peoetrtie people saw
themselves forced to replace home production acel toade with imported
goods. This reliance soon led to migration ouhefarea in search of cash.
Migration also became necessary as a growing ptpualaas faced a food
scarcity resulting from eroded terrain and lackafsistent government
incentives for staple products.

The indigenous by the 1940s went to Veracruz aed tater to Morelos, Sonora,
Sinaloa and Baja California on seasonal treks yotipair bills. Later on, many of
the internal migrants settled in their temporarykdocations, especially in Baja
California.

About half of the indigenous in California worktime Central Coast area, about a
third in the Central Valley, while the San Diegeaiand the North Coast split the
rest.

Temporary migration within the United States ifl ptiacticed by indigenous
farmworkers. About two-thirds of the 67 hometomeatworks in the Survey of
Key Informants had migrants who made annual treksydrom home to seek
work in other areas. About a third of the degstores are in Oregon, a third in
Washington and a third of the work destinationsedsewhere in California.



lI-1 IFS estimate of the indigenous farmworker poputatioCalifornia:

In the IFS’ Count of Hometown Networks, we gathedath from respondents from 342
Mexican villages and estimated that 53,602 Mexiadigenous adults from these places
live in rural California. Since we could not fiadl the sending hometown networks, we
recognize that this is an incomplete count. Assait, we turned to the NAWS to
estimate a range for the total number of indigerddasgican farmworkers in California.

We start with the total number of Mexicans in Gaiifia agriculture, which has been
independently estimated at 700,000 using two distechniques? Then, we take the
proportion of southern Mexicans in the NAWS ovardito check the rising share of
indigenous™® Table II-1 shows these estimates for the 19955 189iod and the 2004-
2008 period. The data are presented with a 10feraround the point estimate to
emphasize the conservative nature of our estima@ust point estimate for the early
1990s is just over 30,000 and for the late 2000s1b18,000.

Table 11-1.

Estimates of the California Mexican Indigenous
Farmworker Labor Force

Mean 5-year | -10% +10%
estimate
1991-1995 31,800 28,600 35,000
2004-2008 117,850 106,000 130,000

Source: NAWS, ICS, Larson, Mines

Our estimate of 53,602 adults in rural Califormanh the 342 localities for which we had
some estimate of the numbers of migrants in Califois therefore about 45 percent of
our estimate of the total number of Mexican indigenhfarmworkers in California in the
relevant period. Since the Count of Hometown Neksaone by the Indigenous
Farmworker study also identified an additional 18&ges with migrants in rural
California but for which we were unable to make glagion estimates, and since the
earlier CIRS study in 1994 identified an additioh@l localities (not located in 2007)
from Oaxaca alone that had California farmwork#rese estimates of over 100,000
indigenous immigrant farmworkers in California grete plausible.

The estimate of 117,850 adults in farm work wouhghlly a population of about 165,000
indigenous Mexicans in rural California if we indeithe children. Since not all

14 See Larson, 2000, p.1B6ttp://www.ncfh.org/enumeration/PDF2%20Californ@df)p; and Mines. 2006

15 |n the early 1990s, the average proportion wasie®% while in recent years it has been about 2686 (
[I-1). See Appendix Il (NAWS’ estimate of totabpulation) for a full explanation.



indigenous immigrants work in agriculture it isdllg that the total population of the
indigenous Mexicans (adults and children) in r@alifornia is greater than 165,000.
This estimate excludes the populations of the laryes: San Francisco, Oakland, San
Jose, Los Angeles, Orange County, and San Diggo.

Chart lI-1. Percent Distribution of Adult Indigenous

Mexican California Farmworkers by State of Origin
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Source: IFS Count of Home Town Networks -- 53, 612 Minimum Estimate

lI-2 Indigenous farmworkers come from Oaxaca an@I@ro:

Our study has demonstrated that California’s ingloges farmworkers are very
concentrated both by place of origin in Mexico &ydanguage group. Almost all
originate in Eastern Guerrero or in Western andi8ya Oaxaca where three native
languages predominate—Mixteco, Zapoteco and Tri¢ufact, over 80% of the
farmworkers come from Oaxaca, another 9% are frarar@ro, 2% come from Puebla
and 1 % are from Michoacan; only about 4% originatether Mexican states (see Chart
I-1, above)t” Over half of the immigrants are Mixteco speakerhile 26% speak
Zapoteco and 9% speak Trid8i.Chatino and Nahuatl speakers are about 2% edtte of
population; only about 7% are from towns where pthdigenous languages are spoken
(see Chart 11-2, below)’ Moreover, a large majority of indigenous-spegKifexicans
working in California agriculture hail from smafiwns in the mountainous areas of
Oaxaca and Guerrero where local languages predteranad not from Mexico’s large
urban areas where many indigenous now alsdfiv&ection V below has a more
complete discussion of language.

% For a discussion of the urban population seeezand Runsten, 2004.

" These numbers are based on a hometown ‘coun#2pBints of origin done by 40 IFS indigenous-
speaking interviewers in late 2007. The popula@stimates are detailed earlier in this chapter.

18 See list of other 21 languages in Appendix IV.

¥ These three language groups represent only aséatof all the Mexican indigenous languages speakers
in Mexico. Still, they are the ones that come ¢aoGlifornia farm work.

%0 The median size in Oaxaca of towns with 50% or nidegenous speakers is 117. Only 6% have more
than 1,000 people. (S :liwww.inegi.org. mx/est/contenidos/espanolésisas/conteo2005/localidadiiter/defautt. asp2c=pdrbalf Of the 347

towns from all states enumerated by our study mualer than 500 people and 90% are smaller thab03,2




Chart II-2. Percent Distribution of Indigenous Mexican Farmworkers
in California by Language Group
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[I-3 History of the source region of indigenousrfavorkers:

Before the Spanish came to the New World, Mixtedogjuis and Zapotecos lived, in
large measure, isolated from the rest of Mexicheyllived in a strict, socially
hierarchical society in which the majority of thepulation was peasants that paid tribute
and had work obligations to a small ruling clagswas in the 1% century, not long
before the Spanish came, that the Aztecs conqulkeseé three peoples and subjugated
them to their own taxation system. The Aztecsroétel not disturb the local power
relations but just collected taxes from the eliteugps who continued to dominate their
ethnic kinfolk.

When the Spanish colonized Oaxaca and Guerrerdjtemms changed dramatically for
the indigenous people of the aféaThe Spanish implemented economic, cultural and
demographic policies that devastated not only tteve people of Oaxaca and Guerrero,
but the environment where they lived. The popoitadf hundreds of thousands of
people in the area was ravaged by disease, allabioepractices, and the insistence of
the Spanish authorities that the people be coreteoltin population centers where
disease and exploitation accelerated the demographapse of the population.
Moreover, the Catholic clergy made every efforetadicate the native religious beliefs
and to destroy the cultural artifacts of pre-ColusnHife.

The native people had been able to sustain a fggelation in the region by achieving a
delicate balance with their natural environmeiiihey took advantage of the summer
rains and heat to grow corn, beans and squasteguidains and on erosion-resistant

according to the Mexican census. There are largeps of people who identify themselves as indigano
in large Mexican cities. However, we did not fimény of these people working in California agriate.

1 See Zabin, et al, 1994, pp. 39-58, Edinger, 19p63p-45, see also Terraciano, 2000

10



terraces in the mountainous areas. The Spanmlgbtin new economic activities that
devastated the traditional economy of the regiciugling the oxen-drawn plow that
continues to destroy delicate mountainous topasuall generate extreme erosion in the
area. Huge acreages were devoted to silk andgigtion and to the grazing of
hoofed animalé? The terraces were laid low, the native plant pejion was altered,
and the native people driven from productive to en@mote areas.

In the first hundred years after the conquest bySpaniards, the population may have
declined by as much as 90 percent. By 1620, dpelption began to stabilize and
slowly grow. However, it is only in recent decadest the population levels existing
before the conquest have been restéted.

lI-4 The Mexican Republic:

After 300 years under colonial rule, at the begigrof the 18 Century, the Mexicans
declared their independence from Spain. Butdheflthe indigenous people did not
improve under the new republic. Policies aimedpening the Mexican economy to
capitalist development and social policies focusedulturally homogenizing the
Mexican population wrought havoc on indigenous leges and cultures. Reforms often
transferred communal lands to private haciendasemie indigenous either worked as
low-wage laborers or fled to less fertile areashaDpolicies divided lands between
neighboring towns in ways that intentionally maxed conflict and enhanced loyalty to
colonial authorities and the Catholic Church atdkpense of collective action by
indigenous peoples in their defense against alaadtite. At the same time, policies of
desindianizacioreliberately attempted to eliminate the languagkidentity of the
indigenous peoples. According to official censse 1808, 60% of Mexico’s

population was indigenous; by 1921 that proportiad fallen to 299 From the point
of view of the Mexican government, the indigenoasye represented backwardness
and were a problem that needed to be eliminatddexsco modernized. Even in the
government-run indigenous schools, begun in thig €800s, indigenous languages were
discouraged.

The attitude of the government and the non-indigeridexican population in general
has led to a deep-rooted discrimination againsirttiggenous in both the private sector
and in the distribution of public resources. Th@igenous have been viewed as peoples
worthy only of pity and subject to derision in thepular medi&> At the same time that
Mexicans view the pre-Columbian past with pride, thestizo Mexicans have, at least
until recently, demeaned the contemporary indigemmpulation. In fact, it is
misleading to view the indigenous as some remniafacturesque past, because over
the last 500 years they have made important adapsahat have allowed their cultures
to endure, although this has meant consideral#easitbns in their way of life. Despite

22 See Zabin, 1994 p. 45. See also Melville, 1994.

% See Edinger, 1996 p. 40, and Borah. 1951

% See Navarette Linares, 2008, p. 38

% The practice of making fun of the indigenous pedglpopular on Spanish language radio and TV
broadcast in the United States as well.
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ferocious efforts of the dominant culture to eliati® them, indigenous people have
survived®® In recent years, public attitudes in Mexico maychanging as indigenous
people have claimed the right to adapt to the noderld in their own way,
harmonizing their traditions with necessary charfges

[I-5 The need to migrate:

Despite aggressive efforts by Mexican society tmielate indigenous cultures, the
peoples living in the Oaxaca-Guerrero place ofiorgf today’s California farmworkers
had by the early twentieth century carved out i@nmselves a self-sufficient existence.
The Triquis, Zapotecos and Mixtecos made, grevaised almost all the products that
they needed to survive. They made their own etfootwear, drinks, building
materials, and grew their own fo6d.There was regional specialization in various
products and commodities that nourished a richetraithin the indigenous areas.
Surely, life was desperately poor for the vast m@j@nd, when the rains failed, hunting
and gathering was used to tide people over thetilvaes?°

However, by the middle of the twentieth century thgional isolation and the barter
economy of the Oaxaca-Guerrero area under discusss fast disappearing. The
expansive cash economy of urban Mexico and ofatgel world finally penetrated into
the isolated areas inhabited by the indigenouke time-consuming and difficult ways
of producing the needed goods locally were graglgabt aside by a hunger for cheaper
and less work-intensive imported items. The okysvhad their advantages. People
worked in collective agreements to produce manyeif necessities. But these
advantages were eroded by the persistent penetitibe outside world. Outside
consumer products were cheap and many were lotigdadmported cloth, hats and
shoes soon replaced ‘manta’ cloth, palm sombrerdshaaraches. Imports of Coca
Cola and Tequila replaced locally made ‘tapachd mezcal. Plastic buckets replaced
earthenware pots.

Another factor that has created a ‘need to migfatecorn producers has been the
withdrawal of government support for corn produetid@ver the last 20 years, the
Mexican state has eliminated the parastatal filmas provided subsidized seed, fertilizer
and credit and that guaranteed minimum pricegshérmeantime, the lessening of trade
restrictions has increased competition from U.8n @voducers, resulting in lower prices
for Mexican corn farmers. It must be remembered ey indigenous Mexican farmers
also have relied on cash crops such as coffeedmasupply an alternative income source
to migration. The repeated collapse of the priceoffee after the elimination of quotas
from the International Coffee Agreement in 1988ngl with the repeated devaluation of

% At present, about 10 million Mexicans out of 11lion (about 9%) identify themselves as indigenous
See Fernandez, Garcia, and Avla02

" See Navarette Linares, 2008 p. 12-13, In receasy¢he ‘bilingual” schools are teaching in native
languages and have largely dropped their ‘accsliufiemes.

% See Edinger, 1996 p. 94-110

% One of the interviewers in this study told us tinghis Mixteco village in Guerrero in the 1980stth
were times that people ate ground up banana roatsed frogs and armadillos in order to surviverged
low rainfall.
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the Mexican peso, has lessened the importancesoédkh crop alternative and induced
migration® Furthermore, in more recent years, the introdanctibrunning water and
electricity to the areas opened up the possilfityplumbing fixtures and electrical
appliances of various kinds that also created d farecash.

In addition to the need to import consumer, buddamd farm input products, the eroded
terrain has not adequately supplied the food nfsdm expanding population. The
introduction of chemical fertilizers, pesticideslgrumps in order to increase production
(especially for export) may have been counterprodeidn these environmentally
marginal environments. As one Mixteco farmer caam@d near his farm in Oaxaca:
“we no longer have the same yields as before bedhesfertilizers have ‘spoiled’ the
land. We have to leave them fallow several ybafere they recapture their natural soil
richness.® And, the introduction of gasoline-powered watemps, while increasing
yields, has failed to raise incomes for local piaig since intermediaries, mostly city
people, who sell the pumps and fuel, and marketonemercial commodities, capture
most of the extra value produced. In the meantbeeause land and water are allocated
to export crops, less of the staple crops desfimelbcal consumption are producé&d.

The inexorable integration of the Oaxaca-Guerreea ato the larger economy meant
that in order to survive, the local people hadeeksjobs paying cash to pay for both the
imported consumer goods and for the shortfall odfto eat.

[I-6 Migration to other parts of Mexico:

There has been considerable ethnographic work@me survey work about the
migration out of the Oaxaca-Guerrero indigenousste elsewhere in Mexiéd. The
basic patterns as to Mexican states of destinatiesaled by these studies are confirmed
by our survey research. Below, we describe theatian out of the Oaxaca/Guerrero
areas. The beginning dates of the migrationedadifferent destination points are
difficult to pin down since there are few witnesséige who actually went in the first
forays out from the early-migrating communities. Yéport here the dates reported by
our living informants®* Also, as we discuss below, the earlier migraatse largely

from the towns near the major roads in Oaxaca vthéanore remote towns joined the
migrant stream later.

%0 See Lewis and Runsten, 2008 “ pp. 275-290.

3 Interview conducted by Rick Mines in Santa Rosat@auaca, June, 2008. See also Edinger. 1996, pp
185-211

32 See Edinger, 1996.

% See Veslasco, 2005; Pombo Paris, 2004; Eding®6;18abin et al, 1994; Posadas Segura, 2005;
Stephen, 2008; Cohen, 2000; Hirabayashi, 1993,n€gal986. For an interesting survey done in the
northwest of Oaxaca in the late 1980s see Alcaldl, 4994.

% The source of these data are the Survey of Keyimints done among 67 sending communities in the
summer of 2008. Data were collected on work attlesnent destinations in Mexico and the United
States for the home community networks of the imfamts. For this analysis just the 63 Oaxacan and
Guerrense towns were used.
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With time variation among the communities, the rargs, starting in the 1940s (or
earlier), began working in sugar cane and pineagpl&eracruz. For this long trip
made by foot or by bus, the workers travelled &asabout 250 miles. Soon, the huge
uptick in industrial agricultural production elsesvk in Mexico, the improvement of
roads out of Oaxaca and the labor recruitment cagnp&arried out by distant
employers in the indigenous areas, led to largedlof temporary labor migration. In
the 1960s, the indigenous migrants began goindnribyt bus for about 500 miles) to
Morelos to work in vegetable row crops.And, shortly thereafter, they went far north
(over 1,500 miles) to Sonora where they workedbithon and grapes. In addition, also
by the 1960s, they began to migrate to the norttemestate of Sinaloa to work in
tomatoes, peppers and other vegetables. In th@s]¢he Northwest vegetable industry
had been opened up by enhanced state-sponsogadiomi projects. And, finally, by the
1970s, the indigenous migrants travelling back fantth from their homes began to cross
the Sea of Cortez to Baja California, mostly to kvior asparagus, tomatoes and wine
grapes. Later, in the 1980s, strawberries wedrednced to Baja California by U.S.
entrepreneurs and became an important source &ffaothe indigenous migrants.
These migrations were mostly seasonal and invdhaesh working and living
conditions. Many of the indigenous farmworkers eveansported by bus to and from
Sinaloa or Baja free of charg®.According to informants, natives of the commu@ti
recruited their co-villagers for work in NorthwestéMexico.

Our survey collection effort among community leaderCalifornia (the Survey of Key
Informants-SKI) has allowed us to quantify the mpof these migration patterns
chronicled in earlier studies. Our informants waipée to provide us the start-up dates
(mentioned above) and the frequency of visits éoNtexican destination points for
temporary work migration. As seen in Chart I8 most important temporary
Mexican work destination for those living in Califea today was Sinaloa. Thousands
of indigenous workers made (and continue to make}rek north to the vegetable fields
near Culiacan. Almost 30% of work destinationshia Indigenous Farmworker Study’s
Survey of Key Informants were in Sinaloa. Secanaiportance was Veracruz with
20%, Baja California came third with 17%, Morelosifth with 10%, and Sonora was
fifth with 6 percent.

% We have evidence of one man who went from the &dixtto Acatlan de Perez, Veracruz in 1930 to cut
sugar cane (interview in Santa Rosa Caxtlahuace, 2009). Also, Edinger, 1996 quotes an elderlg ma
in 1984 who went to Veracruz to cut sugar can&én1t920s.

% An elderly informant in San Miguel Tlacotepec wedkas a recruiter in the 1970s and made
announcements over loudspeakers in several towms area.
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Chart II-3- Percent Distribuition of Destinations in Mexico for
Temporary Work for 63 Oaxaca and Guerrero Towns
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Source: Key Informant Inteviews (IFS) 68 interviews, 184 destinations

In addition to their work destinations, respondeals us the places where their
communities formed settlements in Mexico. The OaréBuerrerenses created long-
term settlements in agricultural work areas likea®a, Sonora and Veracruz and even
more of them in the state of Mexico and in MexidtyCabout 10% each of the
settlement destinations). However, by far the nsostmon place to settle (over half of
the settlements) was Baja California (see Chatt below). Apart from the Valley of
San Quintin, where large indigenous settlements toot, many also settled in the
Tijuana3671nd Ensenada areas. Some of the Tijuaideregs commute daily to San Diego
to work:

37 We can confirm these major destination points aitbther source of information also from the
Indigenous Farmworker Study--the Indigenous CommyuBiirvey (ICSY’ This survey shows that while
in Mexico people spent most of their time in tHedme state, significant amounts of time were gems
elsewhere. The Indigenous Community Survey shbatsmost time has been spent in Sinaloa (almost
8% of the adult lives in Mexico). Next comes B@jalifornia with over 6%, and then trailing behing a
Sonora, Mexico City, Morelos and the state of MexicFor the predominantly young current indigenous
Mexican farmworker population surveyed by the IG%vare working in California, few spent time in
Veracruz or other states of Mexico.
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Chart 1I-4 Percent Distribuition of Settlement Areas in Mexico

for Temporary Work for 63 Oaxaca and Guerrero Towns
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[I-7 Concentrations of indigenous farmworkers iffetient parts of California:

We have two corroborating sources of informatiamfrwhich to estimate the
distribution of Mexican indigenous farmworkers ialf@rnia: the Indigenous
Farmworker Study’s Count of Hometown Networks amel National Agricultural
Workers Survey (NAWS) done by the U.S. Departmériador.

In the NAWS analysis, we use a proxy for the indmes farmworkers. Namely, we use
all those Mexicans from the southern states toesagrt the indigenous. If we take the
proportion of southern Mexican farmworkers amongdvixican farmworkers by region
where the survey was done, we come up with an attiof the proportional
concentration of southern (by proxy, indigenousini&orkers in each California

region®® The NAWS data does not allow us to compare tmeeuatration of southerners
across the California regions but only within agé&region. In Chart 1I-5, one can see
that the greatest concentration of southernera fascent of all Mexican farmworkers)
in the decade of the 1990s was in the San Joaclleyvand the Coastal region (about
10% each). The Desert and Sacramento Valleytedipercentages below 5% of
southerners. In the current decade of the 20669roportion of southerners in all areas
except the Desert has increased. Now, both i€testal region and in the San Joaquin
Valley, about one quarter of the farmworkers irstheegions are from the south of
Mexico. Since the Sacramento Valley and the Dédwere relatively small total
farmworker populations, it is clear that the vasjanty of indigenous farmworkers,
according to the NAWS, are concentrated in the aguin Valley and along the Coast.

3 Farmworkers from the states of Campeche, Chidpastrero, Oaxaca, Puebla, Tabasco, Veracruz,
Yucatan are our proxy for indigenous. All others eonsidered the Rest of Mexico.
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Chart II-5. Percent of Southern Mexicans of Total Mexican o 1991-1999
Farmworkers in each of Four Regions--
Early and Recent Periods Compared B 2000- 2008
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When we turn to the data from the count done byQbent of Hometown Networks of
the Indigenous Farmworker Study, we can enternmboe regional detail and we can
compare the distribution across regions. In addljtibe Indigenous Farmworker Study’s
hometown count has the advantage of being madé ‘ppre’ indigenous people since
only indigenous towns were eligible for the couht.Chart 11-6, we see that the Fresno-
Madera area is the most popular spot for indigeraumsworkers (almost one quarter of
the population is settled there). Next in impoceis the Santa Maria area (17%),
followed by the San Diego, Salinas and Venturasa(batween 10% and 16% each).
The North Coast and Watsonville come next in imgmaee (5% each) followed by the
Bakersfield and Tulare areas. Lastly, we notet@aiNorth San Joaquin Valley, the
Sacramento Valley and the Desert area have relateer indigenous farmworkers
(see Chart 11-6). Moreover, if we group the aredo larger units, we discover that the
Central Coast area from Oxnard to Watson¥illes almost half (46%) of the
farmworkers, the Central Valley has about a thi#an Diego has 16% and the North
Coast just 5%. Despite the fact that the CentrdeYydas most of California’s
agriculture, it appears that a clear pluralityled tndigenous work force labors along the
Central Coast.

% The Central Coast includes all of Ventura, SarebBra, Monterey, Santa Cruz and San Benito cauntie
The Central Valley includes both the San Joaquih@acramento Valleys. The North Coast includes
Solano, Napa, Sonoma and Mendocino counties.
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Chart II-6. Percent Distribution of Indigenous
Farmworker Adults by 12 CA Regions
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[I-8 Temporary migration among indigenous Calif@aharmworkers within the United
States:

We have two data sources to describe temporaryatiogrby indigenous farmworkers
once they come to California, both from the Indigesn Farmworker Study—the
Indigenous Community Survey (ICS) and the Survel@y Informants (SKIf°  Both
are only partial glimpses into these complicated/@noent patterns that vary greatly
among hometown networKS. Once in the United States, the ICS’ interviewstayed to
work mostly in California—only 7% of their time the United States (since the age of
12) has been spent outside of Califofffia. The pattern for men migrating temporarily
outside of California is much stronger than for veam Overall, these California-based
men have spent 9% of their time in the United Staterking outside of California (not
an insignificant amount), while women have speny @6 of their time in the United
States in cross-state migration journeys. In Chiattbelow, we can see that Oregon,
Florida and Washington are the most frequentedatiar destinations for these
California-based interviewees from these nine hometnetworks. Although the sample
is small, the pattern of quite limited movementswg of the state is a significant finding.

“°The NAWS was not analyzed for detailed intra-UrBgration patterns for this report.

“1 The ICS has the advantage of providing actual peages of time spent outside of California in
different U.S. states. However, it has two didtoisadvantages--it has information only about nine
hometown networks and it has little information abmovements within California. The SKI has the
advantage that it covers more (but still a smaiiarity of) towns and has data about within-Califarn
movements of migrants. However, unlike the IC&oiés not have detailed information on the amotint o
time spent in different destination points.

*2 This does not mean that other members of theimeamities have not settled in other states, but thdy
those interviewed in California have migrated algspf California to other states only for limitedtb
significant time periods.
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Chart II-7. Percent of Time in US spent = Men B women
outside of CA (since age 12)
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Our second data source, the Survey of Key Infotmamovides data on a somewhat
wider sample of communities since representativé&y tnometown community networks
(rather than nine in the Indigenous Community Sylrveere surveyed. It also has data
on movement within California which is significaiot many indigenous networKs. It
should be remembered, that though these 67 netmoekepresentative of the total
indigenous farmworker population in many ways, itliea-U.S. migration patterns of
these networks can give only a flavor for the hygldried movements of indigenous
peoples in California to destinations elsewhertéUnited States. Each of the
hometown networks has its own unique pattern.

Of the 67 towns, 44 sending hometown networks (atwarthirds) reported having
temporary work migration. About a third of the tileations are in Oregon, a third in
Washington, and a third elsewhere in Californi@wNrork and Florida have only a

small draw for these 67 communiti¥s. At least for these 67 communities, there atk sti
significant numbers of migrants leaving Califorfoa temporary migration destinations
every year. The informants report that about 0600 men go to each of the three main
destinations (CA, OR, WA) each year from all ofsd&4 sending hometown networks
combined. The ones that go to Oregon are miadylto take their families—about half
do. Those that go to Washington take their famidibout a third of the time. And those
that migrate around California take their familleach less--less than a fifth of the time.

“3 For example, a large proportion of San Martin Bémamigrants alternate between the Oxnard and
Watsonville areas where they engage in strawberydsting.

*4 Notice that this is similar to the ICS data witle iexception that Florida is much less prominetthis
larger sample of networks.
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Section Il
Network Analysis--The Gateway to Understanding Igdnous Farmworkers

Executive Summary:

Indigenous Mexican immigrants to California agrtaué are small town

individuals whose primary loyalty is to their horoen network (HTN).

* We use the HTNs as the building blocks of our study

* There are considerable differences across HTNsuatig for how well
individual networks adapt to U.S. institutions.islimportant for those dealing
with individual indigenous immigrants to understahd nature of the network to
which individuals belong.

» To demonstrate the differences between networkgongare nine case study

HTNs using a set of key features of which perhpstost important is the age

or maturity of the network (median year of arrival)

llI-1 The network approach:

Social networks based on relationships formed énhibmetown are recognized as crucial
to the behavior of international immigrants fromailareas. This migrant network
structure evolved from traditional systems of muxahange necessary for survival in
poor rural environment. At first, the pioneering migrants from a villafgee great

odds to cross borders, find housing and obtain eynpént. But over time those who
come first facilitate the process by giving she#ted job tips to their friends and relatives
from the home area. Soon, what started as an apptyrfor those few willing and able
to make the trek becomes a mass phenomenon opdarge proportion of the residents
of the hometowr?® In time, women and children join their men faikhe migration
destinations. Meanwhile, the tastes of the honged@stination communities begin to
change because of improved economic opportunitilsose who go first are envied and
emulated by those who follow them in the migrantwit. The immigrardsettled in the
destination regionbegin to acquire more material goods and takegae in pushing for
more services in the United States. As the netwetk more deeply rooted north of the
border, it tends to form concentrated communities few destination points, while at the
same time searching for new geographic opportuitids the old networks become
settled and seek better conditions for their mes)b®ten employers will switch to more
newly arrived, and more easily exploited, immigreotnmunities that are just beginning
the staged settlement process.

Indigenous farmworker networks fit this patterrenéfying strongly with their
hometown communitie¥. This trait is true to some extent for all pecfaesay from
home” in a foreign environment. People from thme place tend to identify with each

“5 Mines and Anzaldua, 1982, p. 85, also see Lomh@89

6 Massey, et al, 1994, p. 1498, see also NicROB6

*" For other discussions of Mixtec social networkd amigration see for example Kearney and Nagengast
1989; Bade 2004
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other and seek ways to implement strategies of comassistance. This tendency is
particularly strong among the Mexican indigenoufiess in the United States. These
immigrants, largely from small towns, are not “massiety” individuals who easily
identify their fate with broad collective objects/ef the larger society. Instead, their
experience teaches them not to trust the outsitierhas traditionally discriminated
against them. This tendency is further reinforbgdhe localized nature of the dialects
of the indigenous languages these small town dreesipeak® Often, people from a
nearby town may speak their language with a diffetene and vocabulary.
Furthermore, the indigenous political organizatfosithin the community often
reinforces obligations of mutual help that cre#és to the people in their hometown
network. People from their hometown are their Elg@isanos®

Because of the strength of these hometown tieslegiled to use the binational
immigration network as the fundamental buildingdil@f our effort to understand
Mexican indigenous farmworker issues. We consdjoposited that to understand how
to improve the lives of the indigenous immigranincounity required that we understand
the community networks that dictate the behaviahefr members. We defined the
universe for our study to be made up of a few heddrometown networks that we
identified early on in the study.

[1I-2 How to understand the different types of reis.

It is crucial to understand the variation in the agd maturation of immigrant networks.
There is a spectrum of newcomer to settled netwitrdishave very distinct patterns of
household composition, work, housing, organizatistraictures, and receipt of social
services. To provide appropriate services to tikesemunities, as well as strengthen
their internal organization, it is important to gjpathe great variation across communities.
Some have long histories in the United States gsatary communities; others are
newcomer networks. When dealing with individualgmups from a given community,
one needs to understand where they fit within tr@inuum of types of communities
found in the universe of indigenous farmworker segaetworks. These communities
vary by a series of readily observable concrettofadhat can be learned by paying close
attention to the community traits of the hometowvetwork.

The most determining characteristic of a migratietwork is its age or time that its
members have spent in the United States. So, e age of the network our point of
departure for distinguishing among them, while rerbering that there are many other
equally important factors to keep in mind while fhanizing oneself with these
communities. The point here is not to engagena fcademic distinctions but to help
understand how to tell one network from anothethsd one can relate to the community
with which one is dealing. Table IlI-1, belowerdtifies the nine communities we will

“8 See Section Il for a discussion of how the MexiS#ate intentionally fragmented indigenous
communities in Mexico.

9 Referred to as ‘usos y costumbres’ by Mexicans

0 The towns are referred as “closed corporate coritraghby anthropologists (see Wolf, 1957)
*1 See Sources of Data in Appendix | for details.
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be discussing. We did an in-depth survey witlaagrage of over 40 people from each
community. The first two communities are much meseablished than the other seven.
However, as is detailed in Appendix I, there arpontant differences among the other
seven as well. All the towns except for Magdalkozicha (i.e. eight of the nine) have
managed to send large numbers of people and disagrtiproportion of their
populations to California.

[1I-3 A short description of the nine communitywerks:

We will be using these nine quite distinct and espntative communities throughout this
report to demonstrate the variety of experiencesddy immigrant indigenous networks
in the hope of understanding the key featuresedd¢lcommunities. Understanding
these communities should facilitate an understandifrihe variety of types of
communities encountered in the larger indigenotttesgent community.

Table 11I-1: Nine Community Case Studies: Examples of Hometown Immigrant Networks
Shortened

Level Of Language Spoken
. Real Name Name for nguage sp
Maturity in Hometown
Graphs
Very Settled Santa Marl'a Teposlantongo tepos M!xteco
San Miguel Cuevas cuevas Mixteco
wedium Levelof T o s
Connectedness Cerro del Aire cerro Chatino
) Candelaria la Unién candelaria Mixteco
Newcomer With - -
L San Martin Peras peras Mixteco
arge Presence - - = -
Jicayan de Tovar jicayan Mixteco
Startup
Newcomer Magdalena Loxicha loxicha Zapoteco
Network

In addition to age of the network, there are sewafreer important traits about the typical
person in each of the networks. These includ@tbportion of his or her life spent in
the United States, the location of his nuclear katexico or California), the cultural
assimilation of his network back in Mexico and #ssets he holds in the California. In
Appendix Il there is a systematic comparison ofriime case study towns with regard to
all of these major distinguishing features. A esviof these methods is helpful for those
working with indigenous immigrant networks. Belome describe in brief the major
traits of each of the nine hometown community nekso Again, for a deeper
comparison consult Appendix II.

1) Santa Maria Teposlantongo—very settled

This is a Mixteco-speaking Oaxacan community foumtthe San Juan Mixtepec region
of Oaxaca, not far from, and equidistant betwelea tivo well-connected cities of
Tlaxiaco and Santiago Juxtlahuaca. Its people baea migrating for decades. They
have settled populations in Veracruz and in Baji@aia. They participated in the
Bracero Program and began coming in limited numtze@alifornia in the 1960s. By
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the early 1980s, a substantial settlement commumityding women and children
existed in the Arvin-Lamont area where they haveedgrape and vegetable work.
Younger people continue to come to the United Stiten the village but go mostly to
Florida and Indiana. The settlers from Tepos lsj@&@anish without difficulty. They are
predominantly an older group (median age=36) ave kd their minor children with

them in California. Their adult children are alsdhe United States. A few have houses
and almost all have cars.

2) San Miguel Cuevas—very settled

These Mixteco speakers come from a town right treasmall city of Santiago
Juxtlahuaca in Oaxaca, which is connected by pevad to the rest of Mexico. Its
people have daughter communities in Baja Califoamd Mexico City. The people from
Cuevas also came as Braceros and settled in Gadifoirst in the 1960s. Again, by the
1980s, they had settled as families in the Frese@ ahere they have specialized in
grape work. Many settlers from Cuevas still tHke seasonal trek north to do farm work
in Oregon where there is a settlement of peopla fitteir hometown. Younger people
continue to come from the hometown to a growingf@alia settlement. In general, the
settlers speak Spanish well. Again, they areléer@roup (median age=34) without
minor children in living Mexico. Their nuclearfalies have moved to the United
States. A few have houses and a large numbermaers in the Fresno area. Most have
cars.

3) Santa Cruz Rio Venado—medium level of connectedness

These Triqui speakers must traverse an unimproweddd (impassable in the summer
rainy season) from their hometown to reach the Isoitsl of Putla de Guerrero, Oaxaca,
which is connected by paved road to Tlaxiaco and th the rest of Mexico. The people
of Venado travelled widely around Mexico and therdas filial communities in
Sonora, Jalisco, Baja California and Veracruz. ugtoit had pioneers arrive before the
immigration amnesty of 1986-1988, it had verydifiresence in the United States until
the 1990s. Settlers first went to the Madera &g at some time in the mid-1990s,
they shifted their main settlement to Greenfieldb(rey County) where they are
engaged in vegetable work. The Spanish of thkesefrom Venado is very uneven.
This is a relatively young group (median age=29) artarge proportion of the settlers’
minor children are still in the hometown. Theyraiht and live in crowded apartments in
California, but most own cars.

4) San Juan Pifias-- medium level of connectedness

Pifas is a Mixteco town that is situated on thetaresedge of the municipio of Santiago
Juxtlahuaca, Oaxaca. It is joined by unpaved réadse city of Santiago Juxtlahuaca.
The people of Pifias travelled extensively arounditteseeking farm work throughout
the second half of the twentieth century and lefttements in Sonora and Baja
California. A few participated as Braceros andrthigration of male pioneers began in
the 1970s. The median age of the populationet#titlers is relatively high (33 years).
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However, women and families did not start cominglafter the 1986 immigration
amnesty, and settled family-based communities figtdidn’t appear until the mid-
1990s. They are mostly settled in the San Diegb%anta Maria areas where they work
in vegetables and strawberries. Some in San hage found work in construction.

The ability to speak Spanish among the settlers fhafias is mixed, perhaps a reflection
of its isolation and relatively low educational é&s. Despite the relatively early arrival
of pioneers, a minority of the settlers are couplesg together and a large proportion of
the minor children of the settlers are in the géda No one in the sample owned a home
and a minority owned cars.

5) Cerro del Aire-- medium level of connectedness

Cerro, which has a Chatino-speaking populationprmected by an improved (graveled)
road to the main highway between Puerto Escondiddeaxaca City. Itis a
community that until recently has not been expdsdte outside world and has travelled
very little around Mexico looking for work, unlikether towns in the study. Still, some
people have settled in Oaxaca Cftyln Cerro’s case, once people found the means to
leave their community, they came straight to thé@édhStates. In California, almost all
have followed the lead of one pioneer who cameetalBma where they work in wine
grapes and landscaping. Although this pioneerresdife came in time for the
amnesty of 1986, most Cerro settlers came in teell@90s and most women came after
2000. Despite the late entry into the migratiorat, most of the settlers from this
coastal region speak Spanish well and use it Wir thildren who are resident in
California. Still, the majority of the relativelyoung settlers (median age=28) have not
settled with their spouses in California and a mgj@f their minor children are still

back in Oaxaca.

6) Candelaria la Unibn—newcomer with large presence

This Mixteco-speaking town, in thaunicipioof San Pablo Tijaltepec, is located over a
long and tortuous, although graveled, road an froan the small city of Chalcatongo de
Hidalgo in the district of Tlaxiaco, Oaxaca. Tpeople from Candelaria did travel
elsewhere in Mexico to work and formed settlema@nBaja California and Mexico City.
Although people from the Chalcatongo area havest@iyi of Bracero participation, for
the San Pablo Tijaltepec area, migration seemave heen delayed by the poor roads.
They settled very late in California. The firsbipeers did not arrive until the 1990s, and
most of the settlers arrived well into the decafdéhe 2000s. They settled in Taft and
Santa Maria where they work in grapes, vegetalidstrawberries. Despite their
isolation and recent arrival, many appear to si@&anish well and the settlers have a
relatively high educational level. With respecthe presence of the spouse and children,
the men of Candelaria have an unusual patternpit2eteir late arrival in California,
their relative youth (median age=27), and the tlaat a large proportion (41%) of the
minor children are still in the village, an extrdgnkigh percentage of the settlers (78%)

2|t is typical for Chatino girls to go to OaxacayCand work as maids. It was in Oaxaca City that
Chatinos learned of opportunities to migrate tolinited States (personal communication with Yolanda
Cruz, Chatino immigrant).
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are here with their spouse. It appears that ¢éople have made the calculation that it is
worth having two wage earners in California eveihmieans leaving the children with
the grandparents in the village. Not surprisirglyare renters, and less than half own
cars.

7) San Martin Peras— newcomer with large presence

San Martin Peras, located in the far west of Oaxaea the Guerrero border, is the chief
town in themunicipioof the same name. It is the region’s administeatienter and has
the largest population of the nine communities urstiedy. The town was founded and
built into a population center only in recent dezsdlt is still isolated by poor roads

from the city of Santiago Juxtlahuaca, from whéeoads lead out of the region.
Despite its remoteness, the people of Peras havelled widely in Mexico in search of
work. There is a very large settlement of peogenfthe town in the San Quintin Valley
in Baja California. The first pioneers came ig thte 1970s to California but it was not
until after the immigration amnesty of 1986 thagenumbers crossed the border. Most
men arrived after the late 1990s and most womereadtar 2000. They have settled
predominantly in Oxnard and Watsonville where tiveyk in the strawberry industry.
There is a great deal of seasonal movement betthesa two areas. The people of Peras
speak Spanish in a very uneven way and have otie ddwest educational levels.
However, like Candelaria, a majority are in Califiarwith their spouse. Again, this is
true despite their relatively young age (median=2@¢ and the fact that a large
proportion of the minor children are in MexicoNone own their houses, though a
majority owns a car.

8) Jicayan de Tovar— newcomer with large presence

Jicayan is a Mixteco-speaking town on the Guersate of the border. It has tortuous
roads that until 2008 were impassable in the raggson. To reach the outside world,
one must pass through Santiago Juxtlahuaca in @agexce it is isolated from the rest

of Guerrero. Despite being isolated by bad ropdsple from Jicayan managed to travel
to the coast of Guerrero to work in the tourist andstruction industry. They also have
travelled to other states in Mexico, though theytsd in the 1980s, much later than
many other towns. Settlement communities werebsteed in Baja California,
Michoacan and Mexico City. Although one pioneame before the immigration
amnesty of 1986, most people came after 2000 (metjea=26). The settlers of Jicayan
speak a very poor Spanish in general and theiraaunal level is the lowest among the
nine communities. A minority has spouses livingwthem and 60% of the minor
children of the settlers live in Mexico. No omened a home but many had cars which
they use to shuttle back and forth between CarstRarsin City and Santa Maria,
according to the fluctuating agricultural labor dard in grapes and strawberries.

9) Magdalena Loxicha—startup newcomer network

Loxicha, a Zapoteco-speaking town, is located onraeliable but gravel road in a
remote area north of the highway between Puertorieido and Puerto Angel, Oaxaca.
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This town was very late to enter the migrant streafiere is no evidence of anyone
leaving the hometown before 1990. There are ritessnts elsewhere in Mexico.
People came straight to the United States. No motigei older generation speaks Spanish
very well in the town. However, despite its ismatand lack of migration history, the
language skills are changing quickly. Childrenerse in Spanish on the streets of the
hometown, and the young settler population in Galifa speaks Spanish well. Though
there were isolated pioneers in the 1990s, alnibst the relatively small number of
people from Loxicha has come to California sincB@®(median age=25). They have
settled almost exclusively in the San Diego arearalthey work in the strawberry and
tomato fields. Loxicha is the one town of the nivith very little settlement of women
and children. We found only two women from the caunity in California and both had
very young children. About 80% of the men in caimgle did not have a spouse with
them and a large majority of their children werdviexico. The men from Loxicha have
no houses and only 20% have cars.
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Section IV
A Binational Look at Household Composition,
Gender and Age Distribution, and Educational Experices

Executive Summary:

The indigenous are younger and more recently atrivan mestizos. This
explains in part why they are poorer and have feagsets.

If we count all the residents at the rural Califaraddresses (residences) where
the indigenous immigrants are living, we find thab thirds are adults and 60%
of these adults are men. Only one third are olildmder 18. A surprisingly
high 39% of the occupants of the housing are ssliigaesidents not well known
to the principal residents.

The survey found that within nuclear families ieitremely common to have
some members living in Mexico while others livethie United States. Summing
across all members of the nuclear families in tireesy irrespective of place of
residence, we find that two thirds live north of thorder and one third live in
Mexico. The majority of those living in Mexico weewomen and the majority of
those living in the United States were men.

Within these binational families there are morddien between the ages of O to
5 resident in the United States, while more ofdhiédren of the respondents aged
6 to 14 are resident in Mexico. This implies tbatne people are leaving older
children in Mexico with grandparents or relativasd continuing to have children
after coming to California. A small number alsad¢heir U.S.-born children to
Mexico to be cared for by relatives.

The nuclear family members outside the househ@drerstly wives and minor
children in Mexico. However, some husbands andt @thildren live away from
the household in the United States probably diseésonal labor migration.
Younger farmworkers have on average more educ#tiamolder ones.

However, the average educational level of MexigarGalifornia agriculture is
not increasing. Perhaps, the source regions aieher more recent waves of
immigrants have lower educational levels than @teran immigrant sending
areas.

Children that come to California before age 12 habetter chance of getting
education and of not working in the fields thanstathat come at 12 or older.

V-1 Introduction:

The history and network structure of indigenousiaorker immigrant communities
discussed above has created a distinct houselgddii@aation with important branches in
both countries. Although similar to householdstiner Mexican farmworker immigrant
communities, indigenous households have some umjgalities>® First, we will show
based on the National Agricultural Workers Survine NAWS) that indigenous in

%3 For further discussion of comparison between mesthd indigenous networks see Bade, 1994
(Sweatbaths, Sacrifice and Surgery)
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California have more ‘disadvantages’ than other igx immigrant farmworkers. Then,
by using our recently completed survey (the IndaggenCommunity Survey-ICS),
conducted only among the indigenous, we will dégcim detail how the family members
are distributed between the two countries and hmaetiucational opportunities differ for
different immigrant groups.

IV-2 The disadvantages faced by indigenous MeX@anworkers:

The indigenous farmworkers are a younger and pgaeulation than other Mexican
immigrants. They have fewer assets, less educatid speak less English (and
Spanish) than other Mexicans. They are also & rfrmwcomer’ group. These
disadvantages that shape the lives of the indigeacaidifficult but important to
demonstrate.

The only source of data useable for comparingstiidifferent kinds of Mexican
farmworkers is the National Agricultural Workersr&ey (NAWS). Unfortunately, in
order to make comparisons between the indigencdietner Mexican farmworker
immigrants in the NAWS, we still have to designatgroup that stands in for indigenous
because we cannot identify them with sufficientcsien as yet in the NAWS. We call
this group a proxy for the indigenotfs. We have chosen people who originate in a few
southern states to represent the indigenous farkenpopulation because we know that
a large proportion of these southerners are indigenvhile the vast majority of people
from the rest of Mexico are not indigenous but eatimestizo (non-indigenous) peopfe.
We recognize that the comparisons that we givevbale an attenuated version of
difficult-to-capture contrasts between the indigemand others. Although the South
may be mostly indigenous and the rest of Mexicodmg a small minority of

indigenous, the comparison is diluted by the faat heither geographically-defined
group is either purely indigenous or purely mestitoerefore, as you look over the
comparisons in the next few of pages, rememberttioaigh the findings demonstrate the
disadvantages faced by indigenous people, thewlctinderstate these differences with
the mestizos.

IV-3 The younger and more recently-arrived indiges are poorer than other
Mexicans:

As described in the Introduction and in Sectioriig population of southerners has been
expanding quickly over the yeats.Interestingly, at the same time that the agdef t

> The NAWS survey has for some years worked diligemtcreate ways to distinguish accurately the
indigenous population among its intervieweess ttirrently experimenting with new questions to
accurately identify this group that is reluctans#df identify. For details see Gabbard, Kiss@&tassnapp
et al., 2008

%5 Again, the southern states are: Campeche, Chi@uasrero, Oaxaca, Puebla, Tabasco, Veracruz,
Yucatan; all others are considered the Rest of bexi

*% Recall that the proportion of southerners (amdhiflexican farmworkers) increased from 7% to 29%
when comparing 1991-93 with 2006-2008. The NAWS@rviewed about 12,800 Mexican farmworkers
from 1991 to 2008 in California.
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typical farmworker from elsewhere in Mexico is ieasing (somewhat) over these years,
the age of the typical southerner is not (see AKatt, below). The average age of a
southerner in recent years has been about 25; fanitbose from elsewhere in Mexico,
the average is closer to 35. And, this is trugideshe median age of entry for the two
groups being nearly the same (20 years old). s fidmarkably lower average age
demonstrates a unique pattern for the indigendidthough we cannot know for certain
what explains this difference, the relatively reoemry of the indigenous hometowns

into the international migration stream is clearhe main contributot’ As can be seen

in Chart IV-2, the median years in the United Stdte a southerner is far less than for a
farmworker from elsewhere in Mexico and this diffiece has expanded over time. In the
2006 to 2008 period for example, the median yeatke United States for a southerner
is only two years while for a Mexican farmworkeorin elsewhere it is 11 years (Chart
IV-2). Itis clear that the villages of origin tife indigenous (at least for those working in
California agriculture) are on average much newehé¢ international migrant stream and
therefore are still composed of young new arriveide the mestizo hometowns are on
average more settled networks composed of a laggopion of settled veterans in the
United States. Namely, though there are plentyesicomers continuously arriving from
elsewhere in Mexico, the proportion of newcomenmsish higher among the southerners
than among those California farmworkers from elsev@hn Mexico.

Chart IV-1. Median Age of Farmworkers: —e—south
South, Rest of Mexico Compared Over Time —=—rest of mex
40
35
g 25
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§ 15
10
5
0 \ \ ‘ ‘ T
1991-1993 1994-1996 1997-1999 2000-2002 2003-2005 2006-2008
Source: NAWS 1991- 2008 --14,531Individuals

" Another contributing factor may be that recent tiresmmigrants no longer enter agriculture agst fi
job at the same rate as recent indigenous immigjrant
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Chart IV-2. Median Years in the United States @ south
Over Time: South, Rest of Mexico Compared @ rest of mexico
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Source: NAWS 1991 to 2008 -- 14,322 Individuals

This more recent arrival explains, in part, why slb@therners are much poorer. For
example, the median family income in the 2006 t0&period was $13,750 for a
southerner and $22,500 for a California farmwofkem elsewhere in Mexico. It also
means that southerners have many fewer assetsex&mple, among married men
accompanied by their families, only 13 percentafteerners own their dwelling while
29 percent of those from the rest of Mexico do.mParing this same group for
ownership of vehicles, 61% of the southerners at¥d @f those from the rest of Mexico
own cars or trucks. This same disadvantage algliesgo education and the ability to
speak English. The NAWS shows fewer years of dotmmpleted in Mexico for young
southerners than for young people from the reMefico>® It is also likely that the
quality of education is lower in indigenous ar&ag his lack of educational opportunity
coupled with their lower level of Spanish languag#ls means that indigenous face
more obstacles in learning English than other Maxsc

Finally, the NAWS shows us how the southernergyareh more likely to suffer from the
‘disadvantage’ of family separation from their reanl family back home than other
Mexican immigrants. Among NAWS respondents, 64%hefmarried southerners
versus 51% of the married farmworkers from the oéddexico have their spouses back
home in Mexico.

IV-4 The binational household composition fromltidigenous Community Survey-the
methods:

We can rely on the NAWS and previous ethnograpdsearch to demonstrate that the
indigenous population is different from other Meaticcarmworkers. But, to describe the
intricate binational household structure of theseard-looking indigenous communities
from our own work, we turn to the Indigenous Comity8urvey (ICS). Below, we use

%8 For people 18 to 25 years old, southerners aves&ggears of school compared to 7.3 years forethos
from the rest of Mexico (NAWS 1991 to 2008).

%9 See Skoufias, Lunde, Patrinos, et al, 2007
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the ICS to explain how various closely-connectedsetiolds double up together at the
same address. Moreover, the Indigenous Communitye$ describes in some detail the
important presence of renters from outside the ichate social circle of the principal
residents at the address. Further, the ICS ddtalexact age and gender distribution of
the principal residents at the interviewed site iwni@tails the distribution of close
relatives of the nuclear families of these resigavtto live in Mexico or elsewhere in the
United States. The makeup of the households gesvinsight into the needs and
behaviors of the indigenous farmworker population.

Beyond information about the 400 representativparedents in the Indigenous
Community Survey, we collected information from teepondent about hundreds of
others who were either resident in the househotdembers of the nuclear families of
the residents but living elsewhere. In this wag,have been able to build a number-
based portrait of how a large proportion of peaplated to the respondent are
distributed.

The 400 interviews were done at 345 distinct addr®®ecause many of the interviewees
lived at the same address as another interviewee the same Mexican town netwotk.

In effect, we have information on 400 distinct heluslds living at 345 separate
residences. This doubling (or tripling) up of helislds at one dwelling in order to save
rent money is quite commdh. We collected information about people who haeehr
different types of relationships to the responddédihe group included the respondent and
those in his dwelling that are well known to thepgendent (Known Residents); almost
this entire group is relatives of the interviewes ibincludes a few friends. We were

able to collect detailed demographic informationwthl,628 of these Known Residents.
Another group (the Unknown Residents) was compo$dd029 people living at the
residences (usually renters), who were not clasads or relatives of the interviewee,
although they usually speak the same indigenowgikge. For this group, the only
information we have is their gender and whetharairthey are children (under 18) or
adults. We also gathered information on a thilgrof people (Out-of-Home

Relatives) made up of the respondents’ nuclearlyamembers living outside the
household, mostly in the home communities in MeXfcoWe were able to collect
complete information on these 860 out-of-home iittlials since they are well known to
the respondent.

IV-5 The binational household composition—the tptgdulation at the residences:
Before turning to the more complete data on thevidm&esidents, we point out two

interesting findings about the total populatiorredidents living together. First, of the
more than 2,600 people (Known and Unknown Resigléimisg at these 345 residences,

€0 A small proportion was living in outdoor encamprtgeand had no dwelling.

1 we paid careful attention to each individual in pfmgulation to avoid any double counting of people
who may have been reported by more than one resptnd

%2 For married people we asked about spouse andehjlébr unmarried about parents and siblings.
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a surprisingly high proportion (39%) are UnknowrsiRents. Also, since the total
population of residents is made up of 40% adultesahd 25% adult females, that means
that only a third (35%) of all residents are cleldi(see Chart IV-3, below). The
population is two-thirds (nearly all) working adult

Chart IV-3 . Percent of Total Populaton @ male
Resident at the Addresses by Gender
Grouped by Children and Adults

m female
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percent of total less than 18 total 18 or more

Source: Indigenous Farmworker Survey -- Data reported for 2605 Indivduals

IV-6 The Binational household composition—the cdiaéibn of close relatives:

A look at the data from the Known Residents makekear how closely many of the
households are knit together by nuclear family.thit 345 addresses, fully 52 residences
included married children living in the dwellingtwione or both of their parents. In
many cases, there is more than one married chtltkae cross-generational family
residences. In addition, there are 24 householiteese 345 addresses that have married
siblings living at the same address as the interege Again, there are cases where
several married siblings live together. In sunis quite common for these addresses to
have multiple households from the same natal olelan¢amily. When we factor in that
six of the households have both married childreshraarried siblings living together, we
are left with 70 out of 345 addresses (20%) whiaheheither cohabitating married
siblings, or a parent living with a married child.

IV-7 The binational household composition—the hstion of the binational nuclear
families:

For the purpose of estimating the binational pagparedistribution, we limited our
analysis of the Known Residents and Out-of-HomeafRads just to nuclear family
relatives of the respondent (i.e., children, paremd siblings, plus a few grandparents
and grandchildren). For all these ‘known’ nucl&anily relatives, we had age and
gender information. Most (83%) of the Out-of-HoRelatives were back home in
Mexico.

These combined data allow us to construct an ajppaig picture of the total nuclear
family network of the respondents wherever theyhthize in the two countries. This
picture provides insights about how the populaisodistributed between Mexico and the
United States in total numbers and with respeeg®mand gender. Overall, we show that
within the nuclear family networks most people desnorth of the border. However, in
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Mexico most members of the networks are femaleiatide United States most members
are male. Next, we detail that there are more yeumng children in the United States
than in Mexico but for children in the middle agege there are more in Mexico than the
United States. Finally, we describe the nucleanfamembers that are located in
Mexico outside the hometowns and in the UnitedeStautside the interviewee’s
residence.

In total, we have gender, age and location infolomadn almost 2,200 members of the
nuclear families of the respondents. We notice@diately that there are more people
in the networks in the United States (69%) thaMe@xico (31%). International
migration, despite its short history for some comities, has meant the transfer of a
large majority of nuclear family members to the tddiStates for those households with
migrants. Secondly, we observe that among thosél afjes in the United States, most
are men (56%), and among those in Mexico most areem (58%). This gender pattern
applies to the children as well as the adults. tRose under 18, in Mexico 52% of the
children are females, while in the United State®%i2e males.

Taking a closer look at this population by age grand gender in the two countries
provides useful insights about how this transnali@ommunity is distributed. Before
reading on, take a moment to look at Chart IV-biehnd familiarize yourself with the
four categories displayed in the chart: Mexicandest males (blue bar), Mexican
resident females (red bar), U.S. resident maldfogydar), U.S. resident females (green
bar). Notice that the Mexican-resident bars (nedl lalue) appear to the left of the U.S.-
resident bars (yellow and green).

The Chart shows that for most age categories #rerenore males and more females in
the United States than in Mexico. In fact, fronea@ to 5 and from 15 to 39, there are
more of both males and females in California tmeMexico. Moreover, for all age
ranges from 12 to 59, there are more males in @ald than in Mexico. Nevertheless,
there are important examples when there are molesmafemales of a given age range
in Mexico than in the United States. First, fdvedmen above 40, there are more
females in these U.S.-oriented nuclear familiel@xico than in the United States. For
men this is true only for men 60 or more. In thsecof men, this phenomenon reflects
the location of the fathers of the California-basespondents; in the case of women, the
pattern reflects the location of wives as well aghmers.
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Chart IV-4. Population Distribution by Gender and @ mexico male @ mexico female
Age Group within Nuclear Family Networks 0 US male 0 US female
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Another important exception is the female childiem 6 to 14 and the male children
from 6 to 11°® In these cases, there are more of these relatieler’ children in

Mexico than there are in the United States. Rdcat we discovered that many families
leave their first born (relatively older) childrenMexico to be raised by grandparents
and migrate as a couple to California where theytinae to produce more (the last born)
offspring north of the bordéf. The married young male indigenous farmworker
immigrants in California often decide to be joir®dtheir wife in California and leave
(some or all of) their children in the hometown dnese it makes sense to them
economically®® First, the costs of raising children in Califerare high, including food,
clothes and child care while the parents are wgrkisecond, it is difficult to safely pass
young children across the border. Third, the youmgigrants believe that they can feel
sure that the remittances to their parents willded in a productive manner if the
expressgﬁd destination of the money is for the sasiee of both their parents and their
children.

% Young teenage boys may come to (or stay in) thieedrStates in preference to girls due to theintgme
wage-earning capacity as farmworkers.

% There are many couples living here in the newerorks who have all their children abroad. But in
addition, four of the nine communities interviewmdthe ICS have families with children living intho
places. It should be pointed out that some fasmileturn their U.S.-born children to Mexico todaeed
for by relatives while they remain in the Unitedu®s. A discussion of indigenous grandparentsgaki
care of children is found in Navarette Linares, 208 126

% n the ICS, we had data on the years in the UrSitades for 159 men and on their resident wivese T
average time since arrival in the U.S. for men38lyears and for the women it is 8 years. Tloeegfon
average, men come 5.8 years before their wivesetdJnited States.

% One of our Mixteco-speaking interviewers, Jorgaj@an from Teposcolula, Oaxaca, is the sourceisf th
insight. Some parents may decide to send thdulreim back to Mexico due to the fear of raisingdifgn
in what is perceived as a dangerous environment.
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It is not surprising that there are more youngdreih 0-5 and young adults 18 to 39 north
of the border since the United States attracts gouorkers of reproductive age.
However, it is critical to remember that in the agege of 18 to 39, a large proportion of
the immigrant households are not families livingdther but are solo workers (especially
men) without children accompanying them in the US.

Most of the nuclear family relatives living awapiin the respondent are spouses and
children residing in Mexico. The 65 spouses (atal women) resident in Mexico
have a lot of minor children (279) living with themrThe few (7) spouses living away
from their interviewee partners but residing elsexehin the U.S. are almost all men with
few children living with them. Almost all the egives living away from the interviewee
in the United States are adults (most are siblamgschildren of the respondent). The
majority of relatives living in Mexico are childrenOverall 82% of all the Out-of-Home
Relatives are residing in Mexico.

The location of the family in Mexico is surprisiggtoncentrated in the home regions.
Among the spouses living in Mexico, 92% live in thmme states of Oaxaca and
Guerrero. Among the children, 93% live in the hastege. Those relatively few not in
the home states are predominantly found in SonwieBaja California. The migration
from the border to California seems less importaah it once was, at least for members
of these California-based nuclear family networkBhe vast majority of the migrants in
these networks are coming directly to the Uniteatest from their home states now. The
ones who lived for a time in the border areas ligdaneasure have moved their families
to the United State¥.

IV-8 A contradiction between improving educationoss Mexican generations coupled
with educational stagnation among California farnmers:

First, it is clear for the indigenous sampled by ihdigenous Community Survey that
school attendance has been improving over timenéllg the younger the age cohort the
higher the level of educatidfi. However, the average is still between 7 andasyef
school for the cohort from 18 to 20 at the timehaf interview (see chart 1V-5, below).
For the older cohorts, it is obvious that in presdimes access to education was more
difficult. The oldest cohorts hardly attendedsalat all.

Ironically, this relatively better education foetlyoung compared to their fathers has not
meant an improving level of average education Ef@ Mexicans in California
agriculture over time. According to the NAWS, theerage years of school for
farmworkers interviewed in the 1990s is no lowenthose interviewed in the 2000 to
2008 period®® In our Indigenous Community Survey sample, vl of education
declines according to how difficult road acces®imajor cities (see Table IV-1, below).

%" There continues to be heavy migration to the Maxioorder states from indigenous areas but not from
these family networks with roots in California.

% The older cohorts in the NAWS show much lower lew# education than for younger cohorts. This is
true for the south and for the rest of Mexico.

% This is true for both the South and the rest okidie
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It is known that in the migratory source regionsv#xico, more remote areas (many of
them indigenous) with fewer political assets andrporoads receive fewer educational
resources. Since California agriculture is beiagtinuously replenished by new waves
of immigrants while the older cohorts leave, it nythat the average educational level
of farmworkers is not improving because the soofaenmigrants is continuously
shifting to more remote areas with low levels ofieation.

Chart IV-5. Average Years of School by Age Group among U.S. Resident
Mexican Born
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Source: Indigenous Community Survey - Data on
886 Individuals
Table IV-1. Mean Years of School by Remoteness

of the Town to Major Cities in Mexico (18 to 25 years old only)
town mean years of school | state of road
tepos 9.8 paved road to big town-near tlaxiaco
cuevas 7.8 paved road to big town near juxtlahuaca
candelaria | 7.7 45 minutes. from chalcatongo by gravel
cerro 7.1 45 minutes from santos reyes nopola by gravel
venado 6.7 1 hr, dirt from Putla Villa de Guerrero
loxicha 6.5 1.5 hrs. gravel and dirt to Main road
pifias 6.2 1.25 hrs, gravel to Juxtlahuaca
peras 4.4 1.25 hrs, gravel to Juxtlahuaca
jicayan 4 3 hrs, gravel & dirt to Juxtlahuaca

IV-9 Analysis of education and labor force participationthe United States:

Most children living in the Indigenous Communityr&ey households were born in the
United States. Almost half of the children residgd9%) in these households are less
than six. Taken overall, 70% of the U.S. residésds than 18 were born north of the
border. However, as is evident in Chart IV-6, dhder the child, the greater the
likelihood of being born in Mexico. For thoseddhan six, 90% were born in the United
States while for those 15 to 17, 75% were born exigb. As we will see below, place

of birth and age of arrival have impacts on edwcasind labor force participation.
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Chart IV-6. Numbers of US-Resident Mexican Indigenous O USA
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For the group of young Mexican-born indigenous igmaints, the age of arrival in the
United States makes a big difference in how mamys/ef school they are able to
achieve. We have information for 146 young Meri@rn immigrants resident in the
United States who were aged 17 to 20 at the timieeo$urvey. Those that came before
age 12 had a median of 10 years of school whilsetheho came at 12 or older had a
median of 7 years of school. In Chart IV-7, one observe a watershed point at
approximately 10 or 11 years old of age at arrivaiter this point, educational
achievement (above the eighth grade) becomesikedg | Age of arrival is crucial for
education. Among the U.S.-born 17 to 20 year otuigr(there are only 20), the
achievement is even higher. The median years afadbr these U.S. citizens is 11.5
years.

Chart IV-7. Average Years of School by Age at Arrival in US
(Mexican Born and 17 to 20 years old)
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These young people who arrive after 11 years oldt@m to school, in part, because
they work in the fields. Among the 79 Mexican4bahildren from 15 to 17 found in the
survey, most (68%) arrived when they were at l@8stears old. And, it is clear that age
of arrival, like for educational level, determingsether one works in the field. As
shown in Chart 1V-8, the vast majority of those wdraved at 12 years or older work a
month or more per year in the fields while the migyaf those 15 to 17 year olds who
came earlier in their life do not work in agricut® This is typical of the community in
general since 93% of the men and 88% of the wormen18 work a month or more in
the agricultural fields. Almost all in the commtynieven young mothers, are available
for work when they can find it.

Chart IV-8. Number of 15to 17 Year Olds Who Work |@ work in field 1 mo
in the Field by Age of Arrival in the US B not work in field
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® There are only twenty-eight 15 to 17 year old th&mn children in these households. Slightly dvaif
of these (16 of them) work in the fields.
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Section V.
Language and Culture

Executive Summary:

* There are 6 million native language speakers inittexThe major Mexican
native languages--Maya and Nahuatl--are not spakach in rural California.
The three indigenous languages spoken widely byvarkers are Mixteco,
Zapoteco and Triqui.

* The total number of Mexican native language speafierboth countries) may be
declining. Pressure on the young to shun theemtar language is widespread in
Mexico and the United States.

* In California, within the family, it is common fdhe parents and children to
communicate across generations in a second landoageth sides, namely
Spanish.

* The obligations to the hometown are strict andcaneial for maintaining loyalty
to the community of origin. There are various epées of expatriate assemblies
of hometown representatives meeting in their adbpteited States who have
authority over hometown affairs back in Mexico.

* The system ofisos y costumbrédgas become controversial. Some argue that its
flexibility enhances community life, others that érbitrary nature undermines
democratic decision-making.

* The system of obligations is evolving in some comities and discussions are
going on among community members about how to hairedhe old customs
with new realities.

* The ICS shows that individuals with family in therhetown remit at high levels
to their families; but those with family in the Wé&nd to decrease their
remittances over time.

* However, collective remittances and collective wobltigations to the
community do not decrease over time. In fact,dlsems to be more interest in
giving to public works in the village as the immagts stay longer in the United
States.

V-1 Introduction:

In this section, we provide details about the \tgrté languages spoken by California’s
indigenous farmworkers and the unique communitygalibns that influence the
immigrants’ behavior. We start by explaining hdwe most important indigenous
languages spoken in California agriculture aretlaerasmall subset of the huge language
mix in polyglot Mexico. Then, we note the impengliashecline of these languages and the
role of language in California’s indigenous houddbo Next, we give details about the
community organizational structure with its extdioary focus on the hometown.

Finally, we use evidence from the ICS to explaiwhbe immigrants fulfill their work
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and monetary obligations to their hometown fromgbglements in the United States.
Interestingly, those who stay in California for nggrears continue to fulfill their
obligations to their hometown.

V-2 Main languages spoken in California Agricutur

Mexico has over six million native language speaksstributed among many distinct
languageg! Only seven of these languages (listed in Chatt Welow) make up two-
thirds of all the indigenous language speakersaéxibb. Although all seven of these
languages are spoken by California farmworkersy tise who speak two of these—the
Mixtecos and the Zapotecos, have a large presarte istate’s fields and orchards.
Each of these two groups have about a half miljeeakers between the two countries.
There is a third group with a major presence infQalia agriculture, the Triquis, but this
is a smaller linguistic community with only about,@00 speakers in Mexico and the
United States combined. These three language gitogether represent a large majority
(88%) of the Mexican indigenous groups in Califaragricultur€? The other groups,
such as the Nahuatl and Maya, although numerolteiico, have a small presence in
California agriculture. In all, in the Indigenokarmworker Study, we found 23 different
indigenous languages spoken representing 13 diffélexican state&’

Chart V-1. Percent Distribution of the Population in Mexico
of Major Native Languages
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n Many Mexican languages have variants that are eo¢ssarily mutually intelligible even within the
same language. There were over 250 native langueigbe time of the conquest. There are repootee
68 still spoken. Th€atalogo de Lenguas Indigenas 208gorts 11 language families, 68 language
groupings, and 364 variants. See
http://www.cdi.gob.mx/index.php?option=com_contetagk=view&id=272&Itemid=58

?See Chart II-2 , Section II, p. 10

" These data were collected during the Hometown €camied out by the IFS in late fall of 2007 (see
Appendix | for details).
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V-3 Potential threats to the native languages:

The indigenous language speakers of Mexico aswgpgre facing a severe language
survival challenge in the decades to come. Tipailadion of the speakers of these
languages had been increasing steadily from apofallation of about 3 million in 1970
to 6 million by 2000. However, for the first tinme 2005 a small decline was registered
in the population of these indigenous languagelsgyean Mexico. It could be a turning
point has been reachél. One major reason for the decrease is the deglipioportion

of native language speakers among the younger giiaugexican hometowns.The
young indigenous Mexicans are losing interest @rtAncestral tongues. Two other
major factors are a falling birth rate and the ewatign of the indigenous to the United
States and urban Mexico.

It is no surprise that the issue of disappearingulage is also a major issue among the
representative nine hometown network groups weedud detail. This problem,
depending on the hometown network, is observablledrhometowns, at the border, and
in the California settlements. First, the usehef mative language is declining in many of
the home villages in Oaxaca and Guerrero. Marilienyounger generation in the
hometowns themselves seem more attracted to thm@ttthan to the native language of
their forbearers. These networks all have cagérs living along the border. In
Tijuana, we interviewed several families who sptikéheir children in Mixteco.
According to the informants their children undecstdhe parents’ native language but
were reticent to speak it. However, we observed many children actually sipepk
Mixteco to their parents in the border settlements.

. . T % only Span
Chart V-2 Proportlon qf La_nguage Spoken m % mixed Span/Native
to Children by Time in the US O % Native only
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Years in the United States
Source: Indigenous Community Survey-319 Households

In rural California, the pressure on the youngthorsthe native language of their parents
also appears quite common but not universal. érn@g, we asked respondents whether

" See Comisién Nacional para el Desarrollo de labRis Indigenas, 2006

5 See Gréfica 2, p. 174 in Fernandez, Garcia, arild, /2002

¢ According to one Mixteco informant on the bord&Fhe majority of the children don’t want to spaak
(el mixteco)”, interview with Anna Garcia, May 2008alle Verde, Tijuana
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they spoke exclusively in their native languaga tange of their relatives. Almost all
speak the indigenous language to their parentadadje majority speaks it to their
spouses and siblings. However, the practice edlgpg in the native tongue to children
declines as soon as the family gets establish#tkitunited States. For the newcomers,
who have been in California for two years or lesgr two-thirds speak to their children
exclusively in their native language (see Chart,\&l#ve). However, once established
here for three or more years the rate drops totat@% where it apparently remains. It
appears that a large minority continues the traitif speaking only in the native
language (40%) while the rest (60%) once estaldighé€alifornia speak either only
Spanish or a mixture of Spanish and the nativeuagg to their childrefY.

There is clear evidence from the ICS that bringihddren to the United States
accentuates language loss. If we divide the gnotgpthose whose wife is in Mexico
with the children and those whose wife is preserthé U.S. household, we find that
many more parents speak only the native languatiestochildren in Mexico than in the
United States (see Chart V-3). In Mexico, in these indigenous communities, over
70% of the parents speak the indigenous languatiesiochildren while in California
half as many (35%) do.

@ native only

Chart V-3- Proportion of Language Spoken to
Children by Location of Spouse
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Although the majority, address their spouses indahguage of their hometown idiom,
speaking the native language to one’s spouse vasi@ewhat from one hometown
network to another. In the very settled Mixteconoounities of Santa Maria
Teposlantongo and San Miguel Cuevas and the Chadimonunity of Cerro del Aire

only about 60% speak their native language to smauses whereas for all the other
hometown networks (Mixteco, Zapoteco and Triqui¥Bor more speak to their spouses
in their ancestral tongue (see Chart V-4). Havethe variation of speaking the
hometown language to the children varies enormadeghending on the network. Only

" The constant influx of new immigrants from the letawns to California tends to increase native
language use even by those who are long time @s&lants.
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about 20% of the parents in the settled netwoi fifepos and Cuevas speak to their
children in the native language, while 80% of thegmts from San Juan Pifias and
Magdalena Loxicha do (Chart V-4, below).

@ To child

Chart V-4. Percentage Speak only Native Language
B To spouse

to Child, Spouse by Home Town Network
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Source: Indigenous Community Survey - 320 Individuals

V-4 Language challenges within the families

There is a major language barrier that exists withimilies among California’s
indigenous population. As can be seen in Chartalb@se, many parents (about one
third when both parents are present in Califoramgak only Spanish to their children.
The parents are usually most fluent in the indigsnanguage and speak Spanish in a
limited fashion. But many of the children, borrrdver who have come at a very early
age, speak English as a first langu&g&herefore, although both the parents and
children speak some Spanish, it is a second lamgieaidpoth sides that becomes the de
factolingua francaof the household. This intra-family language teairoccurs on top of
the already extreme cultural shock for these ramal traditional people trying to raise
their children in an unfamiliar and for them oft@mcontrollable environment. This
language barrier may explain some of the commumitgiroblems experienced by
clinicians who attempt to communicate with indiges@arents through their English-
speaking childrer??

V-5 The hometown-- the cultural focus of indigenou®munities:

The hometown locality is cherished by the indigehocommunities. First, the
agricultural land, water and surrounding pastu fanest lands are usually communally

8 Many rural California towns use Spanish as a linffanca. As a result, it is not uncommon for the
young people (born or early arrivers) to speak &belpetter than English.

9 Edward Kissam drew my attention to this proble®ersonal communication with Edward Kissam,
September, 2009.
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owned and are seen as the source of the uniquehésscommunity’s culture and of its
economic survival. Moreover, the customs and lagguwof the hometown is the focal
point of identity for this people who traditionalhave lived out their lives according to
strict rules of mutual community obligatioffs. The people report that the stringent
enforcement of loyalty to their hometown and itstoms has ensured the survival of
their communities as separate peoples in the faetarts at cultural extermination by
the colonial Spanish and then the Mexican goversnefihe customs vary greatly from
one community to another in the Oaxaca and Gueaea, which is the source of most
of California’s indigenous farmworkers. Howevdrete are a series of general traits
shared by most speakers of the original languafjgterico. The land usually cannot
be bought or sold and usufruct rights are enjoydd g0 long as the community
participant is a citizen in good standing of hisntetown. This implies holding a series
of community-service positions (cargos) and perfagwork assignments (tequios).
Traditionally, there is very little marriage outsithe hometown and property changes
hands normally through inheritance rather thandbg.s

The community citizens living in (or visiting) th®me communities meet in assembly in
the middle of the year and select the people otadyto carry out the cargos in the
following year. This assembly usually has tradiéilty been made up of the adult
married males in the community. In recent yeiarpart due to the lack of men in the
hometowns, increasingly women have been allowexkéncise more citizenship rights.
However, it is important to remember that, by aagé, women’s participation has
remained limited and constrained to traditional déeroles’® In some communities,
those men who have completed all the cargos makeGguncil of Elders or Principals
that has special influence over the decisions®tthmmunity assembly. Often, if one
does not do service to the community, one candogés property, including one’s own
house. In other words, one literally owns one’siaeal property only if one participates
in the community. In the mestizo communities, $rpedperty ownership is quite
common and the obligation to serve the communityoitsnormally seen as obligatory.
Most of the indigenous informants report a strohfjgation to their home community
even if they have lived the greater part of thdulalife in Baja California or the United
State® People who do not serve their communities cafineel and even jailed upon
returning home to their native towffs. Non-complying community members can also
lose their right to be buried in their hometown.

The cargos can be quite numerous. In San Juas,Rdiaxample, we counted 91
cargos that need to be performed in one year @nju7 womerpromotoras de la
clinica, these last being the only cargos held by womed tlaey were non-voting

8 Kearney and Besserer, 2004, and Navarette Linaé&s8, p. 45

81 According to one study, 248 of the 418 Oaxacaniaipios that practice “usos and costumbres” have
participating women. See also Kearney and Bess2oe4

%2 For the constraints on recent female participasiem Kearney and Besserer, 2004

8 One man who has not lived in San Agustin Atenaogmany years makes about $350 a month in Baja
California in the strawberry industry. He pays $6fonth (a fifth of his income) in various feeghe
community to maintain the right to keep his houssre. Interview with Richard Mines in Vicente
Guerrero, June 2008

8 Interview with interviewee from San Martin Perdgtsonville, CA, Anna Garcia, December, 2008.
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positions). These include the positions of maywegsurers, secretaries, land
commissioners that run the towns and protect tr@snding pasture lands and forests.
Plus, there are a series of committees to maithaischool, church, clinics, water supply
and roads. All are staffed without compensatioth&ooffice holder. This system of free
service to the community is nearly universal inrsthareas. The cargos usually include
civil as well as religious (festival) obligation3he duties can be quite costly to the
individual and serve as a way of reducing the viedil$parities in the community since
successful members are often assigned to the a¥pgabs of organizing festivals
whose benefits are enjoyed by all. A man who egoung serving in the most humble
cargo and who eventually completes all of the cargeaches old age imbued with great
respect.

The system of indigenous governance and mainterara@mmunity services is called
‘usos y costumbrem Mexico. In many Mexican states, the ruleghirs system have
been given official status by law. The rules, sitltey are not written but passed down
by a verbal tradition, can be flexibly adaptedhe particular situation confronting the
community. But, by the same token, this lack atten rules may appear arbitrary to
participants who resent the lack of a secret hatlotheir exclusion from citizenship
because they are women or are deemed not to hifleditheir community duties. The
Oaxacan law of 1995 that recognizedos and costumbress prevalent in most
Oaxacan municipalities is controversial. Someispyotects the rights of the
indigenous from interference from ‘mestizo’ autties while others say it discriminates
against women and has enshrined undemocratic geadtom the past.

In the second half of the twentieth century, asragrent and back-and-forth migration
became a large feature of these communities, ibeesme difficult to find available
candidates for the cargo and tequio obligationsst,Fsince so many adult married males
are absent from the community, women and unmamiex have been drawn upon in
some cases to fulfill the duties of governing araintaining the hometow#.

Moreover, this lack of manpower has meant that pants of the posts do not have to
climb up the pyramid of jobs starting at the bottany longer. It is common to see a
very young man asagente municipabr mayor of a hometown in indigenous Mexfo.

Informants from some villages report that individuaorking in California who cannot
return to the village to do their “tequio” servisend money home either to their parents
or siblings, so that the individual receiving themay can pay another individual to
perform the service for the émigré living in theSU.In one community, in order to get
out of serving in some of the higher cargo jobs bas to pay a $1,500 fifi.

Obviously, to leave a good job in the United Stabereturn home is a huge burden for

8Aguilar Rivera, 2008; see also Kearney and Bess2@&4 who mention the case of San Jer6nimo del
Progreso that has maintained its independence $itanoyodpam, the county seat, which is a Mestizo
town.

%t is not uncommon for an absent male to be assiga a cargo over a female who is present in the
hometown, according to Maria Christina Velasquézdcin Kearney and Besserer, 2004.

8 For discussion of the changing rules of the traditl system of Usos y Costumbres, see CornelQ@9 2
especially the essay by Jorge Hernandez Diaz.

% Interview of Anna Garcia with resident of Conceprcltunyoso, April 2008.
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many in the United States. For this reason, saghigenous immigrants, even after
many years in California, prefer work in the inf@anagricultural sector to allow them
the flexibility to return home and comply with thé&iargo’ obligations?’

These ‘cargos’ can be seen as burdensome to tivedimal but they also hold together
communities where many inhabitants have to leaevatry young age to make a living.
Community development projects on both sides obttreler may be able to benefit from
maximizing the positive aspects of this systemmamimizing the negative ones. In San
Juan Pinas, for example, the community has mad&antiive changes that might serve
as examples to other communities. They have ldrilie cargos that were previously
three years in length to just one and a half yealength. In most communities, people
are obligated to take turns funding several religibestas during the year. In San Juan
Pifas, they have eliminated the obligation for mahthe minor fiestas and focused all
responsibilities on the single annual celebratibtiheir town saint. In the past, there has
been an exclusionary policy toward villagers wheeéheonverted from Catholicism to
other (evangelical Christian) religions. Many loése converted families have fled San
Juan Pifas and forfeited their property. Butnédgethe town authorities have allowed
these people to re-enter the village and visitrtredatives if they agree to do some
‘secular’ jobs. And, finally, the town has intraghd a policy of fining families who

allow their children to drop out of secondary sdhaaecision that has promoted
education in the village. The costs of the canggiesn are quite high all across the
indigenous region. Huge sums are spent on fiestasastom that is often exacerbated
by the deeper pockets of the émigrés in the UrStaties who are expected to provide
ever more lavish fiestas. The idea of channeliege resources for productive purposes
is being openly discussed by members of many coritiesi’

In many cases, the indigenous communities haveted dipeir governance procedures to
involve those living abroad. In the case of Saviéaia Tindu, an assembly in Madera,
California, and another one in northern Oregon radtexercise a critical influence on
activities that take place in the hometoWnin another Mixteco town in Puebla, émigrés
in New York City exercise close control over af§iin their native towi> Members of
the San Juan Pifias community living in the Cer@@st town of Santa Maria have
formed an association with immigrants from the hbmying towns Tierra Colorada,
Santa Cruz Yucucani and San José Yosocafiu in trdaise funds to repatriate the
remains of a deceased for burial in the homet&tn.

In both the Mexican border areas and in Califorarganizations have been formed that
have successfully grouped people from across mametowns* Some of the groups

8 Interview of Richard Mines with immigrant from Shtiguel Cuevas, September 2008

% See discussion of this in Navarette Linares, 2088

%1 See Rocio GilFronteras de Pertenenci&niversidad Auténoma Metropolitana, México, 20pp, 218-
224

%2 Smith, 1994

% |nterview by Sandra Nichols with Jesus Estradat&Maria, November 6, 2007.

% Two of the current organizations active in Pamigtlactivity are the Frente Indigena de Organizae#o
Binacionales based in Fresno and the Unidad Popelaito Juarez based in Bakersfield. The Californi
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have forged a pan-ethnic (and transnational) indige identity. This process results
from conditions in the emigration settlement aras tend to unite distinct indigenous
groups against discriminatory practices sufferetth@thands of the greater dominant non-
indigenous society’

V-6 Individual obligations to the hometown-evidefroen the Indigenous Community
Survey:

The answers to questions in a survey about remittianey to families, to the hometown
and about fulfilling service obligations are coldtey guilt and regret® For reasons
explained above, a large majority feel a deep ahbbg to make these contributions to
their families and communities. However, often desire to meet these obligations is
blocked by lack of sufficient income in the UnitBtates’’

Across the communities, we found that people wispause with them in the United
States remit less to their families back in Mexaser time. But, surprisingly, as people
stay longer, and as communities acquire deepes rawth of the border, their rates of
‘collective’ remittances and fulfillment of commuyiobligations do not seem to
decrease.

Men whose wives are living with them in the Unitethtes show a steep decline in
remitting money home over time. For these spogserapanied men who have been
here for two years or less, 69 percent of the tensisend money once a month or more.
However, for long-stayers, the remittances drogcoffsiderably. For those with spouses
living with them with 9 years or more in the Unit8thtes, only 23 percent remit once a
month or more.

Regardless of time in the United States, remittaiseem to vary according to personal
obligations in the hometown. About three out afrfof those remitters whose spouse is
in Mexico send money once a month, while those Wighspouse living with them in the
United States remit only that frequently aboutiedtbf the time. About half of the
unmarried individuals remit once a month or mof@ose whose wife and children are in
Mexico must remit to their dependent nuclear farfridqguently, and the unmarried are
under strong pressure to remit to support theieqmarand siblings. However, those who
are living with their spouse in the United Statefidve their first obligation is to support

Rural Legal Assistance and the United Farm Worké/smerica both have small groups of indigenous
speaking outreach workers that promote indigenigims.

% For a discussion of the pan-ethnic groups see tricles in J. Fox and G. Rivera-Salgado, 2004,
including Jonathan Fox and Gaspar Rivera, “Buddiivil Society among Indigenous Migrants”, Kearney
and Besserer, “Oaxacan Municipal Governance indnational Context”, G. Rivera and Luis Escala,
“Identidad Colectiva y Estrategias Organizativage=iMigrantes Indigenas y Mestizos.” Also see Natar
Linares, 2008, p. 127

% Some respondents preferred not to answer questtans remittances to family.

" Overall, 338 respondents or 85% tell us that tieye remitted money to their families in the yeeifiobe
the interview. Of these, only 265 tell us the nembf times per year that they remit money home—73
don’t respond to this question of frequency, in sarases this may be due to embarrassment. Qf thos
that respond about half (47%) say that they retdéast once a month (12 times a year) and the bilé
(53%) indicate that they send money back 8 timgsaa or less.
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their nuclear family and feel less obliged to serdded resources to their parents back
home unless they have children being raised bygithedparents.

V-7 Collective obligations to the hometown-evideingm the ICS:

As with individual family remittances, the propani of people who give some kind of
collective remittance to the hometown is quite kighree quarters of the respondents
say that they contribuf®. However, in contrast to individual remittancése proportion
that contributes for collective community activetidoes not decline as the migrants
spend more time in the United States. Those witba@s or more in the United States
are actually somewhat more likely to contributentttze more newly arrived.

Chart V-5 Percent Distribution of  [g% for Fiesta
Contributions by Object of Charity |m% for Pub Works
by Years in the US 0 % for Church
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Source: Indigenous Community Survey- 398 Individuals

We also asked respondents to identify the purpbdgeo monetary contribution to the
home village. The answers fell into three categorto church construction projects, to
fiestas and to public works. The biggest two wWerdiestas and for public works while
contributions to church projects were somewhat desserous. The contribution for
fiestas seems to predominate in the early yedtseitunited States for the immigrants.
And, although fiestas continue to attract a langgprtion of contribution dollars, there
is a decline in their relative importance over tifeee Chart V-5, above). However, the
interest in helping with public works in the hom&toshows a small increase over time.
Public works represents 23% of the contributiongtiose with two years or less in the
United States but 36% for those with 9 years ofarartenure north of the border. It
appears that over time, émigrés, though still @gtd in financing fiestas, maintain and
even increase their interest in improving the istinacture in their hometown.

To be sure, the amount of the gift is on averagively small—the median is $80 per
year. But, again, the more settled in the UnitedeS, with presumably fewer ties to the
hometown, are much more generous in their gifta tha new arrivals to the United
States. The newcomers in the United States—thvidbdess than two years here—give
a median of just $50 per contributor while thoseelréne years or more give a median of

% In many communities, women are not expected toenaagontribution. Only 55% of women make a
contribution to the hometown in the ICS data.
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$90 (see Chart V-6, below). Also, those witlpause in Mexico give much less per
contributor (median $50) than their more settlee/itlagers with a spouse in the United
States (median $100). This is due in part tddloethat the man whose wife and
children are in the village is sending larger famnémittances than one whose wife is in
the United States, leaving less income availabbottate to the community.

Chart V-6- Median Dollars of Collective
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Source: Indigenous Community Survey- 399 Individuals

Chart V-7. Percent of Immigrants who did cargo in 5years | @0to2 ®3to5
before Interview by Years in the US and Two Age Groups | netws oo+

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%
o ﬂ
0%

21 to 39 (264) 40 to 59 (76)

Two Age Groups by Years in US-N in Parentheses
Source: Indigenous Community Survey

As we discussed above, the immigrants also havk {tequio) and office-holding
responsibilities (cargos) to their hometowns. WW¥éspect to these obligations, our data
in Chart V-7 above demonstrate that the commitrteenbllective obligations to the
hometown does not decline as a result of longedease in the United States. For the
largest age group, the 21 to 39 year olds (le# sidChart V-7), the commitment
increases with time in the United States from 10%itiose in the United States for less
than two years to 31% for those with nine or magaryg of U.S. residence. For the
smaller and older group from 40 to 59 (right sifi€bart VV-7), the pattern is harder to
explain. The biggest commitment for this age grisufer those in the United States
from 3 to 5 years. These men came to the UnitattSat an already advanced age with
many years in the hometown. And, many of them (b@*urned home to fulfill their
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commitments. Also, the ones who have stayed for 9 years oerfimothis older group
fulfilled their cargo service (32%). Although teample sizes are quite small, the data
demonstrate a continued commitment to the hometoxen time by both age group¥.

In sum, the indigenous immigrants whose familiesiarthe United States remit less over
time to their families in Mexico. However, the laaltive obligations, both monetary and
in terms of work, are actually more significant tbose who have stayed for awhile in
the United States than for those who are recentiyeal. Admittedly, the long-stayers
have accumulated more assets and can more edseilg & be generous towards their
home community than those with shorter time spethé United States. But this
pattern of allegiance to the hometown also attestise discipline of loyalty exercised by
the hometown network on the indigenous immigrants.

% This may be due to their having already servedipiallower level cargos and so they continue twee
to maintain seniority and preserve their ‘investthenthe system.

100 Overall, just one quarter of the immigrants say thay have done a cargo in the last 5 years. €'hes
responsibilities seem to be carried out more by (88f6) than women (12%). Also, young people seem
exempt until about 21 years of age. For the tequuo data show that young people appear obligabeal

age 18. Not surprisingly, those men with wiveshia village return more often to do a cargo (458ahn
those without a spouse in the hometown.
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Section VI.
Work Conditions, Income and Assets

Executive Summary:

* Those who can carve out a living at farm work inifGenia experience
improvement in working conditions, income and assejuisition over time.

* Over time the average indigenous farmworker hasoguired more assets while
the average mestizo has. This implies that tHexrdt the bottom of the labor
market has a high proportion of indigenous.

* The indigenous may have fewer assets than mestiZoalifornia due to closer
ties to their hometown where they are more likelynaintain a house.

* There are few wage differences across groups ajendus farmworkers. The
most marked difference was by California region.

* Higher wages may be associated in some cases wfibcdrup piece rate work
environment and worse working conditions.

» Workers complained most about non-payment and pagierent of wages.

VI-1 Improvement of conditions for those who steggriculture:

Indigenous (and other Mexican) farmworkers’ incomages and working conditions
improve over time for those who have figured outayy both to remain in the United
States and continue doing farm work. We neaé@dognize that a majority of Mexican
farmworkers working in California are below the pay line and most of the rest make a
meager incomé&™ Still, if we look at the Mexican farmworkers inet National
Agricultural Workers Survey that worked in Califcann the 2006 to 2008 period, it is
clear that conditions improve for those who staZaiifornia’s fields and orchards for
awhile. The southerners (our proxy for the indigés) clearly do worse than those from
the rest of Mexico (our proxy for mestizos), buttbeee some improvement if they are
able to carve out an existence as a Californiaviarker. In Chart VI-1 below, we see
that personal income during this three year pe28®6-2008) varied from $10,000 a
year for the newcomers to nearly $20,000 a yeath®fong-time committed
farmworkers. In the early years of stay thereosmuch difference in earnings between
the southerners and others. However, by the tagtoups have been here for 9 years
or longer the southerners appear to fall befifAd.

%1 There is no evidence to prove this obvious fatte NAWS data records ranges, not point income
estimates for the respondents. Therefore, the BAAh only estimate a minimum proportion of those
living below the poverty line among farmworkers ard the true percentage. The Census Bureau and the
Current Population Survey cannot be used for ssustéhis information because they fail to finchegle
proportion of the farmworkers, especially the poanees.

192The income of long stayers is greater than forawemers for all groups regardless of gender, age, or
region of origin in Mexico.
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Chart VI-1. Income of Interviewee Only by Years in US - ® south
South, Rest of Mexico Compared by Years in US | @ rest of mex]
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Another way to demonstrate improving income forgidime farmworkers is shown by
the increasing ability to own cars in the Unitedt8$ as one stays longer periods. Again,
though southerners acquire cars at a much lowethan California farmworkers from
the rest of Mexico, the experienced farmworkersiftbe south have many more cars
than newcomers. Even if we look only at the soundes, we observe a huge increase in
acquisition of vehicles as the indigenous farmweslgtay longer in California
agriculture. As Chart VI-2 shows, few in the netngr®up that has been in the country
from O to 2 years have had a chance to acquirésaséed even in the groups that have
been in the United States from 3 to 5 years and Bdo 8 years, less than 30% of the
southerners have cars. However, with the groaplths stayed 9 years or more, the
majority of southerners have vehicles. As we sdevip cars are crucial assets in getting
to work.

Chart VI-2. Percentage who own cars - @ south
South, Rest of Mexico Compared by Years in the US ® rest of mexico
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This same pattern of reward for experience alsdiegpm wages and working conditions.
Though, as can be observed in Chart VI-3, averaagewper hour for farmworkers are
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relatively flat and, in general, do not vary verych across groups. The differences in
hourly wages between those from the south andetsteof Mexico do not appear very
significant. The newcomers earned on average gltinese three years (2006 to 2008)
about $7.50 an hour while the veteran workers withe than 9 years in the United
States earned about $9.00 an h8drr.Since the typical farmworker has difficulty
working as many hours per year as he or she waddthe income of farmworkers is as
much related to how many hours per year they werik ia to how much they earn per
hour.

Chart VI-3. Dollars per Hour- South - @ south
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An assessment of how well farmworkers are beirgi¢ik by the employers is also
measured by surveys. One important gauge is wh#ik workers feel obliged to pay
for rides to work. Many foremen take advantagéhefmost vulnerable among
farmworkers by charging them to get to work. Awa@ VI-4 demonstrates again, the
more entrenched farmworkers suffer from this pcacthuch less than the newcomers.
And the southerners (in all the length-of-stay g)thave to put up with this practice
much more than those from the rest of Mexico. tRersoutherners, the practice affects
over 30 percent, even for those who have beenflwre6 to 8 years. For the
southerners who have lived in the United Statesniore than 9 years, still 15 percent
have to take rides from ‘raitero® The predominantly mestizo workers from the rést o
Mexico are much less exposed to this abuse. Btirtteethey are experienced workers
with 9 years or more in the country, only 5 percanet paying for rides.

193 Minimum wage in CA was $6.75 until January 1, 20@i&n it rose to $7.50. It rose again to
$8.00/hour on January 1, 2008.

104 Raiteros or troqueros usually have vans and tahsyrkers for high fees. Often, the workers must
accept the rides in order to obtain the work.
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Chart VI-4. Percent who paid for Rides gsouth
from a Raitero by Years in the US | rest of mexico

40%

35% -

30%

25% -

20% -

15%

10%

0% T T T

Oto2 3to5 6to8 o+
Source: NAWS 1991-2008 - 12,797 Indivdiuals

VI-2 Over time average conditions for the indigenbave not improved:

Over time, some individual indigenous farmworkeéngugh they do not obtain high
incomes, can obtain a stable life style. As show@hart VI-2 above, over half of the
farmworkers (from both the South and elsewhere @xikb) who have been here for nine
years have a vehicle to drive. There is a heawy-through of farmworkers at the
bottom of the farm labor market as new immigramis@ and veteran workers either go
back to Mexico or find employment at better U.S$mnfgobs or at non-farm jobs. A high
proportion of the new entrants are indigenous warkehile at the same time, some of
the veteran indigenous farmworkers are leavindvfexico or better jobs”® The result

is that the stable ones (long-timers) among themane a minority. While over the
years, many of the farmworkers from the rest of MexXour mestizo proxy) have settled
into a more stable life style, it appears that nebshe indigenous farmworkers (those
from the South) have remained mired in precari@masmemic circumstances. This
occurred because as the indigenous moved intovienrk the mestizos have tended to
move up to the better, longer lasting farm jobs éeample, the irrigators, the pesticide
applicators and the property management jobs) vehitejority of the indigenous remain
in (or enter into) the temporary job slots (for exde, the harvest, hoeing and pruning
jobs). In Chart VI-5 below, we can observe thigborn relative poverty of indigenous
compared to mestizo farmworkers with some precisibime Chart demonstrates that
already in the early 1990s, about 40 percent cdelirom the rest of Mexico had a
vehicle. Over time, the ability to obtain a catyoimproved for mestizo workers
observed as a group. In the more recent perioge €003, the non-southern workers
from the rest of Mexico have maintained a rateasfavnership well above 50 percent.
On the other hand, the mostly indigenous southsiina@ve not been able to keep a high
rate of car ownership. In fact, according to th®&WS, as a group, southerners have

195 As shown in the introduction above, the indigenbase greatly increased their proportion of all
California farmworkers. The vast majority of théeeve most likely occupied the lowest rungs of the
employment ladder.
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actually lost ground. In the 1994-1996 periodp&@cent had cars in the group, while
throughout the decade after 2000, barely 20 petward had cars.

Chart VI-5. Percent who Own Car - —e—South '
South, Rest of Mexico Compared Over Time —#— Rest of Mexicq
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This same pattern of improvement for the ever-chrgngroup of farmworkers from the
rest of Mexico, compared to a stagnation amonggetfiasn the south, can be observed as
well in the acquisition of houses. In Chart Vivée see that the southerners, who have
always had less than a five percent rate of homeeship, continue at that low rate as a
group. Meanwhile, the group of workers from tastrof Mexico, who always had rates
of ownership above 10 percent, has in recent yrargased that proportion to almost 20
percent®® The indigenous from the South appear stuck abdtim of the labor market
and are less able than the other groups to adapStosociety.

There are at least two possible explanations fsritiability of the indigenous to, on
average, acquire assets compared to the mestinavtakers. As we argued for the
educational level of southerners in Section 1V aydkie constant influx of indigenous
newcomers from remote villages unaware of thelmtag@nd willing to accept low wages
may, in part, explain the stagnation in asset oslmpr In addition, this stubborn
inability to advance in the United States for théigenous may be due to the
segmentation of the labor market. It may be th@bleyers intentionally choose the
indigenous networks for certain tasks in certaopsrbecause they perceive the
indigenous as more willing to work at lower wagad andure worse working conditions.
This discrimination may lead to lower earnings aegllt in a lower level of asset
acquisition.

1% Mestizos since they buy more houses than the émdigs may have been more exposed to subprime
lending practices than the indigenous.
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Chart VI-6. Percent of Households —e—south _
who Own US Dwelling - South, Rest of Mexico Over Time | —®—restofmexico
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VI-3 Strong ties back to Mexico for the indigenatfect their acquisition of U.S. assets:

There may be another reason why indigenous farmever&ppear to have fewer assets in
the United States than mestizo Mexicans. The imaige are more likely to acquire
assets in Mexico than other Mexicans. And, thisus even for those who stay for long
periods. For the southerners in the NAWS, a higheportion of those who stay a long
time in the United States continue their interegnaintaining homes in Mexico, whereas
a higher proportion of those from the rest of Mexgve up their Mexican homes as they
stay longer in the United States. In Chart VI47e @an observe that for the southerners,
the proportion maintaining a home in Mexico doesdezline as much as for those from
the rest of Mexico. For those southerners who teeen in the United States for 9 or
more years, the rate of maintaining a house stagsagh level (48%) while for those
from the rest of Mexico the rate drops off to 3%% And this same tendency of
continued interest in maintaining homes is alsceoked for the indigenous families in
the ICS!®® It may be that the indigenous are more likelyse their limited resources to
maintain assets in Mexico because of a relativiebnger cultural bond to their
hometown than the mestizos.

197 One should take special notice of the indigenolis have been in the U.S. for 20 or more years and
probably benefitted from the SAW program to obtaiyal papers. Over half of this group that caomet
securely to Mexico on a regular basis still maim@mihome in Mexico despite their long years ofdesce
north of the border.

198 |n the ICS, 50% of those with 9 years or morehima t/nited States maintain a home in Mexico.
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Chart VI-7. Percent who own Home in Mexico- @ South
South Rest of Mexco Compared by Years in US @ Rest of Mexico
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These strong ties to Mexico among the indigenonsheademonstrated in another way
from the ICS. Those settled farmworkers with ausgoin the household in California
have consistently more assets than either the ureddarmworkers or than those with a
wife in the hometown in Mexico. And the ones watlvife in Mexico (a measure of
close ties to Mexico) have practically no assetSatifornia. For example, 71% of those
with a spouse in the U.S. home have a car in Galdccompared to 38% of the
unmarried and 22% of those with a spouse in thegtawn. Sixteen percent of those
with a wife living with them own a trailer while ne of the others own one. And,
finally, 8% of those with a spouse in the U.S. hameowners of a house while 3% of
the unmarried and none of those with spouses almwad house in California. The tie
to Mexico for those with families there translaite® a lack of interest in acquiring assets
north of the border. This tendency is strongeomgnindigenous than mestizos because
fewer of them have their spouses living with thenthie United States. In the NAWS,
26% of the California farmworkers from the Soutlvéapouses with them in California,
while 42% of those from the rest of Mexico areniyiwith their spouse north of the
border'®®

VI-4 A detailed look at indigenous workers shows\ieage differences:

While the NAWS provides a good overview of the gosi of indigenous farmworkers
relative to other Mexican California farmworkense tindigenous Community Survey
(ICS) gives us a close-up look at conditions faogéhdigenous workers. Although the
ICS only reports data from nine hometown netwoitksheds light on the intricate
relationship between income, wages and working itiemd for an unquestionably pure
group of indigenous farmworket¥’

109 NAWS 1991 to 2008, N=12,882
10 Overall 319 workers who worked at a farm job i®2@ave us information about wages and/or working
conditions. A total of 226 gave us interpretabbeyes data for that year.
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Although there is some variation across groups vagipect to wage levels, the wage and
working condition dynamics of these poorly paidugre may not mean better working
and living conditions for those with the higher wag Many times those with higher
hourly wages are working for a piece rate in a sggevork environment with poorer
working conditions. When reviewing the descripfi@f the wages and working
conditions, one needs to remember that all of tbams (on average) are poorly paid and
endure difficult treatment.

A discussion of wages should begin by pointingtbat in 2008 two thirds of the
indigenous farmworkers in the ICS survey earndtd@minimum wage or below. One
third of the workers earned above the minimum w@&®&e00 per hour), one third reported
earning exactly the minimum and one third repodarhing below the minimum.

Chart VI-8- Average Wage by Time in the US -
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Wages do not vary very much if we compare diffeggroups of indigenous workers
because wages are relatively flat across most graitpin a region and appear to vary as
much by the amount of effort put out by the induadlworker as by his experience or
seniority. For example, surprisingly, the agehaf worker did not have a big wage
impact in the labor market for indigenous farmwaske’

As discussed above using NAWS data, there is agradisle reward for experience in

the United States, with the newcomers earning atce in Chart VI-8 (above),
however, that newcomers average $7.50 while mgoer@enced workers have only a
modestly higher average at $8.25 per hour amorsgtimeligenous workers. In fact, after
the workers have been in the country 5 years, wagpsar to stagnate, reflecting the fact
that, as a rule, experience is not rewarded witbimtugher wages in California’s fields.

There are significant differences in wage level®agndifferent crops and regions of
California. The three main crop activities of I@Spondents were vegetables, grapes
and field fruit (mostly strawberries). Vegetab#®l grape workers reported earning
slightly above minimum wages on average, whiladffelit (mostly strawberries) and

M1\wWomen are paid less in the Indigenous Community&Susample; see discussion below.
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other crops (citrus and tree fruit) workers repoide average below the $8.00 per hour
minimum (see Chart VI-9).

Chart VI-9 - Average Wage by Crop 2008
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These higher wages by crop reflect regional difiees. In Santa Rosa, indigenous
workers have benefitted from the relatively higluhpwages in the local grape industry;
and in Salinas workers have on average earned dabhevainimum because of the
relatively high hourly wage paid in the vegetalnldustry. In all other areas, the average
wage was at or below the minimum (see Chart VIbEdpw). In general, workers in
Santa Maria, Oxnard, and Watsonville worked inréiatively low wage strawberry
industry. In San Diego, workers worked in the leage strawberry and tomato crops,
while in Bakersfield and Fresno grapes predomin&irally, the wages of workers also
varied a small amount by hometown network but tlaénndifference again appears to be
related not to the maturity of the network butte California region where the workers
lived. In fact, the two networks with better hguwages (Santa Cruz Rio Venado and
Cerro de Aire) are relatively new, unsettled netsor That the former works in
vegetables in Salinas and the latter in grapesiimieéBRosa appears to explain the
moderately higher hourly wages received.
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Chart VI-10 Average Wage by Region 2008
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VI-5 Poor working conditions independent of wagels:

Next, we try to place the wage information in a&&arcontext by incorporating working
conditions into our discussion for the various gre@of indigenous farmworkers. Above,
we saw that wage levels were low and fairly unif@onoss most differences in the
population. The same finding can be reported fofoumly poor working conditions
across the regions.

In the survey research, we have four ways to jublgevorking conditions of indigenous
farmworkers. These are: (1) the extent to whigytvork for farm labor contractors
(FLC); (2) the proportion that works on a piecenatther than hourly basis; (3) the
proportion that pay for their equipment; and, fipa{4) the proportion that pays for
rides. On all four of these measures, the indigemneorker respondents in the
Indigenous Community Survey reported worse condlitithan those for the southerners
in the NAWSH?

12 This is not surprising since the ICS has 100 periceligenous workers in its interviewee group, levhi
the southern Mexicans in the NAWS are intermixethwome non-indigenous in the NAWS sample. The
comparison between the NAWS and the ICS is onlgsstive since no statistical measures are possible.
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Chart VI-11. Percentage of Farm Labor Contractor
Employees by CA Region
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Source: Indigenous Community Survey - 373 Individuals

First, there has been a close association in fabmrisurvey research between farm labor
contractors (FLC) and poor working conditions. dderes of poor conditions are highly
associated in the National Agricultural Workers\v&yrand in the Indigenous

Community Survey with working for a farm labor cadtor. Interestingly, the FLC
employees in the Indigenous Community Survey ai@ @alightly higher wage ($8.21

vs. $8.15) than those working directly for the geost'®> However, this equivalence in
the wage is often associated with poorer workingdatons for the FLC employees.

Farm labor contractors in the ICS more often payhieypiece rate than by the hour (45%
vs. 30%); they more often charge their workersefquiipment (63% vs. 40%); and FLC
employees more often pay for rides than those wgrfor a grower (31% vs. 21%).
However, there does not seem to be any systenaddittonship between lower wages and
the use of FLCs. For example, when we look atwleehigher paying regions for the
indigenous workers in the study, we see that SRota has a moderate amount of FLC
employees (35%) while Salinas has the most (90%g-Géert VI-11 abové

Although the sample is very small, the women inl®8 seem to earn less and be more
poorly treated than men. First, there is a sigaiit advantage in wages for men over
women**® Well over half the women earned below the minimuhile only about one
guarter of the men did. They also appear (rebalsmall sample) to suffer from worse
working conditions. Compared to men, they pay naften for their equipment (58% vs.
48%), they pay more often for rides (31% vs. 2486 more of the women than the men

are paid by the piece rather than by the hour (44984%)-see Chart VI-12, below.

131n the NAWS as well, for workers from the SouthMiéxico for the 2006 to 2008 period, there is
virtually no difference in wages between FLC andvggr employees.

114 Chart VI-11 only has data on 8 California regiavtere the ICS took place. Data from the Count of
Hometown Networks gathered data on 12 Californigores.

151n the NAWS, which has very large randomly seldatample, there is very little difference in wages
paid to men and women among southerners in the-2008 period.
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Chart VI-12. Percent Worker Participation B male
in Working Conditions Measured by Gender B female
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In sum, although it can be shown that two regionart® Rosa and Salinas—pay higher
(although still low) wages to indigenous farmworkdhe working conditions in these
and other areas are uniformly poor. A slightlgh@r wage may reflect a sped-up piece-
rate-based work environment rather than betteritond for the workers. Finally, it is
interesting that no systematic better working cbads can be attributed to the older
networks as compared to the newer ones. Agaimudh longevity is associated with
better living standards and employment opportusitoe the individual member of a
network, an improved situation in the farm work@dar the whole network is not easy
to demonstrate.

VI-6 Worker complaints:

The workers in the ICS were asked if they woule lie make a legal demand regarding
the complaints that they have against employenslldads or others. Of the 400
respondents 59 voiced a specific understandablg@ledmh that had been bothering them.
Three regions—Bakersfield, Salinas and Santa Mahiag-85% of the complaints, and
just three of the nine hometown networks—Santa ®iozV/enado, San Martin Peras
and Santa Maria Teposlantongo—had 90% of the comipla

Well over half the legal complaints were relateckdily to the work site (see the first
three rows in Table VI-1, below). The biggest ctaimg was non-payment of wages or
being underpaid relative to what the employer haxngsed before the work (27%).
Several workers complained that the foremen wooltkdhem pay without explanation,
or would undercount the boxes (in strawberrieg)amds (in peas) in order to underpay
the workers. Another 19% complained about thekimgrconditions. The workers often
mentioned foremen that yelled at the workers omaitiprovide water or bathrooms in
the fields. Three of the workers working in pea2008 in Greenfield actually
participated in a union campaign to stop the abus®sother common complaint was
having their injuries ignored or their doctors’I®ilinpaid by the responsible employer
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(12%). Several said that foremen refused to tagmtto the doctor after an injury.

Apart from the workplace, the most common complaiatnmed from an inability to
make themselves understood by authority figuré3alifornia (25%). The workers
complained of accidents that could not be resoluadiof fraud they had suffered that
they could not find help for. One 27-year-old Migo man in Bakersfield said that his
cellular company cheated him but he could not comipate with the company and gave
up. Another 47-year-old Mixteco man in Oxnard damed that a money transfer
company sent money for him that never reachedekardhtion. He could not recover his
money. A related problem is outright discriminatiue to the inability to speak Spanish
well (7%). One 60-year-old Triqui-speaking womarGreenfield complained that the
foreman waved her off pretending like he didn’t ereland her when she complained in
broken Spanish that he was undercounting her popiclsd. Another 54-year—old
Triqui in Santa Rosa complained that other worlegrs foremen made fun of his Spanish
language skills humiliating him in front of otheovkers. Finally, five percent
complained about abusive landlords that refusedtton deposits.

Table VI-1. Legal Complaints by Workers
Type of complaint Percent
bad working conditions 18.6%
underpaid or no pay 27.1%
Foremen ignored injury or employer 11.9%
didn't pay doctor bills
unable to defend oneself with 25.4%
authorities
abuse by landlord 5.1%
language or discrimination 6.8%
other 5.1%

Source: Indigenous Community Survey -- 59 Complaints

The interviewees were asked if they knew of indagenpeople being helped by legal
services and 23 percent said that they had headabfa cas€® Interestingly, those
who had heard of cases in which legal serviceshlefzed were less likely to report
abuses by employers such as paying for rtdfes.

1181t should be noted that half of the interviewererevCalifornia Rural Legal Assistance outreach wosk
asking about their own services.

7 Since the federal agency, the Legal Services Qatiom, which is an important source of funds for
California Rural Legal Assistance, has strict ruesxclude undocumented workers from legal praiast
it is not surprising that most indigenous workenes anaware of their legal rights.
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Section VII.
Housing and Living Conditions

Executive Summary:

* Most rent an apartment or small houses where ystwedl or more households
live.

» Both rents and crowdedness are higher on the regilomg the Central Coast
compared to the interior areas.

* Two-thirds of the dwellings in the ICS are extreynelowded—qgreater than 1.5
people per room. In Watsonville, the most crowpleate in the ICS, the average
is 3.0 people per room.

* The crowdedness by hometown is highly variable Vatation and maturity of
the network both having an impact.

* About 20 % of the people sleep outside of the baaiy mostly in the living
room or a garage.

VII-1 Introduction:

The living conditions facing indigenous farmworkesghich differ across the distinct
regions of California, are consistently appallinffhe degree of crowding, described in
detail below, is truly remarkable. Although itilspossible to provide numbers or
percentages, many still live in make-shift sheltarsvithout shelter at all. The health
implications of these shameful conditions are diedlain Section VIII-5.1 below. We
compare the findings about our proxy for indigen@®suthern Mexicans) from the
NAWS and findings from the Indigenous Community\&yrto portray the major living
condition facts about indigenous farmworkers.

VII-2 Ownership and types of dwellings:

First, it is clear from both surveys that few ineligus farmworker families own the
dwelling they occupy. In our sample of 400 howdes in the ICS, only 42 (11%)
owned their residence. But, of these 42, onlyW8ex houses, while 24 others owned
trailers. Another 346 (86%) rented and 11 others3¢s) lived in the field$*® And, the
percentages in our sample for home ownership ateubtedly higher than those of the
general indigenous farmworker population. In {88 ]almost all of the owners of
dwellings (37 out of the 42) were from the two mesttled communities—Santa Maria
Teposlantongo and San Miguel Cuevas. The rate oewship in the rest of the
communities was just two percent. The NAWS reports that four percent of the
population of southern Mexican farmworkers livimgGalifornia own the dwellings in

which live}?°

18 One lived in a house of refuge for battered women.

19t is likely that the rate of home ownership mawé declined more with the foreclosure crisis.

1291n data from the NAWS 2000-2008, for Southern Maris, n= 2,276 households and 3.6% own or are
buying a home; for the rest of Mexico, n=10,600 &A4dl% own or are buying a home.
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Chart VII-1. Percent Distribution of Type of Dwelling-
mNAWS
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Most live crowded in apartments or rented housksthe ICS sample, the largest

plurality (46%) lived in apartments and fewer livadalmost always rented) houses
(32%). But, in the NAWS, more southern Mexicangdi in rented houses (53%) and
fewer lived in apartments (34%)—see Chart VII-1oxa A much smaller percentage
lives in trailers (only 4% in the NAWS for southdvlexicans). In addition, many

(almost 10%) live in barracks, make-shift buildiraggl vehicles behind houses, and other
structures (called in Chart VII-1:other less forjnaFinally, there are many who live in

the canyons of northern San Diego County and eleemin the state outside in caves or
in plastic structures. That exact percentage posgible to measure by survey research.

VII-3 Rent and mortgage levels:

In the ICS, the median rent for the 338 househthldspaid rent in 2008 was about $360
per month. The median is much higher for househwith the spouse (and usually
children) present; in cases with the entire fariivMiyng together, the median rent is $411
per month (see Chart VII-2). However, in housebalthere the spouses are in Mexico,
or the respondent is single (and the rent is fer person), the median rent is only $150
per month.

Chart VII-2- Dollars per Month paid in Rent
by Location of Spouse, Unmarried
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The household rent doesn’t vary among houses,rapats and trailers. When we
compared only couples living together (usually vaktildren) in the ICS, we found the
median rent was approximately $400 per month fahaltypes of dwellings. The
amount of mortgage paid was quite different forskhowning a house from those owning
atrailer. The 18 house owners had a median payofié&i,079 per month, while the
median for the 24 trailer owners was $284 per month

Not surprisingly, the rents varied greatly by latyain California. In the NAWS, the
rents in the coastal region were much higher thahé San Joaquin Vall€§*
Remembering that the ICS has a very small sanpléndings clearly corroborate that
the rents on the coast for indigenous workers gyieein than in the San Joaquin Valley.
The median rent (again just for couples living thge) is from $400 to $700 in the
coastal areas, while in the San Joaquin Valleysifoveand Bakersfield), the farmworkers
pay more modest rents (medians of $280 to $350).

Chart VII-3. Median Rent per month paid by Home Town Network-
Households with Wife in the Home Only
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A further proof that locality (or proximity to th@past) is the most important factor
controlling rents can be seen in Chart VII-3 (ajovkere median rents paid by
hometown networks are compared. Each hometowwonleis highly concentrated
either on the coast or in the San Joaquin VallEye one exception is Jicayan de Tovar
that has more settlers on the coast but has mahg iS8an Joaquin Valley as well. The
rents paid by members of these hometown netwongeaahighly sensitive to the region.
Again, for couples/families living together, théatévely recently-arrived network from
Cerro del Aire pays the most rent (median $600abse its members almost all live in
the high-priced Santa Rosa atéa.The long-established networks of Santa Maria
Teposlantongo and San Miguel Cuevas actually pssyrent despite being relatively
better off economically because they live mostlyha San Joaquin Valley. The low

121 The NAWS San Joaquin Valley counties are: Frekeon, Kings, Madera, Merced, San Joaquin,
Stanislaus, and Tulare. The coastal counties iN#&/S are: Los Angeles, Monterey, Orange, San Luis
Obispo, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Sokormma, Ventura

122 The median year of arrival of adults from CerrdAlee is 2001. Only 3 of the 9 case study hometsw
have a more recent median year of arrival.
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median rent also applies to the couples/familiemfthe other predominantly San
Joaquin Valley-based network—Candelaria la Uniéi.the other hometowns whose
network members live mostly on the coast regisigindr median rents.

VII-4 Crowded dwellings:

The U.S. Census Bureau defines crowdedness byptilentmber of people sleeping in
the dwelling divided by the total number of roonmg|uding bedrooms, living rooms,

and kitchens in the living space. If this ratigyreater than 1.0 the dwelling is considered
crowded. If the ratio rises to 1.5, then the dfacsdion used is “severely crowded.” In
recent years, California, a particularly crowdeatestis becoming more crowded as
prices of houses and levels of rents have soareadabf earnings. In the 2000 Census,
9.1% of the units were considered “severely crowdgdfrom 7.1% in the 1990

Census?®

For the people in our ICS sample of 345 dwellinlgs,level of crowdedness is far more
extreme than for Californians in genef&l. Overall, 2/3rds of the dwellings (excluding
the dwelling areas of the 11 households livingantside” areas) surpass the 1.5
minimum to be considered “severely crowded”, anth®urpass the 1.0 minimum and
are considered “crowded.” The overall median faste dwellings (with four walls) is
1.75 people per room. It is clear that an extrmany level of crowding exists in this
population. It is extremely common to observeehamilies with young children living
in a small two-bedroom apartment with one of thedlfamilies sleeping in the living
room. Joint payment of rent and mortgage is verpmon. Among those that rent, only
17% of the renting households pay all the rentyf88% share the rent with others at the
residence. Moreover, in the ICS, 12 of the 42 awihad joint possession of their
dwelling with another family. And, recall that p@rcent of the residences have either
married siblings living together or parents liviwgh married children.

The amount of crowding does vary across differemiik of dwellings. Trailers actually
appear to be less crowded (median of 1.3 peopleopen) than houses and apartments
(1.75 people per room). Neither the calculatifmmghe Indigenous Community Survey
nor the ones for the Census Bureau estimate téxeamsideration the size of the rooms,
which may be smaller in trailers.

123 gee http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/census/higtmowding.htmj the rates of just
“crowded” were 12.3% (1990) and 15.2% (2000) folifGania.

124 Recall that we have 400 households sharing 348emses. For this reason our crowdedness
calculations are based on 345 dwellings. See @ebt for details.
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Chart VII-4. Average People per Room
by Home Town Network
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There is also considerable variation by town ofjiorand by region in California.
Looking at Chart VII-4 (above), one sees that tleensettled towns of Santa Maria
Teposlantongo (tepos) and San Miguel Cuevas (cliealanig with two other town
networks whose people live mostly or partiallyhe San Joaquin Valley (jicayan and
candelaria), have lower median levels of crowdeslneldowever, all of the networks
except San Miguel Cuevas have a median of “severeding”. The rates of crowding
(over 2.4 people per room) among those who origimaSanta Cruz Rio Venado and
San Martin Peras are truly shocking.

Chart VII-5 below reveals that there is a greal désariation across California regions
where the indigenous farmworkers live. The coasgilons show a much higher level of
crowdedness than the interior ones. It is impdtiaemphasize that, with the exception
of Fresna:?® all the regions have medians at or above the lefsevere crowding.” In
Watsonville, the crowding reaches the astonishéwgllof 3.0 people per room.

We can also verify the crowdedness on the coassbyf the NAWS. The NAWS also
measures the number of people per room and showsh higher level of crowdedness
for southern Mexicans along the coast than in tre ®aquin Valley”® Another

indicator of lack of adequate housing access fdigenous farmworkers along the coast
is the low level of home ownership in this regidn.the ICS, only five of the 42 owner-
occupied dwellings are on the coast while the remgi37 are in the San Joaquin Valley.
In the NAWS, for the sample taken during the 2006&period, four percent of southern

1251n the ICS sample and in the San Miguel Cuevaswonity in general a large proportion of the
population lives in trailers. The Fresno samplm&ie up mostly of people from San Miguel Cuevas.
126\We are not reporting the absolute numbers fonai@ble from the NAWS at this time. It is noeat
whether the rooms counted by the NAWS are in caanpk with the Census definition. However, the
numbers were collected systematically across haldgland regions, and the NAWS comparisons of
crowdedness across variables are valid. The crdmats is much higher for southern Mexicans than for
others in the NAWS. But, again, we cannot repotti@ numbers at this time.
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Mexicans own a home along the coast while severepéenf the southern Mexicans in
the San Joaquin Valley d&’

Chart VII-5. Average People per Room
by California Region
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Source: Indigenous Community Survey- Number of Households in Parentheses

Surprisingly, measures of crowdedness, even foearp ones like the length of time in
the United States, do not vary much across the etréables. Even if we measure the
crowdedness by type of household organizationen@s (i.e., by marital status and
location of spouse), we find that there is onlyrab variation. The more settled
households with the wife in the home have onlylayh#y lower median of people per
room (1.7) than the unaccompanied immigrants wkcedher unmarried or who have a
spouse in Mexico (1.8 and 1.9 people per room my@dy). It appears that among the
indigenous farmwaorker population all types of hdwdds live in ‘severely crowded”
circumstances.

Chart VII-6. Percent of Sleeping Locations by Type of Room
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Another measure of crowdedness is the proportiqgreople sleeping outside of the
bedrooms. In the ICS, of the 2,604 individual#lgvin these households almost 20
percent slept in a room other than a bedroom ($eet@11-6, above). Of these, 14
percent of the people slept in living rooms ancEpnt slept in garages.

The crowding is exacerbated by periods during tee yusually at the peak agricultural
season) when more people than normal are allowskép in the dwellings. Overall,
about one fifth of the households in the ICS repatta crowding during peak season.
This extra (seasonal) crowding occurs across alséloolds but less in the ones in which
the married respondent lives with his/her spougkerhousehold.

VII-5 Complaints about living conditions:

The residents of these dwellings were reportechtsrviewers to be reticent to complain
about their housing conditions. Still, 40% of 4@ households made one or more
complaints about their dwelling. In Chart VIl{he 286 complaints made by 140
households are displayed. The major complaiei®wack of heating or cooling, leaky
roofs and plumbing problems. See Section Vlll{orlsome first-hand accounts of
living conditions.

Chart VII-7- Major Complaints about
Housing by Percent of Complaint
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Section VIII
Health & Accessto Care

Executive Summary

* Overall the indigenous access health care at wevydtes; however women
access care at higher rates than men do.

» Factors that account for this low rate of acceshide systemic barriers like lack
of insurance, high costs, transportation diffi@gtilong waits, and undocumented
status plus cultural barriers such as languageiafaimiliarity with U.S. medical
culture.

» The indigenous are averse to the way modern medisipracticed. They possess
a different worldview regarding disease, health healing, which leads them to
avoid care (until the condition is extreme), andlg& an obstacle to compliance.

* When possible they seek care in Mexico as welt@s traditional healers who
operate outside of the formal medical establishnre@alifornia.

* Women, who are the most likely to seek care inf@alia for childbirth and
delivery services, present a new and time-consuwtiajenge. Many providers
lack sufficient familiarity with this population tmake the appropriate
adaptations.

* Providers, who strive to deliver culturally-apprigpe care, struggle with a lack of
gualified interpreters, staff shortages and anal/kack of resources.

» The extremely crowded and sub-standard conditiorghich the indigenous live
increase the risks for poor nutrition, infectiousedses, delayed development in
children, and domestic violence.

*  Women and men both suffer from depression: in woihean be related to
cultural isolation following childbirth; among ur@mmpanied men it can be
linked to loneliness due to separation from thamilies.

» The inferior social status of indigenous women, bovad with culturally-
sanctioned early age of marriage and childbeanmbl@w levels of education,
endanger women’s health and place them at highfargghysical abuse.

VIII-1 Overview: Low Access to Care

Indigenous farmworkers access medical care fambtie rate of the general population,
and even lower than other Mexican-origin farmwoskeln this section we examine these
rates, for both men and women, and ponder the meabkat account for this extremely
low rate of acces&?

As indicated in Chart VIII-1 below, there are stgdnder disparities in accessing
medical care. In all four comparisons women \asitoctor more than men. The
disparity between men and women is far more prooedifior farmworkers (using both

128 For previous work on access to care among thigéndus see Bade, 1994 (Sweatshops, Sacrifice and
Surgery)
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NAWS and the ICS) than it is for the general popata(CHIS)*?° In the two measures
of the indigenous population, the ICS and soutivericans in the NAWS, the women
go to the doctor at twice the rate of men or mdfeve compare farmworkers with the
general population, the disparities for men are mgreater than for women. In the
general population, 73% of men make a medical,wsdiile the three farmworker male
rates vary from 24% to 43%. The variation for vammis much less. In the general
population, 86% of women make a medical visit. faomworker women, the rate varies
from 62% to 75%.

Chart VIII-1. Percent Interviewees make Medical Visit -- ICS @men
& NAWS 2 year period, CHIS 1 year period before interview @ women
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Leaving the general population aside, Chart VIdldo shows stark disparities within the
farmworker population. Namely, there are diffemnbetween the indigenous and other
(mestizo) farmworkers, especially for the men. e Thmparison in the NAWS indicates
that 24% of indigenous men (southern Mexicans) nalglaor visits, while 43% of the
mestizo men (rest of Mexico) make visits. Fa itldigenous and mestizo women the
rates are much closer: 68% for the indigenous wofeeuthern Mexicans) and 75% for
the mestizo women (Rest of Mexico).

129\We used three sources: our Indigenous CommunityeSyICS), the U.S. Department of Labor’s
National Agricultural Workers’ Survey (NAWS), aniget California Health Interview Survey (CHIS). Our
rates refer to percentage of individuals who vib#iemedical provider one or more times. CHIS dsks
one year back, the ICS and the NAWS ask for twasyback. Therefore, if asked for a one year period
the rates for farmworkers would be even lower ttegrorted here. See Section IV for explanationsirig
southern Mexicans as a proxy for the indigenous.
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VIII-2 Factors that account for low access

What accounts for this disparity in access to tateveen the indigenous, mestizos and
the general population? We first cite the systelpairriers to access and then the cultural
ones. The reason most often cited is the highafasare and lack of medical insurance.

VIII-2.1 Lack of insurance

As can be observed in Chart VIII-2 below, the @tensurance coverage for indigenous
adults is incredibly low. Only 9% of the southé&fexican interviewees were covered,
19% of their spouses and 74% of their generally.dd8n children. These rates for adult
Southerners are lower than for adult farmworkessfthe rest of Mexico but almost the
same for children. The indigenous children (like mestizo children), most of whom
were born here and are below the poverty line,ifyui@r publicly-sponsored health care.

Chart VIII-2 @ south
Percent covered by Medical Insurance
(including public insurance)

M rest of mexico

90%
80%
70%
60% -
50%
40%

30% -
20%
0% +

Interviewees (2,094) spouses(900) All children (745)
Source: NAWS 2006-2008 - Number in Parentheses

VIII-2.2 Other factors affecting low access

While affordability and lack of insurance are cemaimportant factors, they are far
from the only ones. In hundreds of interviewsrawe course of more than two years,
our research team repeatedly encountered a papuéaterseto medicine as practiced in
this country, reluctant to seek care except astaésort, not trusting of the providers
they encountered, and often confused or angerdledlyeatment they did receive.

We argue that any effort to improve access to healte for the indigenous, in addition
to addressing matters of affordability, must alederstand the reasons underlying the
mistrust and avoidance we encountered, and seekatie and creative ways to meet
the health care needs of this hard-to-reach papualafThe discussion that follows is an
attempt to begin that process.

For now, we turn to what we learned listening tigenous informants, as well as to
outreach workers and health providers, about tbtifa that help account for the low
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rates of medical care among the indigenous. Timesaede systemic difficulties such as
lack of legal residence, transportation problemsglwaits and poor treatment at clinics,
and cultural-linguistic barriers that include fediCesarean sections, and preference for
medical treatment in Mexico.

VIII-2.3 Transportation

As noted in Section VI-1, only around fifty perceritindigenous households own cars or
trucks, and among newer arrivals up to eighty pgrcan be without their own means of
transportation. Women, who are the ones mostfitceseek health care, can be left
isolated with any means of getting to a health carger. Proximity to health care
services varies greatly by region and those in inglklistance of a clinic are the
fortunate minority**® In the Central Valley, where settlements areetispd and
distances considerable, having a car often detesmwiether one obtains medical care.
The only transportation available in some isolaeghs are expensive “independent”
taxi/car service$®

A patrticularly dire situation exists for the tomatod strawberry pickers who live in
makeshift shelters in the canyons of San Diegotthnmounty in close proximity to
upscale suburban neighborhoods. These canyorengsiguffer from a not uncommon
double disadvantage: no legal papers and no weshagart from bicycles. As one
interviewee described the situation, “We have toypwith snakeda migraand
thieves... If we get sick we just have to live witlbr go to Tijuana... Sometimes people
are able to buy [medicine] in a drugstofé*”

Even where public transportation might exist, l&agrio use it can present an almost
insurmountable obstacle for indigenous women whe Higtle formal education, speak
no Spanish and are struggling to cope with thelsbbtransition from a small, remote
village in southern Mexico to an intense and comfysirban America of the 2kcentury.
Our study has identified a number of newer netwarkese members arrived in the U.S.
without prior experience traveling and working odéstheir homelands in Mexico. If
this trend continues, there will likely be increagnumbers of indigenous who arrive
without basic coping skills. An activist in Samdaria, California, described a Mixtec
woman she knew who was terrified of using the lans, noted that “many of these
women come directly from their villages and caedrn from one day to the next how to
function in a modern society. Those who've migiagéésewhere in Mexico are better
able to handle the transition to the U’&”

VIII-2.4 Long waits, inconvenient hours and humiliating tréaent

130 For further discussion of the transportation tearfor the indigenous see Bade, 1994 and 2000
1311n the case of a patient in Huron needing to get ¢linic in Fresno, the cost was $60.
132 |nterview done by Rick Mines, December, 2008

133|n Section Il we note that the indigenous in teenorks we studied are coming directly to the UWhite
States more often now instead of living for a tiate¢he border.
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Even for the few with health insurance throughrtleenployer, or eligible for some form
of public assistance, the delay between makingogoniatment and getting to see the
provider is an exasperating experience. “It c&e &3 months and by then you're
dead,” complained a 69-year old former Mixtec famwnker in Santa Maria. For him it
was better to go to Mexico, pay out of pocket aadeen right away.

Taking time off work and spending it in the waitirmgpm is another disincentive. Time
is literally money, and hours spent away from ie&ls and in a clinic places financial
burdens on these low wage workers. Only a fewadioffer evening hours.

The treatment received at the hands of rude rex@pts is another frequent complaint.
While many indigenous men are able to make therasainderstood in Spanish, simply
having a Spanish-speaking person on hand is nagigs of decent service. Indeed,
mestizo staff often perpetuate the discriminattwat ts widespread in Mexico. One
community activist in the North Coast area is caned that indigenous people are
singled out for poorer service: “We're less impatteor them and so they keep you
waiting for 2-3 hours.” Elsewhere in Californiagdigenous informants independently
reported having to endure long waits and condesogrickatment by clinic staff. A
Mixtec-speaking man in San Diego recalled an enmywat a local community clinic
where he had been asked to bring his daughtenfarray. He was made to wait several
hours by a receptionist who pretended not to spegkSpanish. When he finally got
angry she suddenly shifted into fluent Spanish.

In Fresno an accomplished mother of four who spsaksral variants of Mixtec, and has
worked for a number of years as an interpretenclliclinics, described how “there is no
respect for the patient; they gesture at them, medes and yell at them.”

Indigenous Community Survey data shows that indle@msnmunities with a longer
presence in the United States, people are mory liteseek help from the health care
system. However the numbers reveal little aboeitoinality of care or patient
satisfaction. The following is an account as toldne of our researchers by ay&ar
old man from San Miguel Cuevas about a terrifyipgede in Fresno:

The man was in the hospital for two or three daydthe doctors
told him he had either cancer or AIDS. The man readly
frightened. His problem was that he was vomititapd. He
wasn't allowed visitors because they said he wgkli
contagious. While he was in the hospital a nusseecby and
threw a bag at him, and this behavior by the nlafséim really
scared. When he opened the bag he saw that towdsHe felt
even sadder because they were treating him lileagng. After
two days they told him there was nothing wrong viitim, and that
maybe it was something he’d eaten. The man s&dkt him a
long time to recover from the trauma of the waythad given
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him the news. He never saw the nurse’s face, ln@hhair. She
was blond.™3*

To be treated with respect and dignity is, of ceuxalued by everyone, but no more so
than by indigenous communities where great stopdaised on politeness, formality and
courtesy. Careless comments can easily causeoffesge, or even trauma. Mixtec
women in Ventura reported feeling humiliated by ¢heic’s interpreters who remarked
that they were “good for producing babies but motidoking after them,” and that they
got sick because their homes were “like pig stiestfording their patients respect costs
nothing but earns considerable goodwill, whileitufa to do so drives patients away.
Indeed the word gets around, leading to avoidaheegoven clinic or provider. A 48-
year old Triqui man who has worked for years pigKiettuce and broccoli in the Salinas
Valley is typical of many men who see no pointwer trying to seek health care when,
as he put it, “They treat us worse than dogs.” \@osely, a provider who establishes
rapport with his or her patients gains a reputatorrgiving good care and the word
quickly spreads. Even care-averse men will travabnsiderable distance to be seen by
someone they feel is trustworthy, albeit only d&saresort. Such is the case witla*
Doctord’ as they refer to the Physician’s Assistant atnalsrural clinic in western
Sonoma County. This woman, who does not speakldreguage and who admits to
only rudimentary Spanish, is nevertheless gregtpreciated by Mixtec and Zapotec
men who work in the vineyards and dairies of thetNGoast.

Nor is the poor treatment confined to front-linegmmnel**® In the Central Valley region
an advocate expressed deep frustration at thedstdf agencies in her area where the
indigenous are regarded as “low status.” She &kanhto “pulling teeth” to get clinic
administrators and social service providers to medesof indigenous interpreters already
available in the area, and lamented the overaBtaasce to providing culturally-
competent services.

VIII-2.5 Cultural-linguistic barriers

The ability to communicate is critical in the phyian-patient encounter. One of the
physician’s first steps in caring for a patienbidaining an accurate history. A
practitioner places great importance on this steg,uses his or her powers of listening,
together with the physical examination and, if regkdests to arrive at a diagnosis and a
decision regarding treatment. The inability ofigatt and doctor to understand each other
erects a barrier from the outset, heightening igleaf misdiagnosis, inappropriate
treatment and non-compliance by the patient. Reestern-trained physician the
challenge of treating an indigenous patient gogef simple translation barriers.
Elizabeth Gomez is a trained medical interpreten wirks at the Oxnard Clinic. Ms.
Gomez, who is trilingual in English, Spanish and me&tive Mixtec, explains that there
are often no words in Mixtec for numerous medicaiditions such as asthma,
tuberculosis, anemia and diabetes. She must ajgmuise language to explain to parents
why their children need to be vaccinated, why timayy be at high risk for lead

134 |nformation gathered by interviewer Anna Garcia.
135 For further discussion of behavior toward the gretious by medical personnel see Bade, 2004, 2005
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poisoning, or should be tested for aneiifa.As for women'’s health, there are often no
terms in Mixtec for certain body parts, particwattose relating to the reproductive
system. It is even difficult to explain a proceglsuch as a cervical exam, or a concept
such as contraception. Ms. Gomez says that isthke considerable time and tact to put
a woman at ease and establish trust. The proldeenthe same in Mexico. She knows
of no culturally-sensitive medical care for theigehous in Mexico, nor any effort there
to educate or inform patients about their presdrilpeatment. She points out that no
vocabulary has been developed in the home coumtryidge the divide between
biomedical and traditional approaches to healing.

VIII-2.6 Fear of Cesarean sections

During our research, an illustrative example ofcbexmunication gap emerged on the
subject of Cesarean sections. Repeatedly, indigewomen we interviewed expressed
their distress at having their babies delivere€Cksection. At first, we wondered if
indigenous women were being subjected to this ghoweat a rate higher than other
groups. While we are unable to answer that questimntitatively;>” probing the matter
did shed light on a subject where poor communioaticross the cultural-linguistic
divide has created an arena rife with misunderstgndn fact, some indigenous activists
believed it was yet another conspiracy againsiritigenous: by performing C-sections
on defenseless indigenous women, the hospitateginopinion, could extract additional
money from the government, since they believedrgiatbursement for C-sections
would be higher than for vaginal birth¥.

Probing the issue was not an easy matter, giveretieence about discussing
reproductive matters, especially in the presencerotle interpreter, as well as the
reluctance to complain or appear ungrateful foe frare. Finally, one of our Mixtec
interpreters, after sufficient trust was establishreported that women were very angry,
that they felt they were being forced against thglirto have C-sections, and that they
believe they’re being assigned incompetent doattrs don’t know how to deliver
babies and thus resort to performing C-sections.céhcluded the litany of complaints
with a question and a plea: “They want to knefw they are always told they have to
have a C-section?” Interestingly, it was our ipteter’s wife who stepped forward to
shed light on the matter.

136 Alarm over lead poisoning in mestizo and indigesiohildren has been growing in recent years.
Sources of contamination include exposure to lesntin sub-standard housing as well as folk ree®di
foods and candies imported from Mexico. For aroantof research into an outbreak of lead poigpnin
among Oaxacan children and pregnant women livirtherCentral Coast, see Handley, et al, May, 2007.
pp. 900-906. For an account of how lead-contarath&tod items from Oaxaca are inadvertently
transported to California, see Handley and GripsR607, pp. 1205-1206.
http://ije.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/3682205

137 Administrative data is not collected for the ineligus as a distinct group.

138 From the perspective of traditional medicine, patac midwife told community workers that when
doctors practice Cesareans, they cut not onlykimeasnd layers of muscles and fat, but also thieifit
layers of energy that our body has, so after thatwomen need to seek treatment from a traditioealer
to help them heal and recover. (Personal Commtiorcaith Nayamin Martinez, December, 2009).
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The interpreter’s wife, whom we will call Francis¢tes been working as a Mixtec
interpreter for more than five years at a localicli Francisca explained that there are
several reasons why indigenous women might hahave a C-section. First, because
they only come to the clinic at the end of theggancy. Since they are not accustomed
to prenatal care in Oaxaca, they “just wait ‘tils itime for the baby to be born.”
According to clinical regulations, this automatlgaduts them in a high-risk category,
increasing their chances for a C-section. Frandistiaves this is an important area
needing attention: there should be outreach tonametgndigenous women explaining the
importance of prenatal visits. These kinds of @ath efforts for farmworkers do exist in
her area, but they’re only conducted in Spanishthnd they fail to reach the many
Mixtec women who don’t understand Spanish.

A woman also might receive a C-section for the segly obvious reason that she’s
already had one before. When Francisca is catleéd interpret, she is able to explain
that there’s a risk of complications, including phassibility that the previous sutures
might burst, a fact the women had not understodtere are educators at the clinic that
are supposed to explain this, but when things gsy khey may not have the time or
remember to bring Francisca in to interpret. Ske suspects that the doctors don’t
realize that the Mixtec women they are attendingp$y don’t understand what is
happening to them. In spite of the years Frandissaworked at the clinic, she is still not
clear how the facility is organized nor does sheehte confidence to approach anyone
in authority to voice her concerns

Francisca’s account also prompted discussion efedierd matter that had been bothering
her husband: he knew of two Mixtec women who Hagesl away from the clinic and
given birth at home. Now they were finding themsslunable to obtain birth certificates
or documentation for their infants. He offeredstas another example of what happens
when Mixtec girls arrive not knowing anything abdwaiw things are done in this country,
and he longed for a program to educate indigenolssajnd women about pregnancy and
childbirth.

Nearly three hundred miles away, a resident workliregemergency room of a county
hospital provided a physician’s perspective, conifitg and expanding on much of what
Francisca told us. This doctor has gone to corslode lengths to learn about Oaxaca’s
indigenous peoples, with the intention of providaage in a culturally-sensitive manner.
But communicating with indigenous patients in tlosital setting, even with an
interpreter on hand, presents even well-intentigetggicians with huge challenges. He
told of Mixtec women who have been picking strawiesralong the Central Coast as
follow-the-crop migrants, with little or no prenhtare, arriving at the hospital ER ready
to deliver:

They may be higher risk but it’s difficult to explahat they may
need a C-section; they’re very resistant to haaif@ysection.

139 One Family Nurse Practitioner in Ventura Countiipvserves many Mixtec patients, has collected data
from her own practice demonstrating that culturalbpropriate care does lead to earlier dates of anb
prenatal care for pregnant Mixtec women.
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Often there’s a perception that if the doctor iggood, they’ll get a
C-section. There’s not a good understanding oé€lisns and
they see it as ‘the worst thing that can happen.’

By law, hospitals are required to provide care larguage the patient can understand,
but when situations arise outside of normal hoamsl, the on-staff interpreter is not
available, they may turn to a telephone interpi@tagervice. This at least puts the
hospital in legal compliance, the resident expldjrimit it's seldom satisfactory. When a
woman is in labor they need to conduct regularnagihecks given the complications
than can and do arise, however the women are ‘fearjul of male providers and they
don’t understand the procedures and it's hard pda@x things to them.”

Even outside of the intensity of the Emergency Rolamguage can raise a barrier to
appropriate care. A Mixtec woman who works asraerpreter in Fresno expressed her
concerns: “l don'’t think they prescribe the righedicine for what we have because they
don’t understand what we’re saying.” One of ouktec informants in the Watsonville
area, and an activist within his community, repdtteat people complain that the doctors
don’t give people very much information. The samferimant also wondered about the
extent to which the indigenous themselves boregddhe responsibility. From personal
experience he knew that doctors and nurses triedgtain things, such as how to take
the medicine being prescribed. He went on to dpethat a cultural behavior may be
at work here, noting that the indigenous, when dskgquestion, instead of admitting they
didn’t understand, or requesting clarification, glynanswer &i” to all questions, in order
to avoid an impoliterio.” And so perhaps the doctors simply assumed hiagly
understood.

The resident at the county hospital concurredrizgt of his colleagues don’t have an
effective connection to the indigenous populateomd so while he believes that his
colleagues genuinely strive to provide good, caltyrsensitive care, they simply don’t
know how. For example, “They think Mixtec womer &ery stoic and don’t want pain
medication because they don’t speak up. It's tepathey fall into,” he says, “and they
just assume all sorts of things.”

Many physicians simply rely on the patient to bring friend, a relative or even a child
to interpret. Often it can be a male relative aghin, with the extreme sensitivity
around the female body, this raises barriers tectffe communication and care.

The cultural-linguistic barrier, though daunting not insurmountable. In the downtown
Oxnard branch of the Clinicas del Camino Real, tr@ploy a process of “relay”
interpretation: on staff is a female Mixtec-Sparsgleaker who interprets between the
patient and a bilingual Spanish-English healthstégst who then interprets for the
English-only health provider. Tending a Mixtecpphtient does take more time, but
one OB/GYN Nurse Practitioner, who speaks only Bhglhas found the extra effort
worthwhile. She reports that her Mixtec patientsatentive, compliant, and return for
their follow-up appointments on time.
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VIII-2.7 Seeking medical treatment in Mexico

Many of the indigenous we interviewed opt for thauble and expense of seeking care in
Mexico. The reasons given are multiple: becawosgsare a fraction of those in
California, they don’t have to deal with confusipgperwork, they can pay out of pocket
for immediate attention, and medicine is practicexte to their liking. Those living
throughout the southern half of the state repariaetlling for medical and dental
treatment in Tijuana, as well as to purchase meeiciThe same was true even for people
living further afield. People in the Central ValJen the Fresno-Madera, Tulare and
Bakersfield regions all reported going to Tijuanaredical attention and medicine, as
did people living on the Central Coast in the Veafisanta Maria, Salinas and
Watsonville regions. While proximity to the borderd having legal U.S. residence
obviously facilitate this cross-border care-seekawgen those without documents
reported risking the trip to obtain medical treatninat they deemed affordable and
effective.

A 36-year old Triqui farmworker who lives in a mergroup house in Greenfield put it
this way: “When they get seriously ill, they goM@xico and afterwards they brave the
border to get back. Few use the medical serviees’h

Elsewhere on the Central Coast a community worker i& familiar with navigating the
U.S. system and has health insurance through hisejoorted that even he prefers to go
to Mexico for care:

Here they give you an appointment that's a long offyand it's
expensive; even if you have insurance it's cheapdrfaster there.
And for dental care, they want to charge me $5f608ome
dental work here, and my insurance won'’t covewitile in

Mexico they will charge me 2,000 pesos (about $160¢place a
molar.

For some, obtaining care in Mexico has become atawaypplement U.S. insurance
coverage by paying out-of-pocket in Tijuana whegirtMedicare coverage is
insufficient. Others who are unable to travel texito entrust friends or relatives to
purchase their medicine for them, including injecs, so they can self-medicate.

VIII-2.8 Public health care for the indigenous in Mexico

While the above discussion highlights the appealeeking medical care in Mexico for
those who are willing and able to pay out of pockethould not be concluded that health
care for the indigenous population is superior iexMo. Far from it. Mexico’s
government-run health care system has seriousitdediben it comes to meeting the
needs of its indigenous peoples at all levelsitirtgtinal, cultural and interpersonal.
Therefore, it's not surprising that the same awgrso accessing health care in California
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also exists towards using the Mexican governmews health care service. Repeatedly
our researchers found that in Mexico public heedtre for the indigenous was inferior to
that found in California. Interviewees reportedajrdifficulty obtaining appointments,
extremely long waits and degrading treatment byipiers in Mexico who look down on
people who don'’t speak Spanish well.

In Tijuana, with its sizeable indigenous populatithere is no interpretation service in
the hospitals and clinics, unlike in California wilasome services do exist. Those who
don’t speak Spanish must bring along a friend [atikes in order to understand what the
receptionists, nurses and doctors are saying. effasts to provide indigenous
interpreters have been sporadic and underfundeh interpreters quitting when they
were not paid*°

While the Mexican government has set up clinicaregas of high poverty, accessing care
can prove a time-consuming and frustrating expegerin Colonia Cafién Buena Vista,
a farmworker settlement just south of Ensenadaaja Balifornia, people described
lining up at the clinic door at 4:00 a.m. so asltain an appointment chit at 8:00 a.m.
when the clinic opened. When there are more pdbple chits, the unlucky ones have to
try again another day. Those who have transportaéind can afford it, seek private
doctors in nearby towns.

Nor are medical services better for the indigenoubeir regions of origin. Our research
team visited the remote village of Jicayan de Tpaaiillage of about 1,000 in eastern
Guerrero. We learned that the government had tigdeuilt a clinic in the village,
however the clinic had neither medicine, suppliesstaff. In the past a doctor would
occasionally visit the village, but it had been signths since they had seen or heard of
him. People in need of urgent attention driveg¢lwemore hours over rugged dirt roads
in this mountainous region to reach medical c@®ee man described what happened to
his daughter-in-law when she required an operatld@.managed to get her to town to a
doctor who charged him 2,500 U.S. dollars for tligery and subsequently was
demanding 50 dollars for each monthly follow-upitviS'he man had to borrow the
money and now relies on relatives working in Catifa to pay off the debt.

Some of the less remote villages we visited dicehanics with a doctor in residence.
However, mistrust of the biomedical approach amdiiability to communicate kept
people away. One Oaxacan village of just undboasand had a clean, well-
maintained clinic with a doctor available Mondayotigh Friday. The doctor spoke only
Spanish while nearly two thirds of the local popiola spoke only Mixtec. The clinic

had a nurse (from a nearby town) who could inteyyet in spite of her presence,
villagers preferred their traditional healers anidwives. Nor did pregnant women come
for prenatal care, despite efforts to reach othém’** Over the previous year, this
physician recorded fifteen births in the villagéwdich twelve were home deliveries.

Only in extreme situations, when all else fails #melsituation is dire, do women come to

140 Matilda Laura Velasco Ortiz, Professor, Departnmr@ultural Studies, Colegio de la Frontera Norte
(COLEF), Tijuana. Personal communication, May 2008.
11 This does not mean that they did not receive patare from traditional midwives.
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the clinic or go to the hospital in the nearestriovA similar preference for home
delivery was reported by a doctor assigned to anconity of about 5,700 where 90% of
the women give birth at home with local midwiv&he doctor in this area expressed
deep frustration over this custom: there’s a higthbate in his area, lots of pregnancy
complications and local women die every year itdtiith.*4?

At a hospital in western Oaxaca, where 80% of titeepts are Mixtec-speakers, the
medical director lamented having no one on stafb sfoke the local language. Nor did
the hospital have a kitchen to prepare food foaimgmts. Instead patients rely on their
families for meals, or the hospital staff goes seetking food donations from local
merchants to feed the patients. The hospital Wireepeated the oft-heard comment that
patients only come as a last resort. First theyndusehold remedies, go to pharmacies
or turn to traditional healers. When they arrivéh@ hospital it is often late in the illness
or pregnancy and it is difficult to help them, esp#y given the language barrier.
Furthermore, there are long waits, up to three hmrnb see a specialist. Even well-
intentioned Mexican physicians find it difficult pyovide long-term or preventive care
when most patients only come when they are vekyanic then don’t return for follow

up visits.

The observations of a U.S.-trained physician whemdy traveled to Oaxaca echoed our
findings. He saw considerable mistrust betweermgembus patients and physicians,
noting that the physicians are usually on shoritassignments and don’t speak the local
language”®® In the city of Oaxaca, where he followed a peiliin, there were no
interpreters and instead family members were relmzh for interpretation from the
indigenous language to Spanish. He noted that ixiddeunlike the U.S., there is no law
requiring that care be available in a person’s tamguage. Nevertheless, there are some
innovative efforts underway to improve the quatifycare in some indigenous
communities. He visited one such government-furgtedram in San Juan Numi,
outside of the city of Tlaxiaco in western Oaxad&ere, an herbalist from the
community, a médico tradicional’ was paired with a western-style doctor and thget
they were succeeding in providing more effectiveeca

This dual-system approach is, unfortunately, th@eption. As Leoncio Vazquez, an
indigenous activist in Fresno noted, “Encounterth\the medical system in Mexico are

142 Reliable data for maternal mortality rates (MMR)Jaxaca are hard to come by. By some estimates,
an indigenous woman is nearly ten times more likelgtie in childbirth in Mexico than a woman in the
United States. Some MMR estimates:

Mexico (2000-2007): 62
Indigenous in Mexico (2003): 124+
United States (2005): 13

See: United Nations Commission on Human Rigimdigenous Issues (2003), p. 16: “The risk of dying
in childbirth is more than twice as high for anigeehous woman as for a non-indigenous woman.”
According to UNICEF, the MMR for Mexico (2000-200%as 62.
http://www.unicef.org/infobycountry/mexico_statigtihtml). In the United States, whose MMR is
considered high compared to other industrializaghtries, the MMR in 2005 was 13 (see:
http://www.medicalnewstoday.com/articles/80743.php

143 Many of the “doctors” in the rural villages arééms practicante$ with limited clinical experience.
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mt very positive and so they're already pre-digoia® avoid modern medical settings.”

VIIl-2.9 Undocumented status

Our researchers did not inquire about a persorrsigration status. Nevertheless, it was
clear that our interviewees were acutely awarengfimmmigrant sentiment in the United
States. Some believed they were not entitled @ icethis country and others expressed
the fear of approaching any institutional settiest it put them at risk of deportation. An
outreach worker on the North Coast who helps m@nazcess to medical treatment
explained that simply registering them to see dth&erker raises alarm bells since they
fear the paperwork might be passed along to otnealsused to deport them.

For those who do not speak English or Spanishistiiation and paranoia can be
extreme, especially during an emergency when theyi@able to understand what is
happening. A Mixtec farmworker described his eigrare on the morning of September
11, 2001. Shortly after he and his companions i@geking strawberries, the crew
leader called them all over, told them the coumtag at war and sent them home,
warning them to stay indoors. The farmworker reitnerad how rumors flew, including
that Mexico had attacked the United States andtliet lives were in danger. He spent
the next two days huddled indoors, terrified andhle to learn what was happening
since he could not understand the news on Spaamgfuage radio or television.

VIII-3 Indigenous Perspectives: disease, healthhgaling
VIII-3.1 A different worldview

An indigenous person’s belief system and understgnaf his or her relationship to
nature, society, the spirit world, and to the cospadl play important roles in notions of
disease, health and healing. A key feature ofwlaiddview is the importance of
maintaining equilibrium between the various foraesvork in the world. One of the
most frequently expressed needs for balance isdaetwhe duality of “hot” and “cold”
(concepts which do not necessarily refer to tentpega A detailed treatment of this
subject is beyond the scope of this report, howauaef discussion can shed light on
the important differences between the indigenowasthe western biomedical approaches
to health matters, and help us understand why @mdigs patients often avoid medical
treatment that they find offensive, and why non-ptiamce is often an issd&> The
following excerpts are taken from a recent treatisé/lexico’s indigenous communities

144 eoncio Vasquez, Interim Director, FIOB, Fresrmeaking on “Indigenous Peer-to-Peer Conference
Call” facilitated by Adam Sharma, Farmworker Hearvices, Inc., Oakland, CA. June 26, 2008. For

more information seaww.farmworkerhealth.org

145 An interesting presentation of indigenous headtte@ttitudes is found in a DVD prepared by Bonnie
Bade, see Bade, 2008.
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by Federico Navarrete Linares, a renowned MexichAolar who specializes in
Mesoamerican studie€® The translation is ours.

While each indigenous society may have its own avoelw,

linked to its particular language, history and naftenvironment,
these worldviews share much in common. For exanmglarly all
indigenous peoples believe that the world has aisner forces,
that are either hot or cold. Hot elements are@atsd with the
sun, the sky, the masculine, order, light and (ffeld elements are
associated with the moon, the earth, the femirdisarder,
darkness and death. Although hot elements aredsres
superior to cold elements, it does not follow tthat former are
good and the latter are bad, since both are nagdssdife. Plant
growth, for example, requires the heat and lightefsun, but also
depends on the cold forces of earth and death fdeasition].
While males possess a greater quantity of hot elesnthey also
require cold elements to maintain health; womethésame way
need hot elements. Similarly, there are hot dess#sat cause an
excess of heat in the body, and cold diseases$cih@to excessive
temperature loss. What's important, accordindgheindigenous
worldview, is the balance between these opposirgefo
Equilibrium is necessary for human health, for abtranquility
and wellbeing, and it's important in the wider seas well, to
ensure that plants grow and life continues.

...In the indigenous worldview nature is not sefgafeom society.
This means that what occurs in one realm has coesegs in
another: a social conflict can impact the reshef¢cosmos;
hunting a wild animal without permission from th&reer of the
forest can bring harm; taking water from a sprinthaut offerings
and gifts to its guardian spirit can cause thengpto dry up.

...The territory an indigenous community inhabstgnseparable
from the group’s identity and survival; it is na@en simply as a
resource to be used and exploited.

Navarrete goes on to describe how indigenous hgphiactices depend on an intimate
knowledge of the environment and of local plantd animals. The healer makes use of
his or her knowledge of the pharmaceutical propsmif plants, as well as knowing their
hot and cold attributes. For example, plants déinatclassified as hot are used to treat
illnesses that are caused by an excess of coldeaksmIn the indigenous worldview
health is a condition that is achieved by balantiogand cold elements in the body, as

16 Navarrete Linares, 2008, pp. 78-85. For his dpsion of the relationship between the indigenous
worldview and health Navarrete cites Alfredo Lopemstin’s Cuerpo humano e idiologia. Las
concepciones de los antiguos nahudBlAM-Instituto de Investigaciones Antropolégicd980.
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well as balancing the several souls each persaiesavithin with the external forces that
interact with these souls. As Navarrete desciitbes

There are illnesses such as “susto” (literallygtit) that result
when one of the person’s internal souls leavedtuy as a result
of a shock. When someone who is suffering frora toindition
goes to a modern doctor, it is of no help to ted patient that such
a thing doesn't exist or that the ideasaftois false from the
perspective of modern medicine. The person isigehu

suffering and could even die from his/her condifioh

A concept such asustocan seem completely alien to a biomedical practér.
However, thinking of it as a post-traumatic strés®rder (PTSD) can begin to build a
bridge between the indigenous and the modern wienlds: Just as PTSD has a
significant psychological and cultural componenti@ doesustq and its effective
treatment requires the intervention of a qualifedctitioner:

In this light, traditional healers are extremelypiontant in the
community as they share the patient’s worldview eaual
prescribe the appropriate treatments for many atenesing
medicinal plants, prayer, ceremonies and other davfrdiagnosis
to ascertain, for example, where the person’s weul as a result
of sustoand how to bring it back into the botfy.

When a Mixtec woman who works as a medical integori@ Fresno was asked about the
hot-cold concept of iliness causation, she exptairn&Vhen it's cold you need to avoid
“cold” foods such as rice. When it's hot you shibaloid foods such as mango.” When
asked if medical personnel in the local hospitalensvare of these sorts of things, the
Mixtec interpreter replied that they simply doniscliss this with the doctd??

VIII-3.2 Use of traditional healers in California

Throughout California there’s a web of Mexican ttiathal healers practicing their
healing arts discretely and below the radar otafiinstitutions. They can besrberos
(herbalists)sobadoregmassage specialisté)ieserogmanipulators similar to
chiropractors)curanderogspiritual healers), or some combination therdafthe San
Joaquin Valley, in San Diego, along the coast intMea County, Santa Maria, the
Salinas Valley, and the North Coast, people spdlkaawing traditional healers and of
seeking them out for a variety of ailments. Tleatments are familiar and non-

147 Navarrete Linares, 2008, p. 83.

18 Navarrete Linares, 2008

149 For a popular yet perceptive and highly readatikeussion of Mexican ethno-specific conditionshsuc
assusto, empachanal de ojoand others, see Avila and Parker, 1999. Avilapsyhiatric RN whose

own experience with Mexican folk healing allows tebridge the divide between the western biomédica
approach and traditional knowledge systems. Aerathportant source is the dissertation by Dr. Benn
Bade for University of California at Riverside dlati: "Sweatbaths, Sacrifice, and Surgery: The tReof
Transnational Health Care by Mixtec Families inifoahia,” 1994
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threatening, cheaper and often the outcomes argveosOne family we interviewed in
Watsonville wished to take a sick child to Mexibaoi since the journey was not possible,
instead they drove three hours to Santa Mariagk g services of a traditional healer
and reported that the child recovered.

A farmworker living on a quiet suburban street ifaan town on the Central Coast
described a neighbor of his as@adomwho saw a steady stream of people entering his
home, from seven in the morning till seven at nighthissobador as do other

indigenous healers we learned of, charges on imglgtale: five, ten or fifteen dollars,
whatever people can affotc’

Yet in spite of the many traditional healers segwine indigenous community in
California, respondents feel there is a shortagtisfkind of care. Numerous individuals
we interviewed expressed frustration at not hagiogess to a traditional healer or to
familiar medicinal plants. Also missing is access sweat bath, drafio de vapor.
Besides the therapeutic value of the heat and taéaal herbssweat baths play an
important role in re-establishing a spiritual coctien to the earth, a connection deemed
essential for health. Women in particular missilgaccess to sweat baths following
childbirth, as discussed below.

VIII-3.3 Perinatal care

Indigenous women, and the activists who work witkn, report a dislike, mistrust and a
profound fear of the way pregnancy and childbira managed in the biomedical setting.
Given that perinatal care is currently the moggdient encounter between the indigenous
and the modern medical system, the attitudes weuertered offer valuable insights into
beliefs and behaviors. While the gynecological abstetric care indigenous women
receive in California is likely to result in fardtier rates of maternal and child survival
when compared to Mexico, women generally did ngress appreciation for the care
they received, highlighting an arena of culturdlison.

As noted earlier, indigenous women avoid prenaed @nd only arrive at the clinic or
hospital when they’re ready to deliver. Certaipignatal care from the biomedical
system is not something they are accustomed toexidd, yet women give a variety of
other reasons for avoiding it in California. Acsits and culturally-attuned practitioners
who work with indigenous women shared the following

B “They don’t go for prenatal care so as not to lasky’s work. To go to
the clinic means losing a whole day. They havetarge child care for
the youngest, walk to the bus stop, take the busttwn, wait for their
appointment, and then come back again. Some coitiesuhave very

%0 For a journalistic account, including a short videf a Oaxacan traditional healer working in Mader
California, see: Sack, 2008
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bad bus service. Many women work up to a few degfere the baby is
born, some even up to the day they deliver.”

B “We've found that nearly all the women are anemidray pregnancy.
They don’t want to take vitamins because the sayllitause the baby to
grow too large and result in their being given aection.”

B Pregnant women have concerns that are not addrbgseestern
medicine: they are very worried about how thrgrviosandcoraje will
affect the baby; even second generation young wdrmghto these
beliefs even though they grew up in the &5,

B Women will seek out aobador(massage specialist) to relieve stress and
physical discomfort related to pregnancy; it's ipexsive, convenient and
comforting.

B The contrast between the indigenous and the meajigabaches to
childbirth is like “heaven and earth” accordingotwe Mixtec health
outreach worker in Fresno. She explains that embgs women
traditionally think of this time as a happy occasipre- and post-partum
practices include hot herbal teas and massagas. e it's all about
machines. Of course they're going to be alarmdttiegins during
prenatal care with the need for blood tests andiltinesound. And during
labor: “Traditionally only certain foods are conseninand nothing cold
like ice chips should be taken. Yet when indigen@omen request a sip
of water, they are offered ice-chips.” And theslldwing birth, “They
want you to bathe! They even want you to getlodflibed and walk by
yourself to the bathroom.”

B Following childbirth, Mixtec women in their homeromunities undergo a
carefully-prescribed regimen of sweat baths, utldesupervision of
other experienced women, and they include the tiseedicinal herbs, all
to aid recovery and help re-establish the bodyislégium. The lack of
access to sweat baths on this side of the boradecaatribute to the
women’s profound sense of isolation and post-padepression>2

VIII-3.4 Coping with illness

1 These ethno-specific conditions, loosely transla® “nerves” and “anger,” reveal a concern thaingt
emotions and heightened stress can have negatigegoences for the fetus, and hence the desire to
maintain emotional equilibrium during pregnancy hil% biomedical practitioners might interpret the
avoidance of prenatal care as a failure to undeddtae importance of maternal health during pregpan
worries about the effects akrviosandcorajereveal indigenous women attuned to the connections
between their own health and that of their baloy they express their concerns from within theinow
worldview.

152 Respondents lamented the inability to set up shvethis, either because they live in apartment
complexes or they feared neighbors would compladhlacal authorities intervene if they tried buildi
the necessary fire pit in their backyards. Wehdidr reports of people who were able to set up tswaths
on their property, including a traditional hedlethe Central Valley who lives outside of town and
maintains a low profile. For a first-hand accoah& sweat bath experience, see “Alive and Well:
Generating Alternatives to Biomedical Health Cayevbixtec Migrant Families in California” by Bonnie
Bade in Fox and Rivera-Salgado, 2004.
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Given the lack of insurance, the high cost of ctire,many barriers to access, the
preference for self-medication and traditional tmeent, people tend to seek biomedical
care only as a last resort. Following are the speaple follow when coping with illness,
as described to our researchers:

1) Start with a traditional tea or home remedy atdhget. Those unfamiliar
with the appropriate remedy will seek advice fraatives and neighbors.
Failing that, and if one is available, they wile&eadvice from a
salesperson atBotanica-a store selling herbs and traditional remedies.

2) Next, people will seek out Mexican medicines thagw or have used in
the past. These might be available at a local béaxgrocery story or at a
flea market. People either request the medicinednye or describe their
symptoms and ask the salesperson for a recommend&hop keepers
and flea market vendors become their de facto pheiats.

3) If these efforts fail to provide relief, the nexeg is to visit the local
Western-style pharmacy to purchase an over-theteoamedication
recommended by a friend, neighbor, family membesoonething the
person has used before.

4) If a traditional healer is available, the persoryrs@ek treatment in
exchange for a small fee.

5) Finally, after all avenues have been exhaustedlandondition has
worsened, they go to the clinic or emergency room.

As a Central Valley outreach worker commented: gdma doctor at an early stage is
likely to require a series of tests which indigen@armworkers view as an expensive
waste of time. Those who have been to doctorseriéd prefer examinations that don’t
involve “a bunch of machines” and instead lead tpigk diagnosis and prescription.
Since prescriptions are often antibiotics, someld/qust as soon skip the doctor visit and
move straight to self-medication. Antibiotics danhad at local flea markets or from
someone who purchased them in Tijuana. Injectamagrized as a quick way to get
results and many people are able to inject therasadv know someone who can do the
injecting.

VIII-4 Provider Perspectives
VIII-4.1 A recent phenomenon

The appearance of Mexican indigenous patientgymfsgtant numbers caught the health
care system off guard and unprepared. Prior tonide1990s few providers

distinguished indigenous patients from other Mexicamigrants, or had any

background knowledge or training in how to deligalturally-appropriate care. A
bilingual Family Nurse Practitioner at a commuraliyic in Oxnard reports only
becoming aware of this distinct group around 19&8n she began to see patients who
spoke little or no Spanish. Ten years later hialfey patients are Mixtec, and she and her
colleagues have begun to see other indigenous gtinajuding Zapotecs, Triquis and
Amuzgos.
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VIII-4.2 Provider-patient communication gap

Even with an interpreter available to assist, ptexs who deal directly with indigenous
patients describe the difficulty of interacting lvjgeople with very low levels of
education, with limited exposure to western me@@nd technology, and who hold
entirely different notions of disease, its causatiad its treatment. Yet the challenges go
beyond ones of language, terminology and worldvieWws®men, who account for the
majority of indigenous patients, have limited knedgde of their own bodies and
reproductive systems, have no vocabulary for matermal body parts, are extremely
reticent about discussing matters of sex and rejaotexh, and are fearful of being

touched by male providers.

VIII-4.3 Reticence to speak up

Providers have noted that indigenous patients mageif-identify as indigenous or
admit when they don’t understand Spanish. Prosifled it frustrating when their
indigenous patients profess to understand wheadntiey do not. This tendency not to
admit being indigenous and to remain “invisible’shmeen attributed to the
discrimination they have experienced in Mexico anthe U.S. at the hands of
mestizos:>

VIII-4.4 Lack of suitable educational material

Activists and outreach workers lament the lackedlth education materials suitable for
a barely literate population. Particularly impoitare materials on contraception, the
risks of teenage childbearing, information on ptaheare, and education about infant
safety, given the dramatic differences between itimmd in a remote village and those in
modern urban America. Most pamphlets producedjyeyeies are aimed at readers with
an 8" grade education, but organizations that servénttigenous report that women,
who are most of their clients, left school aftex #\ or 5" grade, and many are not
literate in any language. Pamphlets, even thagerdi@g drawings and photos, have not
proved effective, only the more time-consuming faéace communication has worked.
Some groups believe that informative video progrémnshealth matters and parenting)
could be effective and could be played as DVDs aitimg rooms. However the cost of
this kind of effort has proved a constraint.

VIII-4.5 Time, staffing and budget constraints

Caring for indigenous patients present a numbehaflenges from the perspective of
providers, chief among them the strain it puts logaaly-stretched resources. A clinic
administrator noted that while an appointment witBpanish-only patient can take
around 25 minutes, it can take 30-45 minutes tasaadigenous patient. “There’s a lot
of hand holding required, it's a slow and time-aamgng process,” he said, noting the

133 The Indigenous Community Survey found that amaspondents who described a medical encounter
for a serious condition, fifty-five percent saigyhhad trouble understanding what was being s@itl.out
of 128)
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extra staff time required to deal with paperwofkaff even have to take time to explain
how to use public transportation so patients weiurn for follow up visits. The
administrator described how this can cause hi$ tstdéll behind and to lengthen the
patient wait times. While a solution would be torease staffing and interpretation
services, there is a shortage of family practitrene the U.S., and a lack of qualified
interpreters. Additionally, these demands are ognat a time when clinics are facing
severe budget cuts.

VIII-4.6 Hiring interpreters

Whereas several clinic administrators expressessaedto hire more indigenous
interpreters, they described the obstacles thegueriered when the candidates possessed
no documents or social security numbers. In og®mne an administrator approached the
Mexican Consulate, but found it was of little atsiee, since it had no indigenous
language resources or any connection to the indigeimmigrant community in its area.
Administrators who have sought the help of indigenorganizations for assistance and
guidance in hiring interpreters described the fai&in at what appeared to be conflicting
agendas at work, with favoritism for those assedatith the indigenous organizations
emerging when there was a possibility of employméde health administrator likened
working with indigenous leaders to the challeng&ofking with the Hmong refugee
population, and spoke of the arduous and time-aairsyeffort to build bridges of
understanding and trust across the cultural divide.

VIII-4.7 Legal issues

Providers have described the quandary they face wWiey encounter cultural practices
that are illegal in the United States. In Sectit5.5 below we describe the legal
problems that can emerge with underage teenageensoharticularly where the father is
a few years older and can be considered in visladidaws against statutory rape. Our
research did not collect systematic informationulpmlygamy, but one provider
reported seeing multiple cases.

VIII-4.8 Male dominance

A number of providers express frustration at hodigenous men frequently insist on
being present during a woman’s medical visit, &ctn interpreter and asserting control
over provider-patient communication and decisiorkimgt Women'’s inferior status in
Mexico persists when they come to the United Stakesnany of the indigenous groups
we encountered, women are expected to be submissiven and not speak up for
themselves. Women'’s lack of power, combined witbdistic isolation and minimal
education, prevents them from assuming contraheif town bodies and can keep them
trapped in abusive relationships. Whereas pengeptioviders would like to screen for
domestic violence, they're reluctant to do so e &élvsence of culturally-appropriate
intervention services. (See Section VIII.5.6 kefor additional discussion on domestic
violence.)
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VIII-4.9 Building bridges

Providers serving the indigenous agree on the teeestablish relationships with the
indigenous communities in order to improve commatign and deliver quality care.
However, developing those relationships can becditfand time-consuming, even for
sympathetic providers. With staffing shortages landget cuts, primary care providers
are stretched thin with heavy patient loads ankl fae time to reach out and get to know
the indigenous communities in their areas. Needes, there are a few promising
initiatives that are attempting to bridge the cdtuivide in innovative ways.

VIII-5 Health concerns and needs

This discussion is drawn from interviews with kejormants, including providers,
community activists, members of the indigenous comitres, as well as from field
observations by our research team. As such iesgmts the views of individuals familiar
with indigenous farmworkers in California. We hawedata on the frequency of given
health conditions, specific diseases or outconiga is not kept for minority Mexican
language groups by county health departments.a result, we had no administrative
information at our disposal to provide quantitatexedence of the disadvantages the
indigenous face in California relative to other M immigrants.

VIII-5.1 Extreme crowding

In Section VII-4 we described the extraordinarilghrate of crowding among
indigenous farmworkers. Here we offer some fiemtdhaccounts of housing conditions
encountered by our research team while conduatiregviews. We then go on to
describe some of the health implications of thes®litions, as expressed by providers
we interviewed.

As shown in Chart VII-5, the Watsonville and Saimagions present the highest rates of
crowding:

In Watsonville (P4jaro and Lomas) and Salinas wgabe
interviewing families who live in garages or in dhraoms
without a kitchen, without a bathroom, without haad
with a single bulb for lighting. These familieschi ask
permission to use the bathroom and the kitchenpahd
according to a set schedule.

We were struck by the lack of material possessionsng
the families from San Martin Peras. We met farailidno
offered us the only plastic chair they possessedhat
house our interviewer had to conduct the intervigvile
seated on a clothes basket and the interpretensat
plastic bucket. The family sat on the floor. Grother
occasion, we had to conduct the interview standmg
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because they didn’t have a chair, nor a tablearwed to
sit on.

In the crowded Ventura region, we observed thevalg:

In Santa Paula and in Fillmore, in almost all thartments
where we conducted interviews we found severallfami
or several single men living in the same apartm@iie
families rent a room and the single men rent spacine
living room floor.

When Marbella was initially interviewed she onlyte her
own family and two cousins living in the householYhen
we returned hoping to interview the cousins, wentbthat
another couple and their children were moving th®
house. We also learned that the two cousins vienglin
the garage.

In Santa Maria we encountered the following extremgation:

We interviewed a woman last night who lived in an
ordinary-looking 1930s suburban house with a detdch
garage in back. She informed us that in additiohetrself
and her two young daughters there were anothee@gle
living at the address. There were 19 kids, 16 suddes
(20 living in the garage), plus 6 women and onlg on
bathroom. The men bathe in back with the gardese ho
The woman told us she is looking for another pkaoe
hopes to move out soon.

And in the Bakersfield region:

While in Taft | interviewed a woman and noted
cockroaches moving about on the floor and on thé wa
behind her. No one mentioned them, nor made any
complaints about the apartment. There are thraples
living in the apartment. Two couples sleep inlleeroom
upstairs and the third couple sleeps in the livomm. The
apartment is fairly new and appears to have working
appliances and faucets. The bathroom is in a pabe of
repair.

We realized there was fear we would discover howyma
people are living in a house, apartment, room oagga
because people are afraid that if it's known, samemight
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come to evict them, i.e. the owner, the managercity or
some other authority. We were able to speak wigh t
owner of some apartments who told us that he’sdaym
to 15 people living in a single apartment, but “$excurity
and for their own good” he’s established a rule of
maximum of 10 per apartment.

People gave a variety of reasons for enduring stmiided conditions, including the
high cost of rent and the desire to save and semaugh money as possible to their
families in Mexico. Providers, for their part,pegssed great concern over the health
implications of poor housing conditions, including:

1) Lead exposurethey’re seeing contamination in 4-5 year old ai@h who
are living in garage&*

2) Infectious diseasesa Family Nurse Practitioner in Ventura reportd tha
RSV (Respiratory Syncytial Virus Infection) is aises bronchial
infection in young children. It sweeps through tdoenmunity every
winter and is exacerbated by close living conddior local pediatrician
estimates that Ventura County has several hundreesceach year that are
serious enough to require medical attention, inolygidome 50
hospitalizations. Of these, some of the childmensa sick that they must
be transferred to the pediatric intensive care innf8anta Barbara where
they are intubated. The practitioner notes tHa\¥ Rffects poor and
crowded communities disproportionately. She dbéssrit as a close-
contact disease similar to tuberculosis and féwtsdne day TB will
spread in a similar way through the community.

3) Epidemiological riskthe same provider noted that this is a non-
immunized population; if someone gets measlesyyasarious disease in
adults, it can spread through the entire population

4) Poor nutrition: from November through Janudtthere’s no work and
people are under considerable pressure to pagttiend so they cut back
on food; one outreach worker reported seeing fasilat were only
eating eggs and beans. Other observers have adtigti consumption of
junk food, candy and soft drinks.

5) Food preparation & storageunder crowded conditions it is difficult to
gain access to the kitchen, which limits the aptilit prepare healthy food;
food storage space is restricted when several iizsrshare one
refrigerator.

134 see footnote 129 for other suspected sourcesdfdentamination.
%5 1n the ICS, this time period was identified bgnajority of informants in response to a directsfign
asking for the period of no work.
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6) Reliance on unhealthy processed foogackaged and highly processed
foods are more convenient to store and consumigiyhcrowded
situations; additionally they are a cheaper fornsadbries and are favored
by children who are accustomed to seeing adveréa&on TV.

7) Sanitation:plumbing systems are not designed to handle tiye lanmber
of people sharing the same facilities. One phgsicescribed seeing a lot
of skin problems in children, attributing it to pdwoygiene.

8) Delayed childhood developmestveral providers, all working
independently and at separate facilities, repaingglarge numbers of
indigenous children with delayed speech and delayedall
development, even when no other medical problemg@sent. They
attribute it to a lack of infant stimulation. Thegeculate that in crowded
and substandard living situations infants are textgd on the floor and
suffer from a lack of “tummy time.” Due to a laokspace, children are
not able to benefit from the important crawling phaf development, and
without physical-muscular stimulation they faildevelop muscle tone.
Also, with both parents away working, babies aterofeft in the care of
older women and, with too many children to loolegfhutrition is poor
and infants are kept restrained for long periodsnoé.

9) Family SeparationCrowding has led neighbors and others to call Child
Protective Services; this results in encountersdhafrightening and
confusing for indigenous parents who are at risksihg custody of their
children. Agency personnel, lacking interpreterd eesources to deal
with the indigenous population, also find thesaatibns extremely
frustrating and difficult to resolve in a humanenmer.

10)Domestic violence (DVproviders in many of the regions believe DV is
exacerbated by multiple families living in the sanmét.

VIII-5.2 Isolation and depression among women

Frontline providers, including nurses, outreachkeos and community activists, report
that post-partum depression is a serious condéioang indigenous women. As a
Mixtec interpreter on the Central Coast descrilbed i

Women will cry by themselves; they don’t want tedst feed, or
they don’t want to stay with their partner; thegtjwant to
withdraw. | think it's because they’re away froheir village,
they're alone and can’t drive. They're often nlatse to a park,
the husband is away and there’s no transportation.

Another provider noted that the absence of traddtieweat baths and supportive
communal rituals adds to the women’s linguistic anliural isolation, coming at a time
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when they’re already emotionally vulnerable. Mafiyhe mothers are also quite young
(see section VIII-5.5 on teenage pregnancy below).

A clinic administrator on the Central Coast ackrnedged that depression is a huge
problem and that in 2007 they began screening pregomen. They've provided some
mental health counseling, using interpreters asnmediaries, and he estimates that they
were able to prevent at least ten suicides oveptée@ous year.

A Family Nurse Practitioner in Ventura agreed thast partum depression is a serious
problem that deserves more attention. In her paathey attempt to address it in Well
Baby classes where groups of eight mothers gathmeet with two outreach workers.
They believe that the group setting is a culturajpypropriate approach with indigenous
women, instead of attempting individual mental treetierapy.

In the Central Valley a community activist alsoeggt that post partum depression is a
problem, but noted that the local health care agsnn the area make no effort to
identify or address the problem.

VIII-5.3 Mental health problems among men

Since indigenous men seldom approach clinics ft, litehas been outreach workers
who have noticed the problem of depression amoesggtimen who are lonely and far
from home. An unhealthy syndrome can take holdragymoen living on their own, be it
in encampments, in crowded apartments, in garageisenls. They miss their families,
they have unhealthy diets, there is a lack of @@ya and exercise, and many turn to
alcohol and drug use. Their physical and mentalthesuffers and they can find
themselves spiraling out of control. A Mixtec @#ch worker in San Diego reports
seeing mental health problems among the men livirtige canyons. He described the
men as profoundly sad and overcome with feelingsfefiority and impotence.

This sense of despair was echoed by an outreadtewat the other end of the state, on
the North Coast. He observes that newly-arriveligenous men find it difficult to
adapt, are easily exploited, and when they fagldioieve the goals they had set for
themselves in coming here, the stress combinedlittlthnews from family leads to
depression. They start hanging out and drinkirtty) Wiends, and their descent into
alcoholism begins.

Activists report that alcohol consumption is resigitin multiple problems for the
indigenous community. They point out that alcotmhsumption is culturally sanctioned,
especially during fiestas, where binge drinkingasnmon. However, there is also
considerable drinking during the week as well,ga@isuming beer is not really viewed as
“drinking.” Outreach workers note that driving Whintoxicated is a serious problem
resulting in DUI arrests, in auto accidents anddnous injury. One of our interpreters
informed us that Mixtec men in his area see notlingng with driving while

intoxicated, even with women and children in thiigke. He and other indigenous
activists believe there is an urgent need for eiilic@and outreach around this matter,
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especially since the men are used to drinking aivihd in Mexico where it is not
censured.

Another condition afflicting indigenous farmworkerey be PTSD, or Post Traumatic
Stress Disorder. A mestizo outreach worker whoemto daily contact with Zapotec
men searching for work, describes cases of sevemlynatized men who are still
suffering from the violence and abuse they expegdrwhile crossing the border. Itis
affecting their daily lives and the outreach workelieves they urgently need someone
to talk to about it. However, there are no Zapatéerpreters in the area.

VIII-5.4 HIV/AIDS

While our study did not gather information on thesaditions, interviews with providers
and outreach workers revealed that there is corahtiefear and misinformation
regarding the disease, together with a strongtegsis to the use of condoms.

Outreach workers in the Central Valley describetiganous men who were under the
impression that contact with pesticides is whataéead to HIV/AIDS. Others believed
they could protect themselves by rubbing their pevth lemon following sexual

relations. And men who had contracted a venelisabde reported washing their penises
with bleach. Even those who were diagnosed with ##scribed using bleach on their
penises.

Efforts to encourage protective behavior have pddwastrating, these outreach workers
report: “We have difficulty persuading our cliemésuse condoms, even when we provide
them. Men just don’t want them, and that’s it.”

VIII-5.5 Phenomenon of teenage pregnancy

All the providers we interviewed remarked on theyvearly age of pregnancy within this
population. The observation is supported by compahe percentages displayed in
Chart VIII-32°° A quick examination shows that the median agéiith of first child

for all California mothers is in the 20 to 24 yedd-range, while for the indigenous
women it is in the 15 to 19 year-old range. It féar all of California, less than a
quarter (24%) of the mothers were 19 or less atithe of birth of their first child, while
for the indigenous mothers, more than half (56%)ewl® years old or less.

16 This graph displays, first: the age of the 137hreg from the Indigenous Community Survey (ICS), by
different age groups, and second: the age of dilod@aia mothers for different age groups from CHi&a.
The sample size in the CHIS for these women is@pmately 15,000. For details see:
http://www.chis.ucla.edu/methodology.html
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This early age of marriage and childbearing is dsgboulturally acceptable within
indigenous communities, and Mexican physiciansisgrin Oaxacan villages report that
it is not unusual for young girls to give birthtteeir first child at age fourteen. Women’s
health experts, however, warn that giving birtswath a young age can result in
premature births and low birth weights, endangentbung mothers’ health, and increase
their risk for malnutrition, high blood pressuredaanemia. Nevertheless, the girls often
go on to bear a second child while still at a wayyng age, compounding health risks for
themselves and their children.

What is culturally acceptable in their home conteadt place the indigenous on a
collision course with norms, institutions and lawshe United States. In the U.S. there
are serious legal issues associated with beingnderage teenage mother, especially if
the father is a few years older and the girl ithe United States without her own parents
nearby. One provider has learned that in somgémdius communities a girl of 13 is
considered ready to go out into the world, and ¢ivéd aged 13 and 14 are coming across
the border, without a parent or close relativesyrifer to look for work>’ This provider
went on to describe what can happen when one séthederage and unaccompanied
girls becomes pregnant by a man even just a fevsydder than her. She told of a
hospital where the nurses thought it their dutgathin Child Protective Services. This
has only served to compound the problem: the fathamrested and jailed, while the

157 A Mexican regional newspapknagen de Zacatecageported an increasing number of unaccompanied
minors crossing the border to the U.S., noting ih&008 more than 19,000 of these unaccompanied
children and youth were deported to Mexico. telisOaxaca and Guerrero among the principal stéites
origin. August 25, 200%ttp://www.imagenzac.com.mx/migrantes/daran-apoymras-migrantes-

deportados
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young girl ends up frightened and alone in a sieac@untry, with a new baby, unable to
speak English or Spanish, and with no means of@tipp

Health workers describe a profound and unmet needducation around sexuality, the
risks of teenage pregnancy, birth control and l&a®8s. However, efforts to reach out to
educate the community on these matters have ererednteep-seated cultural
resistance. One outreach worker, already sensdittee reluctance Latino parents have
towards discussing sexuality with their teens, reggsbmaking absolutely no headway
with indigenous groups for whom the topic of sexyas simply a taboo topic, and
bearing children at a young age an accepted norm.

VIII-5.6 Domestic violence

Outreach workers and health providers consideralsisrious problem that is both hard
to get at and has not yet been addressed. [triskdem whose roots lie deep within
indigenous communities and Mexican society whermeim have few rights and where
violence against women is accepted as “the crossemamust bear.”

Activists working in Mexico report that while fargilziolence is gradually being
addressed in urban areas, it remains high witldiggnous communities where,
according to one estimate, it affects between 8D4@nhpercent of adult womért While
we have no data regarding its prevalence in Caliéthere is no question that this
practice has crossed the border, and that it eadutiin indigenous households and
causes considerable pain and suffering.

Paramount among the barriers to addressing thidgrroin California is the lack of a
culturally-appropriate strategy. Health workems@unter multiple cases of women who
are victims of abuse by their partners, but finelWwomen are unwilling to press charges
against their abusers for fear of finding themselvean even worse predicament when
they are ostracized by both family and commun#y outreach worker described the
case of an indigenous woman on the Central Cadmt:was unusual in that she sought
help from a community organization and agreed tangma shelter in order to escape her
abuser. However, once her time was up at theesteatd she had to move out, her entire
community rejected her.

Consequently indigenous women who speak no Englisthoften only limited Spanish,
are left with no alternatives but to remain prissnaf abuse. A Central Valley service
provider described the women victims she encoudtaseneither able to go to the police,
nor to leave their husbands, because there simgéyne place for them to go.

Some health providers have talked of screening gegients for domestic violence.
However, in the absence of culturally-appropriategpams and services, they see little
point. On the Central Coast one group has orgdnifermational meetings to address a
multitude of topics, including sexual assault andhéstic violence. The activist

1%8 See the Family Violence Prevention Fund:
http://endabuse.org/section/programs/global_préeehtproject context
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spearheading this group reports that while the imgeare well-attended, there are many
in the indigenous community who don’t want to hawgthing to do with the

organization out of fear that their women will bew“uppity.” At present, providers

and activists wishing to help indigenous womencamestrained by the lack of
appropriate counseling services, the lack of satesimg for those wishing to escape their
abusers, and the inertia of a community that do¢sansider it a problem.
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Afterword: Comparing Today and 20 Years Ago:
The Indigenous settle but harsh conditions remain

The migration of indigenous Mexicans to Califorbegan during the Bracero Program
(1942-1965). It re-emerged after 1970, fueled irt pg the recruitment of southern
indigenous workers for the winter vegetable industrNorthwest Mexico, which grew
rapidly in the 1960s due to the completion of @tign projects in Sinaloa and Sonora
and the displacement of winter vegetables from Giitea the revolution. Stage
migration to the United States via Northwest Mexigas the principal route through
which individual village networks from southern Mex came to migrate to the United
States. Of course, once such migration was estaoljsubsequent migration occurred
directly from the sending village—and neighborindgges—to the U.S. destination.
Starting in 1989, a project at the California Inge for Rural Studies (CIRS), funded by
the Ford Foundation, began to research the extehisomigration and the living and
working conditions of the migrantg® This research led to a dialogue with California
Rural Legal Assistance, which created a programafenous outreach workers to
assist the indigenous farmworkers in their own leggs. It also led to an effort to
identify and train interpreters for court procegginFinally, it provided assistance to the
incipient organizational efforts of the migrants/ging them to gain access to
institutional resources and philanthropic fundinghe current study, the IFS, has
furthered these earlier efforts.

How has this population of migrants changed—wipeet to their numbers and the
working and living conditions they face—in the tdecades that have elapsed?

The earlier study focused on the Mixtecos, sineg there the dominant group, though
some data were gathered on other language grobpscuFrent study shows that
Mixtecos are still the dominant indigenous groupkirrg in rural California, accounting
for an estimated 53 percent of indigenous Mexi@amfvorkers-®® However, it also
shows that there are many other indigenous groupsaking a total of 23 languages—
including a sizeable Zapoteco population that antofor 26 percent of those identified,
as well as a significant Triqui presence of almidspercent. Though it was well known
that there was a large Zapoteco population in utlmsnAngeles, their presence in
California agriculture was found to be small by tda@vassers in 1991. And though the
earlier studies found a few Triqui villages, attttimme most of the migrant Triquis were
working in Baja California, as they had not yet radwp into California to a significant
degree in 1991.

In 1994, Runsten and Kearney, based on the 1994&samf many rural California
regions, counted about 7,000 Oaxacan immigramg i@alifornia towns from 201
Oaxacan villages. The canvass allowed them to raalestimate of about 21,000

139 zabin, Carol, (Coordinator). 199Rligracién Oaxaquefia a los Campos Agricolas de Galifi: Un
Dialogo. Current Issue Brief, 2. La Jolla: Center for UMgxican Studies. Zabin, et al. 1993. Runsten and
Kearney 1994.

150 Note that the current study, though seeking t@empass all indigenous immigrants from Mexico, still
omits indigenous immigrant workers from Guatemalatber Latin American countries.
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Mixteco farmworkers in California in 1991, alongtiwb,500 children, for a total of
26,000 Mixtecos in rural California.

In the current IFS study, we estimated that thezeevb3,600 indigenous immigrant
farmworkers from the 342 towns where we actualljected population estimates from
people who originated in these towns. In additindigenous informants identified the
names of 156 other indigenous villages with a presen California agriculture,

however these towns were identified without estesaif population and so they were
left out of our state-wide population estimate. rbtaver, by comparing the hometown
lists gathered in 1991 and 2008, we discoveredhandtO0 towns that were found in
1991 but missed in 2008 entirely. In total, thiwere were over 250 towns that we
knew had a presence in rural California but forakhive did not have estimates. This led
us to conclude that our estimate based on the@®&2stfor which we did have estimates
could only be considered a partial estimate oté@ population.

As a consequence, we turned to the twenty yeaNatobnal Agricultural Workers

Survey (NAWS) of the U.S. department of Labor tdkeastimates of the total
population. Our resulting point estimates from KAWVS for indigenous farmworkers
were 31,800 in the 1991-95 period and 117,850Her2004-2008 period (See Appendix
lll for details). These are very consistent whik estimates from the canvassing done in
1991 by the CIRS and the count made in 2008 byguheent IFS research. The
estimates confirm a rapid growth over these twades.

There has also been a clear increase in the propsiof women and children in this
population—from 17 and 22 percent, respectively1,981, to 25 and 35 percent in
2008—which would be expected as the population imesomore settled in California.
Including the children, we estimate that thereareast 165,000 indigenous immigrants
in rural California, originating in about 600 Meait towns and villages. Comparing the
data gathered in 1991 and in 2008 confirms thedwotatevidence that U.S.-bound
migration has spread to hundreds more indigendlaggs, involving many more
language groups.

Turning to wages and working conditions in Califaragriculture, the earlier studies
found that the indigenous had more short-term jolese more likely to migrate for
work, were more likely to experience non-paymentirmderpayment of wages, and were
subject to more side payments—such as payingdesror tools—than were mestizo
Mexican farmworkers. This appears to have chanigigel bs agricultural labor market
conditions deteriorated in the 1980s and have neadailepressed.

* In 1991, the indigenous workers interviewed repmbleing paid less than the
minimum wage in 25% of their jobs during the pryeiar, and 47% had at least
one job that paid less than the minimum. In 2@38% were being paid less than
the minimum wage in their current job. Although thamimum wage has risen,
the respect for it has not.

* In both 2008 and in 1991, the indigenous were faorae facing harsh working
conditions, such as being required to pay for ridesork. In 1991, 28% of the
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indigenous said they had to pay for a ride to waskn their employer as a
condition of their job. In 2008, 25% paid for suchide

e In 1991, 26% of the indigenous surveyed said thag/riot been paid in at least
one job. In 2008, of the indigenous surveyed whatioaed a legal complaint,
27% cited non-payment or underpayment of wages.

The indigenous farmworkers are still occupyingjties at the bottom of the labor
market, the short-term tasks or the most labomsitee tasks, such as harvesting, hoeing,
pruning, and thinning. Their increased presencarasfested itself in a spreading out
across the geography of California agriculture upging these tasks in more and more
areas. For example, while the indigenous were d gawd of the work force in
Watsonville strawberries 20 years ago, how theg@ous are the dominant labor force
there, just as they were already the dominant gno@anta Maria strawberries in the
earlier period. Their presence in strawberriesrttadoubt made possible the continual
expansion of California strawberry acreage in redecsades. The crops that they work
in—grapes, strawberries, citrus, vegetables, toestinee fruit—are the very same crops
that have been seeking a constantly replenishexnl falce for many decades.

102



Bibliography

Alcald, E. y T. Reyes Couturier. Migrantes MixtecBsProceso Migratorio de la
Mixteca Baja. México: INAH, 1994,

Aguilar Rivera, José Antonio “El Fracaso Multicuilde Oaxaca,” Oaxaca: 2008,
http://www.nexos.com.mx/?P=leerarticulo&Article=128

Avila, Elena, and Joy Parkalloman Who Glows in the Dafkew York:
Tarcher/Putnam, 1999.

Bacon, Davidlllegal People: How Globalization Creates Migratiamd Criminalizes
Immigrants.Beacon Press, 2008.

Bade, BonnieMixtec Health Care in CaliforniaBerkeley, CA: CPAC, 1993.

Bade, Bonnie, Dissertation, "Sweatbaths, Sacrifoe, Surgery: The Practice of
Transnational Health Care by Mixtec Families inifoahia.” Riverside: University of
California at Riverside, 1994

Bade, Bonnie Sweatbaths, Sacrifice, and Surgerg:Transmedical Health Care of
Mixtec Migrant Families in California, Doctoral ertation, Riverside: University of
California, 1994.

Bade, Bonnie. "Contemporary Mixtec Medicine: Emn&iband Spiritual Approaches."
Cloth and CultureGrace Johnson and Douglas Sharon eds. San DiegeudiuPapers
No. 32. 1994.

Bade, Bonnie. "Contemporary Mixtec Medicine: Emn&iband Spiritual Approaches."
Unpublished, 1995.

Bade, Bonnie “Is There a Doctor in the Field? Uhdeg Conditions Affecting Access
to Health Care for California Farmworkers and th&milies” California Policy
Research Center, University of California Officetloé President, California Program on
Access to Care 2000.

Bade, Bonnie. "Alive and Well: Generating Alterwvas to Biomedical Health Care by
Mixtec Migrant Families in California." lindigenous Mexican Migrants in the United
Statesedited by Jonathan Fox and Gaspar Rivera-Sal@a#e247. La Jolla: Center for
U.S.-Mexican Studies and Center for Comparative ignation Studies, University of
California, San Diego, 2004.

Bade, Bonnie "La practica de la medicina transcaltde los migrantes mixtecos en
California,"La ruta mixteca: el impacto etno-politico de la maigion transnacional en

103



las poblaciones indigenas de Mexi&iefano Varese, ed., Mexico: Consejo Nacional
para la Cultura y las Artes 2005.

Bade, Bonnie Mixtec Medicine for Health Service \Rders DVD, Report for The
California Endowment 2008.

Besserer, Federicdopografias Transnacionaleléxico: Universidad Autbnoma
Metropolitana, 2004.

Besserer, Federico, y Michael KearnSgn Juan Mixtepec: Una Comunidad
TransnacionalMéxico: Universidad Autonoma Metropolitana, 2006.

Borah, Woodrow WilsonNew Spain's Century of Depressi@erkeley: University of
California Press, 1951. 58 pp.

Caballero, Juan JuliaBases para la Escritura de Tu'un Sa@Waxaca: Academia de la
Lengua Mexicana, 2007.

Clark Alfaro, Victor. “Los Mixtecos en la Fronte(Baja California).”Cuadernos
Sociales4, n° 10 (1989).

Cohen, Jeffrey HCooperation and Community; Economy and Societyara0a.
Austin: University of Texas Press, 2000.

Comisién Nacional para el Desarrollo de los Pueliidggenas, “Indicadores
Sociodemograficos De La Poblacion Indigena 200G 20Powerpoint) September,
2006

Cook, Sherburne, and Woodrow Bor&ssays in Population History: Mexico and the
Caribbean.Vol. One. Berkeley: University of California Pre4971.

Cornelius, Wayne A., and et aigration from the Mexican Mixteca: a transnational
community in Oaxaca and Californiga Jolla: Center for Comparative Immigration
Studies, University of California, San Diego, 2009.

Edinger, Steven TThe Road from MixtepeEresno: Asociacion Civica Benito Juéarez,
1996.

Eisendstadt, Todd A., and Cathryn ThorGaring Capacity versus Carrying Capacity:
Community Responses to Mexican Immigration in SagdXs North Countyl.a Jolla:
Center for U.S.-Mexican Studies, University of @ainia, San Diego, 1994.

Fernandez, Patricia, Juan Enrique Garcia, and [Hatiger Avila. "Estimaciones de la
poblacion indigena en Méxicd.a situacion domografica de México, 20@ONAPO.
http://www.conapo.gob.mx/publicaciones/sdm/sdm2082/df (accessed September 25,
2009).

104



Fox, Jonathan, and Gaspar Rivera-Salgabtmligenous Mexican Migrants in the United
StatesLa Jolla: Center for U.S.-Mexican Studies andGleater for Comparative
Immigration Studies at the University of Californan Diego, 2004.

Gabbard Susan, Edward Kissam, James Glasnapp, lelegitifying Indigenous
Mexicans and Central Americans in Survey Reseahhbetings of the American
Association of Public Opinion Researdtew Orleans:16 May 2008

Gabbard, Susan, Edward Kissam, and Philip Marfihe"Impact of Migrant Travel
Patterns on the Undercount of Hispanic Farm Worké&moceedings of the Bureau of the
Census Research Conference on Undercounted Etlopigl&tions.Richmond, Virginia:
1993.

Garduno, Everardo, Patricia Moran, and Efrain Gakixtecos en Baja California: el
caso de San QuintiMexicali: Universidad Autbnoma de Baja Californi®39.

Gil, Rocio.Fronteras de Pertenencia (Santa Maria Tinddgxico: Universidad
Auténoma Metropolitana, 2006.

Handley, Margaret A., and et.al. "Globalizationn&ional Communities, and Imported
Food Risks: Results of an Outbreak Investigatioheafd Poisoning in Monterey County,
California." American Journal of Public Heal®7, no. 5 (May 2007): 900-906.

Handley, Margaret A., and James Grieshop. "Globdlinigration and transnational
epidemiology.'International Journal of Epidemiolod36, no. 6 (2007): 1205-1206.

Hirabayashi, Lane Ry&ultural Capital: Mountain Zapotec Migrant Assod@ts in
Mexico City.Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1993.

Jacobs, llene, and Edward Kissam. "Census 2000rdowiet of Immigrants and
Farmworkers in Rural California Communities." Rdgorthe California Endowment,
August., 2001.

Kearney, Michael “Integration of the Mixteca an@ WWestern U.S.-Mexico Region via
Migratory Wage Labor, Regional Impacts of U.S.-Mexi Relations,Monograph
Series no. 16Center for U.S.-Mexican Studies, San Diego: Ursitg of California
1986.

Kearney, Michael, and Federico Besserer. "Oaxacanidipal Governance in
Transnational Context." Iimdigenous Mexican Migrants in the United Statadited by
Jonathan Fox and Gaspar Rivera-Salgado, 449-46&ollaa Center for U.S.-Mexican
Studies and the Center for Comparative Immigra8tudies at the University of
California, San Diego, 2004.

105



Kearney, Michael and Carole Nagengast Anthropolddgterspectives on Transnational
Communities in Rural California” Davis, Calif: Cdrnia Institute for Rural Studies
1989.

Kiy, Richard and Chris Woodruff, (edsThe Ties that BindSan Diego: Lynne
Rienner, 2005

Larson, Alice CMigrant and Seasonal Farmworker Enumeration Prefigtudy-
California. Washington, D.C.: Migrant Health Program, Bure&Riwmary Health Care,
Health Resources and Services Administration, Depart of Health and Human
Services, Sept. 2000.

Lewis, Jessa, and David Runsten. “Is Fair Tradea@igyCoffee Sustainable in
the Face of Migration? Evidence from a Oaxacan Camty ,” Globalizations
5:2, pp. 275 — 290, 2008

Lomnitz, LarissaComo Sobreviven los Marginadddéxico: Editorial Siglo XXI, 1989.

Lopez, Felipe, and David Runsten. “Mixtecs and Zap® Working in California:
Rural and Urban Experiences.” In Jonathan Fox aadp& Rivera-Salgado,
(eds.),Indigenous Mexican Migrants in the United Staties.Jolla: Center for
U.S.-Mexican Studies, University of California, Saiego, 2004.

Martinez, Konane, David Runsten, and AlejandringalRiez. “Salir Adelante:
Recent Mexican Immigration in San Diego County.Richard Kiy and Chris
Woodruff, (eds.)The Ties that BindSan Diego: Lynne Rienner, 2005

Massey, Douglas S., Luin Goldring, and Jorge Dur&@dntinuities in Transnational
Migration: An Analysis of Nineteen Mexican Commue&." American Journal of
Sociology99, no. 6 (May 1994): 1492-1533.

Melville, Elinor G.K. A Plague of Sheep: Environmental Consequencesddmquest
of Mexicq London: Cambridge University Press, 1994.

Mines, RichardData on Crops, Employment and Farmworker DemogregabA resouce
for California Rural Legal Assistanc&an Francisco: California Rural Legal Assistance,
February 2006.

Mines, Richard, and Ricardo Azaldua. "New MigrargsOld Migrants: Alternative
Labor Market Structures in the California Citrusliistry.” La Jolla: Program in U.S.
Mexican Studies, University of California, San Doed/lonograph no. 9, 1982.

Navarrete Linares, Federidoos pueblos indigenas de Méxitdéxico: Comisién
Nacional para el Desarrollo de los Pueblos Indige2@08 http://www.cdi.gob.mx

106



Nichols, Sandra LSantos, Duraznos y Vino. Migrantes mexicanos salasformacion
de Los Haro, Zacatecas y Napa, Californiéexico: Universidad Autdbnoma de
Zacatecas, 2006.

Oliver Ruvacalba, Daniela, y C. Torres Robl@ssarrollo y Bienestar en San Juan
Mixtepec.Mexico: Universidad Autonoma Metropolitana, 2006.

Paris Pombo, Maria DoloreSonformacion de los Circuitos Migratorios de la Regy
Triqui Baja a California.Oaxaca: Instituto Welte, 2004.

Posadas Segura, Florendidovimientos Sociales de los Trabajadores Agricolas
Asalariados en el Noroeste de México 1970-1@8iacan: Universidad Autbnoma de
Sinaloa, 2005.

Rivera-Salgado, Gaspar, and Luis Escala Rabadatietfive Identity and
Organizational Strategies of Indigenous and Medtieaican Migrants." Inndigenous
Mexican Migrants in the United Statexlited by Jonathan Fox and Gaspar Rivera-
Salgado, 145-178. La Jolla: Center for U.S.-MexiSaundies and the Cetner for
Comparative Immigration Studies at the Universitfalifornia, San Diego, 2004.

Runsten, David, and Michael KearnéySurvey of Oaxacan Village Networks in
California Agriculture.Davis, CA: California Institute for Rural Studi€994.

Skoufias, Emmanuel, Trine Lunde, Harry Anthony ipas, et al]nstitutional effects as
determinants of learning outcomes : exploring steteations in MexicpWashington,
D.C.: World Bank Working Paper, 2007

Sack, Kevin. “lllegal Farm Workers Get Health Car&hadows,'New York TimedMay
10, 2008. Link:
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/05/10/us/10migrant.ftetdp=1&sqg=curandera%?20central
%20valley%?20california&st=cse

Smith, RobertMexican New York: Transnational Livéd3erkeley: University of
California Press, 2005.

Smith, Robert, “Los Ausentes Siempre Presentesgtd@al Thesis, New York:
Columbia University, 1994.

Stephen, LynnTransborder LivesDurham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 2007.

Terraciano, Kevin, "The Colonial Mixtec Communityfispanic American Historical
Review80:1, 2000 1-42

Varese, Stefano, and Sylvia EscarcégaRuta Mixteca: el impacto etnopolitico de la

migracion trasnacional en los pueblos indigenad/éxico.México, D.F.: Universidad
Autonoma de México, 2004.

107



Velasco Ortiz, LauraMixtec Transnational IdentityTucson: University of Arizona
Press, 2005.

Velasquez C., Maria Cristina. "Migrant Communiti€gnder, and Political Power in
Oaxaca." Inndigenous Mexican Migrants in the United Statited by Jonathan Fox
and Gaspar Rivera-Salgado, 483-494. La Jolla: Cémté&).S.-Mexican Studies and the
Center for Comparative Immigration Studies at tmversity of California, San Diego,
2004.

Villarejo, Don, M. Schenker, A. Joyner, and A. Ratri'Unsafe at home: the health
consequences of sub-standard farm labor housingpuikblished.

Wolf, Eric. "Closed Corporate Communities in Mesegita and JavaSouthwestern
Journal of Anthropology3 (1957): 1-18.

Zabin, Carol, Michael Kearney, Anna Garcia, DavithRen, and Carole Nagengast.
Mixtec Migrants in California Agriculture: A New Clg of PovertyDavis, CA:
California Institute for Rural Studies, 1993.

Zabin, Carol, (Coordinator). 199Rligracion Oaxaquefia a los Campos Agricolas de

California: Un Didloga Current Issue Brief, 2. La Jolla: Center for LUM&xican
Studies

108



Appendix 1-Sources of Data for the Indigenous Farmworker Study (IFS) project
1. Sources outside the IFS:

One source used extensively was the Mexican Cdhatigs found at this website:

(http://www.inegi.org.mx/est/contenidos/espanolésisas/conteo2005/localidad/iter/default.asp?c=p448

The Census allowed us to check the validity oftdvens of origin that we acquired in the
Hometown Count done in late 2007. In additionheaking the veracity of the places,
the Census allowed us to verify the populationcatian level, proportion indigenous
speakers and many other variables about the hometdie also used numbers from the
census as a parameter in estimating populatioattdéss from each network. The
methods for this estimate are described belowe Ul$. Census was used for
comparative numbers regarding the issue of crowhfpusing.

Next we used a wealth of anthropological and hisébfiterature about Oaxaca and
Mexican indigenous immigration that is found in thiBliography, below. This literature
was written by both U.S. and Mexican scholars.e Titerature was used particularly in
the chapters on history (Section Il) and in thdthezare section (VIIl). In both cases
original data collected by the IFS was combinedhWitrature sources to paint as
complete a picture as possible.

In addition, we used existing surveys for compaeagurposes. The California Health
Interview Survey (CHIS) was used as a comparisoa skt for the use of medical care
and coverage of health insurance. With this berackpwe could compare data we
obtained for indigenous farmworkers with Califommsan general.

We also used the National Agricultural Workers @yrfNAWS) that allowed us to
compare a proxy for indigenous farmworkers with-nutigenous farmworkers. We
chose people who originate in a few southern statespresent the indigenous
farmworker population because we know that a lgrgeortion of these southerners are
indigenous while the vast majority of people frdme test of Mexico are not indigenous
but rather mestizo (non-indigenous) people. Farrkers from the states of Campeche,
Chiapas, Guerrero, Oaxaca, Puebla, Tabasco, Veraurd Yucatan were considered a
proxy for indigenous. All others (Rest of Mexiae¢re used as a proxy for non-
indigenous. The NAWS asks people to identifyrthecial origin. Of those that
respond with a racial category, 56% of Southeraacs11% of people from the rest of
Mexico respond that they are indigenous. Althotigh self-identification variable may
have validity issues, the fact that five times aynin the south self identify as
indigenous as compared to the rest of Mexico, invaew justifies the use of southerners
as a proxy for the indigenous. We recognize tacbomparisons we make are diluted
since neither the South nor the Rest of Mexicqparely indigenous and mestizo
respectively. Comparisons were used in chapteisamme and assets, on living
conditions, on health care access among othergladhis paper. It is likely that the
contrasts shown would be even starker if somehgura’ indigenous population could
be compared to ‘pure’ non-indigenous one.
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2. Indigenous Farmworker Study Sources:

As discussed in the paper, the indigenous comnesretie difficult to study because of
the mistrust of outsiders. In light of these obiadjes, the IFS undertook a gradual
process of building trust with the communities dedised a stepwise method of data
collection. The first step was to do a count &f sending towns in the universe. A
second step was to follow up with key informantepth interviews with leaders of a
few dozen networks. Following this we visited tit@metowns and daughter border
settlements in Mexico to win the trust of town aurthes. Next, we conducted a sit-
down survey with about 40 members in each of Qasgmtative communities. And,
finally we did interviews with service providersaaquire their point of view. Below,
we detail the methods used in each step.

a. The Hometown Count

First we did a census-like count of hometowns okidan indigenous workers in
California agriculture. We trained 6 indigenougaking California Rural Legal
Assistant Community Workers to carry out the cendnsaddition, we trained 25 other
indigenous speakers of several languages to héffptle count. These others were also
service workers for other agencies. They wereuttd to collect information only for
hometowns where an indigenous language was spokewlaere some members of the
community were farm workers in California. Theeintiewers went to social service
agencies, parks, restaurants, churches, commumtgrs, schools and other public
places to find indigenous workers. Each interéewas limited to doing one interview
(count) per hometown. Since people from the sawa twere questioned by different
interviewers some towns had more than one inform&he Hometown County collected
information on the location and language of the étmwn, the 3 major settlement areas
in California and the name of a key informant frmat town. In addition, the
respondent was asked to identify three other intige Mexican towns with a presence
in rural California. We identified networks ongiting in 347 Mexican localities across
California, which included population estimatesdentify the size and distribution of the
universe in California. In addition, we collectib@ names of another 151 towns where
we did not get population estimates.

The interviewers worked in most of the major setgat areas including the areas near
San Diego, Ventura, Santa Maria, Salinas, Santa,HBakersfield, Arvin-Lamont, Taft,
Visalia, Fresno, Madera and Merced. A discussiagh@population estimate for 342 of
these Mexican towns is included below.

b. Community Sample- The Survey of Key Informants (SK1)

Our next activity was to do interviews with commiyrmepresentatives from 67 sending
towns, in order to get more in-depth informatioonfrwhich we could narrow our search
for representative case study communities and adeepeunderstanding of indigenous
farmworker migration.In the winter and spring of 2007-2008, the IFSseh67
representative towns including the major languages, places of origin and
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destinations in California and didSarvey of Key Informantsvith a representative (or
two) of each community. They were done in alltigor settlement areas of rural
California. For these interviews, the interviemare conducted by a lead interviewer
(i.e. Rick Mines, Sandra Nichols and Anna Garc@panpanied by an indigenous-
speaking co-interviewer. The survey gathered camity level data from the
community leaders about jobs, U.S. and Mexican atigm destinations (including the
periods of outflows), and use of services by thevogk and the importance of
community institutions.

C. Choice of Communitiesfor the case studies and visitsto M exico.

The next step was for the three lead interviewidliags, Nichols and Garcia) to visit first
the border settlement areas and then the hometofngrespective case study areas.
Working from the list of the 67 towns for which ¢ee data were available from the
Survey of Key Informants, the IFS staff selectecpidmising towns that were
representative of the major sending and receivirgsa The staff used various factors to
choose representative towns. The towns were choseolude new, intermediate and
settled communities. They included a variety ofdseg areas and included all the
different receiving areas and crop types in Catif@r

The three lead interviewers divided up the locaitmvisit in Baja California,
Michoacan, Guerrero and Oaxaca. In each caseatt@ypted to get permission from
the hometown authorities to conduct a survey af fhgisanosn California. In 9 of the
towns, representing two states (Oaxaca and Gugrfero languages (Zapoteco,
Mixteco, Triqui and Chatino), and a distributiorr@s all the California receiving areas,
a rapport was established with the authoritiesamimunity members. These nine
towns were chosen for the final survey.

d. Thelndigenous Communities Survey (ICS)

From July to December, 2008, a detailed sit-dowresuin the nine communities was
carried out. The survey gathered information alo@mography of the family, migration
history of the respondent, housing arrangementpJ@ment conditions and health care
utilization. The survey used universe lists (astlas could be obtained) of all people

from the town living in California agricultural aas. Then, a selection technique was
instituted for each town to include representapixegportions of men and women, of old
and young, of the unmarried, and of people wittusps and families in Mexico and

those with their families in the United StateshisTprocedure guarantees a representative
distribution of interviewees. We did an averagewér 40 interviews per community

and collected 400 interviews in total.

Selection of Interviewees:
The selection process of the interviewees wasrallyi planned as a random process but

in practice this proved impossible to achieve. e Shspicion in the community allowed
only for a systematic representative sample buarrandom selection process. First, we
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collected for each of the nine towns (and for otle@ms not in the final selection)
universe lists of all the households in Califorfi@n each town. These lists were
collected both in Mexico and California by a constgathering and checking of names
on the list by the interviewers. The universeilisiuded gender, age, and location of
spouse, and town of residence in California.

The interviewees were given detailed instructidosud how to use the interview list.
They were allowed to snowball (in a limited way)ahgh the list by obtaining the
recommendation of one interviewee to gain accefisetmext interviewee. There were
systematic restrictions and guidelines to this methThe interviewers were required to
not go beyond 5 referrals from one starting (oemefl) point. Afterwards, they had to
return to the list and start over again. All iniewees, of course, were required to have
been raised in the hometown (one of the nine) whiah the focus of the interviewer.
Interviewers focused on interviewees of one towty antil they finished all the
interviews from that town. All interviewees hadide 16 years of age or older. No two
interviewees could be from the same nuclear familgey could be adult siblings but not
from the same family budgetary unit. Since theegenat times families from the same
village living together at the same address, theriwewers had to be extremely careful
not to interview two people from the same budgetemy at a given address. Recall that
at times siblings each with their own family anaigetary unit lived at the same address.
These siblings could both be eligible for the synféhey met the target criteria
explained below.

In order to assure a representative selection &aaolm community, a detailed Criteria
Target Chart was established for each communifjhe lead interviewers (Mines,
Nichols, and Garcia) managed these charts so tfegirasentative sample could be
guaranteed. Overlapping targets were designeedicnt community so that the proper
proportion of old and young, men and women and corapanied and accompanied
spouses and single interviewees were included. pfdy@ortions were calculated from the
universe list for each community. The interviewbad to constantly refer back to their
Criteria Target Chart to make sure that the target® achieved for each community.

Target Criteria Chart:
Community of 200 with a sample of 50.
Numbers: Criterialay 1b total 100% (married, place of spouse)

Women

Men

Married with spouse in home

20

12

Married with spouse in hometown

1

7

Single living with parent

1

4

Single and independent

4

1

total

25

25

Criteria 2 total 100% (

€)

16-24

10

25-39

30

40+

10

total

50

You can see in the chart above that 50 interviewek$e chosen for this town. Half
will be women and half men. Among the women, 200 g living with their husbands
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in the United States, one will have her husbartienMexican hometown, one will be
living with her father, and four will be living irgpendently in California. For the men,
more will be men whose wives are in Mexico. Oveitaih will be in the youngest
category, 30 in the middle age category and 1@erotdest age category. The
supervisors kept a strict control so that the inésvers stayed faithful to their Target
Criteria Charts. Depending on the universe lishe hometown the criteria showed
slight variations in categories.

It should be noted that a detailed coding schensongated to allow the data analyst to
avoid double counting any individual. At the timieanalysis, a special data set was
created with 345 addresses (encompassing 400 haldsehnd a review of each
individual on the lists was undertaken to assuaé o duplication occurred.

e Provider Interviews

Finally, during the winter of 2008-2009 and sprof@2009, we conducted provider
interviews in seven of the indigenous settlemeaasiand some at the California State
level. In total, 47 interviews were done withctlrs, nurses, community workers,
health advocates, administrators of programs, aedtdrs of agencies. The protocols
were administered in an open ended manner. Howtheebackground of the
interviewee and the experiences and attitudes reeaded. Special attention was given
to the challenges and successes achieved by drgiewees with their indigenous
clients.
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Appendix I1. The Network Approach to data gathering and Analysis

In Section 1l in the paper above, we introduceel letwork Approach in some detalil
and described some of the traits as they applytaime case study communities.
Below, we provide a detailed juxtaposition of thieencommunities so that providers and
community leaders can be armed with evaluation atthior distinguishing among
hometown networks.

A. A Systematic Comparison of Nine Communities

Again, the migration traits of immigrant networke @losely related to the age of the
network (median year of arrival) but other factars equally important. We have
grouped these other factors into four main issugsted in Table B-1, these are: time
spent in the United States, whether nuclear faiilg the Mexico, cultural assimilation
back in Mexico to the larger society, and assel imeCalifornia.

For each factor, we have devised measures of ‘mktmaturity’ that we can use in
comparing the nine hometown networks with precisiBy explaining how these nine
communities compare across these factors, we lmop@mmunicate to the reader how to
apply the same principals of examination to antheflarge universe of hundreds of
these hometown networks that one confronts in Qalié.

Table B-1. Ways to Compare Indigenous Immigtégtivorks

Time spent in the US
median age | Percent of adult life spent in Mexico
Whether the nuclear family is in Mexico
percent of all children resident in Mexico | percent who are married and accompanied

by spouse
Cultural assimilation back in Mexico
percent who speak native language to Average Years of School 18 to 25 years old

children

Asset Held in California
Percent who own Car in the US |

Each measure will be probed by comparing commumitiehe section below. But first,
let us look at the relative importance of the afjhe network. It is true that the date of
arrival of most of the people (median year of af)from each town is crucial in
figuring out how easily its people may adapt to UnStitutions and how amenable they
may be to self-help efforts by community leaddtawever, the other factors outlined in
Table 2 above are also vital determinants of tlatde capacity of communities.

In Chart B-1, we simply give you an overview of htivese other factors can have huge
impacts as well. We have standardized the otharstactors shown in Table 2 relating
to time spent in California, ties to the home comity) assimilation in Mexico and
assets in California into one summary measuree hidnizontal axis in Chart B-1 simply
shows the median year of arrival of people livingialifornia from each of the nine
communities. Cuevas has the oldest settlementiGmd®92) while Candelaria the
newest (median 2004). The vertical axis measureswell adapted the communities
are with respect to the other seven factors sumupedto one measure. A higher
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number on the vertical axis simply means that tiraraunity is more adapted, while a
lower number means it is less adapt&din this way, Tepos (at 10) is the most adapted
regarding these seven factors while Loxicha (ats-#)e least adapted community. This
chart is meant to show, in an overall way, thaktmharrival is important but not
necessarily decisive regarding how “settled” thenownities are. We need to look at
other factors as well.

Chart B-1 Distribution of Degree of Settlement for
" Nine Home Town Networks by Median Year Arrived
tepos
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-10 -
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In general, there is an association of time incdhentry and the other factors on Chart B-
1—namely, the earlier the bulk of the communityvaed the more “settled” it is.
However, two communities stand out as being “owyoich” with the chart—Pifas and
Candelaria.

Despite the fact that San Juan Pifias is an eailjray community (1995), it appears low
on the standardized measure of settlement (*-Zbart B-1). Like other early arriving
communities, the median age of the adults in tmeroanity is relatively high (33 years
of age). People have been coming a long timd, d&aspite its longevity, the
community has not matured into a typical long teettled pattern like Tepos or Cuevas.
The majority of the people have not brought thpouses and children; and the

181 For each of the seven factors, the communitiee wempared in a standardized manner. The higker th
median age, the lower the percent of time spelarico, the lower the percent of children resident

Mexico, the higher the percent of residing-togemuses, the lower the percent of native language
speaking, the higher the level of education anchtgber the percentage of car ownership were allest

as showing a more adapted community. The measaftit measure is zero so that the average community
scores zero. Each of the seven factors was givexgjaal weight and the seven were summed to citeate
“degree of settlement” measure.
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immigrants go back and forth to Mexico frequentlymh Pifias. We do not know why the
community did not put down deeper roots. Perhhpsdlatively low educational level

of the town, limited Spanish fluency and its renmetgs from the main highways leading
out of Oaxaca are partial explanations.

Candelaria is the most recently arrived communitif.has the youngest population
(median 27) and its adult members have spent #epeof their adult lives (since 12
years old) in Mexico. Yet, it shows the capacityatiapt and mature as a settlement
community. It has the highest educational levehssample and most people (two-
thirds) speak Spanish to their children.

B. A Detailed Review of Four Points of Comparison:

Reviewing the standardized measure showing oveoallparisons provide some insights
into how to evaluate communities with which ongvaking. A detailed review of the
four main points of comparison (mentioned in Tabl&, above) adds additional insights.
The vast gaps among communities in these measmesds us that we need to pay
attention to them.

The first factor to evaluate is time spent in thateld States. The nine communities vary
enormously regarding the age of the adults in dmemunity from a median age of 25 for
Loxicha to 36 for Tepo¥>?

Chart B-2. Percent of time since 12 spent in Mexico by Town
0.8
0.7

0.5 4
0.4 —
0.3 4

0.2 —
0.1+
0

cuevas tepos pifias venado cerro peras loxicha jicayan candelaria

Source: Indigenous Community Survey-394 Individuals

Furthermore, the time spent in Mexico before comnthe United States varies greatly
across the hometown networks. Since people odvel their villages to go to work at
age 12, we made the calculation of the adult pestading at this age. In Chart B-2,
above, one can see the wide variation in percetinaf spent in Mexico since age 12.
In the more settled communities, where peopleMkico long ago, the percent can be

%2 The median ages were taken from universe listeated by informants for the whole adult community
in California. Calculations from the ICS corrobm@these numbers.
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as low as 27 percent (Cuevas) while in the comneswvhere most people have come
only recently the percentage is as high as 75 pe(Gandelaria).

The second factor to be considered in evaluatiagemetworks is how closely the
individuals are still connected to the nuclear figrm the home village. There are high
percentages of solo residents (most are men) umgEanted by spouses or parents in
these U.S. settlement communities. Across alttdmmunities, about 40% are solos:
about half of these solos are single people wighr farents back home and the other half
are married people with their spouses in the homretdHowever, the percent of these
solos varies greatly across the communities. sBtitleed communities (Tepos and
Cuevas) have less than a quarter solos while Laxis 80 percent solb%.

Perhaps the best way to see how the separationféimities varies across communities
is to look at the percent of all the settlers’ miiohildren who are currently living in
Mexico. As can be seen in Chart B-3, except fggoBeand Cuevas, whose members
have no minor children living in Mexico, all thenets have a high percentage living
abroad. Three of them (Loxicha, Jicayan and Cdraok over 60% living abroad. This
crucial factor is one that must be probed and wsided for every community with which
one is working.

Chart B-3. Percent of Household Children (under 18) Born

in Mexico
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Source: Indigenous Community Survey - 788 Children

There are many couples living here in the newerorts who have all their children
abroad. But in addition, four of these communitiase families with children living in
both places. Among these four relatively newcoaoenmunities (Venado, Jicayan,
Candelaria and Peras), there are 31 families vertieschildren living in Mexico and
some in Californid®® By and large, the families have left behind thudter children to

183 Recall that Candelaria has a high proportion (7d#hen who have brought their wives despite the
recent arrival of the community.
14 These 31 families have 81 minor children in Mexaew 77 in the United States.
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stay in Mexico (median age back home is 9) whitythave continued to have children
after arriving in California (median age here is 3)

Chart B-4. Average Years of School for 18 to 25 year Old -
9 Home Towns Networks

Years of School
(6]
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Source: Indigenous Community Survey - 319 Individuals

The third factor to consider in evaluating hometawetworks is the assimilation of the
hometowns into Mexican culture. The amount of agerschooling varies greatly across
communities. Though schooling has improved aen¢ years (see Section V), it still
remains quite low in all the towns. However, Yagiation is remarkable. If we look
only at young people 18 to 25, who have had a redde chance to obtain an education
in recent times, we find that in Jicayan, perh&esnhost remote town, the average
schooling is only 4 years, while in Tepos the ageris almost 10 years (see Chart B-4,
above).

Chart B-5. Percent speak only Native Language to @ To Children
L00% Spouse, Children by Home Town m To Wife
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Source: Indigenous Community Survey - 324 respondents
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Also, crucial to take note of is the propensitgpeak the native language in the home. It
is, unfortunately, a measure of how remote andiisdlthe hometown is from the greater
Mexican culture. Again, one can see from Chal @&bove) a huge variation across the
communities with, in general, the networks mordlegin California speaking less of the
native language with their family while the newetworks speak more. Across all the
networks the majority speak their native languagthéir wives. However, the
percentage that speak it to their children vamemf21% for the Tepos parents to 80%
for the parents from Pifias (Mixteco) and Loxichag@teco).

The final factor to keep in mind in evaluating netks is the assets held in the United
States for community members. As will be discusee8ection VI, there is an
extremely low level of home ownership in the Uniftdtes across the whole indigenous
population. The few owned homes are almost ahéntwo very settled communities of
Tepos and Cerro. A better way to distinguish ia@amership among the communities is
with respect to cars. Overall, about 50 percenhefhouseholds had cars or trucks. But
as with all the other factors, the variation isrexte (Chart B-6). In the Loxicha
community only 20 percent have cars while in Teppgercent do.

Chart B-6. Percentage of Interviewees with
Car or Truck in US
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This lengthy review of distinguishing factors amammgnmunities reminds us of the
diverse experiences confronted by each of the laasdof indigenous hometown
networks coming to California. Knowing (or learg)rsome or many of these basic
features about the communities with which one iskimg will enhance the ability to
organize and serve them.
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Appendix I11. Population Estimates
1. Estimates from the Count of Hometown Networks:

In order to estimate the population of indigenolliagers in California, we used all of
the data available to us. First, we organizedfathe indigenous villages by state and
region in Mexico. This allowed us to identify diféat language groups and ethnicities.
Second, we added the recent Mexican populatiorusetteta for each village, in order to
give us a check on migrants’ population estimatedgllage with 30 people would be
unlikely to have 500 migrants in California. Thimle added all of the information that
had been collected from key informants on eaclagdls migrants in California, their
numbers and whereabouts, whether from the init@hktown Count or from the
subsequent Survey of Key Informants.

In order to develop an approach to estimating timabvers of migrants from each village,
we conducted a detailed analysis of the nine \eaghere universe lists of migrants had
been created. These lists provided informatiorhemnumbers and locations of adult
migrants, as well as of spouses. By comparing thessts to the earlier estimates made
by informants in the Hometown Count or the Survei{ey Informants, we were able to
develop rules of thumb for adjusting such estim#taswe applied to all the towns.

It should be noted that neither the Hometown Cadilnet Survey of Key Informants, nor
the detailed lists from the nine villages providedsonable estimates of the numbers of
children. Instead, we used the household surveptsesom the nine villages to develop
a single estimate of the number of children pept®in California, which we then
applied across the board to all villages. This nemviias 1.326 children per couple.
Although there were a few children accompanying seén or women, their numbers
were insignificant. This number of children mayagr low, but it demonstrates the
degree to which children are left in the Mexicaltages until they are old enough to
work, as well as the high proportion of men withohiidren that are present in these
households.

We then proceeded to examine the various estinodtagyrant numbers for each of the
342 villages for which we had at least one sucimedé. For each village, we developed
an estimate of total adults in California and thgportioned it over the different
California regions. While some villages had sevditiérent estimates, many had only
one. The unevenness of these data required uske Inodd assumptions at times, but we
always erred on the conservative side. We likelyanastimated the true numbers of the
rural Mexican indigenous population in California.

Furthermore, we had available to us the resulemagarlier census of Mixtec migrants
from the state of Oaxaca in rural California thatltbeen conducted in 1991 (Runsten
and Kearney 1994). This study included 101 villagbsre migrants were identified in
California in 1991 but that were not found in thsre recent survey. Of these 101

villages, we had data in 1991 on 94 of them: 42dvdy single men, 12 had adult men
and women, and 40 had men, women, and childremglivi California. Since we have
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no information about whether these villages comtitiuhave migrants in California—
they could have moved to other states, for example-did not include them in our
estimates. In addition, the Hometown Count foun@ tthvns with a presence in rural
California for which we did not collect populatiestimates. The known existence of
these 257 other villages from the past and custrty suggests strongly that there are a
significant numbers of indigenous villages thatdie not count in this survey, and which
likely account for much of the difference betweem population count and our higher
population estimates. The full population estigsatere based on calculations from the
NAWS data. The assumptions are explained ingkedf Section II.

2. NAWS’ Estimates of Total Population:

The NAWS data allow us some check on the rangedfienous Mexican farmworkers
in California. We start with the total number oEkicans in California agriculture (about
95% of the total of all farmworkers). We employapproximate number from two
independent estimations of the population of 70060 Then we take the proportion of
southern Mexicans in the NAWS over time to cheekribing share of indigenous. In
the early 1990s, the proportion was about 7% whilecent years it has been about
29%. The NAWS asks a question of the respondegerding racial identification. For
the southerners, of those that identify a racitdgary about 55% say that they are
indigenous. We suspect that this is an underesgigiace some indigenous people fear
discrimination and therefore intentionally hideithdentity from interviewers. In
addition, we also identified some California farntieers that come from non-southern
states such as the Purepecha of Michoacan anduicbdtes of Nayarit. For this reason
we expand our estimate up by 5% to accommodateSoothern Mexicans and those
timid about self-identifying as indigenous. Tham put a range of plus or minus 10%
around our estimate. Finally, we take the top lamttbm estimated numbers over two 5
year (early and recent) periods—1991 to 1995 aid 20 2008—to get our ranges. We
get these conservative ranges for the indigenopalptbon of Mexican farmworkers in
California for these two time periods.

Estimated Period
range

31,201 to 1991 to
52, 063 1995

87,346 to 2004 to
153.997 2008

165 see Alice Larson, Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkemieration Profiles Study California, Migrant
Health Program, Bureau of Primary Health Care, 2@006, and Richard Mines, Data on Crops,
Employment and Farmworker Demographics: A resofac€alifornia Rural Legal Assistance, February,
2006, California Rural Legal Assistance, , p. 23
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Appendix IV. Languagesin California

The languages below were identified by interviewas$eing spoken in rural California
in 2007. The list is only partial because allgaages were not found. However, these
are probably the major indigenous Mexican languagegen.

List of Indigenous Mexican Languages Spoken in California
Count of Hometown Networks (2007))
Language State of Origin

1 | Aleto Cora Nayarit, Durango

2 | Amuzgo Guerrero, Oaxaca

3 | Chatino Oaxaca

4 | Chinanteco Oaxaca, Veracruz

5 | Chol Chiapas, Tabasco, Campeche

6 | Chontal Oaxaca

7 | Huichol Nayarit, Durango, Jalisco

8 | Maya Yucatan, Quintana Roo, Campeche

9 | Mazateco Oaxaca, Puebla, Veracruz

10 | Mixe Oaxaca

11 | Mixteco Oaxaca, Guerrero, Puebla

12 | Nahuatl Puebla, Hidalgo, Veracru®an Luis Potosi, Oaxaca, Colima,
Durango, Guerrero, Jalisco, Michoacan, Morelos,aviay
Tabasco, Tlaxcala, Estado de México, Distrito Falder

13 | Otomi Hidalgo, Puebla, Veracruz, Queretaro, Michoacaaxddla,
Estado de México, Guanajuato

14 | Purépecha Michoacén

15 | Tacuate Oaxaca

16 | Taraumara Chihuahua

17 | Tlapaneco Guerrero

18 | Tojolabal Chiapas

19 | Triqui Oaxaca

20 | Tzetal Chiapas, Tabasco

21 | Tzotzil Chiapas

22 | Zapoteco Oaxaca

23 | Zoque Chiapas, Oaxaca
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Appendix V

I nterviews with service and public employee workers and with community
representatives.

During the years 2007 to 2009, we gathered cruiatmation from many individuals
who work directly with indigenous Mexican farmworke We apologize if we have
forgotten someone who spoke with us but is noudetl here. We are grateful for the
time all respondents gave to our project.

Name
Antonio Cortes

Estela Galvan

Nayamin Martinez

Father Mike McAndrew
Graciela Martinez
Hector Hernandez
Fausto Sanchez

Elva Leal

Carlos O'Bryan-Becerra, MD

Srimati Sen Maiti
Sonia Kroth

Joe Mendoza

Bonnie Bouley
Deborah O'Malia
Sandy Young
Geeta Maker Clark, MD
Naomi Valdes
Tony Alatorre
Arcenio Lopez
Elizabeth Gomez
Susan Haverland
Mary Jacka
Evelyn Vargas
Lucy Ramos
David Dobrowski
Sandra Orozco
Asa Bradman

Dr. Max Cuevas
Joe Grebmeier

Organization & Position
United Farm Workers of America & Santa Maria Tindu
Home Town Association

Pan Valley Institute, American Friends Service
Committee- Program organizer

Centro Binacional para el Desarrollo Indigena
Oaxaquefio

Director, Campesino Ministry, Diocese of Fresno
Proyecto Campesino, AFSC-Program Director
Union Popular Benito Juarez, Bakersfield
California Rural Legal Assistance

Vista Community Clinic; Project Coordinator
Ventura County Hospital, MD

Oxnard Clinic; OB-GYN nurse

Ventura Human Services; Community Relations
Manager

Ventura Office of Education, Director Special
Populations

Ventura County Medical; RN

Oxnard Fire Dept.; Disaster preparedness

Las Islas Family Medical Group, Ventura County, FNP
Magnolia Family Health Center; MD

Oxnard School District; Director Family Centers
Clinicas del Camino; Administrator
Mixteco/Indigena Community Organizing Project
Oxnard Clinic; health worker/translator
Mixteco/Indigena Community Organizing Project
California Rural Legal Assistance

Poder Popular Coordinator, Greenfield

Clinicas Salud del Valle, Greenfield

First5 Monterey County, Evaluation officer
HIA-Monterey regional coordinator

UC Berkeley; Chamacos Project

Clinicas Salud del Valle

Chief of Police, Greenfield
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Name

Herlindo Cruz
Sister Rosa Dolores
Adam Sanders
Wendy Wiley
Carlos Lopez

Davin Cardenas
Elia Solar

Abraham Solar
Marilyn Mochell & Tatiana
Vizcaino-Steward
Juana Cervantes
Laura Chavez

Moira Kenney

Organization & Position

Community leader, Pajaro

Casa de la Cultura, Pajaro

Coutny Probation Officer, Hollister

Occidental Health Center; Physicians' Assistant
Graton Day Labor Center; Outreach Coordinator
Graton Day Labor Center; Outreach Coordinator
Petaluma Health Center; Eligibility Worker

St. Vincent De Paul, Petaluma; Pastoral outreach
Healthy House, Merced

Mixteco translator at Merced Medical Group

Health Educator, Community Medical Centers, Yolo
County

First 5 Association of California; Statewide Program
Director
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