= S

10 Yk ki
L tw
— LK

fl, i X

o

B2l o

MICROCORPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS
STANDARD REFERENCE MATERIAL 10108
tANSI and ISO TEST CHART Na 2}

University Microfilms Inc.

300 N. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, MI 48106

Microfilms




INFORMATION TO USERS

This reproduction was made from a copy of a manuscript sent to us for publication
and mictofilming. While the most advanced technology has been used to pho-
tograph and reproduce this manuscript, the quality of the reproduction is heavily
dependent upon the quality of the material submitted. Pages in any manuscript
may have indistinct print. In all cases the best available copy has been flilmed.

The following explanation of techniques is provided to help clarify notations which
may appear on this reproduction.

1. Manuscripts may not always be complete. When it is not possible to obtain
missing pages. a note appears to indicate this.

2. W.en copyrighted materials are removed from the manuscript. a note ap-
pears to indicate this.

3. Oversize materials (maps, drawings, and charts) are photographed by sec-
tioning the original, beginning at the upper left hand corner and continu-
ing from left to right in equal sections with small overiaps. Each oversize
page 18 also flimed as one exposure and is available, for an additional
charge, as a standard 35mm slide or in black and white paper format.*

4. Most photographs reproduce acceptably on positive microfilm or micro-
fiche but lack clarity on xerographic copies made from the microfilm. For
an additional charge, all photographs are available in black and white
standard 35mm slide format.*

*For more information about black and white slides or enlarged paper reproductions,
please contact the Dissertations Customer Services Department.

UM e




8611329

Bonitla-Santiago, Gloria

A CASE STUDY OF PUERTO RICAN MIGRANT FARMWORKERS
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS IN NEW JERSEY

City University of New York PH.D. 19886

University
Microfilms
International acow. zees road, Ann Arvor, M 48108

Copyright 1986
by

Bonilla-Santiago, Gloria
All Rights Reserved



PLEASENOTE:

In all cases this material has been flimed in the best possible way from the available copy.
Problems encountered with this document have been identified here with a check mark _ v .

-t

—
o

b
s

12.
13.
14.
13,

16.

» O N o o W N

Glossy photographs or pages

Colored illustrations, paper or print

Photographs with dark background

llustrations are poor copy

Pages with black marks, not original copy

Print shows through as there is text on both sides of page
Indistinct, broken or small print on several pages _;4_
Print exceeds margin requirements

Tightly bound copy with print lost in spine

Computer printout pages with indistinct print

Page(s) lacking when material received, and not available from school or
author.

Page(s) _____seem to be missing in numbering only as text follows.

Two pages numbered . Text follows.

Curling and wrinkled pages
Dissertation contains pages with print at a slant, filmed as recaivec v

Other

University
Microfilms
International



A CASE STUDY OF PUERTO RICAN MIGRANT FARMWORKERS
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS IN NEW JERSEY
by
GLORIA BONILLA-SANTIAGO

A dissertation submitted to the Graduate Faculty
in Scocioclogy 1in partial fulfillment of the re-
qQuirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy,
The City University of New York.

1986



c 1986
GLORIA BONILLA-SANTIAGO

All Rights Reserved

ii



This manuscript has been read and accepted for the Graduate
Faculty in Sociology 1n satisfaction of the dissertation
requirement for the degree of the Doctor of Philosophy.

(Lpserncdn. 63 GBS wLQQ)\aN\/\d;wW

Date Chalr of Examining Committee
Date Executlve Offlcer

Professor William Kornblum
: Y

Abwn Davag L
Professor Dean S%ﬁage

Irolessor Stephen Stginberg

Supervisory Committee

The City Unlverslty of New York

111



Abstract

A CASE STUDY OF PUERTO RICAN MIGRANT FARMWORKERS
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS IN NEW JERSEY
by

Glorla Bonilla-Santiago

Adviser: Professor William Kornblum

Despite of the research done on social movement or-
ganizations in this country, there has been little systema-
tic attention paid to documenting the historical develop-
ment and effectiveness of grassroots organizations dealing
with migrant farmworkers. This case study seeks to refine
our limited understanding about Puerto Rican migrant farm-
workers grassroots organizing on the mainland, specifically
New Jersey.

More specifically, this case study examines the or-
ganizational effectiveness of a Puerto Rican migrant farm-
workers organization, called Comite de Apoyo a los Trabaja-
dores Agricolas (CATA), in New Jersey.

The case study focuses primarily on the relationship
bet ween change in organizational structure and effective-
ness as CATA underwent development. Piven and Cloward and

the Majkas' thecoretical assertions are used to examine the

iv



stages of organizational development, and this research
Sserves as a case study through which to examine the
theoretical conclusions of the authors. These conclusions
are examined to determine which can be supported, quali-
fied, and contradicted through a study of CATA. This case
study develops new theoretical conclusions that can be
added to those of Piven and Cloward and the Majkas. In
addition, this case study compares certain features of CATA
with features of the UFW.

A number of organizational conclusions can be made
about the data on Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers grass-
roots organizations, Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers in
New Jersey went thro:gh a series of grassroots organiza-
tional stages of development before they became effective.
The organizations went through a series of internal and
external organizational changes before they transformed
themselves 1nto a proletarian formation. The major obsta-
cle found in the study to CATA's achievement of its or-
ganizational goals was the leadership ideology, which
impeded the growth and development of the Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers union.

CATA serves as a successful case study model, for it
is able to have farmworkers participate and 1involve thea-
8selves in its organizational life. It appears that this
organizational model serves as an alternative organization

for organizing other farmworkers' groups.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Considerable research about migrant farmworkers
has been written in this country. This research suggests
that lower class ethnic migrant farmworkers, like immi-
grants, have attempted to advance their interests by form-
ing and Jjoining organizations.

Immigrants, including Jews, Poles, and Slava, have
utilized formal organizations, such as the labor movement
as well as civice, religious, social, and athletic organiza-
tions, as a way to achieve economic and political hegemony.
Nathan Glazer (1983) suggesats that the Irish "reached the
heights of political success™ through political organiza-
tions and affiliations with the labor union. Jews became
"prosperous" through the development of business organiza-
tions. 1Italians were remarkably poor, but through "mutual
benefit societies and participation in church congrega-
tions," they were able to enter the mainstream of American
society (Nelli, 1683). Italians and Poles used the ward
organizations for "etnnic successions™ as part of their

neighborhood political mobilization (Kornblum, 1974).



Like immigrants, racial minorities in the United
States have formed and joined organizations to advance
their interests, but unlike the immigrants described
above, these minorities have chosen not to form organiza-
tions that move into the mainstream but rather to set up
mass- based organizations that are autonomous within this
society. This model of mass-based organizations is de-
fined by Frances Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward (1979)
as "formally structured organizations with a mass member-
ship drawn from the lower classes" (p. 1). These organi-
zations are movement oriented, autonomous, and bureaucra-
tic in nature. The essence of this type of mass organiza-
tion consists of political action, by which Piven and
Cloward mean that formal organization is a "vehicle of
power." The easence of this model of political action is
that "formal organizations will ensure regular, disci-
plined, and continuing contributions and participation
from its members,”" depending for its success "on the
ability of organizations to secure incentives or sanctions
that will command and sustaln the required contributions
and participation from masses of people®™ (1979, p. 1).
Both Piven and Cloward (1979) point out that this type of
organization has not succeeded in practice because it "is

not possible to compel concessions from elites that can be



used as resources to sustaln oppositional organization

over time" (p. 2).

Background of the Problem

Migrant farmworkers, largely composed of racial minor-
ities, have chosen to form organizations that have acted as
union organizations and as organizations of insurgent poor
pecple. These corganizations are viewed as "social move-
ments,” "mass-based organizations," and as "worker organi-
zations,” shaped by the exigencies of American labor strug-
gles (Majka & Majka, 1982). These mass-based organizations
have become mass-movement organizations as the only politi-
cal tool available to lower class groups.

Black and Mexican farmworkers, to mention two of the
largest groups, have at different times dominated the agri-
cultural labor force through the development of mass-move-
ment organizations in this country. These migrant farm-
workers, "having been historically explcited by their fel-
low men, overwhelmed by powerful forces in the marketplace"
and "ignored and disappointed by their representative in
politics,” often have "jolned independent syndicates and
mass-based organizations to act collectively in their own
interesat and to become social and political in their own

right® (Goldfarbdb, 1981, p. 176).



Black farmworkers' first attempt to organlize occurred
as a result of the emancipation of slaves after the Civil
War. One of the organizations growing out of the Black
migrant farmworkers experlence was the Southern Tenant
Farmers Unicn set up with funds from the Socialist Party,;
it consisted of 25,000 members. This organization became
one vehicle through which Blacks and Whites expressed the
political will of sharecroppers for the first time in
American agricultural history. Black farmworkers were
harassed and convicts were used to replace them. This
rural organization died out due to the competition with the
bigger urban meat cutters' packing house workers union and
with the early migrations of Black migrant farmworkers to
the urban areas., These migrant farmworkers have formed
organizations which were not designed to move into the
wainstream and that are autonomous within the society.

The Scuthern Tenant Farmers Union was a mass-based
organization in that it "secured better conditions for the
cotton fleld workers, providing them with new incentives
and greater hopes 1in the future® (Kester, 1969, p. 1). It
has been described as a ™truly interracial movement among
the dispossessed of the Scouth, both Black and White farm-
workers," fighting for the interests of poor Whites and
Blacks alike, In addition, it remained autonomous and

political within soclety in that it "brought a new voice,



created a collective will, discovered a forgotten hope,
brought to life new impulses . . . struggled heroically
against tyranny and oppression, built a mighty union,
forged a new dream for the oppressed and disinherited"®
(Kester, 1969, p. 1).

The Southern Tenant Farmers Union, unlike the organi-
zations established by immigrants, was not an organization
whose purpose was to help Blacks build political power
within this society, but rather to organize a mass-based
organization whose purpose was to build a2 movement,

Like the Black farmworkers, the Mexican farmworkers
also developed mass organizations calling for better living
and working conditions.

Following the Mexican Revolution in 1910, hundreds of
Mexican farmworkers flooded California, settling into bar-
rios and seeking work in the fields. Mexican farmworkers
"organized mutual aid societies to cope with their problems
through the development of agricultural workers organiza-
tions" (Goldfarb, 1981, p. 180).

Among the few organizations that organized the Mexican
farmworkers was the International Longshoremen and Ware-
housemen Union led by Jack Hall in the 1940's. Hall was
influential in the passage of the Employment Act, which
gave farmworkers the right to unionize and provided them

with welfare benefits. This union survived into the 1950's



and, as a result, migrant farmworkers had evidence that, if
they organized and bargained collectively, they would be
better able to insist on terms of work that would lead to a
better life,

Another successful organization was the United Farm-
workers Union (Jenkins & Perrow, 1977). Their first organ-
izational step came with the formation of the Agricultural
Workers Association in 1958, headed by priests in Califor-
nia. In 1959, the AFL-CIO pledged to the Agricultural
Workers' Committee that they would push an all-out drive to
organlze Chicano farmworkers,

Cesar Chavez came to California as a migrant farm-
worker, Chavez found work as a community organizer in
California under Fred Ross, a veteran organizer and dis-
ciple of Saul Alinsky (Goldfarb, 1981, p. 186). In 1961,
Cnavez resigned from the Community Service Organization to
begin the National Farmworkers Association (NFWA) which
would be merged in 1966 with the United Farmworkers Union.

Both of these organizations were masa-based with a
bureaucratic union structure., The ILWU and the UFW were
autonomous and movement oriented organizations in that both
used the same "tactics, namely mass agricultural strikes,®
and "boycotts aided by organized labor,” and political
demands supported by the liberal community (Jenkins &

Perrow, 1977). Both corganizations were organized in a



bureaucratic way by having similar goals and objectives set
up to accomplish their aims through union contracts
(p. 249).

Like the Southern Tenant Farmers Union, the Interna-
tional Longshoremen and Warehousemen Union, and the United
Farmworkers Union were organizations set up to organize
farmworkers for better living and working conditilons.
However, unlike the immigrants' corganizations, the Mexican
farmworkers' mass-based organizations were not set up with

the main purpose of political hegemony.

Review of the Literature

The various mass-movement organizations established by
the poor have been studied at some length by Piven and
Cloward (1977, 1970's, 1960's & 1930's). They have been
preoccupled for two decades with the question of "how
movements of the poor can exert political influence and how
they are organized" (Piven & Cloward, 1977, p. 388). They
think scme ways may be more effective than others, and
their chief concern is about the "political effectiveness
of different kinds of organizations™ (p. 388). It is the
goals and structures of corganizations and the strategles

they employ which Piven and Cloward critically evaluate.



Piven and Cloward's Poor Peoples Movements: Why They

Succeed, How They Fail (1979) contains a detailed case

analysis of four American poor people's movments. Two of
these movements occurred in the 1930's, the unemployment
workers and the industrial workers, and two in the most
recent times of the 1960's, the civil rights and the wel-
fare rights movements. Both authors challenged two basic
assumptions concerning social movements of the dispos-
sessed and the struggle necessary to win concessions
capable of altering political and economic relationships.
They argue that the primary means the poor possess to
wrest concessions from the elites is insurgency. More
significantly, they argue, attempts by leaders and other
activists to build and sustain formal, mass-membership
organizations of the poor are counter-productive, since
they divert energies from mobililization for insurgency.

Theo Majka (1980) documents an extensive "synopsis®™ of
Piven and Cloward's (1977) theoretical argument:

Thus, if Protests, especially by the poor, win

reforms, they win what historical circumstances

have already made ready to be conceded. Re-

forms, however, are not easily granted, rather

they are forced, by people taking the only op-

tions available to them within the limits im-

posed by historical circumstances. The predomi-

nant error made by activists engaged in helping

the poor win concessions is their lack of recog-

nition of the structural and institutional con-

straints placed on poor people's movements.

Activists inatead attempt what is not possible:

to build effective formal, mass membership,
permanent organizations to sustain the political



power of the poor after periods of mass defiance

subside. In so doing, activists assume that

enough of the poor have the resources to con-

tribute to a long-term strategy. The continual

failure of this model to be realized in practice

is due to an inherent flaw. It is simply not

possible to compel concessions from elites that

can be used as resources for sustaining politi-

cal mobilization over time. (1980, pp. 283-287)

Majka (1980) points out that when elites ask for input
from activist organizations, they are only responding to
insurgency, not to the organizational strength of the move-
ment. As a result, when insurgency itself subsides, the
organization deteriorates, Majka further argues that when
mass movements attempt to organize themselves formally
during times of insurgency and insurrection, organizers
attempt to "escalate the momentum of mass defiance, collect
dues, and draft constitutions™ (p. 28).

Critica of poor people’™s movements concentrated in two
fundamental arcas: the poiitics of confrontation and what
Piven called "dissensus,"” by which they mean refusal to be
co-opted. Most critics of Piven and Cloward feel that
they are only advocates for the poor rather than objective
analysts of the poor people's movements. Michael Harring-
ton (1977) implies that Piven and Cloward advocate disrup-
tions from below as "the only right strategy" (p. 11).

Paul Starr (1978) sees Piven and Cloward as similar to

older racial advocates of m"spontaneity" (pp. 70-=72).
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Finally, Barton J. Bernstein (1978) conveys one of the
strongest critiques:

The politics of dissensus polarize the working

class, bring an outpouring of racist and anti-

poor sentiments epitomized by a White backlash

. « . Sour urban politics, and helped elect

Richard Nixon, but also helped destroy the poor

movements in the longer run. {p. 20)

The second area of criticism deals with the authors'
contention that collective defiance and insurgency, rather
than organization bulilding on conventional politics are
responsible for political and economic concessions. Starr
(1978) argues that the United States is such a stable
soclety that disruptions are of little consequence, and
that only organizations can articulate and negotiate the
demands of the discontented. Criticisms of the Piven and
Cloward approach to "social change" are also offered by the
Capitol Kapitalistate Collective (1978) in which it is
argued that Piven and Cloward are pessimistic in their
attitude about the potential and necessary role of organi-
zation building.” They (the Socialists) also argue that
Piven and Cloward are in favor of an "anarchistic strategy"
{(pp. 195-202).

Piven and Cloward's responses to such allegations are
dealt with, in my opinion, very responsibly. First of all,
Piven and Cloward are writing about reforms, which contain

the potential to "realign power relationships between domi-

nated and dominant classesa" (Majka, 1980, p. 293).
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Harrington (1977) dislikes their argument because he be-
lieves that a full employment policy ought to be what the
poor seek. Piven and Cloward {(1979), as well as Majka
(1980), indicate that Harrington, as well as other critics
"simply assert their own beliefs"™ (p. 292). In relation-
ship to responses concerning Starr's argument of the s3ocial
change and the United States belng a stable society, Piven
and Cloward (1979) and the Majkas (1980) seem to be saying
that, glven

the reality of present divisions within the

working class, most of those defined as the poor

are incapable by themselves of 1initiating social

transformations, no matter what goals they ar-

ticulate, organizations they form, or strategies

they employ. (p. 293)
Piven and Cloward (1977) demonstrate how class struggle is
a primary force behind social change of historical conse-
quence, What they emphasize are "the limitations placed
upon protests by the poor, due to the weakness of their
institutional position" (p. 293). 1In relationship to Piven
and Cloward being "pessimistic . . . ," "™anarchistic . . ."
they argue that "socialists need to create organlzations in
which the objectives of protest movements are preserved,
not to replace the drive for organizing with randomly
orchestrated chaos and dilsruptive activity" (Majka, 1980,
p. 292). What Piven and Cloward seem to be arguing

against is the tendency to develop mass-based, formal
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organizations that will necessarily dampen mass defiance
and, with it, reduce the power to evoke concessions.

Piven and Cloward's ideas have been extended and de-
veloped further by the Majkas (1980). They, in fact, make
a number of observations about what Piven and Cloward have
said about mass movements and test them by applying them to
a number of poor people's movements. The poor pecple's
movement that they examined is the United Farmworkers Move-
ment. They show evidence that supports "farmworkers as a
successful poor peocorle's movement comblined with the ability
of the UFW tc both bulld itself as a permanent organization
and to mobilize defiance" and indicate several qualifica-
tions of the Piven and Cloward theory (p. 306). They
suggest that, without organizations, the poor face an ina-
biiity to effectively resist effacement or changes after
insurgency has subsided. They suggest further that, rather
than accepting a "bureaucratic model,"” we need to address
the issue of "what forms of organizations are most effec-
tive" (p. 306). They also argue that, rather than assume
the 1inability of poor people's movements to sustain their
organizations and dictate the forms of concessions, we need
to ask why these patterns have predominated in the United
States.

The Piven and Cloward theory tends to support the idea

that mass-organization movements should be non-bureaucrat-
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ie, autonomous and movement oriented. Within such organi-
zations, the working class can act with defiance.

Although work has been done on the conditions of
Mexican and Black migrant farmworkers, it has not addressed
the issue of the Puerto Ricar. migrant farmworkers movement
and mass-insurgent organization, especially the Puerto
Rican farmworker with an organizational structure of this
type. A serious analysis of the effectiveness of organ-
izing the Puerto Rican farmworkers into a viable union or
stable mass-movement organization on the mainland remains
to be done.

Puerto Rican farmworkers constituted the first post-
war group to arrive in the United States (Fitzpatrick,
1980). Although Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers began
coming in the 1940's, it took until 1947-1948 for the
Puerto Rico Department of Labor to provide them with the
protection of a contract guaranteeing conditions of work,
insurance and travel, and to enforce these agreements with
a monitoring system. During the mid-forties, an average of
4,000 contract farmworkers came to the mainland every year.
According to the Department of Labor, 20,000 men now leave
their homes in Puerto Rico each year to spend a consider-
able part of the year living and working on the East Coast

of the United States {(P.R. Department of Labor, 198U4),
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At present, the only studies done of the Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers consist of two dissertations: Falcon
{1975), "On the Conditions of Puerto Rican Migrant Laborers
in Southern New Jersey,"” and Llamas (1977) "Puerto Rican
Farmworkers in Massachusetts and Connecticut: A Case Study
of Perceived Training and Service Needs.” Falcon's study
only documents conditions of migrant farmworkers in south-
ern New Jersey and presents a comparative analysis of the
perceptions of the community surrourding the Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers. The study consisted of five parts:
(a) a brief examination of the Puerto Rican migration; (b)
a narrative of the lived experience of interviewers and
researchers during the investigation; (c¢) an analysis of
the attitudes and perceptions of the community surrcounding
the migrant farmworkers; (d} a description of Puerto Rilcan
migrant farmworkers' living conditions and, finally, a
transcript of hearing of farmworkers who have refused to
continue migrating.

Their sample consisted of 241 interviews. Major
findings indicated that 72% of migrant farmworkers pre-
ferred to go back to the Island, 22% wanted to stay on the
mainland, and 6% did not know whether or not to stay or
leave (p. 33). 1In terms of the living conditions, 23%
indicated that living conditions in New York were better

than on the Island, 33% said the contrary, and 19% indi-
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cated no differences in living conditions" (p. 34); 62%
indicated that housing conditions in the labor camps were
worse than those presently existing in Puerto Rico (p.
129).

In relationship to the interviewers' and the research-
ers' lived experiences, major findings showed that, in
general, the major attitudes of the Anglc community was
"hostile and prejudicial® toward the migrant workers and
the interviewers who were from Puerto Rican descent. The
Anglo community answers indicated that the Puerto Rican
farmworkers' community was "ignorant,"” "inferior,” "mental-
ly retarded" and "timid™ (p. Uu5).

General findings related to forming a farmworkers!'
syndicate showed that 52.5% were in favor, 23.6% were
against, while 23.9% were undecided (p. 135).

Llamas' (1977) case study consists of Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers living and working in labor camps in
Massachusetts and Connecticut. It provides a description of
living, working conditions, attitudes toward migrations,
and preferences toward education and training. The major
objective of this study consisted of obtaining information
from Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers regarding the follow-
ing 1issues: (1) their preferences toward working and/or
living on the Island of Puertc Rico or in the United

States; (2) their reasons for migrating to the United
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States mainland, including both econcmic and non-economic
reasons; (3) their self-perceived need for service; and
(4) their familiarity with organizations and agencies that
existed to help them {(p. 137).

The most significant findings of Llamas' study indi-
cate that: a high percentage of men who migrated from
Puerto Rico to do farmwork would consider training for jobs
other than farmwork; a high percentage of Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers would consider attending a vocational
training or skills development program; the highest pref-
erence for training for young migrants would be auto me-
chanics; a second important area of interest for training
would be construction trades (p. 136). The men who
migrated as farmworkers have a positive attitude toward
education in general and toward adult education in particu-
lar; most of the men would prefer to live on the Island
and would prefer to work on the Island, despite the fact
that nearly half of the men interviewed thought the farm-
worker was better off on the mainland (p. 137). Regard-
less of the fact that a high percentage of men interviewed
consider Puerto Rico to be their home, two-thirds of the
men interviewed would consider migrating permanently if
secure employment were available (p. 137). Economic
factors, unemployment and low wages on the Island were

major reasons for migration; there should be migrant farm-
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workers' organizations on the Island to help migrants;
more than one-half of the men interviewed identified the
New England Farmworkers Council on Aging as one that helps
farmworkers; none of the men interviewed identified an
organization that helps farmworkers (p. 139).

His findings and conclusions indicate that the Puerto
Rican migrant farmworker population is very young; most
men are single. Most of the migrants are also not a popu-
lation of farmworkers who migrate to the mainland to aug-
ment their income, but are rather a group of underemployed
men for whom farmwork represents employment of last resort
rather than avocation (p. 137).

The author concludes that Puerto Ricanm migrant farm-
workers

ought to be provided, first, legal assistance,

including assistance with their work contracts

and their full civil rights: second, advocacy

organizations should direct their resources

toward seeing that the migrants receive social

services Iin the areas of legal assistance con-

cerning 1njustices. (p. 148)

Both of these dissertations provide us with excellent
descriptions of conditions of Puerto Rican farmworkers on
the mainland. Llamas' dissertation is the closest to the
area of organizational studies. However, he fails to
address the issue of success and fallure of the advocacy

organizations and fails to address the issue of organiza-

tional behavior in terms of structure and historical
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stages of development in relationship to organizational
alms and goals. The lack of literature review in his
dissertation and the lack of any attention to mass-organi-
zational behavior contribute to a general failure to exa-
mine the organizational questions which Piven and Cloward
and the Majkas raise. What remains to be done is a case
study concerning a Puerto Rican migrant farmworker organi-
Zation and tne relationship between organizational struc-

tures and the success of farmworkers' movements.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this research is to do a case study of
a Puerto Rican migrant farmworker oganization; to examine
the ideas of Piven and Cloward (1977) and Majka and Majka
(1980); to determine if they are valid for this case. The
primary focus of this case study is to examine the rela-
tionshilp between change in organizational structure and
effectiveness of the organization as it underwent develop-
ment.

The organization to be studied is called Comite de
Apoyo al Trabajado Agricola (CATA) (Farmworkers Support
Committee). CATA began in the summer of 1979 with the
purpose of giving support to Puerto Rican wmigrant farmwork-
ers in problem areas of soclal and political isclation and

human rights.
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In July, 1979, CATA organized the First Annual Assem-
bly with the intent of increasing Puerto Rican faramworkerst
understanding of their rights. At their Annual Assembly,
over one hundred farmworkers were present, and a commitment
was made to develop a support committee composed of farm-
workers and non-farmworkers (primarily lawyers, clergy, and
social service people).

The CATA structure consisted of an annual assembly, an
executive committee, a board of directors, a small program
staff, and a membership of over une thousand Puerto Rican
farmworkers. The organization is supported financially by
religious foundaticons, labor organizations, and private
foundations.

Perhaps the moat important feature of CATA is the fact
that it has evolved through a series of successes and
fallures over a period of fifteen years. Any effort to
study and understand this organization will require a close
study of its evolution over this past fifteen year period.

In total, CATA has gone through saix stages of development.

CATA's Six Stages of Development

Stage number one. In 1969, an organization of labor

union people, called the Industrial Mission of Puerto Rico
(principally from the Amalgamated Meat Cutters Union),

concerned abcout the plight and powerlessness of migrant
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farmers, brought union and religious leaders together to
create an organization called Comite de Apoyo al Migrante
Puertorriqueno (CAMP), a coalition with plans to organize
migrants on the Island and to inform public opinion.

Stage number two. During this period, as a result of

the background assessment and contacts developed by CAMP, a
religiously grounded group, the Ministerio Ecumenico de
Trabajadores Agricolas (META) was created. With the forma-
tion of META, CAMP was dissolved, since many of the same
people were the active agents in both groups. META's
principal objective was the organization of migrant farm-
workers on the mainland into a viable labor union.

Stage number three. In 1973, the first Puerto Rican

farmworkers union was formed on the mainland called Asocia-
cion de Trabajadores Agricolas (ATA), a farmworkers union
which came into being because of META's support in helping
to identify farmworkers' leadership to create such a union.

Stage number four. During the period of 1975, ATA

merged with the Cesar Chavez group and the United Farmwork-
ers Committee of the AFL-CIO and ATA became part of the
Chicano farmworkers' agenda. At this time, priority was
given to the West Coast 1ssues affecting migrant farmwork-
ers in those areas.

Stage number five. In 1978, a group of advocates froun

federally funded farmworkers' agencles interested in organ-
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izing the migrant farmworkers got together to form a new
organlzation called the North East Farmworkers Support
Committee (NEFSC). This group lasted two years as a formal
group, and it dissolved out of the need for an organized
effort to form a farmworkers' union on the East Coast. The
group split over differences on tactics of organizing and
over i1deoclogical beliefs.

Stage number six. As a result of the internal split

of the NEFSC, a new organization evolved, with five hundred
farmworkers whose serious interest was to form a newly
named organization, Comite de Apoyo al Trabajador Agricola
(CATA). This organization developed an organizing strategy
based on providing farmworkers with needed services in the
areas c¢f legal services, health, job relations, legisla-
tion, transportation, and education. Heavy emphasis on
educational seminars about their rights and the importance
of unionization has been a priority.

A study of this organization is significant, since the
organization represents the largest Puerto Rican Faramwork-
era' conatituency in the state of New Jersey. CATA con-
sists of a membership and a board of directors which is
very powerful. It is the Puerto Rican farmworkers' organi-
zation that has survived the longest time, providing social
services to about one thousand members, as well as edu-

cating them about the right to unionize. CATA has been the
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only farmworkers' organization that has served as the bar-
gaining unit for Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers. It has
also supported legislation through political representa-
tives from their local areas. Therefore, a study of this
particular organization will help to illuminate the nature
of Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers' organization and how
it achieves its goal. This study will provide us with the
opportunity to examine Piven and Cloward's theory of mass
insurgency in organizations, in order to help us understand
the complexities and contradictions of the capitalist state

and its relation to class struggle.

Statement of the Problem

Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers' organizations are an
under-studied minority among agricultural workers groups on
the Unlted States mainland, with their own particular
organizaticnal problems and needs. Therefore, this study
will undertake to examine the followling questions:

1. What organizational structures did CATA develop

throughout each stage of development?

2. How effective were these organization structures

in achieving its stated aims and goals?

3. Through what process did CATA re-direct its aims

or re-define its goals as a result of 1ts experi-

ence at each stage of development?
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4., Utilizing criteria established by Piven and
Cloward's (1977) theory of mass-insurgency organi-
zations, how effective has CATA been as an organ-

ization?

Significance of the Problem

This study will help us understand a neglected, power-
less group of Puerto Rican farmworkers. This group is
isolated and relatively small. It will help us understand
other farmworkers' ethnic groups who are trying to orga-
nize. It will contribute to the mass-based organizational
theory, and it will make an attempt to make direct link-
ages for other poor groups to survive in this society. It
will provide us with a framework on how to evaluate and
understand masas-organizational behavior, dealing specifi-
cally with migrant farmworkers, powerless groups in the
United States. A study of this kind will provide us with
an analysis of why farmworkers' groups have failed and
succeeded in organizing the migrant farmworker in this
country. This case study will alsc serve as a model for
organizational behavior as a field of study in relation-
ship to migrant farmworkers' groups. It will serve as an
alternative model to the mass-based membership organiza-

tions.
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Overview

This study will be divided into five chapters. The
first has introduced the topic and has described the theo-
retical framework which will be used. Chapter Two will
present a brief description of the history of farmera and
agribusiness In New Jersey. This overview of agriculture
and of Puerto Rican farmworkers in New Jersey will serve as
background for Chapter Three. Chapter Three will present
the history of CATA's stages of organizational development
as the organization underwent change. This chapter will
describe the five phases that the Puerto Rican farmworkers
movement underwent as it developed in New Jersey. It will
further discuss what led to the formation of each of the
organizations, some of the difficulties and problems faced
by each organization and the reasons for their demise.
Chapter Four will present an evaluation of the effective~
neas of each of these organizational stages with a particu-
lar emphasis on CATA. This chapter will apply a number of
the theoretical conclusions of Piven and Cloward and the
Majkas to these organizational stages. Particular atten-
tion will be paid to the internal and the external charac-
teristics of these organizations. The chapter will end
with a synthesis which will consider some of the lessons to

be learned about organizational effectiveness through exam-
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ination of these different organizations. Chapter Five
will be the summary and conclusion. This chapter will re-
consider the theoretical conclusions of Piven and Cloward
and the Majkas in the light of the preceding study of the
development of CATA. It will determine which of these
theoretical arguments are suppcerted by this case study of
Puertc Rican migrant farmworkers in New Jersey, which need
to be qualified and which are contradicted, In addition,
new theoretical arguments will be presented based on a case
study that might be added to those of Piven and Cloward and
the Majkas. Finally, the research questions by which this
case study began will be addressed.

The present study thus begins with a presentation of
certain theories proposed by Pilven and Cloward and the
Majkas, then moves to a case study of Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers in New Jersey through which to test these
theories, and then concludes with an evaluation of the

theories themselves.
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CHAPTER 11

FARMERS AND AGRIBUSINESS IN THE DEVELOPMENT
OF NEW JERSEY AGRICULTURE

Introduction

The present chapter serves as a background for an in-
depth study of the Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers move-
ment in New Jersey. This chapter presents appropriate data
about the history and demographlcs of farmers and agricul-
ture in New Jersey. It provides an overview of Puerto
Rican seasonal farmworkers and migratory workers' condi-
tions in the State of New Jersey. Furthermore, it presents
the role of New Jersey labor in organizing Puerto Rican
farmworkers. Having established this larger framework, the
chapter looks at the specifics of the Puerto Rican farm-
workers, the conditions under which they work, and some of
the economic changes that have occurred over a period of
time in New Jersey agriculture. Thia background will then
frame an examination of the development of the Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers movement in New Jersey which will be
undertaken in later chaptera,

The United States agricultural sector has been under-

going radical changes over the last twenty-five years.
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This sector is heading toward fewer but larger farms which
are capturing a larger portion of total farm sales. The
food system's dependence on increasingly fewer farmers, who
in turn are dependent on a series of factors beyond their
control, ralses a basic question of farmers' ability to
withstand the supply/demand fluctuation without increasing
government assistance.

Today's farmer is being pushed away from the self-
sufficient, independent land-owning model of yesterday into
a commercial entrepreneur specializing in single crops. He
is trapp=d in the trends of naticnal and international
economics, relying upon a variety of other specialists to
provide capital, new technology, supplies, land, petroleum
products, and marketing assistance. Land is no longer the
farmer's primary production input, as productivity of the
land presently depends upon the skills and knowledge with
which capital is applied (Wilson, 1979).

Perhaps the greatest change in farming has been the
diminishing number of family owned and operated farms.

Farm numbers have dropped from a high of 6.8 million in
1935 to 2.34 million reported in the 1974 Census of Agri-
culture. Only 1.7 million farms are considered to be
commerclal, selling more than $2,500 of goods per year
(United States General Accounting Office, September 26,

1978). The 1983 estimates of the farm population are about
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167,00C greater than the estimates of 5,620,000 for 1982,
but this apparent increase 1s not statistically significant
(U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1980 Census). (See

Table 1)

The number of farms in the United States steadily
declined as smaller units were absorbed by large units, by
corporations, and by non-farm uses. In most instances, the
cause has been economic failure or the irresistible lure of
easier alternative employment. In other words, the
"inability of succeeding generations to pay death taxes,
difficulties in borrowing money needed to expand or modern-
ize, or the isolation of a farm in an urbanizing area are
the key factors"™ (Wilson, 1979, p. 2). The Council of
State Governments (1979) shows an increasing number of
farms being sold to speculators, including foreign inves-
tors who offer prices well beyond the productive value of
the land. This trend indicates that, as the number of farm
families in an area decreases, smaller rural communities
wither and the quality of rural life deteriorates,

According to the United States Agricultural Census
(1983), farmers represent 2.5% of the total population.
(See Table 1) Forty-four percent of the farm population

lived in the Midwest region of the United States in 1983.
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Total and Farm Populations of the United States:

1920-~1983
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The South, which until 1965 had the largest share of

the farm population, ranked second in 1983 with 35%. The
West and Northeast regions contained just 15 and 6% of all
farm residents (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Census
Counts, 1975-1983). (See Table 2)

Employment in agriculture has declined dramatically
over the past five years at the national level. Census of
Agriculture data show that in 1640 annual farm employment
averaged 11 million; by 1980 it had slipped to 3.7 mil-
lion. Despite this decrease, readily avallable labor
continues to be necessary to agriculture, especially dur-
ing planting and harvesting (U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture, 1984). (See Table 3) However, for New Jersey the
average annual farm employment estimates during the
periods of 1975 to 1981 remained stable at a rate of
20,000 workers per year. {(See Table Y§)

According to national statistics, the decline in farm
labor coincides with a drop in the number of farms. Cen-
sus of Agriculture data show that the number of farms fell
from 6.1 million in 1940 to 2.2 million in 1982. The
projection, according to the Department of Agriculture
(1984), is that by the year 2000, the number could drop to
around 1.8 million, suggesting further reductions in
workers. However, while New Jersey farm labor from 1975~

1981 remained stable, the number of farms increased from
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Table 2

Regional Distribution of the Farm Population: 1983

Region Number1 Percent
Northeast 358 6.2
Midwest? 2,548 4.0
South 2,03% 35.2
West 846 14.6
Total 5,787 100.0

Note. From Farm Population of the United States: 1983,
U.S5. Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census and U.S.
Department of Agriculture, 1984, Table B, p. 2.

1 Numbers in thousands

2 Formerly the North Central Region
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Table 3

Total, Family and Hired Employment on Farms, 1940-1981
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Table 4

New Jersey: Workers on Farms, By Quarters, 1975-1981

MEW JINIEY. WORWEAS OW FaAxt BT QUARTERS, T975-1341 1/

A |
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8,600 in 1975 to 9,500 in 1983. In addition, the trend
for New Jersey seems to suggest no real reduction in the
number of farmworkers employed. (See Table 3 and Table 4)
The decline in the number of farms nationally has
been accompanied by an increase in average farm size. The
Census statistics indicatz that the average farm had 75
acres in 1940, but U439 acres in 1982, showing an increase
in agriculture production in the larger farms. The Agri-

cultural Outlook (1984) and the U.S. Department of Agri-

culture predict that by the year 2000, based on past
trends, one percent of the farms will account for about
half of all farm production. However, for New Jersey,
while the number of farms increased during 1975-1983,
there was a decrease in average farm size from 120 acres

in 1975 to 108 acres in 1983 (See Table 5)

Table 5§

New Jersey: Number of Farms , Land-in-Farms and Average
Size of Farms, 1975-1983
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According to the USDA's Hired Farm Working Force Sur-
vey results (1984), mechanization and improved fertilizers,
pesticides, seed, and livestock have contributed to a sub-
stitution of capital for labor. The survey goes as far as
to indicate that the total labor used for all farmwork
(including hired and family labor) declined from 20.5 bil-
lion hours in 1940 to 4 billion in 1982.

The farm labor force in the United States is comprised
of four major groups: farm operators and unpaid family
members, domestic hired farm labor, foreign nationals
brought into the country under the H-2 Foreign Workers
Certification Program, and illegal aliens. The number of
family workers, including farm operators and unpaid family
members, has consistently declined, falling from 8.3 mil-
lion in 1940 to 2.4 willion in 1980. Even though farms
have become larger and much more highly capitalized, the
American farm i1s still primarily a family operation. The
Census of Agriculture reports that "87 percent of the 2.2
million farms in 1982 were owned by individuals rather than
by partnership or corporations" (U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, Division of Economic Indicators and Statistics,
1984, p. 23). It is true that farm operators and their
families continue to account for the major share of farn

employment in most states. The statistics of 1980 show
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that family workers comprised about two-thirds of national
farn employment,

Farmers are not a single class, and farmers as a whole
do not share common interests. They are a set of classes
that include both exploited and exploiters with strongly
conflicting interests (Jenness, 1985, pp. 99-133). General
characteristics and a general picture of the class struc-
ture of the United States farming are documented by Doug

Jenness in the New International Journal (1985).

Large Capitalist Farmers

At one end of the spectrum are a very small number of
large capitalist farms and ranches owned and operated by
some of the country's largest corporations, such as Tenne-
co, Del Monte, and Cooke. Salaried managers are hired to
run these farms, and wage workers are the exclusive source
of labor. They are concentrated in fruit, vegetable, poul-
try, and beef production. Thesze farms represent the
involvement of big monopoly capital in direct agriculture

production.

Small Capitalist Farmers

Most small capitalist farmers live on the land and see
themselves as "family farmers.” They include farmers who
exclusively use wage labor, those who use both wage labor

and family labor on a permanent basis, and those who use
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primarily family labor, but depend on wage labor at least
during certain times of the year. There is a wide varia-
tion in income among these farmers, ranging from million-
aires to families who are deeply in debt. Some are real
estate dealers, insurance brokers, local retailers or own-
ers of grain elevators or small processing plants. They
receive a substantial part of their income from renting out
land or machinery.

As beneficiaries of wage labor, this group of farmers
is hostile to the efforts of farmworkers to fight for their
rights and a decent 1iving. They support and want cheap
labor and resist organized efforts by the exploited section
of the working c¢lass to win higher wages, better condi-

tions, and unemployment and health benefits.

Exploited Working Farmers

These are independent producers who employ little or
no wage laber. More than half of them depend on off-the-
farm jobs as wage workers to make ends meet. Some work 1n
factories or mines; others as rall workers, truckers, or
part-time workers for other farmers. Many farm women also
hold jobs off the farm to supplement family incomes. They
own their farms, although the land is usually mortgaged
heavily to the banks. These working farmers often also rent
some land in addition to their own. Others possess no land

at all, producing as tenant farmers or sharecroppers.
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Agricultural Wage Workers

Farmworkers are the most oppressed and explcited sec-
tor of the farm population and one of the worst off sectors
of the farm population as a whole. Most suffer abysmal
conditions since they are not organized. Wages are low,
often averaging below $20 a day. They are not covered by
minimum wage laws and piece work is very common. Health
and safety conditions are often terrible. There are vir-
tually no unemployment, health, or disability benefits.
They work as casual workers or on a seasonal basis,

Adverse work conditions are suffered by migrant work-
ers who move from one part of the ccuntry to another fol-
lowing the havest. According to the National Safety Coun-
cil (1985), farm labor is the second most hazardous occupa-
tion after mining. Pesticides poison field workers, caus=-
ing chronic 1ill health for thousands and killing many.

Doug Jenness (1985) reports that:

many growers still force farmworkers to use a

back-breaking short hoe. Nor do most farmwork-

ers benefit from the mechanization of planting

and harvesting that does occur, Iincreasing pro-

ductivity and eliminating some of the arduous

character of farmwork. (p. 109)

While agricultural workers are among the most heavily ex-

ploited of the working class, the form of their exploita-

tion is fundamentally the same as that of their wage work-
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ers. The wage they are paid for their hours of labor
amounts to only a fraction of the value they produce during
that tiwme.

The big farm-implement manufacturers, seed, food com-
panies, suppliers of pesticides and herbicides and the oils
trust take a share of the profits extracted from working
farmers through monopoly-rigged prices. Exercising monopo-
ly control over markets, these suppliers of products that
farmers need for production set prices above what they
would be in a competitive market. For example, in 1972 the
Federal Trade Commission found that in the animal feed
industry, dominated by Ralston Purina and Cargill, prices
were haing rigged by collusion among the monopolists. Such
companies, according to the FTC, were helping themselves to
an extra $200 million in annual overcharges at the farmers'
expense. In the farm machine industry, John Deere and
International Harvester (recently purchased by Tenneco)
control 60% of the farm machinery market (Jenness, 1985).

Cargill and Continental handle all United States grain
exports. They operate grain pipelines all the way from
farmer to foreign commerce. They own seed and food subsi-
dies, shipping companies, grain elevators, communication
systems and processing plants. Food processing and distri-
bution are becoming increasingly contracted in fewer hands,

In every major food category in the United States, four or
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fewer companies monopolize more than 55% of the market. The
top 50 food processing companies, corporations such as
Beatrice Foods and General Foods, realize about 75% of all
the profits in the industry (Jenness, 1985).

One method food processors use to subjugate farmers is
to get them to sign contracts rather than directly sell
their own products on the market. Through these individual
contracts, the processor exercises control over the produc-
tion of the farms. When contracting becomes the prevalent
market in any arrangement for a given commodity, tradition-
al markets on which producers depend disappear. According
to the United States Department of Agriculture estimates in
1981, about 25% of United States agriculture was controlled
either through contracting or direct ownership of produc-
tion (N.J. Crop Reporting Service, 1981).

Karl Marx some 135 years ago explalined that indepen-
dent commodity production on the land more and more becomes
"the pretext that allows the capitalists to draw profits,
interest and rent from the soil, while leaving it to the
tiller of the scll himself to see how he can extract his
wages,” that is, the income needed to support his family
(1979, Vol. 2, p. 180).

In state capitals, critical farm 1issues have been
regarded as national in scope and thus a federal responsi-

bility. The state's attitude has been a relatively low
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level of concern for agricultural problems, and until re-
cently, most states have been detached and passive except
in regulatory activity. When state officials have become
involved with agricultural issues, it was usually on behalf
of constituent farmers. This attitude is changing due to
the growing realization of sericus problems developing in
agriculture. 1In recent years states have taken on respon-
sibility for environmental and resource management, many
aspects of which, such as air and water pollution, weed and
predator control, and conservation of soil, energy and
water, profoundly affect agriculture. This is the situa-

tion 1In New Jersey.

Brief History of Farmers in New Jersey

Since colonial times, New Jersey agriculture has been the
custodian of much of the state's most valuable non-
renewable resources, its land and water (Blueprint Commis-
sion on the Future of N.J. Agriculture, 1973).

Long before the first settlers stepped on New Jersey
s0ll, the Indians had lived, cultivated their crops, and
hunted game on the peninsula known as New Jersey. These
Indians, called the Leani Lenape, were peaceful members of

the large Algonquin tribe (N.J. Department of Agriculture,
1963).
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The Indians had become quite efficient in the growing
of certain crops by the time colonists came to the new
country. They showed the newcomers how to grow corn,
pumpkins, grounds, tobacco and beans.

In time, however, agricultural methods began tc im-
prove, The settlers could see which crops were best adapt-
ed to the land they had. The coloniats also introduced new
crops to the American soil during this time. By 1684, New
Jersey had grown considerably in the agricultural field
(N.J. Department of Agriculture, 1963).

In 1776, the Seal of New Jersey was designed. A plow,
a horse's head, and a picture of Ceres, the goddess of
grain were engraved on it. All are symbols of agriculture.

New Jersey's nickname of the ®"Garden State®™ has its
roots in the state's location and function within the New
York Metropolitan Area in the 18th and 19th centuries.
Across the Hudson River, the New Jersey shore was green
with farms and forests, and the rich farmland of Bergen and
Easex counties provided fresh food for the population of
New York (N.J. Department of Agriculture and N.J. Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection, Feb. 1979, p. T).

Since World War II, general inflation and rising costs
of farm inputs have continually narrowed profit margins.

To maintain income, the farmer increased his farm size,

expanded production and sought off-the-farm income. While
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the cost price squeeze during the 1950's and 1960's removed
many of those smaller volume farmers who did not expand or
improve production, even the most aggresasive farmers of the
1970's were feeling economic pressures. This is because
biological productivity per acre leveled and thereby 1lim-
ited future productivity increases to farm crop diversifica-
tion. This cost price squeeze has inhibited the entering
farmer whose land amortization costs alone can exceed over
40% of his gross income 1in an average production year.

In an attempt to maintain income through increased
production, farmers made use of technological break-
throughs. They found themselves requiring more equipment
and then more land, and still more powerful and faster
equipment to stay ahead of narrowing profit margins, infla-
tion and competitive pressures. Over the last two decades,
farm product speclalization increased farmworkers'! produc-
tivity nearly twice as fast as that of the industrial
worker. However, to maintain this productivity, the farmer
became dependent upon petroleum-based inputs of fuel, fer-
tilizer, and pesticides, as well as on other industrial
services to operate his increasingly specialized farm
(State Agricultural Land Issues, 1979).

New Jersey farmers find themselves today facing both
opportunities and problems which are truly unique in all

agriculture and which a few decades ago would have been
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labelled unbelievable. They operate a business in the
midst of the most urbanized area in the nation, where they
are a minority. And yet, at their doorsteps is the largest
single market in the western world, and additionally, they
have access to other markets, both domestic and foreign
(Blueprint Commission on the Future of N.J. Agriculture,
1973).

Since 1959, agriculture in New Jersey has undergone
several changes and trends. According to the South Jersey
Rescurce Conservation and Development Area Plan (1979)
nearly 81,000 hectares (200,000 acres) of farmland have
gone out of agricultural production. The rapid loss of
farms and farmland which occurred during the 1960's has
temporarily slowed down; crops have replaced livestock and
poultry in economic importance; and important farmland
which grew processing vegetables for many years is now
growing grain. The exodus of the Ritter Stokely, Del
Monte, Beinz, and Seabrook industries from New Jersey has
reduced vegetable processing acreage by two-thirds in the
last few years.

During the last 15 years, approximately 40% of the
farmers have changed the type of crop grown or livestock
ralsed. In a recent survey conducted by the South Jersey
Resgurce Conservation Development Area Plan (1979), of

these farm operators who changed operations, 58% reported
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that labor was a factor influencing a change in type of
agricultural commodities produced (p. 64). Of those farm-
ers surveyed, 27% indicated regulations, 25% capital in-
veatment requirements, 234 age or health, and 8% taxes.
Farmers often indicated that more than one factor influ-
enced their decision to change {p. 64).

Some cobstacles and needs that New Jersey agriculture
and farmers faced according to the South Jersey Resource
Conservation and Development Area Plan (1979) were:

Loss of agricultural acreage is a significant
and pressing problem. Since 1959 the area of
South Jersey has been losing farmland at the
rate of 4,252 hectares (10,500 acres) per year.
Stopping this trend is a must. . . . The public,
planners, officlals and developers do not fully
recognize the environmental and aesthetic values
of open agricultural land. . . . Very low fer-
tility and water holding capacity are problems
in some s0ils of central areas. . . . Poor
drainage outlets and wetness are limiting the
agricultural production of some of the

area. . . . Irrigation water management and
improved systems are needed on 12,500 hectares
(30,000 acres) to aid in reducing soil erosion
and excess water loss and to time water applica-
tion to meet the crop's needs. . . . Agriculture
operations are subject to several economic prob-
lems such as poor markets, lack of processing
and storage facllities and high cost of produc-
tion. (p. 65)

While the number of farms in New Jersey decreased
from 24,900 in 1950 to 9,500 in 1983, this decrease
stabilized itself to an average of 9,000 farms since 1978

{Census of Agriculture, USDC, 1982).
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John Ripton (1982) reports that "the great threat to
farming in New Jersey is not labor but the supply and
market structures the farmers must operate” (p. 21). New
Jersey's agricultural labor has suffered over the last
decade in that many large processors have closed their
plants in this state. These processors are H. J. Heinz of
Salem County, Ritter of Bridgeton, Seabrook Farms of Sea-
brook, Del Monte of Swedesboro, and Stokely Van Camp of
Trenton. Rising labor costs did not precipitate these
closings. Arthur West (1962), President of the past Farm
Bureau, in a testimony before the Governors' Task Force on
Migrant Labor, clearly identified the situation:

You may wonder why farmers resist paying higher

wages to workers. Some people evidently assume

it 18 because of personal greed and hard heart-

edneas. The answer 1s simple: We are part of a

highly competitive industry that is controlled

in large part by large corporate food chains.

These chaln buyers keep pressure cn processors

and other buyers of our fruits and vegetables,

and these processors and buyers, in turn, keep

the pressure on us to keep our prices low.

(p. 1)

While there 18 clearly no doubt that farmers, espe-
clally small farmers, must compete aggressively to stay in
business, the agricultural industry is dominated by giant
corporate agribusinesses which control the supply as well
as the market end of agriculture. And these corporate

gliants, R. J. Reynolds, General Foods, Heinz and Ritter

among them, control the markets and the farmers' access to
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them. The agricultural industry, as a whole, is control-
led by relatively few corporations in each product line.

One of the primary reasons why these large processors
closed their plants in New Jersey was due to the nature of
the supply and market structure of the farming industries.
In addition to supply and market structures, Ripton (1982)
documents that scaring energy costs, uncertain allocations
of energy resources, inflation and a highly competitive
northeast market were significant factors in the closing
of these plants,

Early in 1977 the New Jersey Economic Development
Authority, working with the New Jersey Department of Agri-
culture and the Department of Labor and Industry, arranged
the funding for a consultant study to determine the feasi-
bility of establishing a new vegetable processing opera-
tion in Southern New Jersey. The study was completed by
Touche Ross and Company in August of 1977, and has served
a3 the basis for the proposed flnancing of a new food
processing plant in Cumberland County to be owned and
operated by Seabrook Brothers and Sons, Inc. Seabrook
Brothers and Sons, Inc. 138 one of the largest frozen
vegetable processing plants in the country, In 1981 the
family-owned company received a $250,000 direct loan from
New Jersey's Economic Development Authority to add spinach

to its product line. As a result, it has extended its
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packing season and employment opportunities by about four
months., In 1983, the company sought to expand its opera-
tions again. This time, it secured a $2.35 million indus-
trial development bond from the Authority to construct a
20,000-square foot building and purchase equipment to
process and package frozen peas and lima beans. Sea-
brook's industry operations has generated millions of
dollars of income for farmers in Cumberland, Salem, Atlan-
tic and Cape May counties and has boosted employment 1in
the region. The Company employs 70 persons full time and
provides 250 seasonal jobs during peak production times
(NJEDA, Annual Report, 1983, p. 10). (See Table 6 and
Table 7 on number of agricultural industries in South and
North Jersey. Also refer to the MacRaes Industrial Direc-
tory, New Jersey, 1984 for further information.)

The New Jersey farm supplies costs of energy are
rising much faster than labor costs., Farm labor costs
doubled from 1970 to 1980. A rising minimum wage that did
not keep pace with inflation can account for most of the
increase in farm labor costs, but energy related costs far
outpaced inflation {(Ripton, 1082).

New Jersey labor problems contribute to some farmers'
decisions to produce machine intensive field crops (soy-
beans, grains, etc.) rather than labor intensive vegetables

and fruits. But even this trend, despite farm lobbyists'
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strenuocus efforts to blame it on labor costs, appears more
related to the rising price of grains in the mid-1970's
than to labor costs. In the last few years the trend
toward field crop production seems to have slowed and may
be reversing. The per acre return on machine intensive
grain crops was $190 as compared to a $1,196 per acre
return on labor intensive vegetable crops in 1979 (Ripton,
1982, p. 21).

During January of 1981, a prominent South Jersey
farmer explained the advantageous position in which far-
mers find themselves in New Jersey. This was reported in

The Packer, a national agribusiness trade journal:

We can grow here for the cost of hauling from
the West coast. We can haul as far north as New
England and as far south as Florida. We are in
an advantageous position. But, we don't have
the fuel costs of cross country trucking the way
California does and that 1s the major cost that
cuts into our profits and it is not the labor

cost. (p. 1)

John Ripton (1982) reports that New Jersey's agricul-
ture is cost effective. Labor intensive fruit and vege-
table production is now and will continue to be the key to
the state's agricultural prosperity. Fresh market
produce, which requires the most labor intensive production

practices, returns 300% more per acre than does production

for the processing market.
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Contrary to the fallacy that labor costs are drawing
New Jersey's farmers out of business, the economic condi-
tions clearly indicate the need for a stable seasonal
labor force to harvest the state's valuable fruits and
vegetables., New Jersey farmers and the state in general
would benefit more from a labor intensive fresh market
agriculture than from a machine intensive grain market
agriculture. Labor intensive agriculture means more jobs
and wages paid to farmworkers living and working in New
Jersey and will generate more secondary incomes in farming
communities than will payments made to corporations whose
manufacturing plants and banking arrangements may or may

not be in New Jersey.

Demographics of New Jersey Agriculture

According to the United States Department of Agricul-
ture (USDA) Science and Education Administration, the coun-
try has 10 farm production regions and New Jersey falls
within the tenth "Northeast™ designation.

The Northeast as a region is known more for its cities
and urban areas than for its farms, yet the 1974 census
reported the market value of productsa sold in the region as
approximately 5.5% of the national total. Yet the
Northeast Region comprises 6.3% of the total population.

The Northeast employs nearly 500,000 people in farming and
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related businesses (N.J. Department of Agriculture, N.J.
Department of Environmental Protection, 1980),

According to the New Jersey Crop Reperting Service
(1978), the average dollar value of thne agricultural
product sold per acre in 1979 was 8373, almost four times
the national average. According to the report:

It can be seen that the relatively high average

production value per acre is due primarily to

commercial vegetable and fruit production

($120.5 million in value) since almost two-

thirds of the state's cropland is devoted to the

production of grain. (N.J. Department of

Agriculture, October 31, 1980, p. 19)

Among all states, New Jersey ranks among the top five in
the nation in the production of blueberries, cranberries,

peaches, asparagus, snap beans, and tomatoes, (See

Table 8)

Table 8

Rank of New Jersey Crop Production-1983
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The New Jersey Farm Income and Expense Summary (1982)
indicates that the estimated value of all fruits, vege-
tables and field crops produced in New Jersey during 1982
was $288.7 million. Field crops accounted for 41 percent
of the total crop value. The value of the principal
vegetables was $95.7 million. The Garden State's principal
vegetable crops accounted for just over 33% of the value of
all crops in 1982 (N.J. Department of Agriculture, 1983,

p. 41). (See Table 9) The estimated gross income of New
Jersey farmers from livestock, poultry, and their products
in 1982 was $105.5 million. Leading categories, according
to gross income, were milk in first place with $69.7 mil-
lion, followed by eggs at $15.0 million, cattle and calves
at $13.1 million and hogs and pigs at $6.8 million (N.J.
Department of Agriculture, 1983, p. 41). Net farm income
for 1982 was 108.1 million. The estimate of gross farm
income was $653.2 million. Farmland and buildings in New
Jersey were valued at $3,148 million in 1983 (N.J. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, October, 1983, p. 42). (See Tables
10 and 11)

According to a Department of Agriculture preliminary
report (1983), there has been a potentially significant
increase in both the number of farms and farm acreage in
New Jersey from 1974 to 1680. The number of farms of 50

acres or more in size decreased by one percent from 1974



Table 9

New Jersey Estimated Crop Value and Cash Receipts:

1981 and 1982

Value Cash Receipts’
Crop 1981 1982 1981 1982
Field Crops 130,897 118,798 90, 925 86,075
Fruit Crops 64,453 T,173 62,128 75,143
Vegetables 89,916 9%, T49 106,665 119,856
Total of
all crops 285, 266 288,720 361,660 389,547

Note.

Agriculture Statistical

by,

! Numbers are in thousands of dollars.

From New Jersey Agriculture,

N‘ J0

eporting Service,

Department of
1983, pp. 2,

55

3,



Table 10
New Jersey: Gross and Net Income from Farming,
1975-1982 '
W JERSIT- GROSE AMD MET [NCDME FROm Fade|wG, '975-18)
Ttes KR ] l!‘:‘i] 1977 l mﬂun | 1900 Lml ] 1982

- million doilars --

Catn receroty from farm my-venings ... 3268 M s MET MG 1) 44 a3y T 16D
Gove-ment paymants g ¥ [ ] 2.0 Nl N ] 1.5 1.1
NOR*MONEY INCOME . ........ .0ucouii oaonaaain 2.4 [ L] gy Y W3 e ) 212
Other FArm INCOME ... ...ttt LN 5.0 1.2 5.2 6.4 [ N} 4.0 [ 8]
TOTAL GROSS FARM IMCOME ... ............. Me b D6l 430 WBBE ST $WO0.0 RiT.4 M53.2
Farm production expemsmes ................... MNTS MT.I %66 M4 a2 4710 512.4 5470
Ragalized net fare TnCOmME . ..............,. 7.1 54.8 4.1 1072 @} 1.0 150 06}
Nat changa 1a fare Invencories ... ..., -5 5.8 -.% 1 4.1 N | 1.2 1.0
TOTAL MET Faam |MCOME . ..,............... 2.0 [T 1.3 104 9.3 7 ez 08

MITE: Totals may not add Qus to roundings.

Note: From New Jersey

Agriculture Statistical
42,

Qégiculture, N.J. Department of
rop Reporting Service, 1983, p.

56



Table 11
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New Jersey: Value of Land and Buildings and Taxes

Levied on Farm Real Estate, Selected Years, 1975-1983

REW ERSEY: YALUE OF LANG AMD SUILDIRNGS AND TAXES LEYTED OW FARM REAL ESTATE, SELECTED TEARS. 1975-1981

Yatue af tand and buiidinegs Taxes levied on Tarm resl estate
Average Average Avirage tasas per
Year Total per xre Tatal par acre $100 of fuil value
(m1V14on dol.) {doilars} {million dol.) {dallarsy) {dallars}

5 L T 1.870 1,807 17.% 18.5) 1.03
1976 ......... 2,148 2,106 18.% 19.78 N1
1977 iiiiaiannan 2.1 2.2 6.9 18.0% a2
19 e, 2.481 2,156 17.0 18.22 76
1979 i 2.2 2.7101 17.4 18.57 .49
1980 ... .. ihaias 2,984 2.9 8.9 0,15 J1a
£ .} N . 1,088 2.5% 0.4 2.7 k]
L1 . S 1,112 3,18 22.0 1.4 15
193 i 1,148 3,056 Vv Al 174

1/ Mot available at time of publication,

Note: From New Jersey Agriculture,

p. 40.

N.J. Department of
Agriculture Statistical Urop Reporting Service, 1983,
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through 1978. This latest data corroborates the current
assessment that the annual farmland loss rate, which had
been running at 4,500 acres per year between 1974 and 1980,
has been temporarily stabilized. The Grassroocts Report,
1980, concludes that in the past several years, "the annual
attrition of farmland in New Jersey has clearly moderated
and should not be described in such terms as alarming” (p.

19).

Bistorical Development of New Jersey Agricultural Labor

Immigration to New Jersey agriculture began after the
European colonists took over and enlarged the Indian
fields. The Dutch and Swedish who settled in small areas in
New Jersey prior to and immediately after the English
conquest of 1664 became farmers after the failure of their
fur trade. The New Englanders and the immigrants from the
British Isles who together rapidly settled Northeast New
Jersey and the English and Irish Quakers who migrated
slightly thereafter to their "New Haven" 1in Southwest New
Jersey were farmers when they came or were forced to become
farmers. This was also true of the Germans (Schmidt,

1973). Agriculture became the only occupation of New
Jersey settlers. After the Revolution, agriculture still

dominated the economy of New Jersey. In the early part of
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the 19th century the Industrial Revolution provided farmers
with labor saving machinery and other equipment and with
new markets in the growing industrial areas., After World
War I, New Jersey agriculture, in order "to hold its own,
was forced to adjust to many sweeping changes in technolo-
gy, productivity, new sources of power and regional compe-
tition™ (Schmidt, p. 2).

The English, Scottish, and Irish immigration to New
Jersey was a continuous stream during the whole of the
colonial periocd. These newcomers brought groups of "asso-
ciates" who handled the land distribution of the various
villages of the New Englanders or else received grants
beyond the supposed limits of the village holdings. They,
nevertheless, conditioned themselves to New Jersey agricul-
ture rapidly (Schmidt, 1973).

Their immigration to New Jersey continued during the
19th century. In general, the numerous immigrants became
"Americanized™ through a process of adaptation and assimi-
lation within a few generatlions.

During the Depression of the early 1930's, the South-
ern "Negro" migrant appeared on the scene, Many of them
initially worked at harvesting oysters in the Port Norris-
Shellpile area of Commercial Township, Cumberland County
(one of the largest counties in South Jersey farming).

Before World War II, Italian immigrants were the major
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force of the seasonal farm labor. A3 Italian laborers were
absorbed into the military services and war plants, the
Southern "Negro workers" gradually took up the slack in the
system (N.J. Commission on Post-War Economic Welfare, 1945,
p. 45). Moreover, the Federal Government, under the Brace-
ro Program, brought Jamaicans and Mexicans, as well as
prisoners of war, into the state for both agriculture and
railroad labor. They established central camps to house
foreign workers. At the end of the war, the workers were
tranaported to the private camps where farmers were unpre-
pared to receive them. It was not until 1956, through the
contract system established by the Department of Labor of
the United States and Puerto Rico, that Puerto Rican con-
tract workers began coming to New Jersey (P.R. Department
of Labor, 1984).

As cltizens from New Jersey came intc contact with the
migrant colonles scattered throughout New Jersey farming
areas, they became knowledgzeable of the deplorable and
wretched conditions which migrant farmworkers faced. Sev-
eral counties' grand juries in the state, along with var-
ious private organizations and religious groups, submitted
a brief to Governor Walter E. Edge, documenting the acute-
ness of the problem and called for state control of farm
labor camps. The Commission of Post-War Econocmic Welfare

conducted public hearings and surveys and, as a result,
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they recommended the creation of a state agency to regulate
migrant farmworkers through the legislature. In 1945, the
legislature passed the state's first Migrant Farmworkers
Economic Welfare Commission for the establishment of state
owned and operated central camps, but this proposal was
never implemented.

Under the 1945 laws establishing an inspection and
enforcement system and an independent regulatory commission
known as the Migrant Labor Becard, New Jersey quickly became
one of the leading states in the fields of migrant housing
regulation, health care and education., This law was con-
sidered a very progressive measure and a step forward
toward improving policy for migrant farmworkers. Frances
Perkins, then United States Secretary of Labor, referred to
it as the "Magna Carta for migrants"™ (Governor*s Task Force
on Migrant Farm Labor, 1968, p. 10). The MLB was responsi-
ble for making peclicy and approving regulations which were
enforced by the Bureau of Migrant Labor (Consumers League
of New Jersey, 1944).

From 1945 to 1955, Jay C. Garrison served as the firsat
chairman of the Migrant Labor Board, and John Scuhook
succeeded him as second chairman, serving in that capacity
for about twelve years (1955-1967) (Governor's Task Force
on Migrant Farm Labor, p. 11). Among the MLB accomplish-

ments during this period were the codification of a work-
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able housing and sanitation code, the eatablishment of
migrant summer schools, the inauguration of a State Crew
Leader Registration Program, and the promulgation of heat
and hot water regulations. These achievements resulted in
better living and working conditions that, in turn, enabled
the farmers to attract migrant farmworkers. During the
same period, the State Health Department did pioneering
work in setting up migrant health clinics. In 1956-66, the
Bureau of Children's Service in the Department of Institu-
tions and Agencies started a program of child day-care
centers operating from mobile trailers in southern New
Jersey. This operation was assumed later by the local
anti-poverty agency in the area.

During the twenty-two years of the Migrant Labor
Board's existence, most of its shortcomings may be traced
to a passive enforcement policy and a relatively doclle
outlook by its membership. Furthermore, the Bureau's in-
spection force suffered from insufficient personnel and
low rates of pay that made it difficult to hold the best
qualified inspectors. A storm of protest arose over the
Migrant Labor Board's promulgation of the hot water re-
quirements in 1959. In the wake of this controversy, some
farm elements wanted more representation and a stronger
policy voice on the Migrant Labor Board. A legislative

struggle on this issue ensued and it was fought to a
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standoff. In 1963, a compromise sclution was finally
worked out. The number of lay members to be appointed to
the Migrant Labor Board was increased from five to seven:
The farm bloc and organized labor each gained one addi-
tional representative.

In 1966, the MLB came under heavy political attack by
newspapers concerning "alleged inflammatory statements and
activities concerning certain members" (Hogarty, 1966,

p. 12). After a complete investigation, Governor Richard
J. Hughes recommended the abolition of the MLB because of
what he considered ™a built-in potential for a conflict of
interest® among its membership under existing law. He then
announced the appointment of a Task Force to study the
entire seasonal farm labor situation in New Jersey. At
present (1985), there is no replacement for the Migrant
Labor Board (Governor's Task Force on Migrant Farm Labor,

1968).

Seasonal and Migratory Farmworkers in the Present

Leslie Whitener (1984) and the data from the United
States Department of Agriculture Hired Farm Working Force
Survey provide us with a national perspective on the sea-
sonal and migratory farmworkers' situation in this country.
They indicate that the total number of farmworkers employed

during a year has decreased by almost 40%, falling from a
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high of 4.3 million in 1950 to about 2.5 million in 1981,
According to Whitener and the survey, most of the losses
occurred in the 1950's and 1960's. During the 1970's, the
number of hired workers stabilized at 2.6 to 2.7 willion
annually. They indicate that the primary reason for the
decline in numbers of farmworkers has been largely due to
the adoption of new production and marketing technology on
farms., However, the New Jersey farm labocr force estimates
show that the number of hired farmworkers increased from
14,600 to 25,600 in 1984, This was primarily due to the
high unemployment in the United States and the even higher
rate in Puertoc Rico, in addition to the highly labor
intensive character of farming in New Jersey and the need
for a stable workforce. (See Table 12)

Despite the growing trend toward mechanization 1in
United States agriculture, many of the major East Coast
crops still remain highly labor intensive. True shakers
can "pick" a whole tree of apples in a moment, but aspara-
gus needs to be picked daily by growing size, and the
plcking of tomatoes and blueberries still requires thou-
sands of migrant and seasonal farmworkers. Mechanization
has been largely reserved for crops that are processed into
apple sauce, canned tomatoes and the like. The technology
needed to machine harvest efficlently with minimal product

damage has not been developed (Whitener, 1984).
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Table 12

New Jersey Farm Labor Force Estimates (1970 and 1984)

1970 1984
Contract Workers 8,770° 6841
Non-Contract Workers 3,7802 15,0003
Day-Haul Workers 2,0602 10, 000!
Total 14,610 25, 684

Note. These figures do not reflect the actual total number
of migrant farmworkers in New Jersey. Due to the lack of
available data on migrant farmworkers this table reflects
estimated numbers of the decrease 1n contract workers in
relationship to an increase in non-contract workers and
day-haul workers.

From:

1 Puerto Rico Department of Labor 1984 Reports
(estimates), 1954,

2 Annual Manpower Report, N.J. Department of Labor and
Industry (estimates), Bureau of Rural Manpower Services,
Annual Rural Manpower Report, 1970.

3 Informal Estimates Reports by Counties, Farmworkers
Opportunities Inc. Vineland, N.J., 1983.
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Unable to reduce their dependency on a alzeable work
force, eastern growers have gone to great lengths to pro-
cure a supply of cheap and steady labor, and to keep it
uncrganized and tightly controlled.

According to the United States Department of Agricul-
ture's biennial Hired Farm Force Survey (1984), there are
two distinct groups of migrant farmworkers. The first
group 1s those who are hired on a casual or seasonal basis
and work less than 150 days during the year. They account
for almost three-fourths of all hired farmworkers. Most of
these workers are students, housewives and non-farmworkers
with second jobs in agriculture who work on a few days or
weeks during harvest or other peak labor periods. In 1981,
casual and seasonal workers together averaged 36 days of
farmwork and received average annual farm earnings of $901
which accounted for 30% of their total annual earnings
(p. 24).

The second group consists of regular and year round
farmworkers who work 150 days or more. Their farmwork 1is
their principal activity and their only employment. Ac-
cording to the United States Department of Agriculture
Census data, regular and year round workers are older and
more likely to be male, Often these farmworkers are house-
hold heads with responsibility for family support. 1In

1981, the workers earned $7,398 in annual farm wages,
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accounting for 95% of their total earnings (Whitener, p.
24).

Legally admitted foreign workers have been an impor-
tant part of the farm labor force for years. Almost five
million foreigners labored on United States farms between
1941 and 1964 (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1984). The
Bracero Program (P.L. 78) was the major law allowing entry
of these workers. The program was originally designed to
meet the United States wartime need for farm labor and also
to legalize and protect foreign workers from exploitation
in this country. The number of legally admitted foreign
workers reached 445,000 in 1956 and then declined to fewer
than half that by 1964, when the program ended. According
to Whitener, the reduction "was due to increases in farm
mechanization, tightening of certification requirements,
and more rigid enforcement of wage agreements and guaran-
ties™ (1984, p. 24).

The Immigration and Nationality Act (P.L. 414) has
been the major mechanism for legally admitting foreign
agricultural workers since the termination of the Bracero
Program. This act authorizes the United States Attorney
General to administer the Forelgn Labor Certification Progranm,
referred to as the H-2 Program, which allows employers to
bring foreign workers into the United States to do

temporary work.
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According to the United States Department of Labor
record, during the past five years less than 20,000
temporary agricultural jobs have been certified for foreign
workers. The states where these workers do account for a
significant portion of the labor force are Florida's sugar
cane, Eastern and Northeastern apples, and Virginia's
tobacco. The H-2 workers accounted for less than one
percent of all hired workers in 1981, in comparison to
foreign workers who constituted around 10% of hired farm-
workers at the height of the Bracero Program.

These figures do not include the "illegal alien" farm-
workers (Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1984),
Over 100,000 undocumented aliens are apprehended each year
in agriculture. Many observers of the farm labor market
believe that the number of "illegal aliens™ in agriculture
1s considerably higher, accounting for 10-15% of all hired
farmworkers (Whitener, 1984).

According to the United States Department of Agricul-
ture (1984), agriculture employs a substantial number of
illegal aliens, mostly Mexicans who work on a variety of
farms and in all regions. Their employment is fruit and
vegetable production, specifically in the Southwest and
Pacific coast states, and they lately also very commonly
work on farms in the Midwest, Mid-Atlantic, and New England

states as well. According to the study, most i1llegals who
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work in seasonal jobs have permanent homes in northern
Mexico and migrate regularly.

In New Jersey, farm labor has declined in the past,
but currently is rising. Census Agriculture data for New
Jersey shows the number of farms fell from 24,838 in 1950
to 10,641 in 1964, to 7,984 in 1978, then rose to 8,277 in
1982 (Census for N.J. Agriculture, p. 1). While the
number of farms declined between 1950 and 1978 and showed
a modest increase from 1978 to 1984, the average farm size
has varied. Average farm s8ize increased from 70 acres in
1950 to 130 acres in 1974, and then decreased to 103 acres
in 1984, (See Table 13)

At present the total number of farmworkers in New
Jersey appears to be increasing. According to the "New
Jersey Agricultural Statistics,” by the New Jersey Crop
Reporting Service of the New Jersey Department of Agricul-
ture (October, 1981), some 19,000 hired workers, as distin-
guished from family workers, were estimated to have been
employed in New Jersey on farms at the peak of the season
in July, 1979, which figure increased to 20,000 in July of
1980. (N.J. Workers on Farms by Quarters, 1975-1981, which
shows that labor estimates have been discontinued since
April, 1981, which month itself showed an increase over

April, 1980.) (See Table })
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Table 13
Number of Farms and Average Size of Farms in New Jersey:
1650-1984

1984 1982 1978 1974 1969
Number
of Farms'! 9, 400 8,277 7,984 7,409 8,493
Land in
Farms2 970,000 916,331 987,309 961,395 1,035,678
Average
size of
Farms 103 111 124 130 122

1964 1959 1954 1950

Number
of Farms! 10, 641 15,459 22,686 24,838
Land in
Farms?2 1,155,678 1,379,002 1,665,241 1,725,441
Average
size of
Farms 109 89 73 70
Note. From: (1) 1982 Census of Agriculture, N.,J. State and

County Data, Vol. 1.,

Part 30, Table 1; & (2) New Jersey

Agriculture 1984, N.J.
Crop Reporting Service, October, 1984, p. SO.

Department of Agriculture and N.J.

VA farm is defined as a place having annual sales of

agricultural products of $1,000 or more.

2 By acres
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As for the total number of workers and dependents in
New Jersey, a report prepared for the Legal Service Cor-
poration in May of 1980, ™an estimate of the number of
migrants and seasonals in the United States and Puerto
Rico" shows that the New Jersey population of migrants and
their dependents was eatimated at 19,227 and the populaticn
of seasonal workers and their dependents was estimated to
be 33,844, totaling a population of 53,071 for migrants,
seasonals and their dependents in New Jersey. Such data
was prepared through the analysis of existing data and by
on-site visits.

According to the New Jersey Department of Agriculture
(1984), approximately 20,000 farmworkers are employed on
New Jersey farms each year. They fall into four major
categories: 5% are migrants from the Southwestern United
States, 5% are contracted workers from Puerto Rico who
arrive under an arrangement between the growers and the
Puerto Rican government, 60% are non-contracted Puerto
Rican migrants, and 30% are seasonal and day-haul workers,
l.e., workers whose permanent residence is within a day's
distance of the farm.

The majority of the farmworkers in New Jersey (approx-
imately 70%) are Hispanie, primarily originating in Puerto
Rico or Mexico. Over 75% of the Hispanic workers speak

little or no English. Most have not completed a high
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school education. (At the same time, as unemployment in
Puerto Rico rises above the 40% level, increasing numbers
of urban, educated workers are turning to migrant farm
labor to earn an income.) The majority of the workers are
male and most are not accompanied by their famjilies.

The average income of these farmworkers is far below
that of non-farmworkers in the United States. 1In 1984, the
average annual income for a New Jersey farmworker's family
of four was $3,000--over 40% below the poverty level.

Total annual cash income from all scurces was typically

$2,000 for single seasonal farmworkers (N.J. Department of
Agriculture, 1984)., This figure applies to those wigrants
who work; many spend some or all of the season unemployed.

Those farmworkers who migrate from Puerto Rico each
season do sSo because the yearly pinimum wage offered for
farmwork is still better than the unemployment shared by
over 40% of the Puerto Rican labor force. Those who arrive
undocumented from Mexico, Haiti, and elsewhere in the Car-
ibbean and from Central America often are forced to accept
illegally low wages,

There 18 no longer much farming in Puerto Rico. Agri-
culture 18 a dying industry there and this is why Puerto
Ricans migrate to the Eastern United States to work on
farms. Although there 18 a conservative estimate that over

80,000 migrant farmworkers leave the Island every year to
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earn wages seldom higher than the minimum wage, there is a
need to better determine how many Puerto Ricans migrate to

states outside New Jersey.

Early Settlements of Puerto Rican Migrant Farmworkers

Puerto Rico is second only to Mexico as a source of
cheap imported labor to the United States growers. Unlike
Mex icans, however, Puerto Ricans do not worry about quotas
or deportations. Puerto Ricans are "citizens" of the
United States., The United States Department of Labor and
the IRS consider them "domestlc workers.," Puerto Rican
workers are referred to as "inter-state migrants,” not
"illegal™ (NACLA, December, 1977, No. 1, Vol. 8).

In addition to the spontaneous migration of individu-
als who have moved toward the urban and industrial areas of
the United States, there iIs an organized movement of
seasonal Puerto Rican agricultural workers under a contract
approved by the Secretary of Labor of Puerto Rico. This is
referred to as the Puerto Rican Interstate Agricultural
Program.

Thousands of Puerto Rican migrants (estimates vary
between 60,000 and 200,000) work in United States agricul-
ture each year. Some come independently in search of work,

while others are recruited on the Island by private agen-
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cies, crew leaders or growers, Such recruitment 1Is illegal
under the Government of Puerto Rico law unless a written
contract is first negotiated between the Puerto Rican Sec-
retary of Labor and United States growers (NACLA, December,
1977, Vol. 11 ).

The first reliable statistices on hand show that work-
ers were migrating to the continental United States as
early as 1908, Migration of Puerto Rican agricultural
workers, however, began as early as 1901, when around 1,000
Puerto Ricans went to Hawail tc work in sugarcane fields in
that country {(Study of Puerto Rican Migration, History Task
Force, Center for Puerto Rican Studies, 1982).

The Puerto Rico Department of Labor reports that the
origin of the present interstate program for the referral
of Puerto Rican agricultural workers to the United States
mainland under contracts approved by the Puerto Rico Secre-
tary of Labor can be traced back to World War II. At that
time the United States Manpower Commission was directing
the distribution of the United States labor force by moving
workers from agriculture and private industry to essentlal
war industries. In 1943, the Governor of Puerto Rico,
Rexford G. Tugwell, notified the Manpower Commission that
there were 250,000 employable persons in Puerto Rico with-
out work, and that unemployment was increasing day by day.

As a result, small groups of Puerto Rican agricultural
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workers began to move to the U.S. to work on farams or
railroads and in some 1industries (P.R. Department of Labor,
1983).

This migration of Puerto Rican workers to the mainland
was

controlled by private employment agencles froa

the U.S. The selection of workers and transpor-

tation was handled by private agencies, who

charged the workers for securing jobs and re-

ceived a commission from the airlines for the

transportation of the workers. (P.R. Department

of Labor, 1984, p. 225).

The selection of farmworkers and the number of workers
transported were ignored by the Department of Labor. A4s a
result, more farmworkers than the number of jobs available
were recruited. When some workers arrived in the United
States, they had no work, and no way of providing for their
basic needs. Others found work for short periods and were
forced to accept sub-standard employment to be able to
subsist.

As a result of all the violations committed, in 1947,
Jesus T. Pinero, Governor of Puerto Rico, requested an
investigation. The report submitted by the Secretary of
Labor to the Governor recommended the establishment of a
Bureau of Employment and Migration in Puerto Rico to deal
with unemployed people. This bureau was to coordinate its

activities with appropriate United States agencies (P. R.

Department of Labor Annual Summary, 1983-1984),
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This investigation initiated the special legislation
that was enacted on May 9, 1947 to improve the conditions
of the Puerto Rican migrants in the United States.

By virtue of the provisions of this act, the Puerto
Rico Department of Labor established adequate guidelines
for the selection and contracting of workers. United
States employers interested in using Puerto Rican agricul~
tural workers were required to sign a contract with the
workers and to post a performance bond with the Secretary
of Labor as a guarantee to the contract.

On January 25, 1949, an agreement was signed between
the Puerto Rico Secretary of Labor and the National Direc-
tor of the Bureru of Employment Security expressing the
United States Department of Labor's policy and channeling
the migration of Puerto Rican workers through the Employ-
ment Services Offices of the various states, such as New
York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania. The first groups of
workers to be covered by a master agreement with employers
left for the mainland in 1948. A total of 4,906 workers
were referred for employment during that year (P.R. Depart-
ment of Labor, 198B4). (See Table 14)

In 1948, New Jersey farmers went to Puerto Rico to
search for a reliable supply of workers for the summer
crops, since the German and Italian prisoners of war who

had been used to harvest the crops during World War II were
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released after the war. Thls had left the farmers with a
severe labor shortage. The son of a Gloucester County
farmer who had been stationed in Puerto Rico during the war
was familiar with its high unemployment rate and suggested
that Puerto Rico would be a source of good, cheap labor.

As a result, hundreds of workers were recruited from Puerto
Rico and brought to New Jersey {(American Civil Liberties
Union, 1983).

From 1948 to the present, this recruitment continued
and expanded. By 1968 more than 23,000 Puerto Rican con-
tract farmworkers were being brought to the mainland.

Since the 1970's the number of Puerto Rican contract
laborers working in New Jersey's fields has declined sub-
stantially. During 1977 only 2,020 Puerto Rican contract
workers picked fruits and vegetables on New Jersey farms.
This dramatic decline cannot be attributed to a decline in
agricultural jobs., In 1969, when 9,463 contract laborers
came to New Jersey, they were part of the 33,000 total
force engaged in New Jersey's farming during the peak month
of July. (See Table 14) In 1977, on the other hand, when
2,020 contract workers came to the United States, the total
agricultural work force in the month was 36,000 (N.J. Crop
Reporting Service, N.J. Department of Agriculture, 1§70-
1977} .
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This decline was attributed to several factors. Since
legal actions against the growers began in the 1970's, the
number of contract laborers coming from Puerto Rico has
declined by 80%. While the contract had remained generally
unenforced, growers had found Puerto Rican workers an attrac-
tive labor force. They were eager to work, they spoke
little or no English and they were generally unaware of
their rights. They were far from home in a competitive
alien environment and were therefore relatively docile and
cheap to employ. When forced to honor the provisions of
the contract, however, the growers looked for other labor
sources (Ripton & BRall, July, 1978).

According to Angel Dominguez (1984), the decline of
Puerto Rican contract workersa is:

due primarily to the pressure put on by the

employers that causes the workers to break be-

fore finishing the contract, thus saving money

for the employer. . . . It is important to

realize that this is a pattern, a behavior

resulting from the experience of fifty years of

emigration to the fields of the U.S. As a

result, contacts with farms in the United States

are through fathers, uncles, cousins, etc., who

have already worked there. (Interview with CATA

President, Claridad newspaper, March 15, 1984:
The Nation, rough translation, p. 2)

Mr. Dominguez further argues that the differences bet ween
farmworkers with and without government contract is "mini-

mal.” He argues that the Puerto Rican government contract
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does not resolve the problem of the farmworkers' working
conditions.

Non-contract and independent Puerto Rican workers and
day-haul workers are replacing the contract workers. In
1977, when the number of contract workers was the lowest it
had ever been, about eight to ten thousand non-contract
Puerto Rican workers came to New Jersey and ten to twelve
thousand day-haul workers, mostly from the Philadelphia/
Camden area were employed (Hall & Ripton, 1978). The
total number of farmworkers in New Jersey 13 estimated
from 14,610 in 1970 to 25,684 in 1985. The number of
day-haul farmworkers increases as the unemployment condi-
tions worsen in Puerto Ricoc and in local cities like Phila-
delphia and Camden. The American Civil Liberties Union
from Glassboro, New Jersey {(1984) reported that about
10,000 day-haul workers were employed in South Jersey
fields. Due to the lack of accurate day haul farmworkers
employment statistics, it 18 very difficult to account for
this group of workers. ({(See Table 12)

During this period of dramatic growth in the use of
Puerto Rican migrant workers, hundreds of complaints by
Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers alleging abuses on the
mainland began to be reported to Puerto Rican authorities.

Faced with these complaints, the Puerto Rican government
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enacted Law No. 87, which prohibited any private recruiting
of labor in Puerto Rico unless the recruiters agreed to
guarantee the workers minimum conditions of employment.

The terms of the employment are formalized in a written
contract negotiated by the Secretary of Labor, on behalf of
the Puerto Rican workers, and the growers from New Jersey,
as well as other states. Although the workers themselves
do not participate in the negotiations, each worker indi-
vidually signs a contract with the growers.

In this aystem of employment, Puerto Rican employment
service offices are responsible for recruiting enough work-
ers to fill the needs of New Jersey growers. As workers
are needed during various times of the growing season,
those workers who are registered with the employment ser-
vice office are summoned to San Juan from over 100 towns
and placed on a plane headed for New York. The workers are
then bused from New York to Glassboro, New Jersey, where
they are fed, numbered, and assigned to a farm. The labor
distribution center in Glassboro is the Glassboro Service
Assoclation, which serves as the distribution center of
workers and supplies them to its three hundred member
growers.

The Glassboro Service members pay annual dues to cover
the administrative cost of negotiating contracts with

Puerto Rico, recrulting workers on the Island and maintain-
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ing the headquarters and compound in Glassboro. Their
offices are at the entrance of the compound. A sign at the
entrance reads 1in English and Spanish: "Private Property.
No Trespassing.” The dozen or so long wooden buildings
include the barracks, a commissary, and an infirmary. The
compound is designed to house several hundred workers,

According to the Director of the Farmworkers Rights
Project, Michael Berger (1982), the Glassboro Service Asso-
ciation has abused the Puerto Rican labor contract. He
further argues that "the Glassboro Service Association will
continue to violate the contract with impunity i1s question-
able., . . . There is a definite need for legal representa-
tion. . . . Labor laws are violated on a daily basia®
(Berger, July/August, 1982).

As the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico revised its con-
tract, imposing stronger obligations upon growers who
wished to hire Puerto Rican farmworkers, the number of
contract workers declined from a high of 23,000 in 1968 to
a low of 5,000 in 1975, and from 5,000 in 1975 to 1,958 in
1984 (P.R. Department of Labor, 1984). At the same time,
the number of migrant seasonal farmworkers without con-
tracts has increased tremendously. Puerto Rican officials
reported that the number of seasonal workers migrating to
the mainland United States in the 1970's and 1980's during

harvest seasons under individual arrangements with American
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growers has increased over the number of contract workers
by three times (Interviews with P. R. Department of Labor

staff, March, 1985).

Characteristics and Working Conditions
of the Puerto Rican Farmworker

Historically, New Jersey farmers have utilized several
sources of labor: southern migrants, Puerto Rican contract
and non-contract workers, seasonal laborers from the rural
towns near the farms, and workers bused in daily from the
cities.

Twenty thousand migrant laborers enter the southern
part of New Jersey each year to plant and harvest the crops
during a seascn that lasts from April to mid-September.
Vegetables are the principal crop, but fruits (blueberries,
apples, peaches) and nursery stock are also produced. The
size of the work force 1s dictated by the labor intensive
nature of the industry. These migrant farmworkers are
drawn from three sources: classical seasonal migrants, day

haulers, and contract workers,

Classical Seasonal Migrants

Classical seasonal migrants are men and women follow-
ing the agricultural cycle, residing in Florida, Texas, or

Puerto Rico during the winter and working their way up the
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East Coast (Florida to New Hampshire) the rest of the year.
Typically, these migrants travel with a crew leader who

lines up the work for them. (CATA's A Plan for Farm-

workers Self-Determination in New Jersey, Pennsylvania

and Puerto Rico,, 1984, estimated 15,000 seasonal farmwork-

ers migrated to New Jersey.)

Day Haulers

Day haulers are individuals, usually residents of
Philadelphia and South Jersey hired as needed on a daily
basis to work on the farms of South Jersey. The day-haul
labor system in South Jersey 1s an insidious form of ex-
ploitation. They usually come from Philadelphia and Camden
and are transported as early as 4:00 a.m. to the fields of
Southern New Jersey. Typically, they are Puerto Ricans and
Blacks, women, children, and men; they come from poor
families and usually are the unemployed of Philadelphia and
Camden. Estimates of the numbers of these urban farmwork-
ers range from 10,000 to 15,000. By dawn every summer
morning, a loose caravan of school buses, bearing the words
"Farm Labor Transport" moves these day haulers to the New
Jersey fields (Hall, 1978). These day-haul farmworkers are
very difficult to organize into a labor organlzation be-
cauyse many are either unemployed or receiving welfare bene-
fits. The summer employment is not usually reported to

these agencies and it would mean the end of economic sub-
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sistence for their families. Growers have something to
gain as well; they pay them cash and no tax is reported on

these earnings.

Contract Workers

Contract workers are laborers hired in Puerto Rico
during the winter to work in South Jersey under the terms
of contracts negotiated on their behalf with growers' asso-
ciations by the United States Secretary of Labor. (The
Puerto Rico Department of Labor reported 1,958 contract
workers for 1984.)

The Puerto Rican farmworker population in New Jersey
has been characterized as being isolated by poverty and
barriers to communication. Except for the day haulers,
seasonal laborers are housed on the property of the farmer
whose land he or she works. This housing is deep within
the confines of the farms, obscured from view, inaccessible
except to the laborers and the owner. The housing condi-
tions are appalling. A typical camp houses 10 to 15 work-
ers, Some are no more than cement shacks in total disre-
pair; others are wooden shacks with cement floors.

The nature of the work force reinforces the farmwork-
ers' isolation. The crops require constant care; the seven
day week 1s typical during the critical harvesting period;

the work day is 15 hours long. The hcocurs are even longer
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for the day hauler, Hiring 1s done at three or four in the
morning, and the day worker is bused home after the sun has
set. For them, the work day consumes all but three or four
hours.

Labor is hard, but the conditions are worse. Disputes
over meals and rest breaks are common. Often drinking
water is inadequately supplied. Federal law has yet to
require that farm laborers have toilet facilities in the
field (Porter, January 5, 1985).

New Jersey farmers have benefited from the diverse and
ample work force these groups represent. Each group is
organized into a separate labor system, and the farmer
maintains these divisions by keeping the workers separated
in the field. As a result, little progress in living and
working conditions among farmworkers has occurred.

In recent years, despite a rising minimum wage, the
income of farmworkers in this state has not improved.
Currently, the minimum wage is $3.10 per hour, but with
today's rate of inflation, farmworkers have less purchasing
power than they did in 1971, when their minimum wage was
$1.60 per hour. Moreover, enforcement of the minimum wage
laws in New Jersey hardly guarantees that all workers on
farms receive the minimum wage.

During one day of blueberry picking on a farm in

Chatsworth, New Jersey, two investigative reporters in
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July, 1983 cited "several major violations of State and
Federal astatutes" and reported that "the crew of about 250
workers . . . made {on the average) $10 to $12 for . .

ten hours of stoop-labor® If the crew had been paid the
minimum wage of $3.10 per hour, to which they were legally
entitled, and the farmer was obligated to pay, the average
pay would have been $25-30 per day (Ripton, 1980).

The desperate conditions of farmworkers in New Jersey
only begins with wages. Overtime pay for farmworkers does
not exist, though workers may work up to 60-80 hours a week
during peak season. Unemployment coverage hardly exists,
even when farmers carry the coverage and workers pay into
the fund. The migratory nature of agricultural employment
and the limitations of the law prevent many from collect-
ing.

Crew leaders continue to exploit the workers they
recruit, using various physical and psychological means to
do so. VLiving conditiona in labor camps generally violate
local and federal standards. Farmworkers are frequently
1sclated in camps without telephone or transportation.

While no investigation has adequately documented the
consequences of the impoverishment of farmworkers in New
Jersey, a recent national survey of the health of migrant
farm laborers provides an indication of what would most

likely be found: a work-related accident rate 300% higher
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than the national rate; and incidence of infections, para-
8itic diseases and diseases of the respiratory and diges-
tive systems 200-500% above the national average: a death
rate from tuberculosis that is 25% higher; infant mortality
is 125% higher; and a life expectancy of 49 years (Ripton,
1980).

The state and federal agencies responsible for main-
taining and investigating farmworkers either neglect or
have ignored the civil and human rights of the Puerto Rican
farmworker. In the area of labor camp inspections, for
example, legal protection from substandard housing has
gotten progressively worse. Since the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration tock over the inspection of labor
camps from the state in the early 1970's, the number of
yearly camp inspections has drastically dropped (Ripton,
1980, p. 2).

The New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry, re-
sponsible for enforcing the wage and work laws on farms, is
alsoc negligent in protecting farmworkers from the abuses
and excesses of some growers and crew leaders. In 1978,
the state Department of Labor and Industry Office of Wage
and Hour Compliance inspected 600 farms, cited 275 of them
for violations, but attempted to prosecute only three grow-

ers (Ripton, p. 3).
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Farmworkers usually cannot turn to the local community
for support. The residents of New Jersey's rural communi-
ties are generally suspicious and fearful of the workers.
Local police and judges are too frequently blinded by the
concerns of the local communities and the interests of the
area growers., The local newspapers are filled with reports
of violence involving farmworkers on and off the farm.

Considerable cultural and social barriers separate
farmworkers from local residents. Most farmworkers in New
Jersey are Puerto Ricans. The appearance, customs, lan-
guage, and poverty of the workers set them apart from the
local people. Farmworkers also encounter injustice at the
hands of the police, 1n the local courts, and in the local
public's estimation of them. Vioclence of all kinds breeds
in these conditions.

The poverty and injustice surrounding farmworkers in
New Jersey, or elsewhere, flows from their utter powerless-
ness., Historically, farmworkers have lacked organization
and have never had representation at any level of govern-
ment. Most farmworkers are not permanent residents of New
Jersey and do not vote, They do not have enough wealth or
enough organization to make their concerns known and felt.
Economics, gecography and culture too frequently divide the

workers,
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New Jersey farmers, on the other hand, have always
been well organized and represented in Trenton and
Washington. The Farm Bureau has been a strong lobby for
the growers' interests., The New Jersey Department of Agri-
culture, whose Board is dominated by farmers, and whose
Secretary is virtually appointed by farmers, aleong with the
publicly-financed research/extension complex at Rutgers'
Cook College, provides valuable services to the state's
growers (Ripton & Hall, 1978).

Over the past few years, farmworkers in New Jersey
have begun to awaken to political consciousness. In 1978,
Puerto Rican farmworkers and their supportersa staged a
successful demonstration on the steps of the State House
which, according to most observers, insured that for the
first time in New Jersey history, farmworkers would recelve
minimum wage coverage equal to that of other workers
(American Civil Liberties Union, 1978).

In 1984, the Coalition for the Rights of New Jersey
Farmworkers, a public education lobbying group, reviewed
and developed, with the participation of farmworkers, a
lobbying campaign and organizing building strategy. At the
same time, the Comite de Apoyo a los Trabajadores Agricolas
(CATA) began organizing self-help support committees on
farms in New Jersey and in rural villages and barrios of

Puerto Rico.



91

Most important, the first farmworker strike in New
Jersey history occurred at the Sunny Slope Farms, Inc. near
Bridgeton in August of 1980. Though Sunny Slope eventually
broke the strike through a combination of contested legal
maneuvers and the use of day-haul workers bused in from
Philadelphia, neither the strikers nor their organization
were broken.

New Jersey Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers are begin-
ning to be organized through organizations such as CATA.

Of course, the farm lobby is still much stronger and jus-

tice i3 a long way off in the future.

The Role of New Jersey Labor in Organizing
Puerto Rican Farmworkers in New Jersey

Under the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA), origi-
nally called the Wagner Act, passed in 1935, which consti-
tutes the statutory framework governing labor-management
relations in the United States, New Jersey agricultural
workers are excluded from coverage. There are several
reasons why agricultural workers are excluded. According
to NLRA, the agricultural interests (meaning farmers, not
the farmworkers who Were their employees) were adamantly
opposed to the concept of unionization and collective bara-
gaining. One observer, writing of agriculture's opposition

to the NLRA labor codes, states: "Farmers a3 a class are
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opposed to any form of labor organization. . . ." (NLRA,
Wood Material, p. 45).

The second reason for ignoring labor in the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act (AAA) was that the extent of unioniza-
tion among agricultural workers at the time was negligible.
Farmworkers' attitudes were not considered and no witnesses
testified on behalf of farmworkers (Goldfarb, 1981).

Until the mid-twentieth century, there were few union
successes in organizing field workers. Goldfarb (1981)
indicates that the story of the numerous attempts durilng
the first half of the twentieth century to begin a fara-
worker union in the United States is one of violence,
frustration and failure, Meilster and Loftis (1977) argued
that time and again different unions attempted to organize
farmworkers, only to be crushed by powerful landowners and
thelr organization invariably supported by local power
structures, including the press, police and politicilans.

It was not until the UFW success in California in the
1960's that farmworkers felt they had a union.

In New Jersey, seasonal Puerto Rican farmworkers,
brought in to harvest intensive crops of fruits and vege-
tables, were controlled by labor contractors called
"patrones" (crew leaders). Efforts to organize these work-
ers were met with much opposition by hostile farmers

(Goldfarb, 1981). The government of Puerto Rico, acting
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like a union, provided growers with large numbers of farm-

workers whose contracts they negotiated en masse., Union

activity for Puerto Rican farmworkers in New Jersey (indeed

in all East coast agricultural areas) has been minimal.

Crew leaders as Independent labor contractors are

employed by the growers as the middlemen to recruit and

hire laborers. As a result of the decline of the contract

labor system and the role of the Glassboro Service Associa-

tion in recruiting workers, the crew leader system in New

Jersey has increased. Under the New Jersey Crew Leader

Registration Act (P.L. 1975, C-49), the crew leader means:

any person who transports, recruits, supplies or
hires farm or food processing laborers and who,
for any money or other valuable consideration
paid, anticipated or promised to be paid, di-
rectly or indirectly by any farm operator or
laborer, directs all or any part of the work of
such workers, or any person who recruits, sup-
plies, or hires farm or food processing laborers
for any money or other valuable consideration
paid, anticipated or promised tc be paid, di-
rectly or indirectly by any farm operator or
laborer, but shall not include any owner or
lessee of a farm or food processing plant who
recruits or hires laborers for work on his farm
or in his plant provided, however that no such
owner or lessee of a farm or food processing
plant may employ as a supervisor or foreman any
individual who is ineligible for licensing as a
crew leader because of violations of any state
or federal labor or criminal law. {p. 1)

The crew leader system in New Jersey has historically

co-existed as an alternative system of recruiting seasonal

Puerto Rican laborers. Their role as crew leader becomes

increasingly important to growers as a result of the de-
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cline of contract workers. Crew leaders usually recruit
laborers in areas distant from farms and then provide
transportation to the fields either daily or for an extend-
ed perilod, perhaps a season, moving from farm to farm, from
state to state.

Farmworkers' attempts to organize have been stymied by
growers, crew leaders and the New Jersey Farm Bureau which
provides services for about 4,000 member farm families
across the state (Lauren De Con, President of the New
Jersey Farm Bureau, 1982). This Farm Bureau is a very
strong political lobbying group which drafts legislation,
malntains regular contact with legislators and has great
influence with the state Department of Agriculture. The
Department of Agriculture 1is under the direct control of
the industry it regulates and promotes.

The Farm Bureau and the Department of Agriculture have
teamed up to oppose virtually every legislative proposal
for improving the living or working conditions of farmwork-
ers in the state., Assistant Labor Commissioner Clark de-
scribes their power as such that "you cannot pass a farm
labor bill in New Jersey" (Ripton, May, 1982, p. 19).

Seasonal farmworkers are among the most difficult to
organize. Some of the major obstacles have been the fact
that these workers are migrants from over a thousand miles

away and from hundreds of farms; in addition, faces change
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from one year to the next, and the slow task of educating
and organizing must begin anew each season. The growers!'
opposition to unionization and the covert opposition of the
Puerto Rican government also makes it difficult for unions
to organize.

Despite many obstacles, attempts to organize the
Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers have been made. The suc-
cess of these efforts in the past few years, however, has
caused the contract workers' programs to decline.

In the early 1970's, the Connecticut Valley seemed to
be the place most favorable for organizing on the East
coast. Shade tobacco was growing under white cloth tenting
to shield plants from the sun. Temperatures under the
nets, where the workers apend most of their day, may reach
120°F accompanied by high humidity. The process has little
potential for mechanization. Each plant requires human
attention up to 15 times between spring and fall, or 930
million separate hand operations (NACLA, Nov.-Dec., 1977,
p. 25).

Large labor camps, such as Camp Windsor, the largest
labor camp in New England, housing 800 workers, correspond-
ed to the concentrated pattern of land ownership and pro-
duction in the valley. Family farming in this area had
long since been replaced by corporate agriculture, domi-

nated by such giants as Culbro Company, which was a subsid-
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iary of the multi-billion dollar conglomerate, Gulf and
Western. 1In 1941, the Shade Tobacco Growers Assocliation
kept a full-time recruiting staff in Puerto Rico and spent
about half a million dollars each summer flying up to 6,000
workers from Puerto Rico to the fields (NACLA, Nov.-Dec.,
1977, p. 25).

By relying on Puerto Rican workers during the busy
summer months, tobacco growers thought they were protected
from unionization. In August, 1973, the situation changed.
One hundred Puerto Rican migrants gathered outside Camp
Windsor and officially created the Association of Agricul-
tural Workers (ATA).

ATA functioned on the Island and on the mainland. ATA
concentrated on organizing efforts in the Connecticut
Valley and New Jersey. In 1973, ATA had a membership of
1,500 members in New Jersey, Connecticut and Massachusetts
(Nash, 1975, p. 65). It became successful in New England
for a short time until it merged with the UFW.

ATA's organlizing in New Jersey provoked a somewhat
different response among growers, Contract workers were
still a major factor in New Jersey agriculture, but their
number had declined insatead. Day haul workers were beling
brought from high unemployment areas in Philadelphia and

Camden.
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In 1976, ATA and the United Farm Workers Union, under
a signed agreement, merged with the United Farm Workers and
an office was opened formally in Vineland, New Jersey at
the start of the 1977 season. A problem between UFW and
ATA developed because the UFW concentrated its efforts of
the West Coast. According to Angel Dominguez, former ATA
organizer in New Jersey, the UFW refused to pay organizers,

and, as a result, ATA disappeared,
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New Jersey: Principal Vegetables Agreage, Production
and Value, 1920-1983
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Table 17

New Jersey Balance Sheet of the Farming Sector (Exclud-
ing Farm Household), January 1979-1983
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Trenton, New Jersey.
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Table 18

New Jersey Balance Sheet of the Farming Sector {Includ-
ing Farm Household}, January 1979-1983
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Department of Agriculture (1983), New Jersey Agriculture,
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Table 19

New Jersey: TFarm Wage Rates, By Quarters, 1977-1981
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Farm Residents t4-Years 01d and Over Employed in Agri-

culture and Non-Agricultural Industries, by Class o

Workers and Sex,

or 1983 and 1980, and Region for 1983
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Table 21

Income and Poverty of Farm and Non-Farm Families, by
Race of Householder, 1982

Table Incoms and Poverty Status of Farm and Nontarm Families, by Race of Householder: 1982
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Table 22

Total and Farm Populations, by Race, 1920-1983

Table  Total and Farm Populstions, by Race: 1920 to 1983

{Pualbers 33 $hovsands)

i kw M
Toar Fars popularios Firs papulstim
Total Baniver of Puresat of Teral Pumbsr of Parvant of
populatios . rouns =al population PET R ekl
CUBREWY PFalM DEPINITION

195,403 3,343 1.4 17.108 Ll o
193, 410 .M 1.2 16, Td %) Q.7

It N1 3, ol 1.9 ¥.N0 111 &1
187,632 3 T 3.0 18,507 Iy} 9.8
16, WO 1.1 1.2 15, 104 o 1.1
10k, BOB §, 1.1 4. 137 M 1.4
175, a0 [ M- b N 11,108 ns LN |
193,370 4,15 3.4 14, jes wnt 0.
1, 04 .36 13 1%.930 in I )
107, 433 o am Lb 1.0 Fig b2
184, 00 L1l 1.4 15, 104 g [ ]
164, 404 ? 4.0 I, 12 ALd 1.t
1%k, bl L 3.0 3.1 [ ] 1.3
153. 132 1), 82 1.3 il.an 1,402 1.9
1M, Y4l 19, T3 Li.# L ¥ 3, 147 13-4
JRL AL 13, a8} 21.5 2.4 4, ) 8.0
ilc, 187 B3, II% 1.9 L. . bl "
L1 ] 1. 073 1.5 10, a83 5,100 .7

‘Comterminous Usited BEnisw.

Source: New Jersey Crop Reporting Service, N.J.
Department of Agriculture (1983), New Jersey Agriculture,
Trenton, New Jersey,



106

CHAPTER III

HISTORY OF COMITE DE APOYO A LOS TRABAJADORES AGRICOLAS
(CATA) AND STAGES OF DEVELOPMENT AS THE ORGANIZATION
UNDERWENT CHANGE

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a historical
analysis of CATA and each of its stages c¢f development as
the organization underwent change. In this particular
chapter the history of each organizational stage of
development, namely, CAMP, META, ATA, NEFSC and CATA will
be presented. The successes and failures of each organiza-
tional stage of development will be examined, as well as
the conditions that brought the organization into exis-
tence, the way the leadership went about organizing, and how
they reached out to the workers. A close evaluation of the
organization's evolution during each stage of organiza-
tional development will be provided. Once this history is
presented in some detail, the stage will be set in the next
chapter for evaluation of each of these stages and for

examination of the Internal and external organizational
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characteriastics in relationship to the organizational

structures and effectiveness of CATA.

Cata Historical Stages of Development Chart

1969-1971 CAMP (Comite de Apoyo al Migrante
Puertorriqueno)
(Puerto Rican Migrant Farmworkers
Support Committee)
1572-1973 META (Ministerio Ecumenico de
Trabajadores Agricolas)
(Ecumenical Migrant Ministry)
1973-1977 ATA (Asociacion de Trabajadores
Agricolas)
(First Puerto Rican Farmworkers
Union)

1977-1978 NEFSC (North East Farmworkers Support
Committee)

1978-present CATA (Comite de Apoyo a los
Trabajadores Agricolas)
(Farmworkers Support Committee)
During 1969, close to 50,000 Puerto Rican farmworkers
migrated to the East Coast of the United States. The same
year, alarming reports appeared in the Puerto Rican press
about the working conditions, health, low salaries, con-
tract violations and gross violations of civil rights con-
cerning the inhuman exploitation to which Puerto Rican
farmworkers were exposed during the six or seven months of
apring, as well as summer and fall seasons in the United
States.
The Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers suffered many

indignities, but none more dehumanizing than that resulting
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from being subject to the paternalistic system established
by the federal government and, before it, by religious
institutiona. Senator Mondale refers to this in the fol-
lowing statement: "I have a lot less hope that the bureau-
cracy is going to be truly meaningful and relevant in their
effort to respond to migrants than do people who have
studied this problem. I think that the migrants have
suffered from an overdose of malignant paternalism. It is
a wonderful way for the White people to work off their
guilt feelings"™ (U.S. Senate Sub-Committee on Migratory
Labor 1970, Senator Mondale)}. The paternalistic Government
had its antecedents in the paternalism of Protestant and
Cathollc institutions.

Both Catholic and Protestant institutions on the Ia-
land have been involved historically with the moral, sacra-
mental or institutional needs of the farmworkers in the
context of their theological and ¢rganizational framework.
However, in spite of church renewals, ecclesiastical insti-
tutions were not able to cope efficiently with the real
situation of the "campesinos" (peasants). Instead, the
North American Catholic Church in Puerto Rico and in the
States was very paternalistic in its dealings with migrant
farmworkers. The distribution of used clothing and vita-
mins, the traditional European worship service in the

camps, the distribution of Bibles to a 75% illiterate group
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(as a conservative estimate) and the preaching ¢f the
gospel from a white-middle class point of view was a
desperate effort by local churches to do something. Be-
cause the majority of the trained Puerto Rican ministers
came to serve "the churches that can pay," they usually
went to the cities, where a larger c¢oncentration of Puerto
Ricans resided. In many areas, the National Migrant Minis-
try of Churches chose Cuban refugees to minister the Puerto
Rican migrants in their behalf. This complicated the si-
tuation, since the Cubans' condition of refugee neutralized
their willingness to face the dangers and hazards that the
social and economic injustices facing the migrant farmwork-
ers demanded (META Proposal, 1970, p. 1.)

In 1969, when reports appeared in the local press
about the working conditions of Puerto Rican farmworkers on
the mainland, the religious institutions responded in a
very different way. A group of church and union leaders,
under the sponsorship of the Industrial Mission of Puerto
Rico and the Episcopal Church, met to plan an effective way
to create the condition by which thousands of Puerto Rican
migrants could empower themselves with the means to soclve
their own problems.

One can hypothesize that the Episcopal Church respond-
ed in this way at this time for a number of reasons.

First, the Episcopal Church has had a longstanding
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relationship with America's farmworkers. Although the
Church 1s an integral part of the societal structures which
have kept farmworkers among the mosat disadvantaged 1ln the
nation, during the past fifty years it alsoc has been one of
the few institutions which has produced a measure of per-
sonal care for them. Second, the Episcopal Church in
Puerto Rico has always been known to be somewhat more
progressive and liberal than the Catholic Church. Third,
80 much was being told about the deplorable working condi-
tions that it suddenly evoked a strong response, Last, and
most important, 1969 was the Vietnam era and the era of
pelitical activism; organized labor and church leaders thus
became more concerned with the issues of justice and digni-
ty for farmworkers. During this same time, Cesar Chavez
was being publicized as the grassroots leader of the
migrant farmworkers movement, along with the National
Migrant Ministry of Churches. Chavez's non-viclent strug-
gle had convinced scores of churchmen of the necessity of
the Church to support the movement.

As a result of this initiation on the part of the
Episcopal Church, a Committee was formed to deal with some
of the problems facing the Puerto Rican migrant farmworker.
This Committee went through a number of organizational

stages.



The organization to be studied, known as the Comite de
Apoyo a los Trabajadores Agricolas (CATA), has evolved
through a series of successes over a period of fifteen
years. Any effort to study and understand this organiza-
tion will require a close evaluation of its evolution
during CATA's six stages of development. Stage I, Comite
de Apoyo al Migrante Puertorriqueno (CAMP), consisted of a
Steering Committee whose purpose was to form an organiza-
tion for migrant farmworkers in Puerto Rico and on the
mainland., Stage II, Ministerio Ecumenico de Trabajadores
Agricolas (META), was a religious support organization
whose primary purpose was to form a migrant farmworkers
union. Stage II11, Asociacion de Trabajadores Agricolas
(ATA), was the first Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers®
union. Stage IV, ATA, merged with the United Farmworkers
Union of the AFL-CIO. Stage V, North East Farmworkers
Support Committee (NEFSC), was an organization of advocates
from federally funded farmwork agencies., Stage VI, Comite
de Apoyo a los Trabajadores Agricclas (CATA), was a grass-
roots organization whose purpose has been to provide so-
cial, educational and labor advocacy services to Puerto
Rican migrant farmworkers.

Each of these stages of organizational development
requires a careful analysis and explanation of each of

its organizational structures, functions, how they
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were carrled out, why they disintegrated and what was

important at each stage of development,

Stage I: CAMP (Comite de Apoyo al

Migrante Puertorriqueno)

In 1969, a Steering Committee was created which hired
a sataff of organizers then known as CAMP. The staff de-
veloped an organizing network in New Jersey, Connecticut,
Long Island and Puerto Rico.

According to Reverend Alberto Gonzalez, Field Coordi-
nator of CAMP (1972), CAMP was the "supporting committee”
for the Puerto Rican farmworkera that migrated each year to
the farms on the East Coast of the United States. The
contact person in Puerto Rico and Coordinator of CAMP was
Juan Reyes Soto, who was a member of the Puerto Rican
Socialist Party. The religious contact agency in the
Uniteu States was the National Migrant Ministry who hired
Reverend Wilmer R. Silva in 1972 as Director of the Puerto
Rican Farmworkers Ministry in Vineland, New Jersey. The
purpose of this agency was to provide support and coordi-
nate efforts for CAMP and to do an assessment of the
migrant farmworkers in the United States (Alberto Gonzalez,

1972).
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CAMP was primarily a steering committee. Its primary
purpose was to develop an organization, which was eventual-
ly called META, that would represent the interest of the
Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers. In 1970, Juan Reyes Soto
visited New Jersey, Connecticut, and Massachusetts to as-
sess the farmworker situation and to formalize and plan to
begin this future organization of farmworkers.

In October, 1972, Reverend Wilmer Silva resigned with
four of his co-workers from the Community Migrant Ministry
"to start a new, real and genuine farmworkers ministry for
the Puerto Ricans in Vineland, New Jersey" (Silva, October
14, 1972). This ministry was called META. According to
the Reverend Silva (1985), the reason for his resignation
from the Community Migrant Ministry in 1972 was the lack of
"the Episcopal Church involvement in developing conscious-
ness raising for farmworkers. The Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers needed an organization that was going to advo-
cate for their needs" (Interview, Reverend Wilmer Silva,

September 13, 1985).

Stage 11: META (Ministerio Ecumenico

de Trabajadores Agricolas)

The Ministerio Ecumenico de Trabajadores Agricolas,
Inc. (META) (Ecumenical Farmworkers Ministry, Inc.) was

organized during the fall of 1972 in Vineland, New Jersey.
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This city was crucial because it had the largest Puerto
Rican farm working population, both seasonal and resliden-
tial, in all South Jerszy and Connecticut. The Board of
Directors in New Jersey was composed of ten Puerto Ricans
and North Americans who lived and worked in the area. (The
author of this dissertation was then one of the members of
the Board of META in New Jersey.)

In Connecticut, another similar board operated in the
same manner as in New Jersey. The Director in Connecticut
was HReverend Wilfredo Velez, alsc a Puerto Rican, who was
a "Disciple of Christ Pastor"™ in Bridgeport, Connecticut.
All Board members, although not necessarily farmworkers
themselves, were persons who had demonstrated their com-
mitment and support to the farmworker organization (Silva,
1972).

Church and private foundations provided funding to this
relatively militant group for a physical base ¢n the Island,
where the farmworkers lived when not migrating to the main-
land and where the strongest opposition to migrant farm-
workers' advocacy existed. META, a year-round organization
in New Jersey and in Connecticut, performed services of

. + +» Support to the farmworkers' organizations such

as camp visitations, distribution of literature, pub-

lic exposure of the conditions of migrants, meetings

with farmworkers for the discussion of their problems,
labor education, advising in regard to the legal as-
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pects of their contract, and support of individual

cases related to the organizational process

(Silva, META History, 1972, p. 1).

The staff was composed of six full-time college stu-
dents who were trained and supervised by the Director and
some Board members in New Jersey. 1In Connecticut, they had
a number of full-time and volunteer staff personnel work-
ing.

During its brief existence, from 1972 to 1973, META
was involved in three major areas involving Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers, First, it established connections
between itself and other farmworkers organizations. These
connections helped to draw national attention to the or-
ganization and allowed it to form bonds with other workers
in other parts of the country. Second, META was involved
in a number of legal issues between Puerto Rican farm-~
workers and the Puerto Rican government. They also pro-
vided leadership to farmworkers in their attempts to form
a union. Eventually, META in New Jersey came into con-
flict with META in Connecticut, and as a result of this
conflict, it was dissolved and incorporated into a new
organization known as ATA.

META established early relationships with the United
Farm Workers Union in California in mutual support of

migrant farmworkers. The National Farm Workers Ministry
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and the National Council of Churches founded META in New
Jersey and in Connecticut (Silva, META, Inc., 1972, p. 1).

In his letter of October 18, 1972, to Reverend Paul
Stagg, General Secretary of New Jersey State Council of
Churches, Silva documented the relationship between META
and the UFW:

META has negotiated its co-existence with the

National Farm Workers Ministry and the United

Farm Workers. Cesar Chavez personally and his

pecple support us and they will contribute also

economically to our efforts to crganize the

Puerto Rican farmworkers. We will help them in

the organization of Puerto Rican farmworkers in

the West exchanging organizers and in the pro-

duction of materials. (Silva, p. 1)

The staff and organizers of META concentrated in three
strategic areas: Connecticut, Puerto Rico and New Jersey.
They were funded by private foundations from various indi-
vidual churches committed to the farmworkers' cause, Ac-
cording to Mr. Silva (1972) "the Catholic Church allocated
money for META and they assigned Father William Loperena to
work full time in the Connecticut area." The "Methodist
Church assigned Reverend Alberto Gonzalez full time in
Puerto Rico and Reverend Silva full time assigned from funds
of the Episcopal Church to New Jersey" (Silva, p.1).

In February, 1973, META concentrated its principal
efforts in the Connecticut Valley. Support committees were

formed 1in seven Connecticut communities and in three

Southern New Jersey communities,
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On February 12, 1973, Reverend Silva wrote to Ruben
Berrios Martinez, President of the Independence Party of
Puerto Rico (PIP), informing him of the work he and his
colleagues were doing in relationship to organizing migrant
farmworkers. He asked for Berrios' support in a claas
action suit against the Farm Bureau, due to the fact that
the Puerto Rican Farm Bureau was engaged in chartering
flights "with private airlines to bring 4,000 to 5,000
farmworkers at no cost to the Department of Labor," Silva
indicated that "there (was) fraud involved in terms of
money of the airline tickets"™ because under the Department
of Labor of Puerto Rico the regulation governing yearly
contracts stipulates that air line tickets for contract
workers could not be used for transporting non-contract
workers (Silva letter to Ruben Berrios, February 12, 1973,
p. 1). He explained that the Office of Legal Services of
Bridgeton "feels this [(was) a legal civil action suit and
that this case can be used in Puerto Rico for the Partido
Independentista (PIP) to discredit the farmworkers' con-
tract of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico" (Silva, 1973).
During this time Ruben Berrios, President of the Indepen-
dence Party in Puerto Rico, was too occupied with other
political issues and he ™neglected to respond to my letter
and, as a result, the legal civil action suit was dropped"

(Interview, Reverend Wilmer Silva, September 13, 1985).
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During this same winter, the Puerto Rican Legal
Defense and Education Fund from New York City issued a suit
on behalf of all Puerto Rican contracted farmworkers
against the Governor and Secretary of Labor of Puerte Rico,
the Director of the Office of the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico in the United States, and the New Jersey Department of
Labor. Their claim was that the defendants had violated
the Federal, New Jersey State and Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico laws in regards to the working and living conditions
of these farmworkers, The newly appointed Director of the
Office of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in the United
States, Marcos Rigau, a young, wealthy lawyer, became very
interested in seeking justice for the farmworkers. The
defendants accepted the charges and agreed to negotiate
with the workers in order to remedy the situation. The
condition stated by lawyers consisted of a nonprofit pri-
vate organization dedicated to the service of farmworkers
be contracted to choose and train farmworkers in each camp
for the enforcement of the farmers' association. META,
Inc. was the name of the organization that the lawyers
asked to perform these tasks. The proposed arrangement was
brought by Marcos Rigau back to the Secretary of Labor of
Puerto Rico. The result of the opposition of the Secre-
tary, Luis Silva Reclo, and the firm position of advocacy

for the workers by Marcos Rigau caused the firing of Rigau
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from his position (Puerto Rican lLegal Defense Fund v. Luis

A, Ferre [and his successors in office] [(class action suit]
1972}.

According to Reverend Silva (1673), the purpose of the
legal action was to "take to court the evidence that was
available about abuses concerning farmworkers and expose it
to the public®" (p. 1). The conclusion of the case was that
the Inspectors of the Commonwealth fired the "bad guys
responsible for the situation and hired new personnel with
a different attitude toward the defense of the farmworkers®
(p. 1).

This issue of the legal case and the META educational
program in the three different states awakened the migrant
farmworkers, META helped identify farmworkers leadership
and supported those leaders in their attempts to form a
union.

META appeared to have two functions, one of advocacy
and networking with farmworkers and religious organizations,
and the other consisting of syndication of farmworkers and
litigation. New Jersey META's overall thrust was directed
by religious and social reformers; Connecticut META's
emphasis consisted of political activists who sought to
"organize the working class," meaning Puerto Rican farm-

workers, and to advocate for the Independence of Puerto
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Rico. These ideological differences brought about a clash
between both of these groups.

On July 15, 1973, a conflict that had been growing
bet ween the Connecticut and New Jersey Board Members of
META erupted. On that day, an important document was
drafted by David Lillesand, member of META, to all members
of the META Board concerning "important issues" and "ex-
tremely difficult times facing META" (Memo, David Lille-
sand, July 15, 1973). During this time, a meeting between
the Boards of the two META's from New Jersey and Connecti-
cut was scheduled, with representatives from both groups.
Mr. Wilfredo Velez, Juan Irizarry and Sister Betsy were
present from Connecticut. Representing New Jersey were
Board Members Martha Benavides, Luis Figueroa, Gloria
Bonilla, David Lillesand, and Reverend Silva. This meet-
ing lasted 7 1/2 hours with no breaks. The purpose of the
meeting was to discuss the problem of coordination between
the two groups.

Most of the problems "stemmed from the fact that Juan
Irizarry was a member of the PSP (Puerto Rican Socialist
Party)" and "Wilmer Silva was a member of PIP (Puerto Rican
Independence Party)" (Memc, David Lillesand, 1973, p. 4).
The two political parties played an important role in the
Puerto Rican politican spectrum during the 1970s. Wilfredo

Velez was not a member of either, but he felt he was being
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accused of being a "dupe of the PSP" by Reverend Silva.
Reverend Silva apparently "felt that the PSP was manipu~
lating the struggle for an organization of farmworkers in
Connecticut so that the PSP [would)] use these workers as
cadres in support of their part" (p. 4). Juan Irizarry
denied all of this.

The Connecticut group (META Board Members) charged
Reverend Silva had "deviated from a March 9, 1970 document (a
work plan which had been presented to church groups in New
York and agreed to by both groups).” They were specifi-
cally "concerned that Wilmer was straying from the mission
to organize farmworkers to include non-farmworking Puerto
Rican workers in general® (p. U4). In support of this, they
referred to page three of Wilmer's letter under the heading
"how we conceive META." The people of Connecticut indi-
cated that concentrating on the "working class was not
designed to mean farmworkers and the unemployed” (Memo,
David Lillesand, 1973, p. 3).

The two groups met and agreed not to break off at that
time, but both Boards had some difficult questions and
issues with which to deal. The Connecticut group wanted
Reverend Silva fired, and both groups wanted to subscribe to
the March 9 document (the work plan to form an organization
or union that would represent the interest of the farmwork-

ers.) The wars between the leaders of PIP and PSP were the
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cause of Reverend Silva's resignation. META continued to be,
under Mr, David Lillesand, a support group to farmworkera'
movements in New Jersey.

At the same time that the conflict between the two
Boards was coming into the open, events were occurring in
Connecticut that would evenutally undermine META alto-
gether. The events that occurred 1nvolved the organization
of the union bargaining with the Shade Tobacco Growers
Assoclation, the demonstration at Camp Windsor in Connecti-
cut, the disappearance of META and its transformation into
ATA. In April, 1973, about thirty workers, along with META
representatives, staged a demonstration at Camp Windsor in
Connecticut over the quality of meals provided for the
workers, Consequently, during May and June, META workers
were allowed only extremely limited access to the camps.
The Association also limited META workers by defining and
delineating how many men could gather together, where they
might meet, and what might be discussed.

A3 a result of this demonstration by META organizers
against the Shade Tobacco Growers Association, a number of
legal actions arose, public awareness increased, and mi-
grant farmworkers officially organized to create the first
Puerto Rican union called Asociacion de Trabajadores Agri-

colas (ATA).
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Stage I11: ATA (Asociacion de Trabajadores Agricolas

de Puerto Rico -- Farmworkers Association)

On August 5, 1973, the Asoclacion de Trabajadores
Agricolas de Puerto Rico (ATA) was officially created by
some one hundred migrants outside Camp Windsor, despite
the climate of viclence and fear engendered by the demon-
strationsa. Juan Irizarry was elected the Interim Presi-
dent of ATA. According to Juan Irizarry, ATA's purpose
was to generate public support and recognition as a labor
union and to represent the farmworkers in contract nego-
tiations between the Department of Labor of Puerto Rico
and the contracting employers. It also attempted to
represent all farmworkers whether contracted or not (ATA,
Document of Purpose, November 7, 1983, [translation
minel).

ATA was extremely successful in that it organized
tremendous numbers of workers. Secondly, because it re-
ceived the backing, sometimes qualified, sometimes unqua-
lified, endorsement and support of a lot of prominent
people and of a lot of very influential religious and
labor organizations, ATA was very successful in winning
legal actions against the Department of Labor of Puerto
Rico. ATA became the only bargaining agent for the farm-

workers migrating from Puerto Rico and, as a result,
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gained recognition and respect frem the Government of
Puerto Rico and organized labor in the United States. As
the only Puerto Rican farmworkers union, ATA improved
wages, negotiated health insurance plans for the migrants
and, in general, improved the lives ¢f hundreds of farm-
workers. As a result of these successes, 1t became a
threat to New Jersey and other East Coast farmers and farm
bureaus,

By the end of 1976, ATA consisted of a membership of
approximately 9,000 farmworkers from Connecticut, Massa-
chusetts, and New Jersey (ATA, Document of Purpose, 1973,
p. 1). The principal offices of ATA were in Hartford,
Connecticut, near the Connecticut Valley where an inten-
sive campaign was launched to organize the workers in the
heart of Shade Tobacco country. In New Jersey, ATA of-
fices were located in Glassboro and in Vineland, New
Jerasey.

The Puerto Rican Farmworker Association (ATA) was
engaged in seeking support from the workers' movement in
Puerto Rico and in the United States, especially from the
United Farmworkers Union. Since its establishment, ATA
had received support from various progressive unions in
the United States.

Cesar Chavez, President of the United Farmworkers of

America (UFW), applauded the efforts of the Puertoc Rican
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Farmworkers Association (ATA) to organize tobacco workers
of the Connecticut Valley into a union. Chavez, who is
nationally known for his leadership over the last decade
in boycotts against non-union grapes and lettuce, atopped
short of fully endorsing ATA. "We can't endorse them
until the workers decide for themselves to endorse them

. . . but we do applaud their work" (Hartford Times, July

31, 1974, p. 14),

Chavez declined to indicate whether he believed ATA
should carry ocut its threats of a general strike against
the growers, explaining "I don't know if ATA 13 ready at

this stage to strike" (Hartford Times, p. 14). He further

indicated that "the issue is whether they [ATA] are at a
point where they can strike. It takes a tremendous amount
of sacrifices," referring to his efforts in a 1968 fast to
publicize his collective bargaining rights for Chicano
workers.,

Chavez said he felt one major obstacle to ATA's
organizing efforts was the fact that most tobacco workers
in the Valley were students whose lives were not immersed
in agriculture and who had little interest in joining a
union or striking (Chavez Press Conference, Hartford
Times, 1974).

On November 15, 1973, Cesar Chavez wrote a letter to

Dr. Luis Silva Recio, Secretary of the Department of Labor
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of the Government of Puerto Rico, stating his support of

ATA:

We are writing on behalf of the officers and members

of the United Farmworkers of America, urging you to

permit Puerto Rican workers to have a voice in
determining their working conditions, their wages, and
their lives, We urge you to permit Puerto Rican

farmworkers, working in the United States, to have a

voice in contract negotiations with their employers.

(Cesar Chavez, President of UFW, November, 1973)

On May 9, 1974, Leonard F. Dube, President of the
Connecticut State United Automobile Workers Community
Action Program Council, wrote a letter to Juan Irizarry,
President of ATA, stating his support. On May 2, 1974,
the Connecticut State UAW CAP Councill Executive Board
meeting, "voted unanimously to support the ATA efforts and
cause” {(Leonard F. Dube, President of Connecticut, UAW,
May 9, 1974).

The Council of AFL-CIO and John J. Driscoll (1974)
passed a resolution endorsing ATA. "The Labor Council
endorses and supports a strike by Puerto Rican Farm Workers
[ATA) members if the growers refuse the elections . . .
the state AFL-CIO and its thousands of members will sup-

port that atrike and assist the ATA in whatever ways are

open to us®™ (Hartford Times, August 3, 1974).

The Puerto Rican Congress of New Jersey passed a
resolution in support of ATA. Alfonso Roman {(1974) in a
letter sent to Angel Dominguez, organizer of ATA, dated

March 11, 1974, writes ™la Junta de Directores del
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Congreso Boricua paso una resolucion reconociendo a ATA en
sus esfuerzos para mejorar las condicliones de los trabaja-
dores agricolas y apoyando . . . las gestiones de los
contratos que anualmente firma el Secretario de Trabajo de
Puerto Rico. . . ." (Roman, 1974).

Pedro Grant, President of MOU (Movimiento Obrero
Unido) (The United Workers Movment of Puerto Rico), in a
letter sent to Luis Silva Recio, Secretary of Labor of
Puerto Rico, asked the Department of Labor to permit
Puerto Rican farmworkers to have a voice in contract
negotiations with their employees. "El MOU va a respaldar
a la Asociacion de TrabajJadores Agricolas de Puerto Rico
en sus gestiones y . . . sclicitamos de su senoria toda la
cooperacion . . . para que aquellos pueden cumplir con sus
objetivos" {Pedro Grant, President of MQU, Puerto Rico,
October 15, 1973). Other unions, such as the United
Electrical Workers, the 1199, also expressed support to
ATA.

By November, 1973, ATA had more than 2,500 registered
members in Connecticut, Massachusetts and New Jersey. An
ATA delegation of seven farmworkers traveled to Puerto
Rico to meet with the Governor and Secretary of Labor to
demand the right to negotiate their own contracts.
Hundreds of letters by farmworkers and unions demanded

that ATA be recognized.
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On December 18, 1973, ATA and three Puerto Rican
farmworkers brought a suit on behalf of themselves and
other migrant workers against Puerto Rico's Governor,
Secretary of Labor and the Director of the Migration
Division of the Department of Labor. This civil rights
action, filed in the United States District Court for
Puerto Rico, sought to convene a three-judge panel to
determine the constitutionality of Law #87. Under Law #87
the Secretary of Labor of Puerto Rico, by authority grant-
ed in June, 1963, established the winimum requirements
that must be met by mainland employers before an order
extended to Puerto Rico could be accepted. The employer is
required to sign a contract with the workers guaranteeling
a minimum term of employment, payment of not less than the
einimum wages approved by the Department of Labor of
Puerto Rico, or prevailing wages in the work area, which-
ever are higher (Puerto Rico Annual Farm Report, 1969, p.
1), In addition, ATA petitioned the Labor Relations Board
for recognition as the sole bargaining agent for the
farmworkers migrating from Puerto Rico. This legal action
was referred to the Supreme Court of Puerte Rlco and at

this time neither of these cases were resclved (ATA et al.

v. Rafael Hernandez Colon et al., 1973).
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As a result of all this litigation, organization, and
attendant publicity, the Government of Puerto Rico, in
attempting to negotiate a contract for the 1975 growing
season, assumed a stronger position for the farmworkers
than it had in the past. However, because of the severe
economic conditions on the mainland, the growers declded
to reject the Puerto Rican Government's demands and to
rely on local labor. No contract was signed in 1975.
(Llamas, 1977.)

Manuel A. Bustelo (1975) in the San Juan Star re-

ported the feelings and opinions of growers:

Naturally, the executive directors of growers asso-
ciations began to feel the pressure from their board
of directors to look for an alternate scurce of
labor. They had tried for certification of foreign
workers in the past and had not obtained it, and they
had to comply with the requirements of the Wagner-
Peyser Act; unless, of course, they could obtain a
ruling that the contract program effectively removed
Puerto Rico from the provisions of the Wagner-Peyser
Act.) (Migrant Farmworker, San Juan Star, October 5,
1975

The Wagner-Peyser Act regulates the system for the
interstate recruitment and employment of migrant farmwork-
ers and provides minimum standards of housing, health and
welfare enforceable for migrant farmworkers. It uses its
networks of farm labor offices around the country to
recruit and place migrant workers at the request of the

farmer.
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This ruling was obtained in the case of Galon V.
Dunlop, a case against the U.S. Secretary of Labor, in-
volving the attempt to hire Jamaican pickers to harvest

the apple crop in Vermont (Galon v. Dunlop, Civil Action,

1975). This ruling states that if a grower cannot come to
contract terms with the Puerto Rican Government contract
negotiatora, those workers represented by the Puerto Rican
Government are effectively not avallable as domestic la-
bor, and, therefore, foreign, i.e., cheaper labor, may be
hired.

Thus, the Puerto Rican Law #87, initiated to improve
the position of the Puerto Rican migrant farmworker, was
eventually used to control the Puerto Rican migrant farm-
worker and finally used to exclude the Puerto Rican
migrant farmworker.

On December 30, 1974, ATA petitioned for a certified
representation of the migrant workers who left the United
States every year. The petition was presented before the
Labor Relations Department of Labor in Puerto Rico. Hun-
dreds of letters were presented to the Department, signed
by the workers in farm camps in the United States, asking
the ATA to represent them before the farmers.

This was the first time a union had asked for repre-
sentation of the migrant workers through legal procedures

in Puerto Rico. The Secretary of Labor, in an official
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notice from the Puerto Rican Government, declared in favor
of syndicalization of the migrant workers under Puerto
Rican laws. In a message to all migrant workers dated
July 22, 1974, the Secretary of Labor, Dr. Luis Silva
Recio, proposed that "there only be one organization re-~
presenting all migrant workers, and this organization must
have the authority of representation through a petition to
the Labor Relations Department of Puerto Rico" (Department
of Labor, Migration Division, Commonwealth of Puertc Rico,

July 22, 1974).

Stage IV: ATA Merges with the United Farmworkers

Union of the AFL-CIO

In the meantime, ATA had received tremendous publici-
ty and endorsements from labor unions in the United
States., The United Farmworkers Union asked ATA to become
part of the UFW on the East Coast. ATA agreed to merge
with the UFW to gain the organizing strength the United
Farmworkers Union could offer. ATA needed financial re-
spources to organize on the East Coast as well as to call
strikes against canneries. It also needed the AFL-CIO's
strong organizing eftorts, support and reputation to or-
ganize and negotiate with the farmers on the East Coast.
This merger with UFW caused fear among the New Jersey

farmers., Opposition agailnst ATA representing the
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migrant workers came from New Jersey farmers, Arthur West
(1976), the President of the New Jersey Farm Bureau, the
leading state farmers' organization, informed the Secre-
tary of Labor that if a union was present during this year
of negotiations he would not hire laborers from Puerto

Rico (New York Times, June 26, 1976}. Due to this threat

by the American farmer, the Department of Labor agreed to
sign contracts in 1976,

In October, 1975, ATA became very active in New
Jersey. Angel Dominguez, organizer of ATA, indicated that
"the union had attracted about 8,000 farmworkers in New
Jersey, Pennsylvanla, Delaware, and Connecticut." Domin-

guez, in an interview with the Gloucester County Times,

said that the ATA had three major goals for its members in
New Jersey: "to improve wages, negotiate a health insurance
plan, and eliminate ¢rew leaders who hire and pay the
workers., The ATA would like to see them replaced with

union representatives" (Gloucester County Times, October

19, 1975).
Arthur West, President of the New Jersey Farm Bureau,
was opposed to unionization of farmworkers in New Jersey.

He said at an interview conducted by the Gloucester Times,

"unionization of farmworkers would kill farming in South

Jersey" (Gloucester County Times, October 19, 1975).




133

Phillip Alampi, New Jersey Secretary of Agriculture
(1975), voiced his concern against New Jersey unioniza-
tion. He said to farmers at a New Jersey Farm Bureau
meeting, "you have a strike at harvest time and your whole

crop is gone" {New York Times, January 26, 1976).

The concern among farmers and their spokesmen stemmed
from plans of the United Farm Workers Union of the Ameri-
can Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organi-
zations to expand organizing efforts beyond California.

During January, 1976, the American Civil Liberties
Union joined the ATA union organizing effort in New Jersey
by opening a Farmworkers Rights Project in Glassboro, New
Jersey. This office was near the large farm labor camps
of the Glassboro Service Association, an organization of
some 500 New Jersey farmers which imported laborers from
Puerto Rico and still presently engages in this type of
activity.

Despite West's opposition, ATA was successful in
organizing Puerto Rican farmworkers in South Jersey. The

New York Times reported that "the United Farmworkers Union

has announced that the union has merged with an indepen-
dent Puerto Rican farmworkers union based on the Eastern

coast” (New York Times, June 21, 1976).

Declores Huerta, UFW Vice President, said that the

merger meant "quite a bit in terms of progress towards a
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national union of agricultural workers" (New York Times,

June 21, 1976).

Until then, the UFW was based primarily in Califor-~
nia, with some organizing and legislative activity in
Florida., The union activities in other parts of the
country were largely focused on boycotts of table grapes,
lettuce and Gallo wines.

Mark Gramman, Administrative Assistant to Union Pre-
sident Cesar Chavez, said ™now we have a firm organizing

base on the United States East Coast" {(New York Times,

June 21, 1976).

Juan Irizarry, President of ATA, sald "now we can
organize one movement of every simple farmworker, no mat-
ter what nationality"™ (p. 1). He also said that on the
East Coast there were no field workers working under union
contracts, since farmworkers were specifically excluded
from the National Labor Relations Act and California was,
and still is, the only state that has a law giving farm-
workers the right to vote for a union and bargain collec-

tively. (See New York Times, June 21, 1976.)

Despite ATA's success in merging with UFW on the East
Coast, ATA as a union began toc decline. Disputes and
ideoclogical differences over organizing tactics between
UFW and ATA leaders began to surface. Chavez's movement

believed in resorting to nmon-violent actions as the only
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way to obtain farmworkers' liberation against poverty.
Juan Irizarry, political activist and a supporter of Puer-
to Rican independence, believed in organizing the working
class through whatever necessary means, including direct
violent confrontations and insurgency actions. The se
ideological differences brought disruption and divisionsa
amongst ATA and UFW organizers and their membership. As a
result of these disputes and problems, Juan Irizarry re-
signed from ATA and the UFW. The UFW refused to continue
supporting and working with the ATA. As a result, ATA
farmworkers in New Jersey continued to receive legal and
social services under the American Civil Liberties Union
Project, a legal organization that was initially created
to support the ATA-UFW in New Jersey.

Disputes and ideological differences between UFW and
ATA leadership existed not just for a period of time but
continues to this present day. This is well documented by
Juan Irizarry in a letter sent to Cesar Chavez on May 13,
1974, where Juan Irizarry said to Cesar Chavez that the
relationship between ATA and UFW "will depend for now on
the way the UFW will consider supporting our goals and
objectives,” Juan Irizarry was concerned with a dispute
concerning Law #2324 in the Massachusetts legislature con-
cerning Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers and their right

to unionize., According to Juan Irizarry, UFW was not
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supportive of this legislation and, as a result, the law
did not pass in the Massachusetts legislature. Concerning
this issue, Juan Irizarry said the following:

. » . las relaciones de ATA y 1la UFW dependeran de

ahora en adelante de la forma en que se nos trate y

oiga . . . y que tomen en consideracion nuestro

objetivos y tacticas., . . . Exijimos una rectifica-

cion. (Juan Irizarry, 1974)

After that event, Chavez's attitude 1in support of the
ATA was minimal. Chavez's agenda in 1976 was "to consoli-
date UFW and the West Coast"™ (Ahora, Vol. 1, Number 1,
1976). Because of political and ideological differences
between Chavez's movement of resorting to non-viclent
action as the only way to obtain farmworkers their libera-
tion from poverty, ATA leader Juan Irizarry left both
organizations.

During this time, Cesar Chavez and the UFW were
completely dedicated to the United Farm Workers Union
elections and their war against the Teamsters in Califor-
nia. Such election "gave California farmworkers the right
to choose their union" (Ahora, Vol. 7, 1876).

According to Angel Dominguez, former organizer of
ATA, "UFW refused to pay ATA organizers salaries for
organizing on the East Coast. Therefore, ATA as a union
did not survive" (Interview, Angel Dominguez, 1984),

At the same time, ATA organizers were losing members;

some began to resign. On July 10, 1976, the Daily
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Hampshire Gazette in Massachusetts reported that "two

General Cigar, Inc. employees said that the ATA is an
offshoot of the Socialist Party 1n Puerto Rico and that
cne of its tenets is the support of Puerto Rican indepen-
dence"™ (p. 17). Also, in addition, some Puerto Rican
workers felt that Juan Irizarry, President of ATA, "[had]
never worked in a tobacco field.” Others said that they
did not want to "be used for political ends" (p. 17). At
the same time, letters of resignation dating from February
and March, 1975, from ATA support Committees from Boston
were received, stating similar complaints to the ATA Sup-
port Committees. One letter indicated that ATA was a
political front of the PSP, "dado que la ATA es un frente
del Partido Socialista Puertorriquenco seria imposible
criticar el trabajo de la ATA." (Glven that ATA is a
political front of the Puerto Rican Socialist Party it
would be impossible to eriticize their work.) Another
letter of resignation from the Committee indicated that "the
ATA has failed to maintain communication with us. . . .
ATA has fajiled to provide us with material they promised.
+ + +» Juan Irizarry's approach is very nationalistic®
(Letters of Resignation to ATA Support Committee, February
and March 1975).

In the meantime, in New Jersey, Puerto Rican migrant

farmworkers relied heavily on the only organization left
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to provide legal services, the American Civil Liberties
Union. The American Civil Liberties Union opened the
Project Office in Glassboro in 1975, (Glassborc was se-
lected because it is the central point from which migrant
workers were assigned to farms in Southern New Jersey. It
is the base of operations of the Glassboro Service Asso-
ciation, an employment consortium of over three hundred
growers.

At the outset, the Project relied upon litigation,
the traditional tool by which civil rights were vindi-
cated. The Project Director, an attorney, brought law
suits that would demonstrate to migrant workers that the
processes of the law could be used to alter the condition
of powerlessness. Many legal projects sponsored through
Legal Services Incorporated throughout the East Coast
specialized in providing services to migrant workers.

In the meantime, Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers on
the East Coast continued to receive legal representation
and soc¢lal services from the Migrant Social Services Divi-
sions. In Connecticut, an organization called the New
England Farmworkers Council, a service organization de-
signed and developed to identify and serve the needs of
the Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers were established. 1In
New Jersey, labor organizing efforts, in conjunction with

legal efforts from ACLU and the Farmworker's Corporation
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of New Jersey, initiated the North East Farmworkers

Support Committee.

Stage V: Northeast Farmworkers Support Committee (NEFSC)

During the apple harvest of 1978 in New York State's
Catskill Mountains, approximately 500 Puerto Rican con-
tract workers were illegally fired by the apple growers.
(At this time, there was a contract between the Apple
Grower Association and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
more or less the same type of contract that the Glassboro
Service Association negotiated with the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico.)

The reason behind the firing was that the apple
growers wanted to replace the Puerto Rican contract work-
ers with Jamaican workers. The Mid-Hudson Valley Legal
Services called the Farmworkers' Division (Vineland Of-
fice) and requested assistance. A group of legal Services
staff went to New Paltz, New York to help out.

Out of this emergency situation, a new group was
organized -- the Northeast Farmworkers' Support Committee.
The majority of the members of this Committee were farm-
worker advocates from federally funded agencies and Legal
Services Programs. These people were political activists,
lawyers, and soclal reformers who were committed to create

social change through the development of grassroot
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organizations., Also out of this situation people, who at
one point were organizing farmworkers from 1973 to 1976 in
New Jersey and Connecticut, were motivated to organize
again.

The NEFSC met many times, but there were too many
chiefs and not enough Indians to do the follow-up work.
So, a discussion came about to develop a Workers' Commit-
tee within NEFSC. Strong oppesition came from different
people, but eventually the most aggressive and strong-
minded people won. A committee within NEFSC was elected
to form a Workers Committee, During the growing pains of
organizing a Workers Committee, an important opportunity
for action developed in the New Jersey State Assembly. A
bill to increase the minimum wage of all New Jersey work-
ers sc as to equal the Federal standard was being dis-
cussed, but the Farm Bureaus' forces wanted to eliminate
farmworkers from being included under the protection of
the Minimum Wage Bill. The NEFSC organized a major march
to protest the exclusion of farmworkers from the state
minimum wage law. Approximately 200 workers and support-
ers were mobllized and won pas=zage of the Minimum Wage
Bill. These major campaigns became a victory for the
NEFSC and, consequently, the right tone was set to orga-

nize a strong farmworkers' committee in New Jersey.
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The word "organize" sounded very attractive to mem-
bers of NEFSC. Many members of NEFSC who at one point
were Interested in organizing farmworkers, did not like
the tedious work that needed to be done in grassroots
organizing. Therefore, the Farmworkers' Organizing Com-
mittee ended up with just two individuals (CATA Documents,
First Farmworkers General Assembly, 1980).

After a long discussion, a meeting was called to
invite local farmworkers to get involved in the groundwork
of formalizing a Farmworkers' Organizing Committee that
would not have any ties to the NEFSC or any other organi-
zation. During the months of March and June of 1979, a
questionnaire was given to approximately 500 farmworkers.
The questions were designed to find out the priorities of
the farmworkers and also to see if, in fact, there were
farmworkers interested in creating a new organization.

The analysis of the questionnaire showed that there
was a tremendous need to explain to the farmworkers their
basic legal rights. The need to organize was there, but
it did not come as a priority. The members of that com-
mittee, the majority of which was, by now, farmworkers,
decided to organize an assembly where workers could be
given lectures on their basjic rights. The farmworkers
were not ready for the union yet. They wanted to learn

about their legal rights as well as how to establish a
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support group. Farmworkers, when asked about the forma-
tion of a syndicate, thought it was too early. They were
suspicious and afraid of being fired by the farmers.
Participating in an organization that would teach them
basic rights was the only possible way they would get
involved. Therefore, the First Informative Farmworkers'
Assembly was organized, and the theme was "Knowing Your
Rights.® Over 150 farmworkers were registered. The
speakers at the Assembly were very effective. (See Inter-
view, Angel Dominguez, 1984.) Topics included pesticides,
housing, wages, and the right to organize. At the Assem-
bly, a discussion developed as to the need to formalize a
committee of workers that would be dedicated to the or-
ganizing of farmworkers intc a viable labor organization.
During this time, the Farmworkers Rights Project,
ACLU (American Civil Liberties Union) in Glasshoro, New
Jersey was inactive, mainly because it did not have a
Project Director, and the attorney who was the founder of
the Project left the Project to go to work with the
Federal Department of Labor. The state office of the ACLU
was thinking of closing down the office. A group of
people met with the State Director of the ACLU and were
able to work out an agreement. The Farmworkers' Rights

Project, instead of being an input litigation office, was
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changing into an educational workers' project. The new
Director of the Project was not going to be an attorney,
but instead was going to be an organizer with previous
experience in farmworkers' issues. This organizer was
Angel Dominguez, whose major task was to develop a farm-
workers' grassroots organization called CATA.

With the hiring in 1979 of Angel Dominguez, an ex-
perienced organizer, as Project Director, the program
began to emphasize worker education and the development of
an indigenous migrant labor institution to be called CATA.

The NEFSC had a very important influence on the
development of CATA. If the "rescue mission™ of NEFSC had
not taken place, the stage for organizing farmworkers in
New Jersey probably would not have come, not at least
during the 1G80's. This 13 because the "rescue mission”
group had been connected with organizing migrant farm-
workers before, guaranteeing food, social services and
shelters., This case was not an isolated case. Migrant
workers have gone through that many times before. That
same year, on August 28th, CATA was funded as an organiza-

tion of farmworkers (Claridad Newspaper, March 9-15; The

Nation, rough translation, p. 4).
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Stage VI: Comite de Apoyo a los

Trabajadores Agricolas (CATA)

In August of 1979, a group of 28 farmworkers met in
Vineland, New Jersey, and called the newly born organiza-
tion El Comite de Apoyo a los Trabajadores Agricolas
(CATA). CATA began in the summer of 1979 with the purpose
of giving support to Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers in
problem areas of social services, political isolation and
human rights. During this same year, CATA organized its
First Annual Assembly, with the intent of increasing Puer-
to Rican farmworkers' undersatanding of their rights. At
this Assembly, a support committee composed primarily of
lawyers, clergy, social service people and non-farmworkers
was formed.

CATA's structure consisted of an Annual Assembly, an
Executive Committee, a Board of Directors, a small program
staff, and a large membership in 1980 of 1,000 farm-
workers.

From 1979 to 1980, CATA staff consisted of a group of
professionals, l.e., cne Project Director, one Administra-
tive Assistant, two legal counsels, one Social worker and
secretarial support. On the non-professional staff level,
CATA had employed six farmworker organizers, two para-

legals, one support network coordinator, and a group of
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part-time volunteers. From the start, CATA received con-
sul tant support from private groups, such as Legal Ser-
vices, other farmworkers' support networks, local colleges
and universities, and state and local government agenciles.
The organization was supported financially by reli-
glous foundations, legal services and other private foun-
dations. Foundations such as Campalgn for Human Develop-
ment, the American Civil Liberties Union - Civil Liberties
Education and Action Fund (CLEAF), Dlscount Foundatlons,
Homeland Ministries, the Communications Workers of America
(CWA) - New Jersey Chapter, the National Council of
Churches, the ARCA Foundation, the Marianist Sharing Fund
and the Global Ministries of the United Methodist Church.
Other public and governmental agencies, such as the Divi-
sion of Youth and Family Services and the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act, supported CATA financially.
They received in-kind supportive services from labor
education projects from universities such as Rutgers Uni-
versity, the Migrant Legal Action Program in Washington,
D.C., Legal Services of Puerto Rico, University of Puerto
Rico - Labor Center, Scope, American Friends Service
(Quaker organization), and other local community agen-
cles. They received endorsements and resources from the
ACLU, District 65, Food and Commercial Workers, the East

Coast Farmworker Support Network, Farmworkers Justice Fund
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and the New Jersey Citizens Pesticide Right to Know Coali-
tions. Religious institutions in New Jersey and New York

have also been very supportive. (See A Plan for Farm-

workers Determination in New Jersey, Pennsylvania and

Puerto Rico, 1979-1985, Budget Summary, 1985.) It is the

only Puerto Rican farmworkers' organization that has sur-
vived the longest, providing social services to farm-
workers as well as educating them about the right to
unionize,

CATA has been very successful in the last five years.
It has gained national recognition through involvement in
litigation cases, educational labor education projects,
legislation (i.e., policy making at the State Legisla-
ture), the securing of unemployment and employment bene-
fits for migrant farmworkers. It has developed a new
organization concept by organizing in Puerto Rico and on
the mainland. It has placed migrant farmworker organizers
in the both New Jersey and the Island for six months to do
organizing work. (Interview with Angel Dominguez, June
24, 1984.) CATA organizational concept is new in that no
other farmworker movement in the United States has used
the tactics of forming an independent grassroots organiza-
tion with organizing units in Puerto Rico and in the
mainland. The organization's tactics that led them to

provide services to migrant farmworkers and organize them
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effectively into a farmworker's syndicate came as a result
of a number of reasons. First, CATA's membership over-
whelmingly resides in Puerto Rico for approximately six to
nine months out of the year. Second, Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers while on the island do not feel the time
contraints nor the fear of retaliation that they face in
the labor camps. Third, the political conditions for CATA
to establish itself as the organization representing sea-
sonal migrant farmworkers in Puerto Rico were there. The
number of seasonal farmworkers has increased while the
number of contract workers has decreased. The Puerto Rico
Department of Labor is not concerned with the number of
seasonal farmworkers coming into the mainland. This is
because seasocnal workers do not have to register with the
Department of Labor of Puerto Rico. Fourth, after care-
fully analyzing the successes and failures of previous
organizational attempts of corganizing Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers, the leadership of CATA realized that a new
organization with farmworkers' direct involvement needed
to be established. Fifth, CATA began its plans of forming
such an organization after the First Farmworkers' Assembly
where farmworkers voiced thelr needs. Such an Assembly 1is
held yearly to guarantee farmworkers' input. CATA has
been involved in several successful labor disputes and

strikes. After so0o much success as a grassroots
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organization, CATA has begun plans to form a union of
Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers. CATA will continue as a
grassroots organization providing social services, while a
group of farmworkers have formed an organizational unit
called COTA (Comite Organizador de Trabajadores Agricoles),
which deals with the formation of a farmworkers' union.
During the harvest of 1980, CATA was involved in the
Sunny Slope strike in Gloucester County. A workers' com-
mittee called El Comite de Trabajadores Unidos de Sunny
Slope was formed at the Sunny Slope Farms as a result of
farmworkers having inadequate time for lunch breaks, a
lack of drinking water in the fields, and no rest periods.
The workers' committee asked CATA for assistance. CATA,
on behalf of the workers, asked for a meeting with the
farmer and the farmer fajiled to attend. The leaders from
the committee were fired. As a result of this, all farm-
workers in the camp went on strike. On behalf of the

workers, CATA filed El Comite de Trabajadores Unidos de

Sunny Slope, et al., v. Sunny Slope Farms, et al., Docket

No. C-4631-T9E, C-4632-79E, Chancery Division of the New
Jersey Superior Court, 1979, contending that the laborers
had been fired because of their organizing activity.

Sunny Slope filed a series of counterclaims, alleging that
the organizing and strike threats violated the employment

contract. Once the trial judge expressed his conclusion
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that the right to organize was protected by the New Jersey
Constitution, the case was quickly settled. Sunny Slope
agreed to a consent order that reinstated the fired work-
ers and affirmed the grower's respect for the workers'
organizing rights. In return, the laborers pledged that
there would be no violence on the farm, and no strike
before August 1980.

The Committee of workers marked the first occasion in
New Jersey in which an organized group of laborers com-
pelled a grower to rehire farmworkers. It is also the
first court order in which a grower conceded that farm-
workers are legally entitled to organize.

The initial settlement of El Comite spurred con-
tinued organizing. The farmworkers decided to move on
their demands in early August, the crucial time for har-
vesting peaches, the chief Sunny Slope crop. Eventually,
the Committee voted to seek a wage increase and an end«of-
season bonus as reimbursement for food cost. The organiz-
ing focused upon a wage increase to $4.00 per hour, addi-
tional compensation for the extra hours devoted to the
crops in August (when the laborers spend over eighty hours
a week in the fields), and the inequity of the Glassboro
Service Association's deducting forty-five cents an hour

from wages as a charge for employment services. After
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the Service Association deduction, seasonal workers earned
less in 1980 than they had in 1979.

Leaders of the Committee and CATA lawyers opened
negotiations with attorneys representing Sunny Slope Farms
and the 3lassboro Service Association, but those attorneys
took the position that the contract covering the laborers
precluded negotiation and strike activity.

When Sunny Slope Farms and the Association refused to
talk, fifty farmworkers voted to strike. On August 13,
1980 they refused to go into the fields, the first or-
ganized strike in New Jersey's long agricultural history.

CATA lawyers represented the workers in a suit
brought against them the night the strike began. That

suit, Sunny Slope Farms v. Acevedo, maintained that the

strike was both violent and illegal, sought an order
permitting Sunny Slope to evict the strikers from the
farm, and a prohibition on organizing and picketing. Even
though the trial judge found that no violence had ensued,
he actually went beyond the defendant's request. The
order forbade communication with Sunny Slope laborers off
the premises of the farm.

CATA organized transportation and emergency housing
for the strikers and administered a food bank. Thirteen
of the strikers returned to work, but thirty-seven re-

mained on strike. In fact, picketing continued and the
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local authorities did not enforce the ban on communica-
tions. Although CATA lawyers took an emergency appeal,
the lower court orders remained enforced.

CATA turned to the Federal courts for an order pro=-
hibiting the Glassboro Service Association from replacing
the strikers, for the hiring of replacements, viclated the
anti-strike breakings provisions of the Wagner-Peyser and
the Farm Labor Contractor Registration Acts. Preliminary
relief was denied, but under pressure of the suit, the
U.S. Employment Service refused to permit the Glassboro
Service Associlation to negotiate new contracts in Puerto

Rico. (El Comite de Trabajadores Unidos de Sunny Slope,

et al., v. Glaasboro Service Association, Inc., Docket No.

8-2682, United District Court for the District of New
Jersey, 1980).

In a narrow sense, the El Comite action failed; the
workers were replaced, and no changes were made at Sunny
Slope. After the strike, the CATA membership concluded
that in order to strike a South Jersey grower, "one must
be financially solid, i.e., with money to support the
strikers, and, most importantly, one must have a follow-up
plan. One must have a strong support among progressive
New Jersey labor organizations, and a much better equipped
legal advice group"™ (CATA History Report, 1979, p. 2).

Cut of this learning experience, the strikers learned
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that, although they had lost the first round, the
opportunity was still there. After the strike, CATA's
efforts to organize in Puerto Rico came out of the First
Assembly. The concept of town delegates was introduced at
the Assembly, i.e., workers were to be responsible for
organizing town assemblies in Puerto Rico. According to
membershlp records, town assemblies were held in Puerto
Rico during 1980 and 1981.

In the bharvest of 1981, CATA's purpose was to con-
tinue to organize farmworkers into a viable organization
capable of representing its own interests,.

Having changed the focused of its resources, time and
energy from major litigation actions only toward the
development of a migrant labor institution, CATA sought to
address a multitude of isaues affecting farmworkers, in-
cluding unpaid minimum wages, poor living and working
conditions, and problems with the Puerto Rico contract.
CATA had recognized that such issues satemmed from the
workers' powerlessness, and that beneficial change could
be gleaned for the average farmworkers through the
development of an organization composed of farmworkers
themselves which would work toward a system by which
workers could more actively participate in the resocluticon

of their own problems.
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In this area CATA sought to represent individual
workers with wage and other claims, but had more impor-
tantly provided legal backup for groups of farmworkers who
had sought to deal in a collective concerted way with
their work-related problems.

In 1981, a suit was brought against Glassboro Service
Assoclation for sending strikebreakers to a Southern New
Jersey farm where other farmworkers were already striking
because of the farm's refusal to even discuss with them
the terms and conditions of employment. There had been a
prior action against the farm where workers who had been
fired for having attended an organizational meeting were
quickly rehired because the grower was compelled to do so
as a result of the court's view of their right to orga-
nize. But in this suit against Glassboro, there were
alleged violations of the Wagner-Peyser Act, the Farm
Labor Contractor Registration Act, the New Jersey Anti-
Strikebreaking Act, and the New Jersey Constituticn be-
cause Glassboro had replaced strikers at the farm without
first having properly informed them of the existence of
the strike. Counterclaims were brought by Sunny Slope and
the Glassboro Service Assoclation against the American
Civil Liberties Union, CATA and Camden Regional Legal
Services, as well as employees of both, alleging that they

had conspired to organize the strike and had threatened
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farmworkers with loss of employment, monetary fines, and
physical violence if they did not stirke. Both actions
were resolved: the counterclaims were dismissed and

initial claims settled for an agreement to pay the farm-

worker plaintiffs $1,000. (E1 Comite de Trabajadores

Unidos de Sunny Slope v. Glassboro Service Association,

Inc. and Glaasboro Service Inc. v. El Comite de Traba-

Jjadores Unideos de Sunny Slope, Camden Regional Legal

Services, Inc., Michael W.L. MecCrory, Arthur N. Read,

Jesus Ambert, the American Civil Liberties Union, and

Angel Dominguez, U.S. District Court of the District of

New Jersey, Docket No. 80-2682, 2981.)

These actions were impeortant in that they demon-
strated to farmworkers that their rights to freedom of
assoclation and to organlze were real, and ones which can
be protected against violation by their employers.

CATA vindication of workers' rights to organize and

associate was again demonstrated in Rivera et al. v.

Vasques, U.S. District of New Jersey, Docket No. 82-2798-
SSB, 1981. Workers had met to discuss complaints they
were having agalnst a farmer and his crewleaders, includ-
ing the complaints that one of the labor contractors was
operating without a license, that they were not provided
with written disclosures as provided by federal law, that

checks were 1llegally signed on their behalf, that deduc-
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tions were 1llegally taken from their paychecks, and that
they were housed in a czmp that did not meet federal and
atate standards. They were subsequently fired because of
their crew leaders' perceptions of their organizing acti-
vities. The crew leaders were in violation of both FLCRA
as well as the New Jersey Constitution's protection of the
right to organize. Settlement was reached by which the
labor contractors paid $400 to each plaintiff and offered
re-employment to each of the plaintiff workers who desired
it. The settlement also provided for their registration
as labor contractors and the posting providing of terms
and conditions of employment and cther disclosures under
FLCRA.

These actions have had demonatrable effects upon local
area farmers and crew leaders such that they recognized
thelr workers' rights to meet, discuss common problems,
and even the possibility of organizing themselves 1into a
labor organization. (American Civil Liberties Union,
Farmworkers Rights Project, Summary of Recent Cases High-
lights, 1980.)

CATA has developed an organizing strategy based on
providing farmworkers with needed services in the areas of
legal services, health, job-related legislation, transpor-
tation, and education. Heavy emphasis on educational

seminars about their rights and the importance of unioni-
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zation has been a priority. This has resulted in an
organization capable of quickly and effectively mobilizing
its membership around key issues of concern. During 1983~
84, CATA mobilized over one thousand farmworkers in the
first march of its kind in Puerto Rico to press for
governmental support. It introduced three bllls in the

legislature of Puerto Rico (E1 Mundo Press, 1983).

In New Jersey, CATA has been very successful, mo-
bilizing farmworkers four tiuies during the peak season to
demonstrate and participate at public hearings held by the
legislature on two issues, unemployment and pesticides.

In December of 1984, the Governor of New Jersey signed an
emergency unemployment bill allowing farmworkers special
exceptions for their eligibility and the legislature
created a commission to study the economic problems of
farmworkers and to report back proposed legislation for
1985 (ACR, 151, Assenmbly Committee Resolution, December
1684},

Although the pesticides bill "Right to Know" was
enacted, specifically excluding farmworkers, CATA, as a
member of the New Jersey Campalgn Against Toxic Waste,
which had lobbied for passage of the bill, convinced the
latter group to renew its efforts until agricultural work-
ers were included. (Community and Workers Right to Know,

B{11 S-1670, A-3318, June, 1983.)
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CATA has represented large numbers of farmworkers who
had problems with receipt of unemployment insurance bene-
fits., Farmworkers rely on unemployment benefits during
winter off-season months when most farmworkers are unable
to find work in Puerto Rico, which has a U0% or higher
rate of unemployment. They also represented farmworkers
with respect to appeals (most often revolving around the
voluntary quit issue) through the Department of Labor and
Industry's administrative process. Most workers who re-
turn to Puertc Rico must have thelr claim procesased
through the Interstate Claims Office. Even during the
winter months, CATA kept a large caselcad of clients who
reside in Puerto Rico, and maintained close contact with
those workers with whom it had established a rapport
during the season. (ACLU, Farmworkersa' Rights Project,
Highlights of Cases, 1984.) They assigned two full-time
farmworkers organizers in the island.

CATA representation of individual workers in thils
area also helped to maintain some control over the Inter-
state Claims Office in general. Toward the beginning of
1983, a much greater number of individuals with unemploy-
ment problems was seen. Attorneys from the ACLU-CATA and
the Camden Regional Legal Services met with representa-
tives of the Department of Labor and Industry to discuss

the large numbers of claimants who had faliled to receilve
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benefits. It was discovered that, although the law re-
quires a "compliance rate”" of some 70% of interstate claims
to be paid within 14 days of the date of application, the
compl iance rate for interstate clalms from Puerto Rico had
dropped to 19%., The administrative delay had caused hard-
ship among migrant farmworkers who had returned to Puerto
Rico with little or no savings.

One example should serve to illustrate some of the
problems migrant farmworkers faced in the area of unem-
ployment compensation, as well as the role that CATA has
played in revolving some of these problems. The example
involves Pablo Garcia, an elderly farmworker who has
migrated from Puerto Rico to New Jersey for many years.
Pablo applied for and received unemployment insurance
benefits, but was denied extended benefits upon hia return
to New Jersey in 1682, The unemployment office had disgua-~
lified him from receiving any extended benefits because he
had added two employers (of the required five employer
contacts) to his work search card at the time of his
interview rather than listing them beforehand, reasoning
that he had failed to make a "systematic and sustained
effort" to find other work, and alsc because his search
had been confined to agricultural employers.

CATA and thei~ legal staff appealed the examiner's

decision to the Appeal's Tribunal, which granted their
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request for a hearing, but affirmed the examiner's decli-
sion. CATA agaln appealed, this time to the Board of
Review of the New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry,
contending that Mr., Garcia had, in fact, furnished the
unemplcoyment office with "tangible evidence" of a systema-
tic and sustained effort to obtain other work, regardless
of the time at which he 1isted such prospective employers,
that his employment contacts had not been shown to be
fictitious, and that agricultural work was a predominant
industry in the claimant's labor market area. The Board
of Review agreed, reversing the Appeal Tribunal decision,
and held Mr. Garcia qualified to receive all of his ex-
tended benefits. (In the matter of Pablo Garcia, N.J.
Department of Labor and Industry, 1983.)

In the area of housing, one of the major problems
faced by farmworkers has been safety. CATA has had a fair
degree of success in obtaining prompt inspections of camps
by OSHA, and has made complaints to OSHA after workers'
efforts to resolve such grievances with their crew leader
or farmer have failed. Used in this way, CATA has sought
to make local growers more responsive to workers' demands
relating to their housing conditions. One such condition
arose in Visconti (1982), where the farmer had been at-
tempting to remove the recently fired employees before the

Project Director (Angel Dominguez) visited the camp, and
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ultimately secured their reinstatement. Numerous other
similar situations have occurred, where CATA insistence
upon workers' right to remain in his camp for a reasonable
time after termination of employment in order to secure
alternative employment and housing has had great success.

When some nineteen migrant farmworkers employed at
the Visconti Farm in Carmel, New Jersey, realized that
they were not being paid minimum wage and instead they
were being paid on a piece rate basis, they met to discuss
their common problems. Shortly thereafter, they were
fired by the farmer who indicated that they were being
fired because he didn't like union organizing. Angel
Dominguez, Director of the CATA-ACLU, went to the farm to
assist the farmworkers, talked with the farmer, and was
arrested for trespassing by the New Jersey State Police.
After being released from custody, he immediately returned
to the farm and negotiated with the farmer, who agreed to
re-hire the workers. However, even after they were re-
hired, the plaintiff-farmworkers were assigned less work
than other workers and continued retaliation and discrimi-
nation eventually forced most of them to leave the farm
and seek re-employment elsewhere, causing them to lose
time and earnings from work.

The lawsult charges that Visconti failed to pay

plaintiffs the minimum wage while working on piece rate as
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required by the Fair Labor Standards Act, that transporta-
tion costs were deducted from the wages of some of the
plaintiffs, that Visconti fired the workers in retaliation
for their exercising their rights under the Fair Labor
Standards Act and 1n retaliation for meeting and organiz-
ing themselves in an effort to bargaln collectively with
Visconti regarding their minimum wages in violation of
Article 1, Section 19, of the New Jersey Constitution, and
the resulting irreparable harm.

Relief requested includes damage in the amount of
double the amount of unpaid minimum wages, damages for all
time lost from work due to the unlawful firings, punitive
damages for the violation of their rights under Article 1,
Section 19, of the New Jersey Constitution and Section
215(a)(3) of the Fair Labor Standards Act, as well as
injunctive relief for all Plaintiffs and class members
that defendants refrain from violating the Fair Labor
Standards Act, from interfering with Plaintiff's rights to

organize themselves. (Benitez el al. v. John Visconti

and John Visconti Farms, U.S. District Court for the

District of New Jersey, 1982).

In the area of disability and related matters, CATA
has dealt with referrals of workmen's compensation cases
to private attorneys, but its qQuick intervention scometimes

speeds up the payment of temporary disability benefits.
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In those situations, the CATA project staff assisted such
farmworkers in making application for state disability
benefits or under private plans, 1if available.

In addition, farmworkers residing in isolated tem-
parary labor camps were particularly susceptible to physi-
c¢al attack or robbery by persons to prey upon them. In
such situations, the Project assisted such workers in
attempting to recover money from the State's Vicolent
Crimes Compensation Fund. (CATA Legal Report, 1984.)

For those workers requiring hospitalization, the
Project has had success in arranging for hospitalization,
with the coverage through the Hill Burton Act. The CATA
Project also represented individuals in the appeals pro-
cess for Social Security disability benefits. Most re-
cently, the Project won an appeal of the denial of such
benefits to someone who had been a farmworker for fifty-
some years until arthritis, a wrist injury, lack of educa-
tion and inexperience in other employment areas made it
impossible for him to find other employment.

In the criminal area, CATA staff represented farm-
workers charged with a variety of offenses in municipal
courts, 1ncluding theft, assault, resisting arrest, tres-
passing, and a host of others. Most cases involving very
serious charges are referred to the Public Defender's

Office. It has sought to do this because farmworkers were
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far less able to cope with arrest, lncarceration, and
their own defense than others. Language barriers can
prove to be a cumbersome obstacle, and in some situations
can even contribute to the arrest itself when a farmworker
is unable to explain his whereabouts. Farmworkers, whose
friends and families may be thousands of miles away, are
often arrested and jailed for days before they are disco-
vered, Since they are often deemed transients, bail is
frequently exaggerated and impossibly high for most work-
ers. In addition, police harrassment of migrant farm-
workers is not uncommon in rural communitles, even today.
CATA thus provides service to the individual farmworker as
well as gaining the rapport and confidence of the farm-
worker community by representing farmworkers in criminal
contexts. (ACLU-CATA Highlights of Legal Cases, 1983-
1984.)

CATA's representation of farmworkers in this area is
also important since farmers can sometimes use the crimi-
nal process against workers who may seek to vindicate
other rights, such as the right to access or to have
visitors., One such instance arose at the beginning of the
Visconti action when criminal charges were brought against
Angel Dominguez, Director of the Farmworkers' Rights Pro-
ject for trespass when he went to visit the farm after the

workers were fired and under threat of removal. Project
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attorneys represented Mr. Dominguez, contending that the

right of access enunciated in State v. Shack in 1971 pro-

vided that his right to visit the farmworkers was not
dependent upon the farmer's consent, but rather upon the
consent of the workers. The Court agreed, finding Mr.
Dominguez not guilty of the criminal trespass charge.

There have been other Instances. In State v. Pablo

Garcia, a farmer brought a trespass action against a
farmworker who refused to leave his labor camp at the
insistence of his crew leader and farmer. CATA obtained a

dismissal of the charges. In State v. Gonzales, a farmer

brought criminal charges of improper behavior by starting
a fight against a worker who had simply and repeatedly
asked for his wages. Here, too, the charges were dis-
missed.

Presently, CATA has a membership of 6,000 here and in
Puerto Rico. It has been the only group who successfully
lasted more than three years organizing farmworkers and
the only one that has been able tc form a strong base
organization to provide services and, through those means,
organize the Puerto Rican farmworker.

Desplte many successes, CATA is confronted with some
of the problems organizations and organizers have faced in
developing a grassroots organization for migrant farm-

workers in this country. The lack of funding, the lack of
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training for staff, the lack of organization and communi-
cation between areas, especially in membership develop-
ment; the general lack of leadership; making decisions
based on the moment and events as opposed to well-directed
and conscious acts, implementing a plan of action geared
towards specific ends; the lack of an orientation for the
mass work of the organization. CATA needs to overcome
these organizational problems if it wants to continue to
be succesaful. The most important problem is the lack of
farmworkers' leadership to build and sustain a farmwork-
ers' union. Developing a farmworkers' leadership has been
very difficult since Puerto Rican farmworkers are not
stable, in one place of work, and they lack the necessary
skills for organizing and dealing with growers. CATA
labor educational seminars have been effective in raising
the consciousness and training a group to lead strikes and
lead the organizational meetings. But the problem of
farmworkers! leadership continues to be a major one. Some
farmworkers have overcome being afraid of the growers and
have joined the organization and are very active in the
daily functions. 8till other members are very much afraid
to take the necessary risk that is needed to strike. Many
are afraid of losing their jobs and, as a result, play a
passive role., Many are afraid to openly disagree with

strategies of organizing in meetings as well as to take
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individual initiative. Sometimes the farmworkers are so
busy and tired from long day hours that they do not want
to deal with meetings and the necessary local organizing
that needs to be done in the labor camp. Historically,
the lack of charismatic leaders in the Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers' organizational development has been a
significant element in the Puerto Rican farmworkers' move-
ment. CATA has been successful in bringing about its
leadership out of a serles of organizational stages of
growth.

For the past five years, CATA has held an Annual
Organizational Assembly of all members at the end of the
growing season in order to obtain feedback from the men-
bership regarding the work already accomplished. The
Assembly also develops and approves the work plan for the
following year and elects its Board of Directors. (See
Organizaticonal Chart.)

The seventeen member Board is composed of farmworker
members who make CATA deciaions. The Board selects fif-
teen CATA members to serve as organizers. During the
1984-1985 year, CATA has been assigned organizers full-
time every season to four major areas of South Jersey and
two areas in Pennsylvania. Two members work all year in

Puerto Rico. Other members have the responsibility of
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dealing with ocutside organizations and problems, as well
as organizing work. For every nine CATA members in a
municipality, one town delegate 1s elected. These elected
town delegates then meet and elect from among their mem-
bers six members to the Board of Directors. (CATA,
Siembra, June 1985, English Edition.)

CATA's organizing strategles for the past five years
have been to provide supportive services to farmworkers so
that, in turn, they will see CATA as a friendly organiza-
tion and a strong advocate of farmworker rights, Accord-
ing to Angel Dominguez, President of CATA (1985), the
supportive services' mechanism has been very effective in
the recruitment of new members and a way to be able to
visit workers at the labor camps. (Plan for Farmworkers
Self-Determination in New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Puerto
Rico, 1984.)

Presently, CATA's organizers are not only responsible
for the organizing activities at designated labor camps,
but are also responsible for the supportive services for
the workers at those camps (food stamp appointments, trips
to the airport, doctors, hospitals, etc.). By the time an
organizer has provided the services at a particular farm,
he does not have time to do the hard-core organizing
(briefing with committee members, listening to the

problems faced by farm organizers, setting up strategies,
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etc.). Not only is much time and momentum wasted, but
their limited organizer resources are spent providing
3ervices.

During the 1984 harvest season, the CATA Board of
Directors met to discuss and evaluate the organizing ob-
Jectives and goals of CATA. One of the problems discussed
by the Board was "the role of the organizers, and it was
concluded that, in order to be more effective in setting
up the workers' farm committees, CATA needed to establish
a more structured organizational division within CATA"
(CATA Beard Minutes, June, 1984). This would entail
separating the support services from the organizing as-
pect. The organizers would then be able to concentrate
their efforts on the formation of a labor organization
which can effectively organize farms, confront growers and
crew leaders, and eventually negotiate contracts.

Thus, the support component has been divided into
providing supportive services and attracting new members;
the organizing plece is concentrated on leadership
development and setting up organizational structures with-
in the labor camp.

A second problem identified by the 1984 evaluation by
the Board of Directors was the need to bring together the

support network that CATA has been developing through the
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years, particularly in its work on pesticides and unem-
Ployment.

CATA has entered a new stage in its organizational
development. It has begun to join other citizen groups in
an effort to form a support coalition for farmworkers.
This support has been both financial and issue-oriented.
It is fairly clear that their legislative efforts would
not have succeeded without the support of these other
organizations.

Up to this point, CATA's attempts to improve the
conditions of employment on South Jersey farms have been
structured by these support committees, These committees
have engaged primarily in the following activities: mem-
bershlp recruitment, social service referral, transporta-
tion of workers, litigation and negotiations of various
problems between farmers or crew leaders and workers.
According to Angel Dominguez, the long term goal of groups
like CATA has "been the unionization of farmworkers in the
state and the establishment of a hiring system™ (Angel
Dominguez, Interview, July 12, 1984),

On July 12, 1984, Angel Dominguez documented the
"formation of a formal union structure" strategy in which
he concludes that "the time has come for the formation of
a pure labor organization which can effectively organize

farms, confront growers and crew leaders, and negotiate
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contracts™ (p. 1). Among many reasons, Dominguez believes
that the creation of a farmworkers union is essential
because CATA, 1n its present form, cannot direct suffi-
clent resocurces at employers to engage in bargaining, CATA
is not funded as a labor organization, and a significant
change in focus could jeopardize its funding, . . . the
recently passed Simpson-Mazzolli immigration bill could
offer farmers a method of using temporary alien workers
who will be extremely difficult, at best, to organize”
(Angel Dominguez, Interview, July 12, 1984).

On July 20, 1984, the CATA Board of Directors voted
to officlally recognize "Comite Organizador de Trabaja-
dores Agricolas, COTA"™ as CATA's organizing affiliate.

In identifying larger growers and crew leaders, tar-
geting farms and camps for organlizing, the Plan targeted
3ix of the largest farms in Gloucester, Cumberland, and
Salem counties in South Jersey. According to the plan,
once the authorization process and recognition of the
union was targeted for organization, "CATA representatives
will visit the farm and/or camps and prepare a 1ist of all
workers" (Dominguez, Interview, July 1984).

COTA, CATA's organizing affiliate, "is in the midst
of a major campalign organizing workers at CAMSCO Produce
Company in Reading, Pennsylvania. CAMSCO, a subsidiary of

Campbell Soups, employs 300 farmworkers in two plants,
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preparing mushroom soil, table mushroomws, and related

products. (CATA Newsletter, June, 1985, p. 2.) According

to CATA, they have organized over half of the workers in
the South Jersey and in the Pennsylvania plants. Most of
the farmworkers have signed union cards already accepted
by the National Labor Relations Board and Supreme Court of
the United States. (NLRB v. Gissel Packing Co., 295 U.S.

575, B9 S.Ct., 1989.) This card "will authorize the
farmworkers union to represent . . . the workers for
collective bargaining purposes" (Id., at 597, 89 S.Ct. at
1931) on all matters pertaining to any terms or conditions
of employment,

COTA has been endorsed in their efforts by the Dis-
trict 1 of the United Electrical Workers and has received
promises of endorsements from AFSCME District Council 47
and the Hospital Workers Council 1199C., The United Steel
Workers have discussed working with COTA as well. (CATA

Newsletter, June, 1985).
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CHAPTER IV

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
AND EFFECTIVENESS OF CATA

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter 18 to examine the mass-
based organizational structure and effectiveness of CATA
and its four predecessors, namely Comite de Apoyo al Mi-
grante Puertorriqueno (CAMP, 1969-1971), Ministerio Ecu-
menico de Trabajadores Agricolas (META, 1972-1973), Asocia-
cion de Trabajadores Agricolas (ATA, 1973-1977), North East
Farmworkers Support Committee (NEFSC, 1977-1978}), and Co-
mite de Apoyo a los Trabajadores Agricolas (CATA, 1979-
present).

The theory of Piven and Cloward (1979) and the Majkas'
(1980) theoretical arguments will be used to look at these
organizational satages of development. We will examine
these organizations using Piven and Cloward and the Majkas'
criteria for organizational effectiveness. We will be
looking at the internal and external characteristics of
organizational structures and effectiveness of CATA. The
purpose is neither to support, qualify, or contradict the

ideas of Piven and Cloward or the Majkas, but merely to see
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in what ways the ideas are applicable to the organization
described. Once this is beling done in the next chapter, we
will then present which of the ideas of Piven and Cloward
and the Majkas are supported, qualified, and contradicted.
We will also develop some of my own ideas.

Piven and Cloward's criteria for evaluating mass-
movement organizations' effectiveness 1is characterized by
two larger categories: internal and external environmental
factors. The Majkas' ideas of organizational effectiveness
consist of two premises: the building of permanent mass-
movement organizations, and the ability of mass movements
to mobllize defiance. A brief summary of the ideas of
Piven and Cloward and the Majkas is therefore required.

Piven and Cloward challenge those who advocate the
organization of permanent membership-based organizations
among the poor. They challenge those individuals who led
the campaign that began in the mid-1960's to establish
community organizations as the remedy for the problems of
the poor. They question the Alinsky school of community
organizing by arguing that "it is not possible to compel
concessions from elites that can be used to sustain opposi-
tional organizations over time . . . 1nsurgency is always
short lived . . . whatever the people won was a response to
their turbulence and not their organized members.,” As for
those organizations of the poor that do survive, they do s0

by becoming "more useful to those who control the resources
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on which they depend (i.e., elites) than to the lower~class
groups which the organizations claim to represent™ (pp. xi-
xii). Movement and organization are viewed by Piven and
Cloward as opposing one another. They seem to be saying
that membership-based organizations actually draw the life
"out of the movements which gave birth to them, diverting
mass insurgency into comfortable channels siphoning off
dissident leadership and . . . creating mass illusions
about the responsiveness of the political system”™ (Jenkins,
1983, p. 223). Both Piven and Cloward apply this basic
argument to four massa insurgenciles--to the movement of the
unemployed, the industrial union movement during the
1930's, and the civil rights and welfare rights movements
during the 1960's.

The main argument in their theory 1s that it is impos-
sible to build mass-membership organizations among the poor
that can secure important victories. They offer several
reasons for this: First, poor people lack resources to
initiate and sustain effective political organizations;
second, the system of social controls built into the every-
day lives of poor people 1s tco potent, guaranteeing that
disruptive action will be rare and short lived; third,
measurable victories, entailing elite concessiona, could
only come from mass defiance, precisely the kind of action
which organizations are unlikely to encourage and squelch

when bureaucratic administrations develop {(Jenkins,

p. 233).
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Piven and Cloward's general argument 1s that limited
gains that movements have obtalned develop entirely from
mass insurgency (strikes, riots, demonstrations), not or-
ganization. Effectiveness of insurgent actions depends on
two dimensions: (1) mobilization or the extent to which
categories of actors become committed to collective ac-
tions, and (2) the structurally defined potential power of
that category of actors as set by their functional impor-
tance to the political economic system. Piven and Cloward
subscribe to the political effectiveness of different kinds
of organizations. They relate the 1ssue of movement organ-
ization to the issue of power. For them, power is differ-
ent from the traditional definition of power as valued
assets or traits they control, They indicate that the
poor, by definition, control few of these things by speci-
fying a theory or potential power as one that can be used
to estimate the outer boundaries of insurgent challenges
(Jenkins, 1980, p. 226). Power refers to the ability of
poor people at the bottom to mobilize or to withhold or to
disrupt. Piven and Cloward suggest that social change,
especially economic change, may weaken hierarchical con-
trols of mass-based organizations. They determine success
or failure of movements by the "effects of disruptive
protest on institutions and on the responses of state
leaders to disruption®™ (Piven & Cloward, p. 590). Power
helps them account for the transitory character of disrup-

tive movements (Piven & Cloward, p. 590).
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Piven and Cloward's theory consists of the notion that
a formally structured mass-membership organization was
unsuited to "marshalling disruptive resources, that, in
fact, the model was predicated on very different resources
for influence that were not available to low income people"
(Piven & Cloward, p. 596). According to Piven and Cloward,
low income groups exerting influence through disruption and
social dislocations had much to do with the release of
those disruptive resources. Piven and Cloward argue for
the alternative of cadre organizations as best suited to
mobilizing those resources, and that the periods in which
disruptions could be mobilized never lasted because disrup-
tions are transitory. They are transitory because they
precipitate government responses through either repres-
sions, concessions, or both., This will eventually demobi-
lize the poor. They argue, therefore, for organizers to
attempt to "build enduring membership organizations of the
poor, especially if the effort drains organizing resources
away from the mobilization of the disruption itself" (Piven
& Cloward, p. 596).

Piven and Cloward's ideas have been extended and de-
veloped further by the Majkas (1980). The Majkas developed
Piven and Cloward's theories by presenting evidence that
shows that farmworkers have been successful in creating
poor people's movements, They do this by examining the

ability of the United Farm Workers Organization to build
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itself as a permanent organization and to moblilize defiance
{(p. 306). Their ideas pro;ide a theoretical framework for
looking at the effectiveness of organizations.

The Majkas present numerous examples of workers' defi-
ance by reviewing four agricultural labor organizaticns in
California. These organizations were: the Japanese Labor
Associations (1907), which were very successful in winning
concessions in wage gains; the International Workers of the
World (IWW or Wobblies), which was concerned with building
itself as a formal, mass-membership, dues-collecting
organization (instead, emphasis was on promoting mass defi-
ance); and the Cannery and Agricultural Workers Industrial
Union (CAWIU), an outgrowth of the Communist Party's Trade
Unity League. This organization led the larger spontaneous
strikes of mass defiance and won concessions, CAWIU never
developed as a formal organization. The last major attempt
was made from 1937-1940 by the CI0-affiliated United Can-
nery Agricultural Packing and Allied Workers America
(UCAPAWA). This organization was a mass-based formal mem-
bership organization. Throughout the history of each of
these organizations, mass defiance was the vehlcle which
won workers higher wages and better working conditions.
Labor organizations which coordinated successful actions
did not attempt to construct large membership associations
or gain political influence through lobbying and endorsing
candidates. The last case the Majkas' review deals with is

the unionization efforts by the UFW, directed by Cesar
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Chavez. This organization was successful and effective in
creating a crisis in agricultural production through organ-
izing defiance and then directing government responses to
that crisis (Majka, p. 303). The Majkas find the UFW
experience "is considerably at odds with Piven and
Cloward's findings concerning poor people's movements,"
which indicate shortcomings of promotion of insurgency and
building a formal organization as a "contradictory proc-
ess." The Majkas provide evidence on the history of the
UFW to challenge this claim by showing how the UFW as an
organization has been the major force in stimulating defi-
ance "on a scale unprecedented in U.S. agricultural histo-
ry." They show evidence that insurgency has been stimu-
lated, coordinated, and sustained by the UFW as an organi-
zation, rather than insurgency independently producing the
mass-based union. The UFW has used defiance to get politi-
cal strength to channel government's responses into conces-
sions (Majkas, p. 303). According to the Majkas, the UFW
did pursue unionization of agricultural workers by attempt-
ing to "build itself up as a membership organization as a
prerequisite to mobilizing defiance® (p. 303).

The Majkas believe that the success of poor people's
organizations, 1.e., farmworkers movements, has been effec-
tive due to four reasons:

The first is the building of permanent organizations.
They present evidence in support of the ability of UFW to

build itself as a mass-based corganization. At the same
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time, the UFW directs queations at the framework for organ-
izing poor people's movements. The Majkas' findings sug-
geat that, when any organization does not institutionalize
itself, 1imitations occur. The Majkas suggest that without
permanent organizations, the poor are unable to resist
effectively enforcement of changes after insurgency has
subsided. According to the Majkas, organizations are the
most feasible means available to defend gains on a contin-
uous basis. They show evidence that suggests legitimate
reasons for the erosion of concessions with the unions
established as permanent organizations. Part of the rea-
sons for this was because some concessions became permanent
and their beneficiaries were capable of fighting back their
destruction., According to the Majkas, what i3 needed is to
explore the tensions between winning concessions and main-
taining organizations. They suggest this can be done by
analyzing the specific "responses by the State during
crises wnich attempt to channel insurgency into manageable
forms and promotes strategies which render organizations
less effective, but alsc may contain contradictory possi-
bilities" (Majkas, p. 295%5).

The second reascon 1s the creation of non-bureaucratic
structures. By this, the Majkas argue that, rather than to
accept bureaucratic models or structures, it is important to
evaluate new forms of organizational structures that are

heing successful and effective. For example, they study the
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UFW structures and conclude that the reason why the UFW has
been effective and successful is due, in part, to its "non-
conformity" to the traditional bureaucratic model (Majkas,
p. 306).

The third reason the Majkas point out for the success
of organizations is that they use mass defiance as part of
mobilization techniques.

In their fourth reason, they argue that "rather than
agssume the inability of poor people's movements to sustain
their organizations and dictate their forms of concessions,
what i3 needed is to ask why these patterns have predomi-
nated in the United States”™ (p. 307). They argue finally
for Malternative forms of organizations through which work-
ing class people can act together in defiance of their
rulers in ways that are more congruent with the structure
of working class 1life and with the process of working class
struggle and less susceptibility to penetration by dominant
elites” (Piven & Cloward, p. xiii).

The Majkas agree with Piven and Cloward's mailn argu-
ment that alternative organizations are needed. However,
the Majkas differ with Piven and Cloward in two ways:
First, they do not believe that mass-insurgency movements
began to deteriorate when they became organized; instead,
they show evidence that insurgency is stimulated, conducted
and sustained, Second, they believe that organizations are

necessary in mobilizing defiance activity. Nevertheless,
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these organizations must be consistent with structures of
the working class poor.

As has been noted, Piven and Cloward present two
larger categories as criteria for evaluating organizational
effectiveness. These criteria can be examined in terms of
two larger categories: internal and external environmental
characteristics of the organization studied. The internal
and external characteristics refer to politics of goals,
political power structure, political organizational sup-
port, leadership, membership, and resources (Interview,
Piven & Cloward, April 22, 1984). External environmental
characteristics refer to mobilization, power of the
grassroots-membership organizations, commitment of the
grassroots-membership organizations, linkages and dependency
on resources, complexity, stability, and uncertainty.

The Majkas present four more criteria for evaluating
organizational effectiveness. Their ideas are: building
permanency in organizations, mcbilization of mass deflance,
non-bureaucratic organization, and new forms of organiza-
tions that could be stable with patterns of sustainment.
Piven and Cloward and the Majkas' ideas will be used for
evaluating organizational structures and effectiveness of
CAMP, META, ATA, NEFSC, and CATA during its stages of

development.
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Comite de Apoyo al Migrante Puertorriqueno

CAMP was started in 1969 by the leadership of labor
unions and religious organizations. It began the first
attempt to organize a mass-based farmworkers organization
with the purpose of creating insurgency and defilance.

As it will shortly become clear, CAMP was successful
in accomplishing the first goal which was to develop a
structural basis for a steering committee. The steering
committee established the basis for a plan action in which
it documented the needs of the workers in Puerto Rico and
on the mainland. They were alsg successful in informing
and educating the general public about the conditions of
migrant farmworkera. This was done through the media,
newspapers, and mobilization of activities concerning
pleces of legislation,

As 1t will also become clear, CAMP was unsuccessful in
that it did not meet its second goal--to establish a farm-
workers organization controlled and directed by farmwork-
ers., In trying to meet the second goal, CAMP was unsuc-
cessful bhecause of ideological differences among the lead-
ership of CAMP. Some members of the leadership belonged to
two outstanding left wing parties, the Puerto Rican Inde-
pendence Party and the Puerto Rican Socialist Party. Prob-~
lems began to arise concerning different styles of work,
tactics of organizing, different ideoclogies concerning

theological and political philosophies.
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Internal Characteriétics

Political goals of the organization. CAMP was the

first mass-based group which established its first organi-
zational structures to organize the Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers in Puerto Rico, Connecticut, and New Jersey.
CAMP had two major goals: first (the short-range goal) was
to develop the structural basis through a steering committee
to find alternative solutions to the Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers plight; second (the long-range goal) was to
develop an organization controlled and directed by farm-
workers that would eventually represent their Interests
(Interview with Rev. Wilmer Silva, Long Branch, N.J., Sep-
tember 15, 1G85).

Structure. The structure of CAMP consisted of a gen-
eral assembly held once a year, and an executive committee
composed of a president, treasurer, secretary and commit-
tees. These committees were responsible for developing the
structural basis for the development of the "first Puerto
Rican migrant farmworker organization or union™ (CAMP By-
Laws, Bonilla-Santiago trans., 1970, p. 3). In terms of
structure, CAMP became "the supporting committee" for the
Puerto Rican farmworkers. It also became part of a farm-
workers movement organization forming linkages and network-
ing with other labor and religious groups on the East Coast
of the mainland. Groups like the UFW, National Migrant

Ministry, and others were a few of many supporters.
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Leadership. The leadership of CAMP consisted of a

group of individuals whose philosophy was liberal and theo-
logical in nature. Their means for creating change was
through utilizing mass-defiance approaches. For the lead-
ership, mass defiance meant engaging in educational proj-
ects, public meetings, demonstrations and advocating for
the farmworkers. For them, this was the way to empower
migrant farmworkers to know theilr rights and create
defiance against the state. This style of mass defiance
has been the same model used In the Civil Rights Movement
organization and the Cesar Chavez farmworkers' movement

during the late 1960's.

Politics of Organizational Support: Resources and Linkages

CAMP's politics of organizational support came direct-
ly from the National Migrant Ministry, the Industrial Mis-
sion of Puertc Rico, and the Chavez movement. They pro-
vided monetary support, as well as other immediate re-
sources, such as salaries for CAMP staff. They set up
bureaucratic structures first with a plan of action divided
by geographic areas on the mainland. These leaders or
activists engaged themselves in helping the farmworkers
through "developing a formally structured organization that
will eventually consist of a mass membership™ (Piven &
Cloward, p. 14). This organization was to serve as a
"vehicle for power™ and for "political mobilization®™ over

time. It was also ;oing to permit the intelligent and
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strategic use of these rescurces in political conflict
(Piven & Cloward, p. xx). They also concentrated their
efforts on organization-building during pericds of "insur-
rection.” Tnhey based their support on concessions from the
church as a state institution.

Membership. CAMP never consisted of a large member-

ship of farmworkers. Its membership consisted of religious
individuals and political professionals whose interest and
philosophical concern rested with "commitment to social
change™ (CAMP minutes, July 15 & 16, 1972). Most of these
professionals came from labor organizations, such as MOU
(Movimiento Obrero Unido), and religious liberal institu-
tions. The lack of farmworker membership was clearly dem-
onstrated when, in their first assembly ten months after
CAMP was established, the partcipation of farmorkers was
limited, if any. The majority of members who came from the
three regions (New Jersey, Connecticut, and Puerto Rico)
were advocates and supporters of the farmworkers' lssues
(CAMP minutes, July 15 & 16, 1972).

The strategy to recruit and organize the farmworker
membership was one of inviting the farmworkers to be insur-
gents against the state. Defiance ultimately became the
method of approach to organizing. In New Jersey, CAMP
organizers began to engage in labor educational activities
with other local organizations. Some of these organiza-

tions were: Puerto Rican Youth in Action, Legal Services,
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Farmworkers Corporation of New Jersey, and New Jersey
Migrant Ministry. The purpose of these organizations was to
provide social servicea, 1.e., transportation, and legal
and emergency services to farmworkers., CAMP organizers
began to integrate and some members even became employed as
organizers as a means to reach the migrant farmworkers.

It was through these interrelationships with other
local grassroots-based organizations that CAMP began to
Z2ain success in the labor camps. They provided films,
meetings on labor history, as well as discussions of local
farmworkers' problems. CAMP leaders "instead of attempting
to escalate the momentum of mass defiance, enrclled farm-
workers in an organization building and drafted constitu-
tions™ (Piven & Cloward, p. xxiil). CAMP as an organization
began to have problems of communication concerning the
administrative structure of the organization, coordination
of work among the leadership (scme members were engaged 1n
activities of religious matters, while others were involved
in politicizing the workers}, lack of understanding of the
working conditions of farmworkers and lack of farmworkers'
representation in the mobilization of insurgent activities
(demonstrations and meetings) (CAMP Evaluation, 1972).
There were no incentives or rewards offered to farmworkers
which would induce them to become active participants.

Resources. Resources, such as time, money, and staff,
placed severe constraints on CAMP's ability to organize

farmworkers. They were concerned that CAMP could no longer
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continue surviving with the limited funding from various
support groups. CAMP was seen as a radical left-wing group
by other local grassroots organizations., This affected the
organizing of farmworkers as well as religious institutions
supporting CAMP financially. Thelr methods of organizing
the farmworkers through mass defiance as well as forming a
bureaucratic structure organization were also affected by
the lack of resources.

This continuous dependency on outside resources from
the church, governmental, and other private foundations led
them to change the focus of the organization. The CAMP
leadership became co-opted by political parties as they
received concessions from the church and other non-profit
government institutions.

These external and internal conflicts led CAMP leaders
to call a meeting right after their assembly to evaluate
their work. They decided that what was needed was a "real
organization™ with the necessary funding to educate the
farmworkers. This new organization was golng to be called

META (Farmworkers Migrant Ministry).

External Characteristics

CAMP mobilizing versus organizing. CAMP's strategy

of mobilization was composed of students, churchmen, and
activists. They used the strategy of disruption to mobi-
lize for meeting and workers' demonstrations. Such a

strategy consisted of farmworkers having to affiliate with
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the organization and participate regularly. Farmworkers
worked all day and little time was available to eat and
sleep. Piven and Cloward's theory of mobilizing versus
organizing relates to this issue, They advocated that the
masses of people be mobilized to engage in disruptive
action, but not necessarily to "participate or affiliate
with an organization™ (p. 284). To mobilize & crisis,
CAMP leaders used network and "cadre organizations." This
method was effective in that it provided external support
and awareness about the farmworkers' conditions to the
general public. First, the perspective was that the farm-
workers had a right to run their own organizations and to
determine their own "policies and strategies." Second,
the staff felt they needed to subordinate themselves to
policy-making bodies composed exclusively of farmworkers.
A staff that would contribute technical skills to the work
of the organization, such as running workshops and seminars
on how to negotiate with the farmers and how to organize
demcnstrations, was needed. Third, they cultivated those
with the leadership potential, tutoring them in techniques
of leadership, with the expectation that the role of the
organizer would wither away (Piven & Cloward, p. 285).

Power of the grassroots-membership organizations. The

power of the grassroots membership in CAMP was character-
ized by the UFW and Cesar Chavez movements, as well as the
involvement of CAMP with the Movimiento Obrero Unido (MOU--

United Workers Movement of Puerto Rico). First, CAMP began
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its involvement with the UFW by establishing early rela-
tions and supporting the "boycott" of the UFW and opening a
UFW office in Puerto Rico. Second, the CAMP organizers
empowered farmworkers through their involvement in insur-
gent organization activities {(e.g., boycotts, strikes) on
the mainland. CAMP organizers were also very active in
creating awareneas and educating the general public about
the general conditions of migrant farmworkers through pub-
li¢ hearings, the media, and newsletters.

Commitment of grassroots-membership organizations.

CAMP was committed to creating awareness among the reli-
gious institutions and labor organizations. The masses for
CAMP were the general public on the mainland who would, in
turn, become committed to supporting boycotts and strikes
concerning the migrant farmworker situation. This would
happen after an organization of migrant farmworkers was
formed.

Resources. CAMP's external resources consisted of
religious institutions, organized labor and personal con-
tributions. The external support of CAMP was limited,
since the organization was new and the work was more re-
search and church oriented. CAMP received external support
from labor organizations, such as MQU, UFW, Industrial
Mission, National Migrant Ministry, and other religious
organizations. Objectives were very clear. They started

with two goals and were able to meet one of them. The
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conditions and circumstances in which they met were set up
to solve crises. Thelr organizational structure was one
that led them into a better organized organizational struc-
ture, META.

Stability and uncertainty. Theilr stability and uncer-

tainty was based on their goals and bureaucratic struc-
tures. They were stable as theilr goals were being met.
Uncertainty was an 1ssue with which CAMP never dealt. They
were uncertain about organizing a movement of Puerto Rican
farmworkers. They were uncertain about their future, since
they knew that the poor farmworkers could not be liberated

from poverty until they were liberated as a nation first.

Conclusion

CAMP was effective in establishing the organizational
structures for the firat steering committee. The committee
was successful in developing a plan of action which docu-
mented the needs of the workers in Puerto Rico and on the
mainland. This committee was effective in meeting the
first goal, which was to inform and educate the general
public about working conditions of migrant farmworkers,

The committee was unsuccessful in meeting the second
goal, which was to establish a farmworkers' organization
controlled and directed by farmworkers. Therefore, CAMP,
as an organization of organizers, began to make plans to
establish roots and structures for the first Puerto Rican

farmworkerst' organization, to be called META.
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CAMP was able to create patterns of sustainment to
further the creation and development of other grassroots
organizations for Puerto Rican farmworkers, such as Minis-

terio Ecumenico de Trabajadores Agricolas (META).

Ministerio Ecumenico de Trabajadores Agricolas

META was a non-profit religicus organization. The
purpose of this organization was to develop interest among
all religious denominations concerning the problems of
Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers and to provide services
and support in the areas of legal problems, camp visita-
tions, and distribution of leadership. It also provided
farmworkers with educational and labor meetings. META as
an organization only lasted one year. It was effective and
successful in three major areas involving the Puerto Rican
farmworkers: First, it formed organizational linkages and
resources through the use of mobilization techniques;
second, it represented Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers in
a number of legal battles between the government of Puerto
Rico and migrant farmworkers; and third, it provided
leadership to farmworkers in their attempt to form the

first Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers union.

Internal Characteristics

Political goals of the organization. META had two

political goals: ¢to develop interest and support among all
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religious dencminations concerning the problems of Puerto
Rican migrant farmworkers, and to provide an instrument
through which churches of all denominations could channel
their resources and efforts to eliminate poverty and so-
cial, economic, and educational deprivation of migrant sea-
sonal farmworkers (META, Certificate of Incorporation, 1972).

META was effective in drawing support and organiza-
tional linkages with other national workers groups on the
mainland. This type of linkage brought recruitment cf
members to META, money, communication, and, in part, goal
attainment. Linkages brought success in that META devel-
oped relationships with other groups and individuals who
provided internal support through periodic donations and
occasional statements of support favorable to the organlza-
tion of migrant farmworkers.

META was not effective in the second goal, even though
it received monetary and in-kind support from the National
Migrant Ministry and other local churches. It was not
effective in achleving such goals due to various internal
reasons, First, the organizational leadership philosophy
was 1in conflict with the paternalistic role of the church.
Second, there were political differences among the member-
ship and leadership. One group was pro-independence of
Puerto Rico; the other was pro-socialism, and there were
individual ministers whose commitment was to their relil-
gious church institutions. Third, META as an organization

was not able to eliminate poverty for Puerto Rican
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farmworkers because they encountered many obstacles and
problems in working with each other. They did have differ-
ences of opinion about the issues that affected migrant
farmworkers and about the way to organize migrants.

Structure. META, Inc. consisted of a board of direc-
tors (ten Puerto Ricans and North Americans who lived and
worked in the local areas), and two area directors for New
Jersey and Connecticut, one of whom was a minister and the
other a political activist. The staff consisted of six
full-time college students who were trained and supervised
by the director. 1In Connecticut, additional religious
church volunteers and students became part of the staff.

The political structure of META, which was incor-
porated with tax exempt status, was bureaucratic and for-
mal. As it has been defined by Piven and Cloward, politics
of structure is a significant characteristic of movement
organizations like META. This is significant in that both
Piven and Cloward defined politics of structure as having
to look at the strategy of the politices. In META's case,
their politics of structure consisted of one movement or-
ganization with internal bureaucratic structures. META
used the strategy to educate and organize the farmworkers
through conscicousness-raising tactics, seminars, education-
al projects, involving farmworkers in insurgency protest
activities against the state.

Leadership. In a movement organization such as META,

the organization of leadership consisted of ministers and
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political activists. These were the sources of life lead-
ership during the 60's and the early 70's. The leaders of
META became the same as leaders of CAMP, Their political
ideology was nationalistic in nature; some were political
left extremists and some were theclogist in nature. Power
was a necessary resource for survival and influence. As
it has been noted, the META leadership was split into two
factions, the New Jersey religious ministers and support-
ers, and the Connecticut branch who were political acti-
vists and advocates of Puerto Rican righta.

META leaders in New Jersey were influential and power-
ful through the use of their religious insurgency tactics,
These tactics consisted of religious activities, education-
al projects, as well as cultural events. META leadership
was also influential in seeking organizational support from
other religicus and non-religious organizations. The or-
ganization leaders in New Jersey represented farmworkers
many times on occasional matters pertaining to the movement
organization, They wWere brought into the organization on a
continual basis as advisors to resclve daily crises of the
migrant workers. The leadership was involved in litigation
cases, advocating the migrant farmworkers' rights, as well
as bullding organizational support for the movement of
farmworkers.

The leadership of META was influential and powerful in

utlizing insurgency tactics of protest. They used strikes,
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demonstrations, and very little emphasis was placed on
organization-building. Instead, emphasis was given to the
formation of mobilization of resources and organizing work-
ers. (For example, the political activists engaged in
mobilizing support from farmworkers against the Shade To-
bacco Growers Association.) They also mobllized other
labor organizations into getting support for the strike
against the Tobacco Growers and into forming the first
Puerto Rican farmworkers union. The leaders' strategy of
organizing farmworkers was one based on union-building
and not a social-service-organization-building. They used
litigation of cases against the state (Case of Governor of
P.R. and Growers).

The two leadership styles conflicted with each other
This conflict led META of New Jersey into political and
ideological differences with META of Connecticut. As a
resault of this conflict, META leaders of New Jersey re-

signed 1in 1973.

Politics of Organizational Support: Resources and Linkages

META's internal and external politics of organization-
al support was based on its organizational linkages and
resources. Piven and Cloward address the importance of the
pclitices of organizational support on the basis of re-
sources and linkages. They argue that politics of organi-
zational support 1s an important criteria in achleving

success for the new cadre organizational development. How-
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ever, they both argue that this model depends for its
success on the ability of organizations to secure incen-
tives of sanctions that will command the required contribu-
tions and participation from masses of people. META had
six major resources which provided maintenance for thelir
organlizations. First was membership. This membership base
was important in its early phases of organizaticnal devel-~
opment: META relied upon this base {or manpower. The
second resource was legitimacy. Since META was formed from
the very beginning to promote social change concerning the
conditions of migrant farmworkers, it invarlably encoun-
tered opposition. In order to survive under opposition, it
was important that it be seen as legitimate, at least by
sectors of their community. Third, money was important
because it was needed as a resource for survival. Fourth,
prestige was a necessary resource because it did help to
build membership, gain funds and exercise influence.
Fifth, soclal conditions surrounding META as a movement
organization were going to be changing; therefore, those
leading the organization needed to have access to informa-
tion about {ts environment. Finally, power was a necessary
resource. They exercised power directly or indirectly by
influencing those who had the power to make decisions.
These were META'sS major resources.

META received other financial and in-kind resources

and support from the Spanish Commission of the Episcopal
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Church, USA; the New Jersey Council of Churches; Rutgers
University (Puerto Rican Studies); the United Farmworkers
Union, California; National Farmworkers Ministry of the
National Council of Churches; and the Roman Catholic
Churches from Connecticut and New Jeraey.

META's politiecs of organizational suppori consisted of
a religious, non-violent philosophical foundation.

Membership. META's membership consisted of supporters

and the migrant farmworkers who received services. It
never gained large farmworker membership. Rather, its
membership was composed of religious individuals and polit-
ical professionals who were concerned about the social
plight of migrant farmworkers (META minutes, July 12,
1973). The internal membership was based on organizational
support through volunteers, college students, religious
ministers, legal aid lawyers, and missionaries. The mem-
bership came to New Jersey from two regions: Connecticut
and Puerto Rico. They were mainly advocates and supporters
of farmworkers' rights. META was the first Puerto Rican
farmworkers organization officially organized to create the
first Puerto Rican farmworkers union.

Piven and Cloward have pointed out that the poor are
"mobilized" and not organized (p. 284)., They consider mass
movements organizations to mobilize cadre organizations to
insure change. However, Piven and Cloward provide two
external characteristics for evaluating organizational

effectiveness. These are mobilizing versus organizing.



199

External Characteristics

META mobilizing versus organizing. META mobllization

tactics were characterized as being organized by the lead-
ership of "cadre organizations.” Farmworkers were asked to
join META so that they could engage in a defiant act
against the growers. Farmworkers did not enjoy incentives
for organization-building. They did enjoy participating in
mobilization. This gave them a sense of identity and a
sense of participation in fighting for better wages. As an
organlzation of migrant farmworkers, META's main emphasis
was on building mass mobilization along with other "cadre
organizations" (p. 284). This organization of organizers,
composed of students, churchmen, political activists, etc.,
concentrated on bringing support groups together with the
purpose of building support for a Puerto Rican farmworkers
union. Thelir tactics for organizing included confronta-
tions with the farmer, information campaigns, the use of
networking and linkage of ¢lergymen to exhort farmworkers
to seek the rights that were theirs, and to hold demonstra-
tions to build corganizations among farmworkers.

The organlzers of META defined two roles for them-
selves as outsiders in a farmworkers organization. First,
they acted 1like staff, subordinating themselves to a board
of directors exclusively composed of professionals and non-
farmworkers. They provided information on the technical

aspects of issues which were the organizational dealings,
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in this case the incorporation and structure of the

program. They also ran training programs in methods of
dealing with demonstrations and leadership potential as a
whole area of concern. They provided these trainings to
farmworkers in order to prepare them for insurgency activity
and organization-building.

This model of organizing META led to conflict among
META leadership. Some members thought organization-
building was needed, because traditionally it has been the
only method available for the political activists to organ-
ize labor groups; others thought that what was needed was
to educate the farmworkers through a political education
project, using the church institutions as the main center
of attraction. This was due to the philosophy and strategy
used by the non-traditional liberal church institutions and
ministers in Puerto Rico and on the mainland.

Divisiveness was a problem which weakened the organi-
zation. Leaders or corganizations, esapecially church insti-
tutions, were dependent on receiving monetary support from
their national officers. Even though these funding sources
made it possible for farmworkers to recelve special grants
for protest, the protest was not controlled or directed by
farmworkers but by organizers of the "organization of
cadres."

Power of the grassroots-membership organizations.

META as an institution believed in the ability of the poor
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or the masses to use their power to create social change.
In this case, META was concerned with migrant farmworkerst
ability to go on strike and use deflance against the farm-
er. Farmworkers did use their power in their legal battles
when gaining support against the Governor of Puerto Rico
and the Department of Labor. META organizers were able to
influence farmworkers to strike for one afternoon concern-
ing the Shade Tobacco Cigar Incorporated in Connecticut.
But farmworkers, while being members of META, never went on
a national strike; neither did they join forces with the
UFW farmworkers to galn support or recognition for their
small victories.

Commitment of the grassroots-membership organizations.

META organizers were committed to educating farmworkers
about the colonial situation of Puerto Rico and about the
need to become independent as a nation first.

Their commitment to create awareness in the general
public about the migrant farmworkers was a vital issue to
the organizers. Nevertheless, there was no commitment from
the Puerto Rican government for endorsing or changing the
laws to better conditions for the migrant farmworkers.
However, the colonial government of Puerto Rico was sup-
portive of the Department of Labor and, therefore, refused
to become a pertlicipant acbhboer -in the struggle against the
displacement of farmworkers, This made the situation worse
for migrants and helped to raise awareness among farmwork-

ers. META was committed to creating awareness among some
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30 farmworkers to prepare them to become active leaders of
the first Puerto Rican farmworkers union.

Resources. META's external resources consisted of
religious institutions, organized labor, and variocus in-
kind donations from personal contributions. META was the
first church-oriented group to become structurally bureau-
cratic, set up for providing supportive services for mi-
grant farmworkers. META's external rescources consisted of
the UFW, Industrial Mission, National Migrant Ministry, and
other religious denominations.

Complexity. As an organization, META was complex in

its structure. It consisted of organizers who were reli-
gious leaders and political activists. However, their
ideology was in conflict with their own plan of action.
Both groups wanted to organize the farmworkers with differ-
ent styles of politica: one with insurgency tacties, and
the other with reformist tactics. The organization was
complex in that it did not use the econcmic and political
support of resources to become a stable movement. The
hlerarchy of the organization was never clear. It was set
up to be a temporary, transitory organization with the
purpose of preparing migrant farmworkers to form the first
Puerto Rican farmworkers union,

Stability. META was set up to be an unstable organi-
zatlion. This was because thelr political and religious

goals were in conflict with each other., The leadership had
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problems defining its role among the farmworkers working
class. Both META groups had conflicting ideas about styles
of mobllizing and organizing.

Conclusion

META was successful and effective as a transitory
organization as well as a "cadre organization." META was
an organization of organizers. It was effective in accom-
plishing its main goal of building support for an organiza-
tion of migrant farmworkers,

META was effective in mobilizing support as well as in
organizing support. Piven and Cloward (1979) speak to the
idea of mobilizing versus organizing. In this argument,
META as an organization was able to become effective using
both strategies. It was effective in mobilizing one group
of supporters in Connecticut against the Shade Tobacco
Growers and during the legal case against the Governor of
Puerto Rico. They were effective in organizing a group of
cadre organizers to support META's work in New Jersey.

The Majkas' ideas have been extended in analyzing
META's internal and external characteristics. They seem to
be applicable in evaluating META's organizational effec-
tiveness. As it has been noted previously, the Majkas
advocate organizational permanency, patterns of organiza-
tional sustainment and mobilization. META as an organiza-
tion was able to be transitory instead of permanent. The
pattern of sustainment of building a strong corganization

was initiated by CAMP and followed by META. Such strategy
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indicates that social-movement organizations go through a
set of stages and patterns of organization~building. Each
step has required a detailed analysis and close evaluation.
In the case of META, the Majkas' ideas can be applied and
extended beyond the creation of "cadre organizations®™ to
define the different types of strategies which are needed

in sccial-movement-organization-building.

Asoclacion de Trabajadores Agricolas

ATA was the first Puerto Rican farmworkers union in
Puerto Rico and on the mainland. ATA was formed in 1973
as a result of two previous organizations (CAMP and META)
which tried to organize and set up roots for forming the
first Puerto Rican farmworkers union., It was officially
created by some one hundred migrant farmworkers in Camp
Windsor, Connecticut. 1Its main purpose was to represent
migrant farmworkers in contract negotiations between the
Department of Labor of Puerto Rico and the contracting
employers,

ATA was very effective in that it organized a tremen-
dous number of workers. It received endorsements from
various prominent labor organizations and religiocus insti-
tutions. ATA was the firat Puerto Rican migrant farmwork-
ers union that was able to bargain for the farmworkers
migrating from Puerto Rico. In addition, ATA gained recog-

nition from the Government of Puerto Rico and organized
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labor in the United States. It was very effective because
it improved the lives of hundreds of farmworkers.

On the other hand, it was not effective in securing
its independence and survival from other labor unions.
When it merged with the UFW, ATA began to lose its identity
because the leadership was not politically sophisticated
enough to overcome individual and ideological differences.
Therefore, the organization was left without a charismatic

leader to lead such a movement.

Internal Characteristics

Political goals of the organization. ATA's major po-

litical goal consisted of the building of a farmworkers
union to represent the farmworkers in contract negotiations
bet ween the Department of Labor of Puerto Rico and the
contracting employers. It also represented all farmwork-
ers, whether contracted or not. According to the Puerto
Rican Socialist Party (1974), this political goal was part
of an effort to organize the Puerto Rican working c¢lass in
Puerto Rico and on the mainland (Agosto, Summer, 1974).
Structure, ATA structure consisted of one president
of the union, in this case Juan Irizarry, political activ-
ist and active member of the Puerto Rican labor movement.
ATA as a union functioned through support committees.
These support committees were divided by five states on the
East Coast: New Jersey, Connecticut, Massachusetts, New

York and Puerto Rico. The primary task of the support
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committees was to raise the community's consciousness in
relation to the workers' struggles. The work was directed
and coordinated through a central coordinating committee, a
regional coordinating committee, and a local support com-
mittee.

The functions of the central committee were: to su-
pervise and implement the agreements reached, to analyze
the prevalent situation and formulate policy with the
approval of the union, to direct the overall policy, and to
carry out immediate objectives of the union.

The functions of the regional committee were: to
establish relationshipa with other unions and other frater-
nal organizations that might aid the union's struggle; to
create local support committees; to raise sufficient funds
to enable the union and the committee to carry out its
task; to establish a massive propaganda campaign through
all available media, such as radio, television, and the
sale of buttons and bumper stickers; to stimulate the
creation of local committees; to create a directory of
people and organizations that might assist through dona-
tions or the use of existing facilities; and to develop
educational materials about the union.

The functions of the local support committees were:
to bring the migrant workers' struggle to the community
level, to organize fund-raising activities, to participate

directly iIn demonstrations and mass functions in coordina-
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tion with the union, to structure organizing activities
directed toward the day-haul workers; and to involve all
community organizations in activities supporting the union.

Finally, finances were coordinated by the central
committee, which received 10% of all money ccollected; the
rest went to the union. An important component cof the
structure was membership. ATA consisted of a membership of
9,000 farmworkers, mostly Puerto Rican farmworkers from the
East Coast (ATA Plan of Action, 1974).

Leadership. The leadership of ATA consisted of the

support committees' leaders, mostly political activists who
survived CAMP-META and who were militant members of the
Puerto Rican Socialist Party, clergy, students, and volun-
teers. Their philosophy was militant, left-oriented, and
grounded in the belief in social change. The leadership of
ATA was effective in directing its support committees to-
ward mass-insurgency activities (strikes, work stoppages,
protest to force compliance to obtain more just contracts
for farmworkers and litigation activity). The major
strikes were held agalinst the Shade Tobacco Growers Asso-
ciation in Connecticut and Green Gilant in New Jersey.
Daily confrontations in the flelds were held against the
farmer during working hours by organizers and leaders of
the union.

The leadership of ATA received political direction
from the MOU (Organized Workers Movement in Puerto Rico).

Some were professional militants of the Puertc Rican So-
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clalist Party, the Independence Party. Some were clergy
whose philosophy was "popular®™ in nature. Very few, if

any, were farmworkers., Their philosophy was based on
organizing the Puerto Rican farmworkers as the first step in
organizing the Puerto Rican working class. The style of
organizing was mass defiance against the colonial government
and against the agricultural corporations. Their political
ideology was very nationalistic and very sectarian in nature
(Interview with Rev. Wilfred Velez, September 7, 1985).

ATA's leadership was very influential and powerful in
the development of union tactics of insurgency and protest.
Most of the emphasis of organizing was given to the devel-
opment of linkages with other social movement organizations.
Soclal discontent among farmworkers was a factor that con-
tributed to the leadership's ability to confront and organ-
ize against the colonial government of Puerto Rico.

ATA leadership became part of the UFW and came under
the leadership of Cesar Chavez in 1976. Cesar Chavez's
style of mobllizing and Juan Irizarry's method of organiz-
ing were very distinct. Both leaders functioned on the
basls of different premises of mass-organizing strategies.
Cesar Chavez believed in non-violent insurgency actions.

He used farmworkers' discontent to organize his UFW union.
As a leader, he was very charismatic. His method of
organizing came from the Alinsky school of thought. His

political philosophy was based on the readings of Gandhl.
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He was a migrant farmworker with many years of experience
in working and living on the farms. Juan Irlzarry, on the
other hand, believed in the unionization of migrant farm-
workers, a process for organizing the working class to
create social transformation into a new soclety. Juan
Irizarry was a political activist and a member of the
Puerto Rican Socialist Party. His political ideology was
nationalistic and one which was based on a Marxist pers-
pective. Irizarry believed in mass-insurgency actions as
necessary steps In organizing a farmworkers movement. His
ability to confront growers and his technique of quickly
forming demonstrations and strikes demonstrated his capa-
city to organize.

The differences between ATA and UFW, as well as be-
tween Irizarry and Chavez, led to a number of problems.
According to Juan Irizarry, ATA wanted to be the union of
farmworkers on the East Coast. Before the merger with UFW,
ATA and UFW leaders began to have differences on styles of
organizing. UFW beljeved in concentrating efforts on the
West Coast because the environmental conditions to fight
the Teamsters Union were a priority. ATA wanted jurisdice-
tion and freedom to organize the Puerto Rican migrants on
the East Coast. Besides organizing, there were philosophi-
cal differences in styles of organizing insurgency actions
(strikes, riots, demonstrationsa, etc.). Problems began to
arise between UFW and ATA. Some of these problems were

reflected in the quality of organizing and in the attitudes
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reflected by support committees. The UFW leaders felt that
ATA was receilving external support from other political
labor organizations which created conflict of interest for
them. As a result of these differences, ATA leaders
resigned from the UFW. ATA lasted one more year before it

disappeared.

Politics of Organizational Support: Resources and Linkages

ATA's internal and external support was based on its
ability to wmaintain organizational linkages and resources
for its own maintenance. Linkages and resources are sig-
nificant and of special value to social movement organiza-
tions because, without movement organizations, social dis-
content could not be coordinated and given the continuity
that distinguishes social movements from simple collective
outbursts (Aveni, 1978). However, effectiveness and suc-
cess for ATA depended upon the relationship it developed
with the UFW and other groups in socilety.

ATA had five major resources. The first was a member-
ship base. The membership of ATA was based on the organi-
zational strength and ability to become independent and
organize the workers. The membership of 9,000 farmworkers
supporters illustrated the effectiveness of the organiza-
tions's ability to mobilize.

The second resource utilized by ATA was the minimum
amount of legitimacy. ATA as a union was formed tc promote

social change concerning the conditions of Puerto Rican
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legitimate organization because ATA encountered opposition.
ATA survived under opposition from the growers, regardless
of organized labor, peolitical influence, and their national
recognition. Being legitimate sometimes in their tactics
of insurgency made them a very powerful group within their
support network.

The third resource was money. This resource was im-
portant for ATA because, even though ATA's structure was
non-traditional in nature, it needed money to run its
union. 1Its money came from union dues, the United Farm-
workers Union, religious institutions, labor organizations
in Puerto Rico and on the mainland.

The fourth resource was prestige. This resource was
very necessary for ATA. It merged with the UFW mainly to
get recognition, to be known, to get the respect it needed
a3 a union. It also merged to receive the monetary support
for the calling of natiomnal strikes. Even though ATA had
received recognition and it was well known, it did not have
the prestige to call national strlkes like the UFW,

The fifth resource dealt with the organization's abil-
ity to have access to information about its environment.
ATA's networking among its support committees and community
linkage was one of the strongest areas of the union. ATA
was able to use its power to influence the UFW leadership

to agree to the merger. The ATA union exercised power
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indirectly when it began to organize farmworkers in the
five states against the growers' will. It exercised its
powWwer to mobilize external support to galn recognition from
the Department of Labor of Puerto Rico.

ATA's politics of organizational support came mainly
directly from the support committees 1n five states and
from the Puerto Rican Organized Labor Union (MOU). They
provided training to organizers of organized labor, as well
as education about the colonial conditions on the Island.
ATA set up a non-traditional bureaucratic structure with a
plan of action divided among five states. The leadership
and activists involved themselves in organizing rather than
mobilizing farmworkers, through the development of a for-
mally structured organization that consisted of a masas
membership. ATA was to serve as a vehicle for power and
political mobilization over time, in support of the inde-
pendence of Puerto Rico, as well as in support of migrant
farmworkers. ATA, like the two previous organizations,
concentrated its efforts on organization-building during
periods of "insurrection.® Jt based its political organi-
zational support on the Puerto Rican Socialist Party and
other organized labor unions from the wainland. ATA's most
important and powerful resources were its membership, its
ability to gain financial support, and its ability to be
legitimate at times when protest activity was the ultima-
tum. Linkages and resources were very significant in ATA's

organizational support.
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Membership. ATA's membership consisted of outside

supporters, professionals, clergy, organized labor, and
student volunteers., It had a large farmworker membership,
but few farmworkers became organizers. The internal
membership was based on volunteers, members of cadre organi-
zations such as ministers, political activists, lawyers,
missionaries and college student volunteers., The membership
came from the previously mentioned five states. They were
characterized as supporters of the union as well as commit-
tee members who mainly organized monetary as well as insur-
gency-activity support. Eventually these supporters became

advocates and organizers of migrant farmworkers.

External Characteristics

ATA mobilizing versus organizing. ATA used strategiles

of mobilization which were structured and mobilized by the
leadership of support committees., These five state support
committees were involved in: mobilizing support for the
union in different geographical areas; develcoping relations
with other local unions; contacting legislators for support
of legislation and bills; contacting community based groups
such as poverty programs, churches, student organizations,
political groups; and, in general, obtaining support for
ATA. However, ATA did not organize but mobilized support
for the union. ATA emphasized building an organization for
all agricultural workers, with emphasis on the day-haul

worker. In addition, ATA also mobilized around 1ssues
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concerning the U.S. and Puerto Rican courts. It mobilized
groups of workers to solve immediate grievances of the
workers through direct negotiations with the growers.
Moreover, ATA established direct relations with unions and
developed and consolidated broad-based support. One of
these unions was the UFW. The UFW did organize and mobi-

lize. In a press conference with the Hartford Times, Cesar

Chavez indicated that one of the major obstacles in organ-
izing ATA was that most "tobacco workers in the valley were
students and not immersed in agricultural and . . . have
little interest in joining a union®™ (1974, p. 1). Puerto
Rican farmworkers were never organized or mobilized into
the union. They became members temporarily, while support
committees were being mobilized into forming an organiza-
tion.

Power of the grassroots-membership corganizations.

ATA's leadership belleved in the ability of the poor to
create social change. They did this by improving wage
negotiations, health insurance plans for the migrants, and,
in general, improving the lives of hundreds of farmworkers.
The farmworkers who participated in strikes and legal bat-
tles, locally and nationally, were able to use the power to
stop work and gain better wages. This stoppage of work was
done through the moblilization of farmworkers and support
from various support committees. ATA leadership never

allowed the farmworkers to take group actions on their own
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in the camps. The actions of insurgency needed to be
mobilized first and planned ahead of time. However, many
times ATA workers in different camps won small victories.
These workers organized these insurgency acts and were
condemned for not following the unicn plan of action.

Commitment of the grassroots-membership organizations.

ATA support committees were committed to creating change in
the migrant farmworkers' conditions. The leadership of ATA
was committed politically to seeking soclutions for the
colonial situation of Puerto Rice. Thelr commitment to
creating the support and awareness among the general public
about Puerto Rican farmworkers was a pricrity as well.
There was no commitment from the leadership of ATA to seek
the independence of the union. They wanted ties with UFW
for the purpose of prestige and recognition. There was a
commitment to mobilize Puerto Rican farmworkers, and no
commitment to organize other ethnic migrant farmworkers,
This was clearly the case when the union merged with the
UFW. ATA leaders only saw the importance of giving priori-
ty to the Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers. Ethnically,
the leaders of both groups gave preference to organizing
their own groups. This strategy created divisiveness among
the leadership and among its support base. It made the
situation difficult for migrant farmworkers because it did
not help to raise unity and awareness among farmworkers.

The lack of commitment was also shown when the Boston
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Committee leadership resigned due to ATA's present nation-
alistic approach of mobilizing farmworkers.

Resources. ATA's external resources consisted of or-
ganized labor support, private labor foundations, religious
institutions, membership dues, and political parties. ATA's
strategy was based on inter-corganizational linkages with
unorganized individuals. ATA relied heavily on organiza-
tions which owned or controlled large amounts of resources.
These resources consisted of organizational leaders. These
resources were important to ATA, in that the organization's
leaders often were capable of directing organizational poli-
cy and funds toward ends beneficial to ATA. For example,
the political leaders of the Puerto Rican Socialist Party
and the Independence Party were influential within the gov-
ernsent of Puerto Rico in obtaining grievances and winning
legal cases for migrant farmworkers. ATA was successful in
using legialators to support pieces of legislation concern-
ing farmworkers' rights (Interview with Rev. Velez,
September 10, 1985).

ATA alsco depended on a second category of persons
assessing larger amounts of resources, individual groups
frocm the general public. These professionals, student
volunteers, labor organizers, religious individuals, polit-
ical activists drawn from the general public, brought to
the organization legitimacy, prestige and power. The

amount of in-kind support and resources provided by the
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general public was limited by the number of persons who
supported ATA.

Complexity. As a labor unlon organization, ATA was

complex, in that it was difficult to define exactly where
it wanted to lead the farmworkers movement after important
victories. ATA found itself losing the most important
organization that represented Puerto Rlcan farmworkers'
interests. This happened because ATA leaders were preoccu-
pled with ideological and political differences with UFW
leaders in seeking correct strategles concerning insurgency
acts. These differences brought destruction to the union.
The power struggle among both organizations' leaders made
it difficult to continue the mobilizing and organizing that
needed to be done on the East Coast. The complexity of ATA
rested on the differences of ideclogy of the union between
ATA and UFW satruture, lack of farmworkers! input, and on
the polities of the leadership of organizational support.
Shortly after it became part of UFW, ATA disappeared.
Stability. ATA was a stable organization for the
first three years. It became a mass-movement organization
composed of mass-based support, It became stable in that
it formed a non~traditional structure with support commit-
tees. ATA sustained itself quite well for three years
until it decided to merge with the UFW because it needed

monetary resources, prestige and recognition. ATA lost its
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stability and identity when it began to make conceasions to

the UFW-AFL.

Conclusion

ATA was an organization of organizers and supporters.
It accomplished important victories which contributed to
the organizational development of farpworkers' insurgencies
against growers. ATA was very effective as the first
Puertc Rican farmworkers organization. It was the first
organized attempt to form a union which represented the
interests of Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers.

ATA was effective in mobilizing support for the union,
but not in organizing farmworkers. It failed to organize
migrant farmworkers because it gave pricrity to organiza-
tional building. In doing this, ATA neglected to deal with
cbstacles in the way of organizing. ATA confronted many
obstacles: first, the growers' opposition and legislative
aide in this opposition; second, the distance bet ween per-
manent residence and place of work of farmworkers; third,
the increased use of local labor (day haulers and walk-ins)
to replace the Puerto Rican migrants; fourth, the fact that
farmworkers cannot organize a union unless they become
sponaored by a large recognized union in New Jersey and in
many other states.

ATA was also unsuccessful in that it did not build
patterns of organizational permanency for the Puerto Rican

farmworkers union. As a union, ATA did not organize the
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Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers as one class of oppressed
people.

ATA built support and raised awareness through the
winning of legal cases and protest. Nevertheless, ATA was
not successful in identifying moments of discontent by the
farmworkers. Therefore, the organization relied on sponta-
neous insurgency tactics (e.g., strikes, demonstrations) as
a way of creating impact and change in dealing with emer-
gencies. Spontaneity was the criterion for protest. On
the other hand, ATA's leadership was busy building the
organization of agricultural workers. Its leadership
failed to organize a permanent corganization, due to two
basic reasons: First, ATA leaders were very nationalistic
and politically sectarian about organizing Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkersa. Second, they failed to mobilize the
farmworkers themselves lnto the union; instead, they built
an organization of supporters.

The ideas of Piven and Cloward and the Majkas can be
applied to ATA organizational development. In terms of
ATA, Piven and Cloward's theory works best in relation to
the issue of mobilizing versus organizing. Piven and
Cloward show evidence that poor people should be mobilized,
nct organized. When one applles this theory to ATA, one
finds that ATA's mobilization techniques worked best for
building organizational support, networks and linkages.

Organizing was a factor undermined by ATA leaders. They
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thought that, by mobilizing support, organizing would hap-
pen. Farmworkers were left totally out of this organiza-

tional proceas.

North East Farmworkers Support Committee

The NEFSC did not develop out of ATA. The NEFSC grew
out of a group of advocate supporters and previous
organizers of ATA who got together for an emergency situa-
tion dealing with Puerto Rican migrant faramworkers.

The North East Farmworkers Support Committee was es-
tablished in 1978 as a result of farmworkers' insurgency
against growers in the Catskill Mountains in New York.
During the apple harvest of 1978, approximately 500 Puerto
Rican contract workers were illegally fired by the apple
growers. Farmworkers were fired because growers wanted to
replace Puerto Rican contract workers with Jamaican work-
ers. QOut of this emergency, this newly formed group was
established. The NEFSC as a committee was effective in
that 1t corganized and mobilized to deal with one specific
purpose. It became successful in supporting legislation
and in organizing farmworkers' protests to support new
policies and bills in the legislature. The NEFSC was very
lmportant in the development of CATA as an organization.
It was known as the "rescue mission"™ group. This rescue
mission group began organizing farmworkers in New Jersey
during 1978 by providing emergency services to farmworkers

(Interview with Angel Dominguez, June 19, 1984).
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As will become clear, the NEFSC was successful and
effective in organizing a support committee composed of
cadre leaders from other social service organizations.

Part of the reason it was successful was because it only
provided rescue support to the farmworkers when needed.

The committee was set up on a temporary basis. The leader-
ship knew that they had limitations. They knew when to get
out and allow farmworkers to continue with their daily

struggles. The committee only lasted for one year.

Internal Characteristics

Political goals of the organization. The NEFSC's

short-range goal consisted of providing rescue support to
migrant farmworkers. It also established patterns for
organizational development as long-range goals when a group
of farmworker supporters formed an organization called
CATA. The NEFSC support committee consisted of members
from different political and religious angles. Thelir poli-
tics of organizational support were based on humanitarian
beliefs. This was a group of organizers who got together
to advocate and provide social services to farmworkers.
Structure. The structure of the NEFSC was based on
cadre organizations dealing with migrant concerns. Leaders
from social-movement organizations, such as Legal Services,
National Farmworkers Opportunities, National Migrant Minis-
try of Churches, SCOPE, New England Farmworkers Opportuni-

ties, ACLU-Glassboro, and other local organizations estab-
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lished a support committee to rescue farmworkers through a
displacement program of workers.

Leadership. The leadership of the NEFSC was started

by Angel Dominguez, a previous ATA organizer and META
worker. Dominguez was working for the Philadelphia Farm-
workers Opportunities when he was called about the "rescue
mission" of Puerto Rican farmworkers. He was able to
mobilize a group of supporters to form the NEFSC. He was
effective in providing leadership to the group. Puerto
Rican farmworkers were rescued and the NEFSC was formed.
Angel Dominguez, along with other members of the NEFSC,
organized a major march and protest as a means to win
legislation concerning minimum wage legislation. This
major victory established the NEFSC as a strong group in
New Jersey. Dominguez, as leader of the support committee,
saw the possibility to re-organize a new group for the
purpose of forming the union that farmworkers needed the
most. He began to provide leadership to the committee in
the area of organizing farmworkers. Some members of the
NEFSC committee did not like the idea of organizing because
they were concerned with what had happened with ATA., Some
resigned, and a few decided to stay with Dominguez.
Dominguez called a meeting during June of 1979 with local
workers, to initiate plans for the First Farmworkera (Gener-
al Assembly. At this General Assembly, for the first time,

five hundred farmworkers participated and agreed to estab-
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lish CATA as their mass organization of support to farm-

workers.

Politics of Organizational Support: Resources and Linkages

The NEFSC's politics of organizational support was
based on sharing resources, networking, and forming link-
ages of support.

The NEFSC was a legitimate committee which survived
financially on in-kind support. It used its organizational
resources to support and rescue farmworkers. The method of
"cadre organization™ was used for political mobilization in
raising issues to the migrants. The leaders of these cadre
organizations controlled resources such as funding, which
they used as a vehicle for power. They used the power as
cadre organizations to create input in the legislature, as
well as educating the general public through politiecal
campaigns, the media, and protests.

Mexnbership. NEFSC consisted of a membership of organ-

izations which served as a rescue group to farmworkers.
The membership was not composed of farmworkers but of
political activists, social service supporters, and legal
advisors, The membership's political philosophy was based
on anti-poverty programs, social-service leaders, and labor
organizations.

The strategy the membership used to mobilize farmwork-

ers was one of workers' defiance against the state. They
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mobilized protest activity for specific activities. Farm-
workers! insurgency was effective in getting farmworkers to

participate in protest events.

External Characteristics

Mobilizing versus organizing. NEFSC strategy of mobi-

lization was one of mobilizing cadres of farmworkers' or-
ganizations and supporters to focus on getting farmworkers
to participate in insurgency protests as a means for social
and political change. They used the strategy of disruption
to mobilize meetings, demonstrations and networks. They
did not ask farmworkers to become part of any organization-
al structure. Farmworkers became part of the immediate
insurgency protest. The cadre organizations used farmwork-
ers' discontent as a strategy for mobilizing disruption.
This method worked for the cadre organizations, as well as
for the farmworkers involved. Farmworkers wanted action
and became participants of such activity. Cadre organiza-
tions wanted to create change in the legislation. Some
members of the NEFSC were not interested in organizing
farmworkers. The majority was interested in mobilizing
support to change conditions. This conflict made the cadre
organizations' leaders and other members of the NEFSC split
from the committee. As a result, those who wanted to
organize continued with their plans to organize a migrant
farmworkers organization, later to be called CATA (Inter-

view with Angel Dominguez, July, 1984).
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Power of the grassroots-membership organizations. The

NEFSC believed in the power of the masses to create soclal
change. They knew that, by advocating unity through a
support network, the farmworkers could empower themselves
to change their own environment. First, the committee
members began to create awareness among the general public
through media campaigns, hearings and demonstrations. How-
ever, few farmworkers had the power to participate and
influence policy. The NEFSC members were very active in
creating awareness about migrant farmworkers among the
Anglo community.

Commitment of the grassroots-membership organizations.

The NEFSC was committed to supporting the farmworkers'
struggle for better working conditions. The committee did
not represent the interests of the general public¢, but
those of farmworkers. The committee was set up as a tran-
sitory organization of cadre supportersa. It served as an
advocate for migrant farmworkers.,

Resources. The NEFSC external resources consisted of
cadre organizations and in-kind support. It also received
financial assistance from soclal-service organizations.
The internal and external resources consisted of money, the
ability to moblilize, the ability to do networking, and the
ability to make decisions in influencing legislation.

Complexity and stability. The NEFSC was not a complex

organization. 1Its goals were clear and tempecrary. It was

set up to be a support group of cadre organizations.
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The NEFSC was temporarily stable as a group of cadre
leaders. It became unstable when the need for organizing
the farmworkers into a permanent organization became the

priority of the remaining members of the committee,

Conclusion

The NEFSC was effective in that it provided the tempo-
rary means for farmworkers' survival. The organization was
set up to serve a3 a network group providing organizational
linkages to empower Puerto Rican lFarmworkers.

It was effective in setting up a rescue mission and
establishing structures of organizational support to do
networking and advocating. The ideas of Piven and Cloward
can be applied in this organizational setting. It met the
criteria of insurgency and protest as important charac-
teristics in building a transitory committee.

The NEFSC did not meet the Majkas' ideas for organlza-
tional effectiveness. The NEFSC used mobilization tech-
niques in farmworkers' protests against the state. The
committee did not establish organizational structures.
Instead, it provided temporary support as a transitory
group. The NEFSC was an important step In setting organi-
zational structures for the building of an organization

like CATA.
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Comite de Apoyo a los Trabajadores Agricolas

CATA can be defined as a movement organization. The
leadership directs organizational policy and provides po-
litical direction to the organization. However, the lead-
ership of CATA believes in mobilizing protest, as well as
organizing organizational support., The leadership of CATA
is characterized as having two roles: one of organizing
migrant farmworkers to take charge of their own situation,
and the other of mobilizing farmworkers to create insurgen-
cy activity as a strategy for changing external social and
economic conditions affecting migrant farmworkers. The
peclitical philosophy of the leadership came directly from
the leader, Angel Dominguez, who is a follower of the
Alinsky school of organizing. The leadership of CATA has
been effective in that it has built organizational support
through thelir involvement in strikes, work stoppages, pro-
tests to force legislation, and litigation success.

CATA was a group that was established in the summer of
1979, with the purpose of giving support to Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers in different areas of social services.
CATA has been very effective, in that it has gained nation-
al recognition through its involvement 1n the labor organi-
zation of Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers on the East
Coast. CATA has been the organization that has lasted the

longest time organizing Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers.
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It has gained power and recognition through the establish-
ment of educational labor projects and new legislation
pertinent to migrant farmworkers and has secured unemploy-
ment benefits and employment for migrant farmworkers. It
has developed a new organizational concept of organizing
Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers. This new organizing
concept has allowed CATA organizers toc spend six months of
the year in Puerto Rico training and organizing migrant
farmworkers, CATA has been very effective in winning sev-
eral major labor disputes and strikes. As a grassroots
organization, CATA has been very effective in providing
social services to Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers. CATA
has been effective in using the strategy of organizing
insurgency events with farmworkers, as well as in providing
immediate social services to workers. CATA has been very
successful in initiating patterns for establishing a mi-

grant farmworkers syndicate.

Internal Characteristics

Political goals of the organization. CATA's political

goals were to establish the necessary organizational struc-
tures whereby Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers could organ-
ize into a labor union. The political goals of the organi-
zation were based on two strategies of intervention:

first, the building of an organization with membership
drawn from the farmworkers! community and outside support-

ers; second, mobilizing farmworkers to engage them in pro-
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test activity against growers and the state.

Structure. CATA's structure corsists of an annual
assembly, an executlve committee, a board of directors, a
program director, a small staff, and a farmworkers member-
ship of 5,000 in 1984,

The organizational structure of CATA consists of hav-
ing three full-time organizers in Puerto Rico and three
full-time organizers in New Jersey. This is the first
Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers organization that has
involved farmworkers in its structure of declsion-making
and planning. CATA consists of professional and non-
professional staff. This staff 13 trained to deal with the
social-services component of the structure. The consistent
support group deals with litigation advice, educational
support, and administrative support.

The mobilization component of the structure has dealt
with the organizing and mobilizing of farmworkers into
protest activity In Puerto Rico and on the mainland.

An important component of the structure was the admin-
istrative assistant, who dealt with the finances of CATA.
This component was financilally supported by various impor-
tant foundations and governmental agencles, such as Cam-
paign for Human Development, National Council of Churches,
and other religious organizations previocusly mentioned.

Leadership. The 1leadership of CATA has been based on

one program director, the general assembly, and the board

of directors., The director of CATA has been a previous la-
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bor organlizer with a lot of experience in organizing mi-
grant farmworkers, He has been the only or-ganizer who
survived META, NEFSC, and ATA as previous or-ganizations
that failed to organize migrant farmworkers. He is not a
charismatiec individual, but 13 hardworking and truly com-
mitted to the Puerto Rican farmworkers' struggle.

The board of directors has been made up of some day-
haul farmworkers' families who reside in the local township
area, migrant workers and professional friends of CATA.
The board has the power to influence evaluations and plan-
ning, and develops policies and provides organizational
direction to the organization. The board has been effec-
tive in dealing with formally internal crises-oriented
orgunizational matters. The membership in the board has
functioned more on a crises-spontaneous situation than on a
formally monthly basis situation. The structure of the
board is flexible and meetings are run and decided through
a ¢ollective decision-making approach. CATA's leadership
of farmworkers is its strongest internal characteristic in
organizing migrant farmworkers. This is 1n New Jersey and
in Puerto Rico. The organizers in Puerto Rico are all
farmworkers, with the exception of one minister, Reverend
Wilfredo Velez, one-time META Director and ATA organizer,
and presently a CATA supporter.

CATA leaders in New Jersey and Puerto Rico have been

very successful 1n organizing and in mobilizing migrant
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farmworkers. They have organized migrant farmworkers
around litigation cases and have won important legal bat-
tles against farmers. They have mobilized migrant
farmworkers around legislation issues, protest against
farmer abuses (e.g., pesticides, etc.), and have engaged in
strike activity. Organizing and mobilizing strategy for
the leadership has been effective in creating soclial and
economic change for migrant workers.

The leadership of CATA has given priority to organizing
and mobilizing protest activity as a means of creating
economic, political and social change for Puerto Rican mi-
grant farmworkers. Organization-building has become a
less important secondary priority, but a recognized neces-

sary one.

Politics of Organizational Support: Resources and Linkages

CATA's internal and external politics of organization-
al support has been based on the "open system" which con-
sists of linkages and resources (Thompson, 1967, p. 67).
CATA's politics of organizational support needs to be
viewed from the perspective of external influences which
manipulate the environment of CATA. In this case, linkages
are an important element because they constitute one of the
main vehicles through which CATA's interests are mediated.
Gerlach and Hine (1970) have noted the importance of link-
ages for recruitment, money, communication and goal attain-

ment. More recently, McCarthy and Zald (1979) have agreed
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that. institutional sources of support (e.g., linkages with
large organizations) have become a major factor in movement
survival and growth. However, the success or failure of
CATA has depended upon the type of relationship it has
developed with other groups and individuals in the network-
ing among supporters.

CATA has six major rescurces which provide maintenance
for the organization. The first is membership. The mem-
bership of CATA is characterized as a group from the farm-
workers' community and as a group of supporters who are the
staff and volunteers of CATA.

The second resource is legitimacy. CATA consisted of a
minimal amount of legitimacy. Legitimacy was used to pro-
mote economic change for migrant farmworkers. It has sur-
vived by receiving protection from the American Civil Liber-
ties project and by securing monetary support from private
and government foundations. As a result, CATA is seen as a
legitimate group.

The third resource is money. Money has been a major
factor in CATA. This is because money has been converted
into other types of resources, such as salarjes and incen-
tives for organizers, and has provided access to continue
educational programs and social services.

The fourth resource in CATA has been prestige. This
resource has helped CATA recruit membership, gain funds,

and exercise influence.
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The fifth resource has been access to information
concerning social conditions surrounding CATA's environ-
ment. The leadership of CATA has been effective in main-
taining a close relationship with its environmental condi-
tions in their community. This has become a strong re-
source for external support.

The sixth resource has been power. CATA has used the
ability to exercise power directly and indirectly by in-
fluencing supporters and non-supporters in powerful posi-
tions. For example, CATA was directly influential 1in
creating change Iin the legislation concerning unemployment
compensation, pesticides, and initiating better wages for
migrant farmworkers. CATA has become very powerful in in-
fluencing politicians, legisliators, and religious insti-
tutions to promote change concerning farmworkers' rights.
Organizational leaders of "cadre organizations"™ have become
a very powerful tool for CATA organizational development.
These organizational leaders from private foundations, reli-
glous instituticons, educational institutions, and govern-
mental agencles are persons who have donated large sums of
monetary support to CATA's cause. These organizations have
higher amounts of prestige, and have transferred thelr pres-
tige to CATA by publicly supporting them. Some of these
organizations' leaders have advised CATA regarding politi-
cal, economic, and social matters.

Membership. CATA membership consists of a large farm-

workers group and a few supporters from "cadre organiza-
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tions" who provide social services and mobilize support for
CATA. Some of the cadre organizations' membership came from
organized labor, religious institutions, private institu-
tions, such as American Friends Service Committee, and other
major organizations. This is the first time in the history
of Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers organizations that farm-
workers are directly involved in decision-making, partici-
pating, and providing leadership in protest activity, as
well as in organizational development. The membership of
farmworkers comes directly from Puerto Rico and New Jersey.
The external support comes also from both territories. CATA
membership continues to grow, due to its farmworkers' par-

ticipation and input.

External Characteristicas

Mobilizing versus organizing. CATA has mobilized and

organized support through the use of organizational network
and linkages. They organize farmworkers through the use of
legal representation in various successful cases with mi-
grant farmworkers. These organized legal actions were very
important in that they demonstrated to farmworkers their
right to freedom of association and their right to organize.
Their organizing strategies have alsoc consisted of providing
social services to farmworkers, so that, in turn, they will
see CATA as a friendly organization and a strong advocate of

fa~rmworkers' rights, CATA has been very effective in pro-



235

viding services as a mechanism in the recruitment of new
members and a way to win farmworkers' trust. CATA organiz-
ers have organized labor camp activities, as well as pro-
vided supportive services at the camps.

CATA has not been effective in doing both activities,
due to a number of reasons. First, by the time an organizer
provides Immediate soclal services at a particular farm, he
does not have time tc do organizing (e.g., briefing with
committee members, sitting and planning strategies, listen-
ing, and discussing problems faced by the farm organizers).
During this time of organization, time and momentum are
wasted, but limited resources as organizers are used in the
provision of services.

CATA's mobilizing effectiveness has come about due to
the leadership of CATA involving farmworkers in direct in-
surgency activity and protest. It came about due to the
involvement of farmworkers in decision- and policy-making
about their organization. Farmworkers in CATA have suc-
cessfully mobilized protest through the use of popular
strategles and tactics. These protests of farmworkers'
discontent have taken place agailnst the growers, against the
state, and against the coclonial government of Puerto Rico.
It 13 in this type of insurgent mobilized activity that
migrant farmworkers in New Jersey have been the most suc-
cessful and effective.

Power of the grassroots-membership organizations. CATA

membership and leadership belleve in the ability of the poor
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farmworkers to promote social and economic change. The
migrant farmworkers do this by involving themselves in pro-
test activities, educational labor activities, and by engag-
ing in wage labor negotiations through the courts against
growers. The farmworkers involve themselves in strikes,
legal battles, and demonstrations as means of mobilizing
insurgent activity. Farmworkers participate in the irvolve-
ment of recruitment for mobilizations ol protest, as well as
for the planning of insurgent activity. Farmworkers' dis-
content 18 a strategy CATA uses for mobllizing farmworkers
to win important victories. CATA is powerful in gaining

such victories for Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers,

Commitment of the grassroots-membership organjzations.

CATA leadership has been committed to changing the economic
and social conditions of migrant farmworkers. They have
done this by involving themselves in supporting farmwork-
ers' protests, as well as by providing technical resources.
The leadership of CATA has been committed to the

struggle for farmworkers' rights. Farmworkers were commit-
ted to forming a farmworkers union that would represent
their interests. They were committed to gaining the gen-
eral public's awareness and support concerning the economliec
conditions of migrant farmworkers. CATA was very effective
in doing both, organizing and mobilizing farmworkers into a

labor syndicate. This syndicate is called COTA.
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Rescurces. CATA's external resources consisted of
federal government agencies, religious institutions, organ-
ized labor, and a volunteer support network of "cadre
organizations.® The external resources of the organization
were based on the previously mentioned organizational net-
work3 and linkages. These resources were important to CATA
in that they provided support for continuation of organiza-
tional effectiveness. They maintained the organization'’s
operational support functioning for a few years. They
improved the morale and attitudes of organizers towards the
work of the organization.

CATA, as well as ATA, depended on a category of per-
sons possessing larger amounts of resources. These indi-
viduals basically came from varlous fields of interest.
Some were professional labor organizers, political labor
actlivists, and religious individuals.

Complexity. CATA as a labor organization is complex

in that it has confronted some organizational problems in
developing a grassroots organization with strategies of
insurgency against the state, Some of the major internal
problems deal with the continuation of necessary funding,
the need to continue staff, and maintaining its organiza-
tional structure, composed of farmworkers, without outside
involvement. Some major external problems consist of: the

extent of concessions received by CATA as an organization



238

and the limits and cholices the organization is beginning to
make, due to the concessions won for the farmworkers; the
need to establish a formal, organized labor union as the
only strategy to solve farmworkers' problems; the organiz-
ing unit in Puerto Rico confronting political problems in
considering economic alternatives for migrant farmworkers;
and the colonial political gquestion of Puerto Rico which
causes mlgration.

Stability. CATA has been the most stable organized
movement of farmworkers' insurgency in New Jersey. It has
been able to maintain stability, due to its effectiveness
in mobilizing farmworkers' support as well as organizing
the resources of "cadre organizations.,® It has begun to
recognize the need to organize a syndicate whereby farm-
workers can be represented through grievances and bargain-
ing procedure, 1Its stability as an organization continues
to grow, and by adding the syndicate unit, CATA is becoming
more structurally formalized.

The Majkas' theoretical arguments: CATA. CATA's

theory of organization-building 1s consistent with the
Majkas' ideas. CATA built organizational structures with
bureaucratic strategies of mobilization in building such a
movement. In doing this, CATA built cadre support for the
organizing of farmworkers. It recruited meambership through

defiance and protest activity. After a few mobilizing
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events, CATA began to bring farmworkers to be part of the
structure of decision-making. The structure was non-
bureaucratic, but one of collective participation, of di-
rect involvement in planning the insurgency events. When
farmworkers participated in planning, the results and re-
wards toward organization-building were major. It took
CATA five years of training farmworkers to both mobilize
mass-insurgent activity and build a strong organization.
The process of organization-building for poor people and
migrant farmworkers, when their involvement and input 1is
demanded, takes the investment of political internal and
external resources (e.g., time, money, rewards, commitment,
prestige, power, sensitivity, political sophistication,
legitimacy, access to information and labor education).
CATA has established patterns of sustainment in that
it has already built steps toward forming a farmworkers
syndicate. These patterns of organizational sustainment in

CATA have been led by the farmworkers' leadership of CATA.

Conclusion

CATA continues to grow as an insurgent organization
providing social services and also mobilizing support for
farmworkers, It has been effective in winning significant
victories for migrant farmworkers. It has established or-
ganizational patterns to represent grievance and bargaining

rights as a labor organization. It has established nation-
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al recognition through its involvement in legislative poli-
cies at the state level and in Puerto Rico; it has built a
strong Puerto Rican farmworkers' support network of "cadre
organizations™ on the East Coast, as well as in Puerto
Rico; it has built the first farmworkers syndicate to
guarantee farmworkers representation on the East Coast and
in Puerto Rico; it has also been effective in maintaining
CATA as an organization providing the necessary soclal
services needed in order to mobilize farmworkers' insurgen-
cy. CATA has been successful and effective in maintaining
its collective organizational satructures, receiving conces-
siosns in the form of governmental support from the state
and, at the same time, developing the necessary organiza-
tional unit to build a syndicate structure to organize
migrant workers.

The ideas of Piven and Cloward and the Majkas have
been applied to CATA's corganizational development. In
terms of CATA, Piven and Cloward's theory has been extended
to describe what is needed to develop an crganization where
the poor can dictate organizational structures suitable to
their needs and still win significant victories.

In terms of the Majkas' theoretical assertions, CATA
proves to be successful in designing the organizational
model which the Malkas advocate. CATA goes beyond organi-

zational building and establishes units of insurgency as a
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process, whereby farmworkers can still recelve necessary
social services and use the strategies of the union as

another vehicle for grievances and representation.

Synthesis

The ideas of organizaticnal effectiveness of Piven and
Cloward and the Majkas have been used to eéxamine CATA's
five stages of organizational development. Each stage
consisted of a pattern of interlocking internal and exter-
nal environmental linkages. These organizational develop-
mental linkages were called, CAMP, META, ATA, NEFSC, and
CATA. A brief overview of the effectiveness of each of
these organzations will be followed by a more thorough
overview of each of these organizations, using Piven and
Cloward. (See Tables 23, 24, and 25 on criteria of Piven
and Cloward and the Majkas for organizational effective-~
ness,)

CAMP, as the first organizational development stage,
was significant and important for two reasons. First, it
created the necessary organizational set-up as a committee
to document and study the needs of the Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers in Puerto Rico and on the mainland. Second, it
was a transitory committee set up of cadre organizational

leaders with the purpose of mobilizing support among the
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CATA's Stages of Development--External Characteristics
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general public concerning the socloeconomic and political
conditions of the Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers. It was
effective in establishing the first transitory steps and
organizational structures for an organization of organizers
to be called META.

META was the second organizational linkage. As the
first bureaucratic Puerto Rican farmworkers organizatlon,
META was effective in drawing grassroots organizational
support from national religious congregatlions on the main-
land and in Puerto Rico. META's strategy of gaining organ-
izational support consisted of one major external goal--to
develop a cadre organization of religious leaders from
different congregations to channel their resources and
efforta to eliminate farmworkers' economic and social pov-
erty. As the first step, META began to gain support and
formed organizational linkages with other religious congre-
gations. Organizational linkages brought immediate success
to META, in that it received monetary support to begin the
internal recruitment of staff. It became effective in that
it gathered religious leaders together in seeking solutions
for a common cause.

It was not effective for a number of reasons. First,
META leadership was divided along political and religious
philosophical 1ines. The leadership of META was divided

geographically into two major areas, New Jersey and Connec-
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ticut, where farmworkers resided temporarily. Both leader-
ship styles were distinet and contradictory. One style
used strategies of organizing support and the other used
strategies of mobilizing support. Second, META in New
Jersey was not able to establish patterns for organizing or
mobilizing farmworkers' protests, due to the idealistic and
paternalistic attitude of the church in providing religious
Servicea, as well as supplying emergency food and shelter
for farmworkers. The leadership of META 1In Connecticut was
effective in organizing and mobilizing farmworkers in that
it used strategies of protest and farmworkers' discontent
towards an organized and mobilized action. The use of
organizied strategles in providing consclousness-raising
tactics, seminars, educational projects, and demonstrations
led META in Connecticut to begin to form organizational
structures and linkages for the first Puerto Rican farm-
workers union. This union was called ATA,

ATA was the first Puerto Rican farmworkers organiza-
tion that established patterns of farmworkers' insurgency
through the use of strikes. It was successful in recruiting
farmworker support. Its leadership was politically commit-
ted to union formation as the only organized strategy and
solution for solving the Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers'
plight. It was effective in organizing support and en-

dorsement from national prominent labor organizations. It
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maintained geographical offices in six states where farm-
workers' migration resided every six months, and it also
had a very large constituency of non-farmworker support on
the East Coast. Overall, ATA improved the conditions and
lives of many Puerto Rican farmworkers. It used strategies
of mobilizing support in forming the union. The main focus
of the union was to build organizational patterns for
establishing the first Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers
union. It failed for a number of reascens: It used a
traditional bureaucratic model of union formation; its
structure was based on working committees without much
involvement of farmworkers' organizing; and its leadership
was sectarian as well as non-charismatic.

The leadership depended upon the labor movement of
MOU, which was set up to organize industrial workers in
Puerto Rico. 1Its conditicns and styles of organizing were
structured around the political and colonial situation of
Puerto Rico. The migrant farmworkers' situation was dif-
ferent in that it faced agricultural labor problems con-
cernling 1ssues of survival, living and working conditions,
cheap labor, and it demanded an organized leadership with
an understanding of the agricultural workers' problems.
The politics of the leadership were based on the Puerto
Rican Socialist Party strategy of organizing the working

class. The need to understand the differences between
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agricultural and industrial workers was one of the main
causes of ATA's fallure in organizing migrant farmworkers.

The merger of ATA with the UFW was a significant
accomplishment for ATA., This merger brought resources such
as national recognition, labor support, as well as national
prestige. The leadership styles of Cesar Chavez and Juan
Irizarry conflicted along ethical and political lines.
Irizarry was nationalistic, as well as committed to forming
a political union of farmworkers on the East Coast that
would be independent from Cesar Chavez's movement.
Irizarry's political ideas and strategy of organlzing farm-
workers was one of insurgency and direct confrontation with
the state, Chavez's political strategy was based on non-
violent insurgency and on strongly Catholic religious
ideas. The farmworkers were very supportive of Chavez's
style of organizing, while Irizarry's strategies were seen
by farmworkers as disrupting and not organizing. Chavez
involved farmworkers from the very beginning as tactics of
mobilizing, while Irizarry built organizational support of
cadre leaders and organizers as the strategy for forming
the union. When ATA merged, the UFW had been in existence
for quite some time. It was already the unicon of migrant
farmworkers, even though Puerto Rican farmworkers were not
a significant number in the membership. The merger meant

alot for the UFW in terms of expansicon and in terms of East
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Coast organizing. The UFW did not foresee the Puerto Rican
farmworkers organizing as fast as the Chicano farmworkers,
due to the cultural differences, styles of organizing, and
lack of political understanding about union organizing.

The UFW did not foresee that the Puerto Rican farm-
workers would get organized under Irizarry's leadership,
for two major reasons: First, the UFW felt that farmworker
membership was essential in building a union and that time
and planning were needed to develop a farmworkers union
that was going to represent farmworkers' interests,.

Second, Cesar Chavez felt that a union of farmworkers
needed to go through a series of organizational stages and
to achieve significant gains.

The fact that ATA merged with the UFW brings to mind
certain similarities and differences between the UFW and
its efforts to organize Chicano farmworkers and the organi-
zations which attempted to organize Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers in New Jersey.

Some of the similarities between ATA and the UFW
revolve around the fact that farmworkers, whether Chicano
or Puerto Rican, face a multitude of problems, most of
which are derived from powerlessness and which have contin-
ued in similar form for the past forty years. Both groups
of farmworkers have been omitted from the progress on

ecconomic, legal, and social fronts in which workers (and
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American in general) have shared. Economically, both
groups of farmworkers are at an exceedingly low level. In
1984, the average annual income for a farmworker family of
four was $3,3000.00, over 40% below the poverty level.
Wages have not increased as rapidly as prices have gone up.
The wages of both Puerto Rican and Mexican-American farm-
workers have increased as required by the Minimum Wage Law
while inflation has continued to go up. Both groups of
farmworkers have been subjected to econcmic or physical
exploitation by crew leaders or farmers. Both groups of
farmworkers lack protection and enforcement of federal and
state agencles concerning statutory protection of some
basic minimal rights., Both groups escaped from their home-
land or ghetto unemployment conditions just to earn wages
seldom higher than the minimum wage. Both groups' race,
culture, and poor class status serve as barriers to upward
mobility and mainstreaming. Both organizations wanted
independent unions to represent their own ethnile groups.
In addition, ATA and the UFW used support groups to organ-
ize networks and resources.

Scme of the differences between ATA and the UFW as
farmworkers organizations are based on major political and
ideoclogical structural problems. According to Reverend
Wilfredo Velez (1985), ATA and the UFW were very distinct,

with significant ideclogical differences in ways of organ-
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izing. The major differences between both groups consisted
in the fact that ATA as the first Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers union was controlled by members of the Puefto
Rican Socialist Party and not by rarmworkers or by a char-
ismatic leader, while the Mexican-Chicano farmworkers move-
ment was controlled and directed by Cesar Chavez. He was
charismatic, and very well supported financially by the
Catholic and Protestant Churches, as well as by other major
labor unions. Chavez's leadership style and ideology of
non-viclence was in conflict with the way ATA's leader,
Juan Irizarry, organized. Juan Irizarry was very much a
political activist, and very much involved in the Central
Committee of the Puerto Rican Socialist Party. His philos-
ophy was Marxist and sectarian. He was very nationalistic
and believed in creating change for farmworkers by forming
a union that would merge with Cesar Chavez conly if Cesar
Chavez recognized its identity and independence. Ancother
major difference between both organizations dealt with the
political support and endorsements of both groups.

Chavez's endorsement by and affiliation with the AFL-CIO
brought the UFW national recognition, power, and most im-
portantly, resources to win significant victories. By way
of contrast, ATA was very small in number, powerless 1in
comparison to the UFW, and with very few resources to

organize, ATA membership was based on support groups from
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outside and on cadre organizations. Farmworkers' involve-
ment was limited to a small number. This is because Puerto
Rican farmworkers were more difficult to recruit since they
were not a stable group and always travelled as a single
group leaving their families behind. In addition, Puerto
Rican farmworkers' conditions for organizing were prema-
ture. The level of political awareness was low; they were
afraid and lacked a charismatic leader. They knew Juan
Irizarry, the President of ATA, was not a farmworker. His
attitude and style of organlizing was very dictatorial to
the Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers. Although Chavez was
a charismatic leader to the Chicano farmworkers, he was not
s0o to the Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers on the East
Coast. Even though he could relate to the economic prob-
lems of the Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers, he was reluc-
tant and non-committal about getting involved with the
organized Puerto Rican Labor Movement (MOU), which was
politically directing ATA from Puerto Rico. MOU was then
the political labor branch of the Puerto Rican Socialist
Party on the Island.

Another-signficant difference between the UFW and ATA
dealt with the issue of contract farm labor versus non-
contract labor. During 1973 to 1976, contract Puerto Rican
farmworkers were pretty much a large number of workers.

The Puerto Rico Department of Labor contract for Puerto
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Rican farmworkers indicated clearly that farm labor organ-
1zing was illegal, limiting ATA then to organize only those
day-haul workers and seasconal workers. The UFW did not
deal with contract workers, nor did they have the problem
of farmworkers residing in one place for a short period of
time. On the contrary, Mexican and Chicano farmworkers
always resided with their families and when they went out
on strike, the whole family became involved in organizing
during every crop season. This was a tremendous strength
for the UFW.

Another major difference was that Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers in New Jersey enjoyed much more limited cover-
ages under the State Unemployment Compensation Laws than
the UFW farmworkers. In New Jersey, in order for a farm-
worker tc qualify, his farmer-empleoyer had to have a pay-
roll of 20,000 or more in any of the five preceding calen-
dar quarters. Other workers could qualify as long as their
employer had a payroll of 1,000 or more in the preceding
year. Farmworkers also enjoyed only restricted coverage
under the Workmen's Compensation Law and under the Social
Security Act, The situation of the UFW Chicano workers was
completely different in that the State of California did
guarantee migrant farmworkers the right to enjoy Workmen's

Compensation laws under the Scocial Security Act.
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Because ATA was a small group of workers in comparison
toc the UFW, the UFW was able to absorb it support, leaving
ATA on the East Coast without much political clout. As a
result of both leadership (UFW and ATA) differences and the
struggle to take over the East Coast, ATA as an organiza-
tion was dissolved.

After the merger, ATA disappeared as the only organi-
zation that represented the Puerto Rican farmworkers' in-
terests on the East Cocast. The UFW continued to organize
Chicano migrant farmworkers on the West Coast. "The organ-
izers of ATA who resided in New Jersey continued to engage
in farmworkers' support through the involvement in social
and legal service programs. One of these organizers was
Angel Dominguez, who continued to seek support for migrant
farmworkers under the auspices of social service programs
in New Jersey. Angel Dominguez was called to participate
in a rescue mission of migrant farmworkers, along with
farmworkers' social-service leaders in 1978. As a result
of this rescue mission, the North East Farmworkers Support
Committee was formed. This organizational effort was
transitory in nature and mobilized by cadre leaders for one
apecific purpose.

After the rescue mission, the NEFSC established its
structures in New Jersey, where it won important and sig-

nificant legislative victories for farmworkers. The NEFSC
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mobilized support of organizations dealing with humanitar-
ian concerns to gain support for Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers in areas of unemployment, wages, housing, and,
in general, seeking solutions to the problems of migrant
farmworkers.

This committee was successful in using strategies of
political mobilization of farmworkers to win legislative
victories. However, the NEFSC used farmworkers' discontent
to mobilize support for policy implementation, as well as
for insurgent activity. It used organizational linkages as
a political and transitory strategy for building an impor-
tant organizational concept to be called CATA.

CATA has used an organizational concept that has been
effective in mobilizing organizational support, as well as
in organizing migrant farmworkers through farmworkers'
participation and involvement. It has been effective in
that it has involved farmworkers in planning its structure
from the very beginning. The structure was formulated 1In a
general asssembly of workers when faraworkers' participa-
tion and input was exercised in a collective manner. Such
tactics and strategles of collective decision-making in the
first farmworkers! assembly have served as a mechanism for
farmworkers' input and decision-making in formulating CATA
as an organization of migrant farmworkers during its exis-

tence.
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CATA has a structure where farmworkers are the majori-
ty and supporters are a less important secondary component.
Farmworkers' organizers have trained to become organizers
through daily involvement in the field work organizing
demonstrations, confronting farmers, and, in some cases,
going on strike against local industries. They have been
effective in winning important legal battles and legisla-
tive policies 1in areas of employment compensation, unem-
ployment insurance, and environmental health. It has the
largest farmworkers representation in South Jersey and has
formed a farmworkers syndicate to guarantee grievance and
bargaining rights for migrant farmworkers.

CATA has developed strategles and organizational
structures different from bureaucratic ones as a poor work-
ing people's organization. It has bullt strategies of
insurgency by farmworkers' participation in labor education
activities, provided immediate solutions to crises, pro-
vided social services to daily needs, as well as estab-
lished organizational patterns through the raising of farm-
workers' awareness and their direct involvement. Both
strategles of building an organization through the involve-
ment and particlpation of farmworkers in insurgency protest
and activity have been essential for CATA's effectiveness

in meeting its main goal.



257

Its leadership's commitment to the organizational
development has come from farmworkers' involvement, seeking
small victories which served as incentives and rewards for
recruiting memhbers to the organization and winning larger
victories. It has maintained collective organizational
structures, receiving some concessions in the form of gov-
ernment support, and, at the same time, it has mobilized
the organizational structures to organize farmworkers.

It is appropriate to point out certain similarities
and differences between CATA and the UFW. Some of the
similarities between CATA and the UFW continue to relate to
the environmental historical conditions in which the organ-
izations came about. The UFW came about during the 1960's,
whereby organized attempts by minorities were being brought
from virtually all sides. CATA was also brought about
after a period of crganizational development whereby the
environmental conditions and time were much different than
the 1960's. In both instances, the cadre leadership came
from outside the farmworker community; both movements con-
tinue to confront similar obstacles to mobilizing a social
base and mounting effective strikes; and both have resorted
to political protest and boycotts.

What has produced sharp differences between CATA and
the UFW has been the differences in political environment

encountered by both organizations. The UFW began to organ-
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ize at times when the national picture for farmworkers was
very much for the agribusiness. Regardless of this major
political environmental difference, CATA has been success-
ful in winning significant victories. It is important to
note that CATA is not a union but a farmworkers grassroots
organization. It has been recognized by the farmworkers as
the organization that represents their interests. CATA has
developed massive organizational contributions to sustain
support for the organization in New Jersey and in Puerto
Rico. 1In addition, CATA has gone through a series of
organizational successes and failures in trying to build a
grassroots organization with working class structures.
Through these tactics CATA has encountered a balanced re-
sponse from state legislators and the courts. In contrast,
the UFW has received massive support for its boycotts and
has encountered resistance from the Teamsters Union and
other major labor organizations. The UFW has lacked farm-
workers!' direct input 1n the structure of decision-making
of the organization. Most of the external support has come
from outside political organizations., The UFW also has
confronted major acts of resistance by public authorities.
Furthermore, the UFW has been limited in the amount of
resources it has gathered from its membership. It has lost

many members and more recently has gone back to the initial



259

boycott of grapes as the only alternative to keep the union
alive.

During 1983, the UFW contributed about $750,000 to
state candidates. It:

launched a $1' million direct mail campaign to

strengthen its boycott of Lucky Stores Inc.

which sells non-union Bruce Churchs Inc. lettuce

. . the union is making contingency plans for

more boycotts as a means of organizing or win-

ning contract gains if the Agriculture Labor

Relations Board is weakened further.
Paul Chavez (Cesar Chavez's son), head of the UFW legisla-
tive branch, said, "We're back to the situation in the 60's

and 70's" (Business Week, September 26, 1983, pp. B84-87).

Another major difference between CATA and the UFW is
that CATA has been able to survive as an independent grass-
roots corganization without giving political concessions to
the state and has not been endorsed by a large political
labor union. Contrary to the UFW, CATA has built a mobile
organizational structure whereby Puerto Rican farmworkers
are followed each crop season. This organizational struc-
ture has proven to be effective in the organizing of a
farmworkers labor syndicate., Furthermore, CATA has used the
educational-seminars approach to develop farmworkers lead-
ership in the organization. It continues to provide emer-
gency services to farmworkers as a means of support to
Puerto Rican farmworkers. CATA as an organization breaks

the chain of iscolation and brings the necessary information
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and resources to advocate the rights of farmworkers. It
also provides farmworkers with the organizational structure
to represent them as a group and enables them to bear on
those that would not be responsive to their individual
problems and grievances.

In addition, Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers are a
very isclated community of workers without much outside
access to the labor camps. Furtherwmore, Puerto Rican mi-
grant farmworkers are seasonal migratory workers, very
tightly attached to the homeland situation. Contrary to
CATA, UFW Mexican-Chicano farmworkers are a more stable
community of farmworkers in the place of residence,

CATA as a grassroots organization needs to continue to
grow in areas of social service, labor education, and
representing migrant farmworkers in grievances and labor
disputes. The new farmworkers syndicate (COTA) needs to
continue to have farmworkers leadership in its structure.
The syndicate will not survive without CATA's organization-
al strength supporting and providing the other necessary
resources for Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers. Both
organizational labor units are a must for CATA to continue
its organizational effectiveness.

The above review of the effectiveness and ineffec-
tivenes of these organizations serves as a background to a

more in-depth analyslis, using the ideas of Piven and
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Cloward and the Majkas. The major ideas of Piven and
Cloward consist of the following: First, they believe that
it is impossible to sustain permanent-membership organiza-
tions among the poor, and at the same time, secure impor-
tant victories. According to them, this is because poor
pecple lack the resources to initlate and sustain effective
political organizations. The system of social controls
built into the everyday lives of poor people is too potent,
they argue, guaranteeing that disruptive action will be
rare and short-lived; measurable victories, entailing elite
concessions, can only come from mass defiance. This is
precisely the kind of action which organizations are un-
likely to encourage and are prone to squelch.

Second, Piven and Cloward advocate cadre organizations
which activate pre-existing networks, They further argue
that "formal mass membershlip organizations are organized,
but disruptions are mobilized,"” and they are best mobilized
by cadre organizations (Piven & Cloward, p. 595).

Third, Plven and Cloward show evidence that disrup-
tions are transitory because they precipitate government
responses {whether repressions, concessions, or both) that
effectively demoralize the poor. Fourth, they further
argue that it makes more sense for organizers "to attempt
to build enduring membership organizations of the poor,

especially if the effort drained organizing resources away
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from mobilization of the disruption itself" (p. 596). Some
ideas of Piven and Cloward about building alternative cadre
organizations and advocating ideas of limited gains by
speclal movements developed entirely from mass insurgency
activity (strikes, riots, demonstrations) are useful in
explaining CATA's stages of organizational effectiveness.
The idea of building cadre organizations and limited
gains can be best used to explain and account for how the
North East Farmworkers Support Committee was established.
This organizational stage was mobilized by a disruptive act
of migrant farmworkers in upstate New York. Such a disrup-
tion was transitory in nature, in that it only lasted for a
short time. It was a cadre organization composed of lead=-
ers and supporters of migrant farmworkers who came together
as a result of a disruptive event and mobilized around the
event to form an organication of supporters. The NEFSC
became a significant and effective organization in that it
preciplitated government concessions through the use of
legislative policy and support in representing farmworker
issues. The NEFSC also began to establish important steps
in building an enduring membership organization of farm-
workers, This organization was called CATA. 1In dcing
this, the NEFSC drained organizing resources from the mobi-
lization of the disruption and established patterns for an

organization-building of migrant farmworkers.
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The ideas of cadre organization and limited gains
being mobilized as a result of disruption do not seem to be
very applicable to the organizational development and ef-
fectiveness of CAMP, META, or ATA. In the case of CAMP and
META, organizational stages of development were set up by
cadre leaders from major labor organizations. However,
these two organizations were set up as a result of external
political pressure from religious leaders and labor organ-
izers from political organizations on the Island. Never-
theless, organizational gains made by these two groups did
not develop entirely based on disruptive activity or mass
insurgency activity, but rather through a series of organi-
zational supports and networks. These supports were based
on internal and external resources that each organization
had developed. One important and similar internal charac-
teristic was leadership. The leadership of these two cadre
organizations gathered together mainly as a result of hav-
ing an interest in planning strategies for organizing the
Puerto Rican working class, and not necessarily as a result
of mobilized disruptions. 1In fact, mobilizatior of disrup-
tion did not occur in the organizational stages of develop-
ment of CATA and META, but rather as an organized group of
professionals and religious cadre leaders planning and

forming organizational structures for the first Puerto
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Rican migrant farmworkers organization of supporters to be
called later ATA.

Piven and Cloward argue that mobilizing the poor is a
better strategy of insurgency than organizing. These ideas
are at odds with the organizational effectiveness of CAMP
and META. Their ideas do not seem to be applicable for two
reasons: First, CAMP and META were effective in bringing
about patterns of organizational development. They were
also effective in mobilizing supporters and resources to
establish social-movement organizations. Second, both CAMP
and META were effective in dealing with short-range
solutions to the problems of migrant farmworkers. This
organizational development led to the first Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers organized labor union, ATA.

Piven and Cloward's ideas do help to account for ATA
as an oganization that built traditional organizational
mass-membership structures., ATA was effective for a short
period of time. However, it could eot survive as a perma-
nent organization because the leadership misled the union
intc a premature merger with a large organized structure of
a Mexican-Chicanoc farmworkers union, the UFW. 1In addition,
ATA and other previous organizations of migrants failed
because they did not take into account the fact that mi-
grant farmworkers would not be permanently located in one

geographical area and instead stayed in one place for only
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a period of time. Since the farmworkers were transitory
and the organizations were stationary, the organization
never established a firm attachment to migrant farmworkers.
In addition, ATA was not successful or effective in main-
taining patterns of organizational sustainment because it
continued to build the traditional bureaucratic model of
organization. What was needed was a different structure of
organization that would follow the migrants to different
areas of work. However, ATA did not function under such a
structure, Neither did it develop further structures to
follow the migratory streams of farmworkers' lives. ATA
relied on support committees in different regions to be
supportive to the migrant farmworkers. This is a tradi-
tional bureaucratic ©ld union strategy.

Piven and Cloward's argument that mass-membership-
movement organizations work best through disruption that
takes place by an organization of cadre leaders does not
help to account for ATA's effectiveness. This is because
ATA's structure consisted of building a stable membership
of organizational committees at the local level and then
uniting them through a national structure. This was done
by bringing large numbers of people together that would
represent ATA's interests. ATA used this same political
and economic mass-based-organization structure for building

and organizing cadre supporters organizations. For ATA to
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be effective in its disruptive activities, it depended on
its leadership's ability to induce farmworkers to partici-
pate in strikes and run the risk of being fired. However,
ATA leaders did not involve farmworkers in planning their
strikes or demonstrations. 1In addition, farmworkers were
afraid of repression by the growers and afraid of being co-
opted by an ATA leader who was being accused of being a
member of the Puerto Rican Socialist Party. For the farm-
workers, this meant getting fired, and they were very
concerned already with having to secure a job. Farmworkers
did what was most securz for them to keep working in the
fields and followed orders from the growers (Interview with
Wilfredo Velez, Sept. 7, 1985).

ATA as an organization of supporters became very en-
thusiastic about its recognition and acted very quickly to
establish itself as the union ¢of Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers. The leadership talked about conditions and
moments for organizing farmworkers, but many times organiz-
ing was done on the spur of the moment, creating insurgen-
cles (demonstrations) against growers without much
farmworker involvement and much outside support. Political
activists and supporters became excited as a result of
dramatic demonstrations which created attention from the
media and major local business institutions, but not enough

excitement was created to educate and involve farmworkers.
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Such disruptions did not build enough farmworkers' aware-
ness, but created public concern about the migrant farm-
workers' working conditions. This support was not enough
to call a strike, nor was it enough to get farmworkers'
participation. Nevertheless, ATA leadership merged with
Cesar Chavez and the UFW to quickly seek support, prestige,
and resources wWithout the strong base of farmworkers' sup-
port. Piven and Cloward's ideas about the disruptive power
of the poor did not work best for ATA because, in this

case, the ability and power of farmworkers was ignored by

ATA's leadership. ATA's tactics of disruption and organiz-
ing were geared to involved political activists and sup-
porters of the farmworkers' movement. In this case, ATA
leadership called it the "working class."” These organizing
tactics were pluralistic in that they reflected the Ameri-
can labor politics of the time of organizing.

The most significant reason why ATA's arguments were
at odds with Piven and Cloward's ideas of "disruptive power
of the poor" is because, in organizing migrant farmworkers,
it was important to take into consideration a number of
significant conditions and factors. Farmworkers as a group
of displaced workers arrived from a place (Puerto Rico, 1in
their case) where unemployment has been very high, weaken-

ing the power and their ability historically toward a
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collective action. In addition, farmworkers have no other
skill but farmwork, forcing and limiting them to low wages,
poor working and livirg conditions, as well as subjugating
them to growers' demands. Also, Puerto Rican farmworkers
come from a colonial territory where agricultural develop-
ment is devalued and industrialization is highly at its
peak, causing organized labor to limit its organizing to
industrial workers. Furthermore, once on the mainland,
Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers have historically faced
problems such as iscplation, discrimination, language,
health, unemployment, and cultural deprivation. These have
been important obstacles in organizing and mobilizing farm-
workers as a group.

Piven and Cloward's argument of "discontent®™ does not
seem to be applicable to a group of Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers who are displaced from an advanced industrial
colonlal perspective to a more advanced industrial economy.
Discontent, they argue, stems from profound social disloca-
tions that dislodge people from their everyday routines,
simultaneously releasing them from "regulatory controls
inherent in the structures of instlitutional 1life" and
building deep frustrations (p. 10). In general, Puerto
Rican farmworkers had not necessarily remained "quietly in
place, blaming themselves for their own misery and accept-

ing the privileges of elites,” but rather as displaced
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workers, they have been conditioned to live under the worst
economic conditions in order to support their families,
They have not remained in silence or blamed themselves, but
instead have migrated to other places of work where they
have engaged in labor disputes, legal battles, grievances,
and have won significant and important victories. Take,
for example, the organizational victories of CAMP and META.
CAMP and META leadership failed to organize Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers, not because farmworkers' discontent
was not present, nor because farmworkers lacked confidence
in taking Insurgency actions, but because the leadership of
their organizations was so involved in gaining organiza-
tional victories to satisfy thelr own sectarian political
beliefs. In addition, the leadership inhibited crganiza-
tional growth as their only alternative and solution to
migrant farmworkers' problems. Because of the organiza-
tional disarray of CAMP, META, and ATA, migrant farmworkers
used other vehicles to express thelr discontent concerning
daily sccial and economic issues affecting their lives.
Many times migrant farmworkers took upon themselves the
negotiation of contracts by seeking advice from legal ser-
vices and other local social services programs. Farmwork-
ers' discontent brought them together to their First Assem-

bly of Migrant Farmworkers, where farmworkers established



270

organizational structures suitable to their needs. This
organization was called CATA.

Piven and Cloward's ideas of organizational effective-
ness have been particularly helpful In understanding the
successes and failures of organizational structures of
previous farmworkers' social-movement organizations before

CATA. Some of their ideas in Poor People's Movements

served as a mechanism for understanding farmworkers organi-
zations' effectiveness and ineffectiveness.

The Majkas' (1980) ideas of soclal movement organiza-
tional effectiveness can best help account for CATA's or-
ganizational effectiveness., The Majkas' ideas consist of
an extension of Piven and Cloward's ideas. Some of the
Majkas' most useful ideas concerning effectiveness in a
social-movement organization are that a social-movement
organization is most effective when it builds organiza-
tions, when it sustains organizational patterns that mobi-
lize defiance as a strategy for social change, and when it
builds non-bureaucratic structures, These ideas are based
on observations about internal and external resources as
necessary components in evaluating a social-movement organ-
ization, such as CATA.

The Majkas' idea that mass-movement organizations are
most effective when they build permanency in organizations

and at the same time mobilize defiance activity, can be
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best appllied to CATA's organizational effectiveness. How-
ever, this organizational effectiveness draws out of a long
struggle of successes and failures in trying to build an
organization of farmworkers with the necessary working
"class structures, class life and process of working class
struggles, and much less susceptible to penetration by
dominant elites® (Piven & Cloward, 1979; Majkas, 1980). 1In
building organizational structures of working class life
suitable to farmworkers' lives, CATA has been effective
because it has been involved in a number of prolonged
organizational building struggles. In establishing such
structures, CAMP, META, and ATA played a significant role
in building organizational structures which were more in
agreement with mass-based membership organizational model
theory. Each of these organizations became significant
regardless of their successes and failures in establishing
organizational patterns of development for CATA. What
makes CATA different from other previous organizations is
that CATA has formed organizational structures along with
farmworkers' particlipation and collectivity.

The Majkas' theoretical arguments of the UFW building
permanency in organizations and mebilizing defiance as a
successful poor farmworkers movement indicates several

similarities and differences between CATA and the UFW.
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Some of the similarities dealt with CATA's organiza-
tional characteristics. Both CATA and the UFW have been
successful in building permanency and mobilizing defiance
for farmworkers. Both organizations have been effective in
forming administrative structures whereby farmworkers stim-
ulate defiance.

Some of the significant differences concerning the
Majkas's assertions of building permanency and mobilizing
defiance in a farmworkers movement dealt with the way the
UFW and CATA structured thelr administrative apparatus.

The UFW built bureaucratic structures and hierarchies.
Contrary to the UFW, CATA built collective structures and
hierarchies to stimul ate defiance. CATA's organizational
structures address the Majkas' questions concerning the
effectiveness needed for poor farmworkers movements. CATA
is beginning to develop structures of working class life
and 1s beginning to consider alternative forms of organiza-
tions after a series of organizational successes and fail-
ures.

Another significant difference concerning the Majkas!
ideas on mobllizing dealt with the way the UFW mobiljized
its support for boycotts and work stoppages. The UFW,
contrary to CATA, resorted to tactics of nationmal political
strikes and general boycotts. CATA resorted, after a se-

ries of organizatiolal gaius, to mobilize taciics ol deli-
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ance through public hearings, protests, use of the media,
and the development of a2 farmworkers newspaper as a vehicle
for mobilizing defiance.

The Majkas evaluate organizational effectiveness and
success based on the ability of the organization to use
external and internal resources. External resources that
have contributed to CATA's success in forming patterns of
organizational sustainment have consisted of: its struc-
ture; 1ts political alliance, initiated and sustalned with
other labor and religious groups; the ability to use the
media to their organizational advantage in moments of in-
surgency; the ability to create awareness amcng the general
public; and the ability to persuade funding sources to be
of economic support; and the ability to withstand political
pressure on the agricultural interest groups. Internal
resources that have contributed to CATA's organizational
effectiveness in forming non-bureaucratic structures con-
8ist of: the collectivity of the organization in terms of
planning realistic goals; decision-making; and overall
planning strategles to mobilize a constituency of support-
ers. In mobilizing a constituency, CATA used strategles
dealing with issues and events, in particular, legal bat-
tles and unemployment compensation cases related to farm-
workers. In addition, CATA also evaluates its internal

structures regularly to guarantee farmworker input. Its
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leadership utilizes strategies of division of labor among
its staff to secure successful gains in the administration
of programs. Farmworkers' input in the division of labor
has been essential to the overall internal organizational
effectiveness. However, time avallable for farmworkers to
do mobilizing for an activity has been limited, since
farmworkers work long hours. The only way CATA gets farm-
workers' involvement 1s through the nights, weekends, and
by the hiring of farmworkers as organizers. At times, when
farmworkers were involved in a mobilized insurgency activi-
ty, they either took off from work as a group or they did
1t at times when work was low and they knew there were no
growers' reprisals involved. Another important external
resource has been the presence of Puerto Rican culture and
heritage as an effective resource in getting farmworkers
organized and mobilized. The fact that farmworkers, organ-
izers, and staff understand their common situation as hav-
ing to come from the same place of work and social class
backgrounds with common cultural characteristics has been a
significant factor in CATA's achieving farmworker solidari-
ty. The availability of money to pay organizers, staff,
and to run the organization effectively has been an impor-
tant reward and motivation factor in getting farmworkers to
engage in cooperation and collective endeavors (Bonilla-

Santiago, April-August, 1984).
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In general, the Majkas' assertions help to account for
CATA's effectiveness. However, the Majkas'! theoretical
arguments only seem to be applicable in this case study in
relation to CATA's stage as an organizational development.
In addition, the Majkas' theoretical arguments do not help
to account for the previous organizational steps necessary
to achieve an organization of working class structures.
Furthermore, the Majkas' ideas only seem to help account
for building organizational structures that are bureaucrat-
ic, without providing the necessary social-movement organi-

zation framework for building such a movement.
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CHAFTER V

CONCLUSION

The previous analysis of the development of Puerto
Rican migrant farmworkers organizations in New Jersey
serves as a case history through which to examine the
thecretical assertions of Piven and Cloward as well as
that of the Majkas. The present chapter will examine
these ideas. First, it will determine which of these
theoretical conclusions are supported, which are qualified
and which need to be challenged. It will also determine
whether new theoretical conclusions and ideas can be added
to those of Piven and Cloward and the Majkas. Further-
more, it will examine in which ways the Majkas' case study
of the UFW can be said to parallel this case study of
CATA. Next, the questions asked in the beginning of this
dissertation will be answered in light of this examination
of the ideas of Piven and Cloward and the Majkas. Final-
ly, a number of concluding remarks will be offered about
the various organizational stages through which Puerto
Rican migrant farmworkers have gone in the effort to

achieve their organizational goals.
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The theoretical conclusions of Piven and Cloward
consist of two assertions. First, Piven and Cloward c¢laim
that the primary power the poor possess to wrestle conces-
sions from elites 1s insurgency. Second, they argue that
attempts made by leaders and other zctivists to build and
sustain formal mass-membership organizations are counter
productive, since they divert energies from mobilizaticn
for insurgency.

Piven and Cloward's theoretical c¢onclusions have been
extended further by the Majkas. The Majkas offer evidence
from farmworkers' poor people movemenis, namely the agri-
cultural labor in California from 1900 to the United Farm
Workers Union Movement. They show evidence that the UFW
was a successful organization. The Majkas' ideas are at
odds with Piven and Cloward in that the Majkas argue that
mass-membership organizations are effective when they fol-
low a series of organizational steps. First, the organiza-
tion must build patterns of organizational sustainment;
second, these patterns of organizational sustainment must
be able to mobilize defiance; third, they must be non-
bureaucrati¢ in their structure; fourth, in building alter-
native forms of organizations, one must consider the condi-
tions and structures of working class life. Furthermore,

these types of alternative organizations must not be
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"syusceptible to penetration by dominant elites"™ (Piven &
Cloward, p. xiii).

The circumstances of Puerto Rican migrant labor
in New Jersey's agriculture provide evidence which sup-
ports, qualifies and, in some cases, contradicts the ideas
of Piven and Cloward and the Majkas. Piven and Cloward's
theory of organizational effectiveness 1s very useful in
clarifying CAMP, META, and ATA mass-membership organiza-
tional structures in general. The leaders of these
organizations chose organizational structures to sustain
formal mass-membership for farmworkers. In addition,
these mass-membership structures did not work in some
cases because the leadership began to build organizations
to provide social, political and religious services while
Puerto Rican farmworkers needed immediate solutions to
thelr economlc problems. Some of the tactics for mo-
bilizing farmworkers insurgency became counter-productive
in that they lacked farmworkers' involvement. Further-
more, CAMP and META's lack of organizational effectiveness
is consiatent with the Piven and Cloward ideas of building
formal mass-membership organizations. Furthermore, Piven
and Cloward's theory of organizations worked best in this
case study for certain stages of organizational develop-
ment of CATA. These organizational stages consisted of

the NEFSC as an organizational committee set up as a
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transitory insurgency action organization, and ATA as an
organization that bujilt transitional organizational mass-
membership structures. However, ATA In certain ways not
only supports, but qualifies Piven and Cloward's ideas by
being effective for a short period of time. ATA's strate-
gies of insurgency and building transitional mass member-
ship structures became counter-productive because ATA did
not survive as an organization of the poor: ATA died out
as a result of its internal conflicts with its leadership.
Piven and Cloward's theory of organizational effec-
tiveness needs to be qualified when studying the case of
Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers. The first ideas to be
qualified state that the primary power the poor possess to
wrestle concessions from elites is insurgency. In the case
of Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers' organizations, these
migrant farmworkers lacked institutional leverage for
using disruption to influence public policy and economic
changes. As a result, organizations such as CAMP and META
were not significantly effective. 1In addition, CAMP and
META's leadership attempted to build effective, formal
mass-membership organizations to sustain political power
of the Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers during periods
when farmworkers' mass defiance was premature. The
leadership of CAMP, META and ATA assumed that Puerto Rican

migrant farmworkers would engage in mass defiance and
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insurgency activity since in the West Coast the UFW was
involved in organizing and mobilizing. This was an impor-
tant time in that the UFW and Cesar Chavez's farmworkers
movement actively engaged In insurgency and mass defiance
against the Teamsters Union. Puerto Rican migrant farm-
workers were not ready to strike or engage in demonstra-
tions at the risk of losing their only means of survival,
their livelihood. 1In addition, these migrant farmworkers
were a group of displaced farmworkers who came from an
economlically oppressed colonial territory to an isolated
place where farm labor, crew leaders and the farmer served
as the only means of communications. This made it diffi-
cult for farmworkers at first to engage in organizational
insurgency activity, other than tco adjust to social ser-
vices and religious services.

Piven and Cloward's argument that when elites solicit
input from mass-membership organizations, they are re-
sponding to insurgency, not to the supposed strength of
the organization itself, is contradicted by the ways CAMP,
META and ATA strategized for mass defliance and insurgency.
They argue that when insurgency subsides, most organiza-
tions also disappear. Those able to survive abandon their
militancy and lnstead become dependent on elites, rather
than on a mass base. CAMP, META and ATA's mass-membership

organizations' disappearance did not occur when organiza-
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tion subsided nor did they become dependent on elites
rather than on a mass base. Instead, these organizational
stages and linkages became significant in bringing about
patterns of mass-membership organizational structures of
working class life, to be applied later in CATA. In
addition, CAMP, META and ATA served as organizational
units by which groups such as organlized labor from Puerto
Rico, religious institutions, and the political activists
from the left political organizations in the Island became
aware of the working and living conditions of Puerto Rican
farmworkers on the mainland. Moreover, ATA served as an
organizational mechanism to create national awareness
among the general public in Puerto Rico and in the main-
land concerning the migrant farmworkers' problems. The
militancy of CAMP, META and ATA did not become dependent
on elites; rather these organizations dissolved as a
result of political and religious differences, and members
of its militancy jolned forces with other farmworkers
soclal service organizations. Farmworkers social service
organizations do not qualify as elites, but rather as
other grassroots membership organizations providing social
services to assist farmworkers with their problems.

Piven and Cloward’'s main focus has been on the polil-
tical effectiveness of its different kinds of organiza-

tions and the nature of its movement power. They have
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been concerned with the external environmental conditions
of the soclal movement organizations and not with examin-
ing internal organizational structures that can best work
for the poor. Both Piven and Cloward de-emphasized the
overall importance of developing organizational structures
of the working class poor with working class life. 1In
doing this both authors placed organizational development as
a secondary contingent issuve. Piven and Cloward and the
Majkas agreed that the organizational vehicle most suit-
able to exercise power by those at the bottom is member-
ship organizations with working class life. However,
neither Piven and Cloward nor the Majkas describe a frame-
work to be used to build alternative working class or-
ganizations. Piven and Cloward only suggest "cadre orga-
nizationsa"™ composed of cadre leaders. By "cadre organlza-
tions" they mean the development of a national network of
cadre organizations rather than a national federation of
welfare recipient groups. They describe this organization
of organizers as one "composed of students, churchamen,
civil rights activists, anti-poverty workers and militant
AFDC recipients . . . These groups of people would in turn
seek to energize a broad loosely-coordinated movement of
variegated groups to arouse hundreds of thousands of poor
people to demand aid™ (Piven & Cloward, pp. 275-88)., In-

stead of having these organizations building membership
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roles, the purpose would be to build large campaigns
consisting "of influential pecople in the slums, ghettos,
involving clergymen to exhort potential recipients to seek
the aid that was rightfully theirs . . . the mobilization
of marches and demonstrations to build indignation and
militancy among the poor™ (pp. 275-288).

The model of cadre leaders of organizations has
proven not to be applicable in this case study of Puerto
Rican migrant farmworkers organizations. These organiza-
tional stages are called CAMP, META and ATA. The model
was ineffective in that cadre leaders from religiocus in-
stitutions tended to avoid the social and political prob-
lems confronted by migrant farmworkers. Instead, they
believed in social reforms by providing farmworkers reli-
gious services, clothes, food, shelter and trips. The
leaders of Puerto Rican labor organizations and left poli-
tical parties' main concern was organizing the working
clasa on the mainland. Each of them had a different
political ideology and sectarian commitment for his/her
political party. Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers issues
such as better wages, better working and living conditions
became secondary issues while union organizing became the
priority as the only solution to the Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers, Social services approaches were condemned as

reformist and pacifist to migrant farmworkers' problems.
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Thus, cadre leadership was not effective in this case
study dealing with CAMP, META and ATA; cadre leadership
organizational support became an effective tool for other
grassroots labor organizations. One of these grassroots
organizations was the UFW. During this time the UFW built
a national farmworkers movement. The leadership of the
UFW was, at this time, too busy organizing on the West
Coast and fighting the Teamsters Union. Even though they
supported the Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers East Coast
merger, their commitment was on the West Coast with Chica-
no and Mexican farmworkers. Puerto Rican labor organiza-
tions from the Island and those leaders organizing on the
mainland had political and nationalist differences with
the way Chavez organized Chicano farmworkers. As a re-
sult, the cadre leadership of farmworkers failed in some
of their corganizational stages to organize the Puerto
Rican migrant farmworkers., The leadership of these orga-
nizations used the same traditional 1960's organizing
tactics that were used in the urban areas.

In sum, as has been noted, a number of ideas present-
ed by Piven and Cloward have been supported by this case
study, a number have been qualified, and a number has been
contradicted.

Similarly, the ideas of the Malkas tend to be sup-

ported and qualified by this Puerto Rican migrant farm-
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workers organization case study. The Majkas' ideas are
not applicable to CAMP, META, ATA and the NEFSC as organi-
zational stages of development, Thelr ideas that organi-
zation buillding and mass defiance are possible and suc-
cessful when applied to the United Farm Workers seem to be
only applicable to CATA. However, the Majkas' ideas that
organizational building with mass defiance must bte non-
bureaucratic needs to be¢ qualified when applied to this
case study.

CATA has been effective in organization building and
in planning strategies for mass defiance. These strate-
gies have been effective in the empowerment of Puerto
Rican farmworkers' lives to affect economic and political
change. CATA's organizational structures are non-bureau-
cratic in nature with little elite class influence. Be-
cause of this, CATA has outgrown the Puerto Rican left
corganizational doctrine, which tended to avoid organizing
outside the ranks of labor.

The Majkas' ideas that organizational building and
mass defiance are successful when applied to a migrant
farmworkers' movement are not applicable to CAMP, META,
ATA and the NEFSC. This is because Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers organizations did not grow out of a series of
insurgency and mobilized activities but rather through a

series of transitory developmental organizational stages.
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Such organizational stages were made up for the most part
of cadre leaders, professionals, ccllege students and very
few farmworkers. As a result, they failed to mobilize
farmworkers' support.

Some of the Majkas' ideas that need to be qualified
involve arguments about building alternative forms of
organization within structures of working class life.
According to the Majkas these organizational structures
must be non-bureaucratic in nature and less susceptible
to elite class influence. In this case study, CATA became
effective when it developed structures of working class
life with collective structures of decision making.
Elite's involvement has been influential at the level of
organizational malntenance and 1ittle involved in the
decision- and policy-making of the organization. Elites
have become an important organizational rescurce for
CATA's organizational effectiveness. However, these
elites in CATA's organizational effectiveness have played
a temporary role. They rotate theilr roles and they serve
as transitory external resources whenever they are needed.

In applying the Majkas' ideas to CATA as a social
movement organization, six significant findings tend to
emerge, First, building, sustalning and organizing CATA
as a social movement organization began to occur when a

series of organizational stages and organizational vic-
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tories had been achieved. Seccond, CATA has been effective
because it has established close and intimate bonds with
Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers. Third, once these
workers arrived at the agricultural camps on the mainland,
they experience problems of isolation, poor living and
working conditions, cheap labor, language difficulties,
growers' opposition to organized labor, discrimination and
many other related environmental health problems. Such
conditions force Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers to seek
some kind of organizational involvement. CATA as a social
movement organization became significantly important to
their survival in a foreign place of work. Fourth, the
fact that Puerto Rican farmworkers ccould relate to the
same cultural pattern of traditions and working class life
made it significantly important for farmworkers to trust
CATA's organizers and staff. Fifth, CATA has developed
organlzational structures in places of work where Puerto
Rican migrant farmworkers travel all year around. Sixth,
they have considered the place of work and the environment
to be a significant factor in contributing to farmworkers?
solidarity.

The data presented thus far suggests that the ideas
of Piven and Cloward and the Majkas can be extended in a
number of ways. Social movement organizations related to

Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers' protest has gone through
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a constant evolutionary process and changes. Before such
revolution occurs and we begin to see effective organiza-
tional results, bureaucracy becomes an obstacle to organi-
zational development,. In this organizational case study,
bureaucracy at the early stages of organizational develop-
ment of CAMP and META impeded and resisted econcmic and
social change, thus presenting a challenge to these early
organizations' religious and labor leaders. The challenge
was not only maintaining the dally operation of their
grassroots organization, but also administering in such a
way that the organization remained viable as the environ-
ment around it changed. It demanded cadre leaders from
religious and labor organizations to develop knowledge,
skills and commitment for coping with social movement
organizational change. In addition to CAMP, META and ATA
adapting to external environmental changes, they needed to
learn how to bring positive and constructive renewal of a
Puerto Rican farmworkers social movement organization.
What was needed on many occasions were new ideas of
mobilizing and organizing, new people, new resources, new
methods to renew and enrich the social movement organiza-
tion continually. When these possibilities were ignoreid,
these social movement organizations became stagnant and in

some cases fell behind and disappeared.
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The leadership in an organization with working class
pecple needed to broaden their vision toward the organiza-
tion's progress and long-term viabllity. As this case
study made clear, a new form of organization and a new way
of thinking about farmworkers' problems was needed. CATA
altered the basic structures of previous organizational
stages to build such an organization. They began by
creating migratory organizational structures with un{}s of
working class 1ife where farmworkers migrated. Farm-
workers' input was to be part of the preoblem-solving and
goal-setting in the organization's structures and units in
each migratory state or city. Efforts were made to pro-
vide social services and organize farmworkers. Rewards
were glven to farmworkers by paying them minimal salaries
and taking care of health benefits for them and thelir
families.

In order for CAMP, META and ATA tc have become more
effective, it would have been necessary to change the
organizations in three particular ways. First, they
needed to change the bureaucratic structures to collective
working class structures, something difficult to do with
leadership whose main concerns were to develop a political
union. CATA has functioned better under collective struc-
tures and has survived the longest. Second, they would

have had to change their resources. They depended finan-
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cially on concessions from religious institutions and at
the same time they condemned their pacifist strategies in
creating insurgency. They relled on left political par-
ties' philosophies, and their organizational goals became
secondary and displaced many times. They wanted to build
mass-movement organizations and, at the same time, mobilize
deflance. It became very difficult for them to do all
these and still survive. Third, the leadership's atti-
tudes and behavior would have to be changed. The leader-
ship failed to change because they coperated under a mis-
conception of the reality experienced by Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers and, as a result, applied traditional
and improper strategies for organizing the workers. The
most difficult of these changes was having to deal with
the leaders' behavior concerning the need for non-tradi-
tional labor organizing structures, Their leadership
needed training about developing organizations with work-
ing ¢lass life, farmworkers input and participation. The
leaders also needed to satay away from political parties
and religlious philosophies as their main strategy for
creating organizations for farmworkers. When NEFSC and
CATA began to get organized, they used cadre leaders
organizations to be supportive and farmworkers' protest to
create insurgency. Puerto Rican farmworkers were ready to

protest after a series of social and poliitical confronta-
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tions with the farm growers. Employment conditions were
worse, living conditions were devastating and crises and
protest was their only alternative,.

Farmworkers' discontent needed to be focused and
channeled through the collective structures of working
class life. Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers needed imme-
diate solutions to their problems, and, instead, the lead-
ership provided them with political education, ideological
discussions, study groups, consciousness-ralising sessions,
newsletters and political tactics frequently intended to
promote collective responses., These educational sessions
failed to to get farmworkers involved; rather, the ses-
sions pushed them away from the groups and organizations.
Only through the provision of social and legal services
could they have gotten farmworkers' responses, In a case
study, Alinsky (1971) advises organizers that "since peo-
ple understand only in terms of their own experience, an
organizer must have at least a cursory familiarity with
their experience. 1t not only serves communication, but
it strengthens the personal identification of the
organizer with others"™ (p. B84). Kahn (1870) also contri-
butes to ideas about the role of organizers by explaining
that "the main job in the community in the early stages of
organizing is simply to make friends with people there

. - . Generally an effective organizer will have a gcod
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deal in common with pecple he is working among . . . If an
organizer does not share knowledge and experiences with
people with which he is working, he will have a hard time
communicating with them” (pp. 5-26).

One reason why the leaders of CAMP, META and ATA
continued to use their ineffective organizational strate-
giles was because their political philosophy was geared to
the leftist Puerto Rican parties' doctrine which seemed at
that time the best strategy of organizing. Some leaders
were proven unsuccessful in that they became frustrated
and many left these organizations and went on to tradi-
tional stable jobs. There were few exceptlons; one of
them was Angel Dominguez, a long-time supporter of farm-
workers' rights, who continued patiently to work with farm-
workers, providing social, legal and labor education to
migrant farmworkers. He has spent at least fifteen years
working, living and organizing Puerto Rican migrant farm-
workers, He has been successful after fifteen years in
building and organizing with working class 1ife and struc-
tures. This organization is called CATA.

The preceding discussion of the way in which a case
study of Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers in New Jersey
organilzed supports, in certain ways, the theories of Piven
and Cloward, but also qualifies and contradicts them. It

must be noted that the Majkas in their case study of the
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UFW also found that their data supports, qualifies and
contradicts some of the theoretical conclusions of Piven
and Cloward. It would be useful to examine in which ways
the present case study of CATA parallels the conclusions
drawn by the Majkas.

In their case study of the UFW the Majkas find consi-
derable support for a number of the critical conclusions
of Piven and Cloward. One conclusion that they support is
one that deals with mass defiance being the vehicle
through which the workers win higher wages and better
working conditions. The present study also supports this
idea. CATA has won significant gains for Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers in New Jersey through the use of
farmworkers mass defiance against growers and state insti-
tutions.

Another idea that supports the Majkas' findings deals
with the granting of concessions throughout California's
agricultural labor insurgency history. The Majkas indi-
cate that growers and the government throughout agricul-
tural labor history have reacted to mass organizations of
workers when they granted concessions. The concessions
granted by growers or the government forcing groweras' com-
pliances were temporary ones. After labor acquiescence
was restored, gains were erased by further manipulation of

the labor market, persecution of leaders, and repression of
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organizations. However, it was found in this case study
of CATA's early stages of organizational development and
effectiveness in New Jersey that Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers did not use the power of insurgency tc win
back concessions from elites. Contrary to Majkas' ideas,
this case study of CATA found that Puerto Rican migrant
farmworkers' early stages of organizational insurgency and
defiance was premature. In addition, Puertoc Rican migrant
farmworkers' economic conditions did not allow them to
strike or engage in demonstrations at the time the UFW and
Cesar Chavez! farmworkers movement was actively engaged in
insurgency and defiance,

Another significant finding that supports the find-
ings of the Majkas' study is that they support Piven and
Cloward's general concluding argument, namely, the need
to "begin to consider alternative forms of organizations
through which working class people can act together in
defiance" (Majkas, 1980, p. 307). Similarly to the
Majkas' findings in support of Piven and Cloward's con-
cluding theoretical arguments, this case study of Puerto
Rican migrant farmworkers supports the kind of organiza-
tion through which working class people can act together
in defiance of their rulers. Furthermore, CATA has begun,
after a number of organizational stages and evolution, to

transform into an organization that has been able to
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effectively involve working class life into its organiza-
tional structures,

The Majkas in this case study of the UFW alsc find
several qualifications of Piven and Cloward's theoretical
conclusions. The first qualification that the Majkas make
is that the UFW has been able to build itself as a perma-
nent organization and to effectively mobilize defiance.

In this case study of organizational stages of development
CATA also has been successful in doing both, namely build-
ing an organization, which have been able to effectively
mobilize defiance. Contrary to the CATA, the UFW at-
tempted to build itself up as a mass-movement organization
as a prerequlsite tc mobilize defiance through the build-
ing of the National Farm Workers Association {(NFWA) which
later merged with the Argicultural Workers Organizing
Committee of the UFW. The NFWA did not emphasize trade
union goals; instead, it focused on community organizing.
In addition, the UFW operational bases have been cen-
tralized in agricultural states and cities throughout the
West Coast. Contrary to the UFW, after a number of
successes and fallures, CATA succeeded in building a num-
ber of grassroots membership organizations as prerequi-
sites to the formations of mass-movement cadre organiza-
tions to mobilize defiance, CATA's organizational bases

have been centralized in two major areas: in small vil-
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lages in Puerto Rico, where the migrant farmworkers re-
side, and in New Jersey, where the majority of Puerto
Rican farmworkers travel six months of every year.

The seccond major gqualification that the Majkas make
in their UFW study is that they find evidence which sug-
gests limitations in not forming organizations. The
Majkas found that without organizations the poor face an
inability to effectively resist changes. Similarly, in
this case study of CATA's stages of organizational devel-
opment, we found that grassroots organizations were signi-
ficantly important to the Puerto Rican migrant farmwork-
ers. This was because grassroots organizations provided a
series of necessary soclal services. In addition, farm-
workers saw grassroots organizations as a support group to
which to relate thelr problewms in their firsat attempt to
create economic change. The importance of grassroots
organizations in CATA's stages of organlzational develop-~
ment helped them to establish long-term affiliations with
farmworkers throughout each stage of organizational
development.

In this case study of the UFW, the Majkas find con-
trary theoretical conclusions concerning Piven and
Cloward's theories. Piven and Cloward imply that promot-~
ing insurgency and building a formal organization are a

contradictory process. The Majkas' findings challenge
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this claim. They find evidence that the UFW, since 1965,
has stimulated, coordinated and sustained insurgency,
rather than insurgency independently producing a mass-
based union. The UFW attempted to bulld itself as a massa-
membership organization as a prerequisite to mobilizing
defiance. 1In addition to this, Cesar Chavez worked for
ten years with the Community Service Organization in Cali-
fornia, which was affiliated with Saul Alinsky's Indus-
trial Areas Foundation. Chavez' organizing strategies
stem from Alinsky's style of community organizing. Con-
trary to the UFW study, the CATA organizational case study
finds that CATA has attempted to build itself after a
series of grassroots organizational gains. Similar to the
UFW, insurgency begins to occur after it has been stimu-
lated, coordinated and sustained by CATA's leadership.

The major difference between the two organizations is that
the leadership of CATA has never been charismatic with
strong religious philosophical foundations like Cesar
Chavez. In contrast to Chavez, Angel Dominguez' organiza-
tional experiences come cut of a series of organizational
involvements with the Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers.

In his struggle to organize Puerto Rican migrant farmwork-
ers, he previocously Jjoined the Puerto Rican Socialist Party
and other labor organizations to find cut later that these

organizations were not committed to the farmworkers or-
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ganizing. Rather, they were interested in using his or-
ganlzing skills to represent thelr political parties or
labor organizations. Unlike Dominguez, Chavez has con-
tinued to face organizational difficulties with long-time
UFW organizers because of political affiliations with the
Democratiec Party. The leadership of Chavez' union con-
tinues to have serious organizational disputes between the
union and several other agricultural labor organizing
committees in Florida, Arizona and Texas. Chavez' union
has been charged with being too dependent politically on
the AFL-CIO. Other agricultural labor corganizing commit-
tees are becoming much more independent organized groups
in states where agricultural labor organizing is permit-
ted. Like Chavez, Angel Dominguez believes in unionizing
farmworkers. But unlike Chavez, Angel Dominguez believes
that the union needs to be directed by the farmworkers
themselves. His theoretlical assertions concerning CATA as
a successful organization are that CATA must continue to
exist as a support organization to the union whenever the
Puerto Rican farmworkers are ready for such a move. This
is beginning to happen slowly in New Jersey whereby Puerto
Rican farmworkers, members of CATA, have demanded the
right to be unionized at the Levin's Farms in South Jer-
sey. Levin Farms Brother and Sons, Inc. refused to accept

union representation and, as a result, CATA farmworkers
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took Levin's Farms to court. The court declared in favor
of the CATA farmworkers, giving them the right to unionize
and hold elections., Levin Farms continued not to warrant
the rights of farmworkers to unionize and, as a result,
the Levin Farms' scn and father went to jail. More re-
cently, the court released them from jail to allow farm-
workers elections. The case is still pending allowing for
farmworkers to vote for their union (Siembra, New Jersey,
September 1985).

On September 29, 1985 a most important victory came
when fourteen migrant workers from the Levin farms
successfully unionized. The workers unanimously voted to
be represented by the Comite Organizador Agricolas (the
Farmworkers Organizing Committee), the syndicated wing of
CATA.

In sum, as we have noted, a number of theoretical
conclusions presented by the Majkas in their case study of
the UFW supports, qualifies and contradicts Piven and
Cloward's theoretical conclusions. In addition, it was
useful to examine in which ways the case study of CATA
parallels the coneclusions drawn by the Majkas. Having
applied the theoretical conclusions ¢f Piven and Cloward
and the Majkas to the Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers, we
can now undertake to answer questions ralsed earlier in

this case study concerning the study of organizational
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structures. The following questions concerning this case
study will be answered. First, what organizational struc-
tures did CATA develop throughout each stage of develop-
ment? Second, how effective were these organizations’
structures Iin achieving their stated aims and goals?
Third, through what process did CATA redirect its goals as
a result of its experience at each stage of development?
Fourth, utilizing criteria established by Piven and
Cloward and the Majkas about organizational effectiveness,
how effective has CATA been as an organization? 1In under-
taking to answer the gquestions concerning the effective-
ness of organizational structures, we must begin with
CAMP, as the first organizational stage of development.

In the first stage, CAMP developed organizational bureau-
cratic structures with less working class life and with
structures based on support committees. CAMP was not
effective in meeting 1its organizational goals since the
leadership was ineffective in developing working class
structures.

As a result, a new organization of organizers was
established. This organization was called META. META's
organizational structures were bureacuractic in nature.

It was the first mobilized and organized formal group of
religious individuals who incorporated as the Ministerio

Ecumenico de Trabajadores Agricolas. META, Inc. consisted
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of a Board of Directors in New Jersey and Connecticut.
The staff consisted of volunteers and college students
supervised by two Directors in each geographical area.

The politles of the organizational structures were
religious and bureaucractic. The leadershlp used strate-
gies of seminars, educational labor projects and social
service approaches a8 means for providing solutions to
migrant problems. These organizational structures were
proven to be ineffective in New Jersey because the leader-
ship of CAMP confronted political difficulties in esta-
blishing organizational patterns with other local reli-
gious institutions and because the leadership of META had
ideclogical and political differences with the group from
Connecticut about organizational strategies for organizing
migrant farmworkers,

The organizational structures built in Connecticut
was effective in that the leadership was able to mobilize
farmworkers' support by forming a group of cadre orga-
nizers to support META's work. META built structures that
were transitory and not permanent. They knew that the
goal was to build a union of farmworkers and they wanted
to go beyond a social service organization of providers.
The leaders of META in Connecticut and New Jersey in the
interest of their political philosophlies began to struggle

Wwith each other to create a farmworkers union. New Jer-
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sey's leadership decided to organize through reformist
organizational strategies while the group in Connecticut
decided to mobilize around building farmworkers' support
and creating moments of insurgency without much farmwork-
ers' support. They assumed that once supporters and pub-
lic media made the farmworkers' issues and problems pub-
lic, farmworkers' protest would occur. However, the
farmworkers' protest was limited and the leadership of
Connecticut went on with establishing the first farm-
workers union called ATA. Nevertheless, these organiza-
tional structures formed in META were temporarily effec-
tive since they helped to create awareness among the
general public and to get attention from the local media.
They were also significant for establishing the first
Puerto Rican farmworkers union. However, these organiza-
tional structures were not effective overall in achieving
or redefining their main goal. The establishment of a
Puerto Rican farmworkers unlon that could survive on the
mainland in competition with the UFW and resist the poli-
tical and economic pressures by other larger unions was
largely a problem for the leaders of ATA.

ATA was effective temporarily. It achieved mass-
membership organizational structures that were mainly
bureacuractic., Its structure and leadership were social-

istic in nature. It was established through a set of
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working committees in different geographical areas through
the East Coast. However, ATA's organlzational structures
failed overall to organlize the Puerto Rican migrant farm-
workers union. The farmworkers' issues and need for or-
ganizing the union were there, but more than a need and
support were necessary to be effective. ATA needed the
Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers to be supportive and com-
mitted to the union. Inatead, ATA began to organize exter-
nal support and hired outside supporters to be organizers
of the union. These organizers came from the United States
leftist organizations, religious groups, Puerto Rican So-
cialist Party militants and a few college students. Their
philosophy was on many occasions peti-bourgeoise, without
much enthusiasm about resolving migrant farmworkers' prob-
lems. ATA needed economic and labor organizing training
from the UFW, which was then the only successful Chicano
farmworkers organization. The UFW was not ready to provide
it, because they were formalizing and strengthening their
own struggle in California. The political and ideological
differences among the leaders of these organizations was an
important obstacle in getting ATA to build a strong base in
the East Coast. Growers'! opposition was also an obsatacle
that contributed to the lack of unionization, but not a

significant one in New Jersey.
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ATA's organizational structures were not effective
overall in achieving their stated goals. However, after
ATA's leadership split from the UFW, the leadership left
the union and other organizers in New Jersey decided to
jJoin social service agencies to continue the work with
migrant farmworkers. In addition, ATA was not able to
redirect its aims or redefine its goal as a result of its
experiences, but one of the organizers, Angel Dominguez,
did. He continued to work in New Jersey with the geoal of
reorganizing a group of migrant farmworkers again. This
time the organizing occurred through a serles of farm-
workers' protests on the East Coast of New York. A com-
mittee of cadre supporters was formed to rescue a group of
Puerte Rican farmworkers who were fired. The support
group placed them in safe working conditions. This com-
mittee, called the NEF3(C, was very effective in channeling
and sustaining Puerto Rican farmworkers' protest. It
allowed farmworkers to become active participants in in-
surgent events., It knew when to get out and when to allow
farmworkers and other individuals to continue organizing
farmworkers., Angel Dominguez through the NEFSC focused on
the proliterlanization of the organization, i.e., the
ideological consolidation and transformation of its compo-
sition to a majority of farmworkers class members was in

particular a difficult task, but not an impossible one.
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By 1979, Angel Dominguez had made a conscicus effort
to iInvolve Puerto Rican farmworkers in the formation of an
organization with working class life and structures. If
there i3 not a conscious and honest effort to carry this
out, then an organization easily succumbs to the political
and organizational practices, characteristic of peti-
bourgeois formations which tend to be bureacuractic and
undermine working class life participation.

CATA's organizational effectiveness has served as a
case history through which to examine the ideas of Piven
and Cloward as well as the Majkas. So far it has been the
Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers organization that has
survived the longest, organizing migrant farmworkers with
working class organizational structures, CATA has been
very effective in achieving its stated aims and goals. It
has gone through a series of organizational stages, some
successful and some unsuccessful. These organizational
stages have been through a series of organizational 1link-
ages and networks.

CATA has been effective in winning significant vic-
tories for Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers., It has esta-
blished organizational patterns from which to represent
grievance and bargaining rights as farmworkers labor
organization. It has become nationally known through its

involvement in the development of legislative policy at
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the state level and in Puerto Rico. It has built a signi-
ficant constiuency of support of "cadre organizations" on
the East Coast and in Puerto Rico. CATA bas been success-
ful and effective in maintaining its collective organiza-
tional structures, receiving concessions in the form of
governmental support from the state and developing the
necessary organizational units to build a farmworkers
syndicate structure to organize migrant workers.

In examining and applying Piven and Cloward's ideas
of organizational effectiveness and organizational struc-
tures to CATA's organizational development, two lmportant
observations can be made. First CATA can be extended in
terms of Piven and Cloward's theory to be the organization
where Puertc Rican farmworkers can dictate organizational
structures suitable to their needs and still win signifi«
cant victories, Second, CATA can be described in terms of
the Majkas' ideas to prove effective and successful in
designing the corganizational model which the Majkas advo-
cate. CATA has gone beyond organizational building and
begun to establish units of insurgency, whereby farm-
workers can still receive soclal services and use strate-
gies of grievances to meet farmworkers' needs. Further-
more CATA has developed an organizational syndicate

through which faramworkers can bargain collectively.
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A number of concluding remarks can be made about the
data on Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers organizational
structures examined thus far. It 1s my view that the
organizational process of CATA and previous stages of
organizational development were characterized by a strug-
gle to transform the organizations of CAMP, META, ATA and
NEFSC into a Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers proletarian
organization formation. The main obstacle to this goal
was the ideology of the leadership of these organizations.
This ideology and its implications were inconsistent with
the stated objective of the organization. In addition,
this ideoclogy proved to be an obstacle tc the growth and
development of the Puerto Rican farmworkers union.

The history of CATA's previous organizational stages of
development has shown the conflict between the following:
first, democracy versus centralism, theory versus practice,
and nationalism versus paternalism. The dynamic democracy
versus centralism in ATA was characterized by commandism of
the leadership, bureaucratism, passivity of the membership,
and emphasis on political issues over the organizational
issues. The dynamic theory versus practice conflict was
characterized by the minimal ideclogical and political pre-
paration by the leadership of CAMP, META and ATA about
agricultural labor organizing and the conditions of the

Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers' reality. The natlionalism
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ver3sus paternalism conflict was characterized by both the
labor activists and the church activists in that they tried
to organize and mobilize farmworkers' support. The labor
activists were very nationalistic about the organization's
political goals and the right to self-determination for the
Independence of Puerto Rico, while the church activists were
very paternalistic 1in their strategies of organizational
mobilization and organizing.

0f all the theoretical organizational ideas argued by
Piven and Cloward and the Majkas, when applied to CATA's
previous organizational stages of development, none deal
with the objectives and subjective political reasons for
the establishment of these oprganizations of Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers in the mainlani. There seem toc be
objective and subjective reasons for establishing mass-
base organizations on the mainland. First, the population
of Puerto Rico in the United States was rapidly increasing
and it was equal to the population of the Island. Second,
the colonial relationship of Puerto Rico and the United
States meant, among other things, a considerable flow of
Puerto Rican farmworkers from the Island to the mainland.
Third, the militancy of the mass struggle of the late 60's
and early 70's and the revitalized independence movement
on the Island gave rise to a movement of Puerto Ricans in

the United States struggling for democratic rights and
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supporting the independence struggle in the Island.
Fourth, the class struggle during this periocd focused
mainly on democratic rights, student and anti-imperialist
demonstrations. Thus, the class character of these move-
ments was poorly understood by its participants. Many
political activists and labor organizers saw Puerto Rican
migrant farmworkers not as agricultural workers but solely
as menbers of an oppressed group. They paid little atten~
tion to building militant local farmworkers c¢lass unity.
Fifth, the reactionary role played by many unions in the
civil rights and anti-war movements along with the racist
responses of many white workers against farmworkers union-
ization undermined and left out totally efforts to con-
cejive a united farmworkers' movement. Sixth, nationalism
in its various expression during these years of organiza-
tional development was primarily a positive trend, an
affirmation of Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers culture
and history of resistance, a recognition of the collective
need to struggle against oppression and exploitation.

This nationalism is at odds with the emergence of a multi-
national organization capable of organizing minority sec-

tors of the working class.
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Appendix 1

North East--1983 Farm Expenditures
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Note: From New Jersey Agriculture, N.J. Department of
Agriculture Crop Reporting Service, 1984, p. Uuf7.

311



312

Appendix 2

New Jersey Cash Receipts: 1983
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Note: From New Jersey Agriculture, N.J. Department of
Agriculture Crop Reporting Service, 1984, p. 39.
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Appendix 3

Gross Income, Production Expenses,
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Note: From New Jersey Agriculture, N.J. Department of
Agriculture Crop Reporting Service, 1984, p,
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Appendix 4

Definition of Terms

To facilitate reading the remainder of the analysis,
terms are defined below that either are unique to the
system language used in plain literature, or are operation-

alized for the proposed study.

1. Puerto Rican Migrant Farmworkers

Puerto Rican migrant farmworkers are Puertc Rican
agricultural workers whose primary residence is Puerto Rico
and who leave the Island of Puerto Rico to perform agricul-

tural work on the mainland on a seasonal basis.

2. Social Movement

A social movement is a set of opinions and beliefs in
a population which represents preferences for changing some
elements of the society and/or reward distribution of a

society (Wilkinson, 1971).

3. Social Movement Organization

A& Social movement organization "is a complex, or for-
mal organization which identifies its goals with the pref-
erences of a social movement or a counter movement and
attempts to implement those goals.,” (McCarthy and Zald,

1977, Vol.82, pp. 1212-34).
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4.  Pouwer

Power "is interactional; it is embedded in patterns of
social relationships. It derives from the patterns of
interdependence that characterize all of social 1ife and
from the levcrage that inheres in these interdependent

relations.” (Piven and Cloward, 1984, Vol. 13, p. 588).

5. CAMP (Comite de Apoyo al Migrante Puertorriqueno)

CAMP is an organization of people, mostly labor and
religious leaders who organized in Puerto Rico in 1969 to
develop the first Puerto Rican farmworkers union. It lasted

until 1971,

6. META (Ministerio Ecumenico de Trabajadores Agricolas)

META is an organization founded in Puerto Rico in 1972
by a group of church leaders to begin the process of organ-
izing Puerto Rican farmworkers. It lasted until 1973.

7. ATA (Asociacion de Trabajadores Agricolas de
Puerto Rico)

ATA is a Puerto Rican farmworkers union founded in

Connecticut in August, 1973. It lasted until 1G78.

8. NEFC (New England Farmworkers Council, Inc.)

NEFC is a private, non-profit corporation established
in 1971 to represent farmworkers in Massachusetts and

Connecticut.
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g. NEFSC (North East Farmworkers Support Committee)

NEFSC was formed in 1978 in New York State (Catskill
Mountains). Members of this committee were farmworkers'

advocates from federally funded agencies.

10. CATA (Comite de Apoyo al Trabajador Agricola)

CATA is a farmworkers' support committee. It was
founded in 1979 by a group of farmworkers in Vineland, New

Jersey.

11. GSA (Glausboro Service Association Camp)

This is the former WPA camp in Glassboro. In 1946,
the first Puerto Rican farmworkers passed through this

camp.

t2. Shade Tobacco Growera Agricultural Association

The association is located in Windsor, Connecticut.
Organized in 1942 by the 16 largest tobacco growers in
Connecticut. This organization oversees the recruitment
and development of seascnally unskilled farm labor in

Connecticut and Massachusetts.

13. Contract Worker

A contract worker 1is a farmworker recruited by, and
registered with, and protected by the contract negotiated

by the Department of Labor of Puerto Rico.
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14, Farm Operators

Farm operators are large capitalist farms and ranches
owned and operated by some of the country's largest corpo-
rations, such as Tenneco, Del Monte, Castle, Cooke, and

Campbell. (Jenaess, Spring, 1985, Vol. 2, pp. 107-108).

15. Effectiveness

This measures the accomplishments of the recognized
objectives of cooperation action. The degree of accom-

plishment indicates the degree of effectiveness (Barnard,

1983, p. 35).

16. Seasonal Puerto Rican Day-Haul Farmworkers

These are day-haul workers who reside in urban areas

and travel dalily to work on farms.
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