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Executive Summary

WE ORIGINALLY SET OUT TO SURVEY MIXTEC FARM WORKERS because they kept appearing in news
reports as suffering the worst living conditions and employment abuses of any farm workers in Cali-
fornia agriculture. The resulting study, Mixtec Migrants in California Agriculture: A New Cycle of
Poverry (Zabin, et al., CIRS, 1993), reported on a survey of 131 Mixtec farm workers conducted in
1990-91. But in the process of conducting that survey, we realized there were many more Mixtec mi-
grants in California agriculture than had been thought, and that we needed a better overview of the
situation. '

The Ford Foundation, via the Rural Economic Policy Program at the Aspen Institute, awarded a
supplemental grant to canvass rural areas of California for Mixtecs. We spent virtually every dollar
on surveyors who, during August and September 1991, visited areas of known concentrations of
Mixtecs. Because of our limited budget, we excluded large cities from our purview and focused on a
specific set of agricultural areas. For this reason, the data presented should be seen as a pilot effort to
chart Mixtec migrant networks rather than as a complete census. From south to north, the areas sur-
veyed were:

* Northwestern San Diego County

* Santa Maria (Santa Barbara County)

Bakersfield, Arvin, and Lamont (Kem County)

* Selected towns in western Tulare County

* Selected towns from Kerman and Biola eastward in Fresno County

* Madera and environs

Parts of Santa Cruz and Santa Clara counties

In addition to the 567 surveys conducted in the places noted, this report also draws on:

* the above-mentioned 131 surveys of Mixtec farm workers, which were completed mostly in the
Fresno—-Madera and San Diego regions (Zabin, et al. 1993);

* approximately 50 brief interviews conducted mainly in San Diego County in 1989;

* 30 surveys of Mixtec tomato workers, which were included in a study for the Commission on
Agricultural Workers, conducted in Fresno, San Diego, and San Quintin (Baja) in 1991-92
(Runsten, et al. 1992); v

« several life histories of Mixtec leaders; and

* several independent lists of village migrants (1991).

L]

How many Mixtecs work in California agricuiture?

The main objective of this survey was to make a direct count of as many self-identifying Mixtecs in
California as possible within the financial and human constraints of the project. How many indige-
nous Oaxacan workers are there in California agriculture? We counted 6,687 indigenous Oaxacans in
47 California towns (4,081 men, 1,151 women, and 1,455 children 12 years old or younger). Project-
ing these counts onto the towns not surveyed gives a total of 10,565. A fair estimate of total
population, correcting for survey coverage of 10-50 percent in each location, would triple that figure
to 31,695. We conclude that a reasonable estimate of the number of mostly Mixtec indigenous
Oaxacans (excluding the Zapotecs in Los Angeles) in California in 1991 would fall between 20,000

and 40,000—and the numbers have surely grown in the past three years.






