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Immigrant Lives at the Intersection of Family, Capital, and the State

Abstract
The practice of nations importing people across international borders as guestworkers has been widespread across history and geography, often serving as the first step in larger, more complex migrant flows.  Migrants’ families, sending and receiving states, and capital are critical in organizing these flows, influencing subsequent experiences of immigrants at home and abroad, and linking productive and reproductive settings.  In this paper, the author compares Mexican women, Mexican men, and Jamaican women as they attempt to negotiate U.S. labor markets as the nation’s newest guestworkers.  He finds that the different roles of the Mexican and Jamaican states differentiates Jamaican from Mexican experiences, that family considerations differentiate the experiences of Mexican men from those of Mexican women, and that guestworker behaviors offer critical commentary on ideas of social and cultural capital.
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Immigrant Lives at the Intersection of Family, Capital, and the State


Several developments on the global stage today suggest that nationalism and the nation-state are losing ground to alternative allegiances and social forms.  Ethnic and separatist wars, increasing hostility between political parties, the passage of unenforceable laws, tax revolts, the loss of border control, low voter turn-outs and lackluster political campaigns, the growth of multinational corporations, NAFTA, the EEC, transnational identities, and even the Internet threaten the prominence of the nation as an important social unit in people’s lives.  The weakening of nationhood implies the weakening of citizenship and the protections and rights that citizenship entails.  Attempts to shore up citizenship have involved the creation of several legal statuses within nations, highlighting differences among citizens (as between people with and without felony convictions) and between citizens and non-citizens.  Welfare reform to exclude non-citizens from benefits, state propositions to bar non-citizen children from public schools, and English-only initiatives are a few of the ways that some of the people of the United States have cast differences between “us” and “them” in bold relief.  These highly visible methods of defining group boundaries are similar to the common methods that ethnic groups use to exclude some individuals while including others, yet far more subtle mechanisms exist for citizen groups to accomplish similar ends. 

At the same time nation-states exhibit signs of deteriorating, groups of people seem to be finding, along with alternative allegiances, alternatives to those capitalist economic relations that depend heavily on stable and secure nation-states to survive.  In other words, capitalist social relations may be yielding some ground to alternative economic relations that social scientists have observed in recent decades.  These economic relations come in various forms, yet share many features.  They are, first, based on group membership and network ties.  They often facilitate transactions that are invisible to economic record keeping or resemble gift exchange, relying heavily on trust.  And, often, they are restricted to specific groups that share ideas about what constitutes an economic resource and how such resources are to be valued.  To aid in conceptualizing these economic relations, many social scientists have found it beneficial to consider them, as opposed to alternatives to capital, alternative forms of capital generally called social and cultural (symbolic) capital.  Probably because they are more easily observedconsisting of sharing resources, information, or access to them by virtue of group membership or network tieseconomic behaviors termed social capital have received the most attention. Cultural capital, or behaviors that facilitate access to resources and information based on shared ideas about interpersonal interaction, gestures, and beliefs, tends to depend on more nebulous and often unconscious understandings about value and meaning.  In a recent book, for example, I described cultural capital as the shared behaviors and unwritten rules of interaction that allowed members of various fishery regulatory bodies to communicate with one another effectively (Griffith 1999: 154-55).  The same behaviors, or lack of familiarity with them, barred others (notably small-scale commercial fishers) from being able to interact in ways that could influence the very regulatory initiatives that effected their livelihoods.  

In any case, alternative forms of capital, and particularly social capital, have received a great deal of attention in recent social science literature (Edwards and Foley 1998, and forthcoming; Schulman and Anderson 1999; Putnam 2000).  A recent literature review found that the number of social science dissertations using social capital as a key concept rose from 11 in 1982-89 to 37 in 1990-94; over roughly the same time period, the number of journal articles listing social capital as a key word rose from 55 to 109 (Wall, Ferrazzi, and Schuyer 1998: 301-03).  In their review, Wall and her co-authors question whether or not social capital is indeed a new concept, or merely a new name for ideas forwarded by Marx, Weber, Durkheim, or Mauss.  While they conclude that the concept has utility, they also find that it shares a great deal with concepts, like reciprocity, gifting, and solidarity, that also enable economic activity based on group membership, trust, and shared senses of economic value.  Wall and her co-authors also critique the tendency among most social scientists to view social capital as inherently positive, bringing advantages to groups and their members instead of constraining their opportunities.

More recent works on social capital have taken its negative aspects to be as important to our understanding as its positive elements (Schulman and Anderson 1999; Edwards and Foley, forthcoming).  In their upcoming volume, Edwards and Foley depart from a critique of Robert Putnam’s now well-known article and book by the same title, “Bowling Alone” (1996; 2000).  Putnam views the loss of social capital, as evidenced by such things as declining memberships in Boy Scouts and Rotary Clubs, as synonymous with the collapse of community.  Quite correctly, Edwards and Foley reject Putnam’s argument based on increasing memberships in other groups, such as Sierra Clubs, and argue for moving toward considering social capital a form of networking and describing its uses, both positive and negative, with the aid of social network analysis.  This also involves distinguishing social capital from cultural or symbolic capital, or from looking to heritage, religious beliefs, child-rearing practices, or other explicitly cultural arenas to interpret social ties and practices, deriving from membership, that facilitate or channel economic activity.

While these works wrestle with what constitutes social capital, they ignore related questions that pertain to capital as elaborated by Marx through historical analysis and forwarded by several social scientists over the past thirty years (Marx 1978: 207-10, 419-420; Wolf 1982, 1999; Mintz 1985; Roseberry 1976, 1989; Furtado 1972).  Specifically, the accumulation of capital, central to its nature, transforms social relations and forces of production in ways that facilitate class formation and reproduce (or alter) differential access to resources.  Can we consider social capital and cultural capital actually forms of capital if they do not enhance and enable viable and regenerative economic activity or political activity that improves one’s access, or a group’s access, to economic resources?  In short, can we consider them forms of capital if accumulation and the associated changes in power relations that accumulation entails do not take place?

The accounts of H-2 workers that follow, after briefly describing the program and its participants, raise the question of whether or not behaviors we observe among the women and men who carry H-2 visas are, indeed, forms of capital or alternatives to capital.  Through comparative analysis, we examine the ways that capital, the state, and workers themselves inhibit the development of alternative forms of capital within H-2 and other immigrant work forces.  We also ask what relationship might exist between these behaviors and those features of political economic landscapes that suggest tensions between the deterioration and shoring-up of the nation-state.

Brief Historical and Policy Considerations


In the United States, the increasing use of temporary worker programsspecifically, “H” class visa programsconstitute one mechanism of differentiating people in general, and types of workers in particular, from one another.  H-2 programs create a class of workers in the United States differentiated from U.S. working classes by their limited access to the labor market, their temporary residence, their “nonimmigrant” appellation, and their reduced or nonexistent rights to legal systems, political processes, and other services available to U.S. citizens. By reaffirming the importance of citizenship, their use runs counter to the growing evidence for the disintegrating nation state.  Yet their joining of communities across international boundaries provides more evidence for the disintegration of the nation-state.  And because they link sending and receiving communities in essential ways, guestworker programs remain haunted by the comment, usually attributed to the German Minister of Labor, that countries that begin importing foreign workers believe they are importing workers, but soon find out that they are importing people.  This simple and oft-repeated observation points to the complex ways that sending and receiving communities become intertwined through migration.  H-2 programs link not merely economies, but the daily and lifetime experiences of the migrants themselves, their families, and those who live and work near them at home and abroad.  As a testament to these linkages, many have argued that the Bracero program was terminated primarily because it had stimulated enough illegal immigration and links between U.S. and Mexican communities that it was no longer necessary (Calavita 1992; Goldring 1990; Massey, et al. 1987). 

These programs, which evolved out of government-to-government agreements between the United States, Mexico, and the British West Indies during the Second World War, have both more modern and more primitive manifestations, and continue to be reinvented and reinterpreted with different drafts of immigration and labor market policy.  Contract labor, manifested in indentured servitude, was an important element in the American colonies, beginning with settlements of cod fishermen in New England shortly after European exploration of the New World’s Atlantic coast (Sider 1986; Vickers 1994; Kurlansky 1997).  These fishers were indebted to English merchants and dependent on them for vessels, equipment, and winter provisions, and fished with the understanding that they would sell 100% of their dried cod to these merchants.  From these distant origins, temporary contract workers have altered North American and European economic landscapes to the present.  As recently as 1999, for example, Congress considered a new variation on the H-2 program (Smith-Wyden) that would strip away many of the provisions protecting workers, yet opposition to legislation enabling temporary worker programs continues.  

In addition to opposing temporary worker programs on the grounds that foreign workers are displacing native workers from economic sectors and jobs, opposition also derives from the real and perceived human rights abuses that have accompanied contract worker programs over the years.  Again and again, the same or similar schemes for binding workers to specific production processes through political means have emerged wherever there have been onerous, hazardous, isolated, or otherwise difficult-to-staff occupations.  Since Emancipation, labor recruiters have funneled foreign workers into distant, unfamiliar labor markets, staffing such large projects as the construction of the Panama Canal or the railroad from St. Augustine to Key West and such small enterprises as sheep farms on the high plains.  At the core of these operations, still today, are networks of recruiters and labor contractors who provide services from transportation loans to new recruits to supervisory tasks for employers, building up a complex of kickback arrangements that prey on workers’ impoverished backgrounds.  These schemes rely, quite heavily, on formal political support as well as informal power relations, giving labor contractors and employers powers over contract workers that reach far beyond the mere economics of buying and selling labor.  Many argue that these powers reach as far and as deeply as the distant neighborhoods and communities of the workers, relying on fleets of support staffwomen, children, the elderlyto reproduce labor supplies and absorb workers who are injured or unemployed for other reasons.

Contract labor programs that develop in this way take their leads from classic debt peonage schemes, preying on vulnerable workers and enlisting the aid of the state in cheating workers.  In several regions of the U.S. South, particularly in extremely onerous occupations such as turpentine farming and distilling in Northern Florida and Southern Georgia, debt peonage persisted well into the 20th century.  In its functioning, debt peonage was similar to a local variation of an H-2 program in that they used county power structures, particularly sheriff departments, to assist employers in staffing hazardous or distasteful occupations. Briefly, through the use of vagrancy laws, county sheriffs would arrest individuals for vagrancy and then hand them over to employers, who would pay their fines and bail and then force them to work off these expenses in the pine forests or in other occupations (Daniel 1972).  Employee-employer relations were thus, from the beginning, extremely unequal power relations.  By providing debt peons room and board, some employers assured that these workers never had the opportunity to work off their debts.  Peons who attempted to leave before paying off these debts were hunted and captured by local sheriffs and returned to their employers, often with heavier fines to work off. 

While H-2 employers have not, historically, recruited workers through debt relations, they have routinely utilized power structures to organize recruitment, to enforce company rules, and to deal with workers who disagreed with one or another aspect of company policy.  This was particularly true of the sugar program (U.S. Congress 1991).  Stephanie Black’s film, H-2, contains film footage of workers being deported after an impromptu strike over wages, with the direct aid of police, police dogs, INS buses, and other bald instruments of power.  In the sugar program, as under debt peonage, labor relations were also based on extremely unequal power relations.  Using the sugar program as the H-2 prototypical program, however, ignores the ample evidence that the ways in which H-2 programs influence workers and their families, in the United States and abroad, are uneven across industrial sectors, sending nations, and regions (Griffith, Heppel, and Torres 1994).  It also implies that many of those working in H-2 programs today do not have the ability to speak for themselves or decide what is in their own best interests in light of the broader context of their lives.


Here I compare, first, the experiences of Jamaican and Mexican guestworkers and, second, the experiences of Mexican women and Mexican men guestworkers.  Although there is some occupational overlap among the three groups, for the most part they work in different sectors of the U.S. economy.  Jamaicans work as waiters and chambermaids in South Carolina Appalachian, and Michigan hotel and resorts, Mexican women in blue-crab processing, and Mexican men in different segments of U.S. agriculture and in fisheries (principally tobacco harvesting, shrimping, and blue-crab processing).  The comparisons focus less on the specifics of work settings, however, than on worker attitudes, state policy, and the rules and behaviors of their employers influence the ability of temporary foreign labor programs to enable workers to develop various forms of capital.

Differences in Jamaican and Mexican State Involvement in H-2 Programs


The governments of Jamaica and Mexico have adopted quite distinct approaches to exporting H-2 workers to the United States.  While Mexico currently exports more workers as H-2 workers than Jamaica, Jamaica has a longer uninterrupted history of supplying guestworkers to the United States.  Mexico’s Bracero program and the BWI Temporary Alien Labor program both began during World War II, but the former lasted only until 1964 while the latter has lasted up until the present.  

Mexican Recruitment

Throughout the Bracero program, Mexican officials made relatively ineffective efforts to maintain some interest in its citizens abroad, always running up against more powerful coalitions of legislators and politicians in the United States (Galarza 1964; Calavita 1992).  Today the Mexican state’s role in recruiting, placing, or monitoring the working conditions of its workers is practically non-existent.  While Mexican officials express and interest it the treatment of Mexican workers in the United States from time to time, they leave the day-to-day operation and oversight of the program to U.S. concerns or private partnerships between U.S. and Mexican firms.  This is true whether we are talking about workers’ rights or employers’ rights.  That is,  U.S. government agencies (usually local job service personnel) inspect H-2 worker housing, address labor law violations, and deal with other worker-related issues; this includes the bringing of law suits against employers by local, U.S. legal services people.  This latter practice has been hotly disputed by employers, legislators sympathetic with employers, and employer associations.  Recently, after a series of successful cases won by H-2 workers, they have effectively curtailed legal challenges to treatment of H-2 workers based on the argument that publicly-funded legal service personnel can only litigate on behalf of U.S. citizens.  


Most of the operation of the Mexican program is left up to private citizens, acting in concert with U.S. employers of H-2 workers, although this is done differently in the crab-picking industry than in agriculture.  In agriculture, partnerships of U.S. based grower associations and Mexican-based labor recruiting firms handle most of the screening, recruitment, and placement of H-2 workers.  For these services, they receive payments from both workers and employers, and engage in several sideline practices for additional income (through direct kickbacks from workers to recruiters, overcharges for transportation expenses, and so forth).  These firms also deal with workers’ and employers’ problems, handle transportation arrangements, write and issue contracts, move workers among employers if necessary, complete the paperwork required to process visa applications and receive certification to import foreign labor, and address other issues that may arise from season to season or during the work season.  While private firms oversee the direct operation of the program, the Mexican government’s official participation is primarily restricted to checking the workers’ papers at the border; unofficially, border personnel routinely demand  bribes of $20.00 per H-2 worker to cross.


In crab-picking, workers have, with the blessing of employers, developed their own screening and recruiting systems, based on family and village networks.  These are similar to those used by African-American workers who previously supplied labor to the plants and who helped reproduce the labor supply by recruiting, training, and supervisors younger women from their own networks (usually through uterine tiessee Griffith 1987, 1999).  Among the Mexican workers, at most plants, married couples and women with basic skills in English and other interpersonal skills have been able to establish themselves as labor recruiters and recruit workers from kin and village networks in Mexico.  Although some plants, during their first years in the program, relied on state assistance and private labor contractors for Mexican labor, these recruitment methods became obsolete within a few years as workers gradually developed their own recruiting and labor management systems.  Employers allowed this most willingly, for the same reasons that they encouraged African American women to recruit workerswith recruitment came the responsibility to train and supervise new workers and assured a steady supply of labor from crab-picking season to crab-picking season.  Some of these recruiters have become extremely powerful and wealthy by virtue of these positions, influencing gender relations on and off the job and in Mexico and the United States. 

Jamaican Recruitment

From the beginning, the Jamaican state has been much more actively involved in the H-2 program.  Although H-2 workers from Mexico and Jamaica receive much the same treatment and protection from U.S. employers, several features of the program’s operation in Jamaica distinquish it from its operation in Mexico.  First, screening and recruitment of workers is accomplished through a heavily bureaucratized system of referrals from Jamaican employers, politicians, or other influential persons.  Through a complex system of job cards, workers are referred to and screened at local Ministry of Labour offices before coming to the United States, and before they leave the island they are processed in Kingston much in the same way young men and women are given physicals prior to being admitted into military service.  In addition to blood, urine, and other routine medical tests, women are given pregnancy tests and denied visas if they are pregnant.

Unlike Mexico, Jamaica administers a compulsory savings program, requiring H-2 workers in the United States to remit 23% of their savings to Jamaica, which is kept for them in an account until they return to the island.  Historically, this program has been contested by workers and others, in part because of an infamous case, during the 1980s, when high Ministry of Labour officials were found guilty of using these funds to purchase consumer goods abroad, using profits from the difference between black market and official exchange rates for Jamaican currency.  Workers routinely complain of receiving far less than they anticipated, usually because of poor exchange rates, and receiving their savings only after three to four visits to the Ministry of Labour office in Kingston.

Finally, interviews with Ministry of Labour officials from high levels in Kingston to local offices revealed that they maintain an active interest in expanding the program.  Officials at the main office in Kinston, in particular, were dismayed to learn that many of the H-2 jobs were going to Mexicans instead of Jamaicans. 

Implications of Differences in Recruitment for Worker Experiences

The relative lack of state involvement in the H-2 program by the Mexican state, as compared to the Jamaican state, has allowed Mexican workers to effectively replicate the network-based systems of labor recruitment that have been observed by most researchers examining Mexican migration to the United States (Chavez 1992; Griffith 1993; Griffith and Kissam, et al. 1995; Heyman 1998; Massey, et al 1987; Portes and Bach 1985; Wilson 1998).  Even in the agricultural harvests, where grower associations and private labor contractors commonly handle recruitment, workers from the same villages or kin groups have been able to access work together, work on the same farms, and live in the same dwellings.  As in the blue crab industry, farmers often participate in this process by selecting the same workers to return year after year and asking old, reliable workers to refer new ones whose names are then passed along to private contractors.  Grower associations work to please growers, and Mexican labor recruiters partner with associations.  Unless there is a compelling reason against hiring a designated employee, recruiters generally comply with specific grower requests.  In some cases, too, the H-2 program has been used as a means of legalizing a known but undocumented group of workers who have become familiar with a farmer’s operation. 


The extent to which crab workers have been able to replicate network recruitment has been even greater than in agriculture, and some of the small villages and ejidos along the Pan American highways in Sinaloa have become major nurseries for H-2 workers.  Some but not all plants require that they work in Mexican crab-plants prior to traveling to the United States, and so arrive well-trained and highly disciplined.  In these cases, the friends and kin who are considering work in the Mid-Atlantic plants know to pass through this step prior to appealing to the powerful women who recruit new workers.  Interestingly, as occurred among the African Americans and among Mexicans observed in other settings (Griffith 1993), the tight connections that precede and develop between recruiters and new workers, and their families, have become a source of strength among line workers.  Anything newsworthy that occurs in the Mid-Atlantic plants is quickly relayed to Mexico throughout the season, and treatment perceived as harsh or unjust in the plants can quickly become a source of gossip and shame among their relatives at home.  Recruiters I interviewed complained of having to enforce employers’ new rules because they could be construed as treating others in the work force unjustly, and their mothers, aunts, and sisters might suffer for it in Mexico.


Another option available to Mexican women in the H-2 program is to arrive in the United States pregnant and have their child on U.S. soil, using U.S. medical funds.  Unlike Jamaican officials, Mexican officials give women no pregnancy test.  While arriving pregnant is not common among the work force, neither is it rare.  I learned of several cases of this during three years of interviewing, at the same time learning that employers were growing increasingly disturbed by what they viewed as a trend.  Women say that they want to have their children on U.S. soil to make it easier to bring the child back and forth with them, breaking down the traditional separation of work and family life that usually attends guestworker programs.  In-depth interviewing, however, revealed that some families also viewed this as a step toward regularizing their status through their U.S. citizen child.

Jamaicans have not developed similar network relations in the United States.  They have, of course, become friends with other Jamaicans with whom they work, but they do not tend to interact with one another while in Jamaica and do not necessarily share ties of friendship or kinship before participating in the program.  The state presence in the program has been a powerful force in precluding the growth of network recruiting schemes similar to those that have developed between the United States and Mexico.  Instead, Jamaicans’ most significant ties remain with people in Jamaica.  In most cases, these are networks of households, linked through uterine ties, that share child-care responsibilities and pool incomes from multiple livelihoods to survive.  These have been described in the literature on the Caribbean since the beginnings of Caribbean anthropology.  In some cases, Jamaican women have established significant relations with African-Americans in the United States for reasons of love and companionship or to reduce their costs of living (primarily housing and transportation) and possibly regularize their status. The lack of development of networks among Jamaican workers, combined with their inability to arrive, like the Mexicans, pregnantboth direct results of the high level of Jamaican state involvement in their participation in the H-2 programhave facilitated the separation of work and family life that many supporters of the H-2 program seek to achieve.

Differences Between Mexican Men and Women Working in H-2 Jobs

The contested practice of arriving in the United States pregnant among H-2 women and couples does not find uniform support within the H-2 work force.  This is, too, just one of several ways in which men and women tend to differ in terms of their participation in H-2 work.  In a survey of 734 H-2 workers, we asked several questions about changes they would like to see in the program.  While many, fearing deportation or not being returned the following year, were reluctant to criticize the program, they were not adverse to offering some suggestions regarding its improvement.  Specifically, we asked workers the following questions, asking them whether each was a very good idea, a good idea, or a bad idea:

· Bringing your spouse and small children here while you are working.

· Being able to work for different employers, in the same area and doing the same job.

· Being able to work over a longer period of time--as much as three years--in different types of jobs.

· Being able to return home to visit your family for a short while during the season.

· Having part of your pay (1/4 to 1/3) withheld and given to you upon your return to Mexico at the end of the season.

· Being able to live in the United States permanently after several years of working with an H-2 visa.

Table 1 shows the results of the responses to these questions:  

Suggestion
Very Good Idea (%)
Good Idea
Bad Idea

See one’s children
19.9
33.4
49.6

Different bosses
15.3
53.6
30.3

Different jobs
28.7
45.2
26.1

See family
36.9
44.9
18.2

Forced savings
23.8
39.3
36.9

Permanent residence
30.7
31.3
38.0


Responses to these questions did vary considerably by gender, with women far more likely than men to believe that seeing family and children and regularizing their statuses were very good or good ideas.  Women seem more content with the idea of remaining with a single employer than men, and are far more likely to consider achieving permanent residence in the United States a very good idea.  By contrast, nearly twice as many men as women reported that they considered permanent residence a bad idea. 

Suggestion
Very good (women)
Very good (men)
Good (women)
Good (men)
Bad (women)
Bad (men)

*See children
40
15.1
44
32.6
16
52.4

*Diff. bosses
16.7
16.1
30
55.8
53.3
28.1

Different jobs
21
29.4
48.4
44.9
30.6
25.6

*See family
56.5
34.9
25.8
46.8
17.7
18.3

Forced savings
32.3
22.9
37.1
39.6
30.6
37.5

*Perm. Res.
50.8
28.8
27.9
31.6
21.3
39.6

*=statistically significant (chi-square analysis). 

 These comparisons suggest that women seem to prefer conditions that replicate the joining of domestic and work spheres, whereas men prefer to keep those spheres separate.  Women thus seem more likely to support changes in the program that would allow the more complex network ties and the growth of communities, neighborhoods, or other significant social groups that facilitate social and cultural capital.   

Concluding Discussion


We are now in a position to return to the questions raised earlier: are these jobs, and the network ties that accompany them, permeating the H-2 system, truly sources of social capital?  Put another way, do the behaviors workers draw on to access, keep, and reproduce these employment options actually constitute forms of capital, or alternatives to capital?  And how might they be related to the tensions between processes at work that erode and shore up nation states?


Regarding the question about social capital, two telling pieces of evidence that these may not represent economic activities that are likely to result in accumulation, improved conditions for children of H-2 workers, or associated changes in class positions.  First, average annual salaries, from the early 1980s to the present, have not changed appreciably: in studies of H-2 workers conducted in 1981, 1982, 1994, and 1999, researchers found that average annual salaries hovered around $3,000 per year.  With inflation, therefore, salaries have actually declined over the years.  Second, H-2 workers complain that they do not receive any increases in pay from year to year, and that with seniority comes few or no advantages in terms of working conditions, pay, housing, or other features of H-2 jobs.  


Further, the seeming willingness of men to consent to keeping or expanding current H-2 conditions that separate workers from domestic spheres, would seem to undermine the program as a source of social and cultural capital.  This is particularly true in cases where H-2 workers are isolated from denser networks or more complex Latino immigrant neighborhoods in which they might develop social and cultural capital.  Finally, in the Jamaican case, barring pregnant women from the program prevents the formation of the most prominent social relations that Caribbean women have used for ages: relations with children and forged with other households through children.  The presence of children among the Mexican women has influenced their interactions with others in U.S. communities, for they have begun to work themselves into community social fabrics through school, day care, and church.  Some have also sought out other Mexicans residing in the United States permanently, to facilitate interaction with other couples with children who might exchange baby-sitting and other services centered around having and raising children.  Thus this practice, again, deepens the attachments of Mexican women to the community.  While this might, in the future, provide the basis for improved livelihoods for U.S. born children, as well as the development of social and cultural capital, the practice of H-2 workers bringing children with them is currently being contested by their employers.


Regarding the question of how the H-2 program and the behaviors that it encourages relate to the current condition of the world’s nation states, and particularly the tension between forces eroding national identity and forces shoring them up, I can only speculate.   However, two features of the program vis-à-vis the global political economic landscape are interesting in that they place the program well within current contradictory forces facing nations, supporting both the forces of national citizenship and strength and forces eroding nationalism.  First, the high level of direct participation of the Jamaican state, in contrast to the low profile of Mexican officials, indicates that programs such as this do enable more recently independent nations to legitimize themselves in the eyes of their citizens.  Second, the program’s current organization certainly fits well within the increasing use of contract labor that, world-wide, has become a central part of so-called flexible accumulation that lies at the heart of global threats to nationalism.

