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Abstract 

This paper theorizes a fundamental shift in the US migrant labor system as it pertains to 

migrants from Mexico and Central America. It identifies three different periods, each defined 

by the way in which immigration law and enforcement constitute migrant workers as cheap 

and flexible labor. Between 1942 and 1964, the legalization period, immigration law and 

enforcement secured the exploitation of migrant workers by reinforcing their legal attachment 

to coercive farm labor contracts. The late 1960s to the mid-1980s was a transition period, 

characterized by the diffusion of migrant workers throughout the economy, debate over the 

future of immigration law, and the emergence of an enforcement approach centered on the 

US-Mexico border. Between 1986 and the present, the illegalization period, immigration law 

and enforcement secured the exploitation of migrant workers by reinforcing their “illegality” 

and vulnerability to deportation. I argue that the post-2001 increase in internal surveillance 

and deportations, in particular, may be understood as a deepening of the illegalization process 

through the re-incorporation of enforcement tactics used during the legalization period. 
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Immigration Enforcement and Migrant Labor 

During both the early 1950s and the early 1990s undocumented migration became an object 

of significant public anxiety (Calavita, 1992, 1996). In both periods the Immigration and 

Naturalization Service (INS) sought to bring the US-Mexico border "under control" and calm 

the public by taking visible action. But the actions differed sharply between the two periods. 

In the early 1950s the INS deployed a strategy of internal apprehension and deportation, 

which would eventually be announced publicly as Operation Wetback (Hernandez, 2010). In 

the 1990s, however, the INS deployed a strategy of enhanced border security, displayed most 

visibly by Operation Hold-the-Line, Operation Gatekeeper, Operation Safeguard, and 

Operation Rio Grande, which erected massive blockades at various high traffic points along 

the US-Mexico border (Cornelius, 2005, 778). 

These divergent approaches to immigration enforcement raise important questions, both 

about why the INS acted so differently in the two periods and what the effects were of the 

different actions. This paper aims to tackle a somewhat more modest question, which is 

closer to the latter but has implications for the former: how did each set of actions relate to 

the constitution of cheap and flexible migrant labor, particularly with respect to migrant 

workers from Mexico and Central America? Research on immigration often takes the 

"cheapness" and flexibility of migrant workers for granted. But migrant workers are not 

inherently cheap or flexible. Their exploitability must be produced and reproduced, and 

immigration enforcement plays an important role in that process. The contrasting public 

displays of the 1950s and 1990s thus beg the question of how the relationship between 

immigration enforcement and migrant labor has shifted over time.
1
 

Recent scholarship has pointed to the significance of migrant "illegality" and its association 

with a growing emphasis on immigration enforcement. But only rarely have scholars sought 
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to understand the productive effects of "illegality" in terms of reproducing cheap and flexible 

labor. Instead the recent scholarship tends to emphasize the racist, destructive, and exclusive 

effects of "illegality," which disproportionately impact migrants from Mexico and Central 

America (Menjivar and Abrego, 2012; Gonzales and Chavez, 2012; Golash-Boza, 2012). It 

shows how the implementation of immigration law tears apart families and communities, 

creates obstacles for upward mobility, and in general pushes migrants to the margins of 

society. Building on this innovative work, I suggest that the law may be simultaneously 

destructive and productive, harming migrant and their families on one hand while enabling 

labor exploitation and the accumulation of capital on the other. 

Two important works that begin to capture this duality with respect to Mexican migration are 

Mize and Swords' (2011) Consuming Mexican Labor and De Genova's (2005) Working the 

Boundaries. Emphasizing the "triad that includes capital accumulation, labor exploitation, 

and consumption practices," Mize and Swords (2011) highlight the centrality of low-wage 

Mexican labor to the profit and well-being of American citizens and companies. De Genova 

(2005) focuses instead on the legal production of Mexican migrant "illegality," which is lived 

through a "palpable sense of deportability." For him, “illegality” simultaneously underpins 

both the racialization of Mexican migrants as outsiders within the space of the US nation-

state, and their “vulnerability and tractability” as workers. 

These two studies place greater emphasis on questions of labor. But neither theorizes the 

specific ways in which immigration enforcement contributes to the production of cheap and 

flexible migrant labor. Whereas Mize and Swords (2011) are primarily concerned with 

demonstrating the centrality of Mexican labor to American consumption practices, De 

Genova (2005) devotes greater attention to questions of nationalism and race than to the ways 

that "illegality" plays out in the labor market and workplace. Further, while both studies 
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acknowledge the growing importance of migrant "illegality" from the late 1960s, they also 

tend to emphasize the continuity of Mexican labor as vulnerable and disposable. De Genova 

(2005) thus concludes that the consistent function of immigration law is to serve “as a kind of 

permanent crisis management, tactically supplying and refining the parameters of labor 

discipline and control” (228). 

The following analysis extends these approaches by theorizing a fundamental shift in the US 

migrant labor system as it pertains to migrants from Mexico and Central America. It 

identifies three different periods, each defined by the way in which immigration law and 

enforcement constitute migrant workers as cheap and flexible labor. Between 1942 and 1964, 

the legalization period, immigration law and enforcement secured the exploitation of migrant 

workers by reinforcing their legal attachment to coercive farm labor contracts. The late 1960s 

to the mid-1980s was a transition period, characterized by the diffusion of migrant workers 

throughout the economy, debate over the future of immigration law, and the emergence of an 

enforcement approach centered on the US-Mexico border. Between 1986 and the present, the 

illegalization period, immigration law and enforcement secured the exploitation of migrant 

workers by reinforcing their “illegality” and vulnerability to deportation. The different 

enforcement strategies deployed in the 1950s and 1990s may thus be understood as reflecting 

a shift from legalization to illegalization. This analysis also provides a useful lens for making 

sense of the post-2001 increase in internal surveillance and deportations. I argue that these 

changes represent the re-incorporation of enforcement tactics previously used during the 

legalization period, but that their primary effect has been to deepen illegalization. 

 

Theorizing the US Migrant Labor System 

What makes migrant labor cheap and flexible? A useful starting point is Burawoy's (1976) 
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examination of migrant farm workers in California and migrant mine workers in South 

Africa, which directly addresses this question. He argued that migrant workers were “cheap” 

in both cases due to the separation of labor force maintenance (the daily reproduction of 

workers), which occurred in the receiving society, and labor force renewal (the reproduction 

of family members), which occurred in the sending society. In the California case, for 

example, agricultural workers circulated back and forth between farms in California and their 

families in Mexico. Burawoy argued that migrant farm workers were “cheap” because 

agricultural employers only had to maintain workers during the period of employment, while 

the Mexican state and economy bore the burden of caring for unemployed workers and 

family members. In Burawoy's (1976) analysis this core feature – the separation of 

maintenance and renewal – is dependent on three mechanisms: migrant powerlessness, 

restricted occupational mobility, and the regulation of movement. It is through a critique of 

these mechanisms, I argue, that we may develop a theoretical understanding of the US 

migrant labor system.
2
 

For Burawoy (1976) the powerlessness of migrant workers is central because it ensures their 

inability to challenge the structure of the system, and in particular patterns of circular 

migration. But he ignores the ways in which powerlessness is produced, as exemplified by his 

discussion of farm workers: "We take it for granted that the migrant – internal or external – 

has little or no power, few if any rights, and virtually no means of appealing against 

infringements of his labor contract" (1071). Burawoy also downplays the way in which 

immigration law and enforcement constitute migrants as vulnerable political subjects and 

racial outsiders. He thus argues that the California migrant labor system is based on "notions 

of 'equality,' 'justice,' and 'citizenship'" (1074), glossing over the consistent organization of 

migrant labor around racial hierarchy (Ngai, 2004; De Genova, 2005). We must therefore 

build on Burawoy by examining how migrant powerlessness and racial hierarchy is produced, 
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through immigration law and enforcement, at specific moments in time. 

Issues of powerlessness and political subjectivity are related to the limits of the second 

mechanism, regarding restrictions on occupation mobility. Here Burawoy (1976) suggests 

that migrant workers must be restricted to unskilled occupations, both because temporary 

labor prevents training and experience and because skill development would enable migrant 

workers to amass power and potentially challenge the system. Even if it is the case that most 

"cheap" labor is unskilled, this analysis focuses narrowly on costs of reproduction as the 

central factor determining the “cheapness” of migrant labor. It pays less attention to the ways 

in which the political vulnerability of migrant workers undermines their capacity to demand 

higher wages, resist despotic managerial control, or challenge arrangements that increase the 

length and intensity of the work day (Sassen-Koob, 1981, 72-73). A thorough analysis of 

migrant labor must examine how the political organization of migration both weakens the 

position of migrant workers in the labor market, and enables employers to extract more of 

their labor at the point of production. 

The third mechanism, the regulation of movement, is perhaps the most central to Burawoy's 

(1976) analysis. For him the circulation of migrant workers between the sending and 

receiving societies is an "invariant structure" of all migrant labor systems (1052). He thus 

emphasizes that "immigration laws are designed to separate workers from their families, so 

that the costs of labor-force renewal are borne in Mexico" (1070). Writing in the early 1970s, 

this analysis perhaps reflected his inability to recognize changes that were just beginning to 

emerge in the US migrant labor system. These included, most importantly, the growth, 

spread, and increasing settlement of migrant workers, which significantly impacted processes 

of labor force reproduction. Immigration law and enforcement have tended to reinforce these 

changes, both by organizing admissions policies around family reunification and by making it 
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more difficult to cross the US-Mexico border without authorization. This calls for a more 

flexible understanding of migrant labor systems, which are not necessarily based on patterns 

of circulation, as well as attention to ways of reducing reproduction costs when migrant 

workers settle with their families in the receiving society. 

A final issue is the question, cheap for whom? Is migrant labor cheap for the state or for 

employers, and in particular which employers (Burawoy, 1976, 1055-1057)? My primary 

focus here will be on how migrant workers are cheap for employers, and how the types of 

employers that make use of migrant labor change over time. Indeed, as I will show, 

maintaining the US migrant labor system has been anything but cheap for the state, 

particularly in the most recent period. Building on Burawoy's (1976) analysis, we may thus 

reformulate the central research question with more precision: how does immigration law and 

enforcement constitute migrant workers as cheap and flexible labor, for employers, by 

rendering them politically vulnerable racial outsiders, weakening their position in the labor 

market, enabling their domination at work, and reducing the costs of their reproduction? 

This theoretical framework may seem to imply a "functionalist" analysis. But it does not 

assume either the coherence of the state, or that the state necessarily serves the interests of 

employers. State actors have their own interests and often act in contradictory ways, and 

immigration policy tends to reflect a variety of competing interests around both economic 

and cultural issues (Zolberg, 1999). The state itself is a terrain of struggle. There is a 

significant body of literature on why the state acts as it does with respect to migration, and 

the analysis below draws on some of this literature. But my primary concern is to illuminate 

how, rather than why, the state reinforces the exploitation of migrant workers. The goal is to 

illuminate the concrete effects of the state, without assuming that those effects may be easily 

transformed into explanations of state action. Further, and perhaps most importantly, the state 
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is always limited in its ability to control social and economic processes, such as patterns of 

human movement and the workings of the labor market. These limits are crucial to 

understanding the US migrant labor system and its transformation over time. 

 

Legalization Period (1942-1964) 

Between 1942 and 1964 the US migrant labor system was organized around the state-

sponsored Bracero program, which secured the importation of contract farm workers from 

Mexico. The program did not emerge from thin air. It reflected, rather, the agricultural 

sector's growing reliance on Mexican migrant labor, and the growing attention of the state to 

regulating that labor migration. Most important in terms of the latter were a series of changes 

to immigration law and enforcement in the 1920s, including the implementation of a quota 

system built around national origins and the establishment of the Border Patrol. Not only did 

these changes place new restrictions on entry for non-Europeans, but they created the 

category of "illegal" migrants, who were at once "a social reality and a legal impossibility" 

(Ngai, 2004). No quantitative limits were placed on migration from the Western Hemisphere, 

but Mexican migrants were often denied entry or deported on the basis of qualitative 

mechanisms, such as illiteracy or the likelihood to become a "public charge." During the 

Great Depression of the 1930s, Mexican migrants were targeted as a burden on the economy. 

The state embarked on a massive repatriation campaign involving deportations as well as 

transportation initiatives by welfare agencies seeking to reduce their caseloads (Ngai, 2004; 

De Genova, 2005). 

If during the 1930s the state sought to resolve the labor market surplus by removing Mexican 

migrants, with the economic recovery sparked by World War II the pendulum swung in the 

other direction. The wartime production boom gave added legitimacy to agribusiness claims 
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that they needed access to foreign labor, and in 1942 the War Manpower Commission 

approved a plan to import migrant farm workers from Mexico on temporary contracts. The 

program was initially intended to be a temporary fix for wartime labor shortages, but was 

extended after the war and eventually secured through Public Law 78 in 1951. The Bracero 

program lasted until 1964, and included the signing of roughly 4.75 million work contracts. 

For most of this period the program was governed through international agreements between 

the United States and Mexico. As a source of cheap and vulnerable labor, Mexican migrant 

workers steadily replaced domestic workers and eventually came to dominate many segments 

of the seasonal agricultural workforce (Galarza, 1964, 87-97, 156-158; Mitchell, 2012, 284-

296). 

The mechanics of the Bracero program were fairly simple. After obtaining a certificate of 

permission from a local authority, migrant workers seeking employment would show up at a 

recruitment center in Mexico, where they would typically compete with masses of workers 

for a work contract. Potential migrants often waited between one and three months for their 

name to be called, and severe poverty meant that many went hungry during the wait. Some 

starved to death. Those who were lucky enough to be selected would be put through fitness, 

attitude, and health exams, searched for drugs, and most humiliating of all, made to strip and 

sprayed with DDT. Braceros were then delivered to farms in the United States, where they 

became indentured labor for agricultural employers, commonly known as growers (Mitchell, 

2012, 83-85, 220-221; Galarza, 1964, 81-86). Workers were housed in agricultural labor 

camps, which were often geographically isolated, far from towns and shopping areas (Mize 

and Swords, 2011, 18-20; Mitchell, 2012, 248; Massey et al., 2002, 39; Ngai, 2004, 128). 

Once the work contract had expired, they would be returned to Mexico. 

The Bracero program constituted migrant workers as a captive workforce that was both 



 

11 

malleable and relatively powerless. Workers were typically contracted with grower 

associations comprised of individual employers, which treated them as a flexible pool of 

labor power that could be moved around to meet their needs (Galarza, 1964, 179-182). 

Legally bound to a work contract, braceros were denied participation in the labor market and 

thus had very little power to resist exploitation. Workers often feared being sent back to 

Mexico or denied another Bracero contract, compelling them to endure harsh conditions 

(Mize and Swords, 2011, 11-18). The INS reinforced this confinement and vulnerability by 

apprehending workers who attempted to "skip" their contracts and removing labor agitators 

(Calavita, 1992, 74-95; Mitchell, 2012, 86, 210, 221-222, 249). As one worker remarked in 

regards to the possibility of collective resistance: "We cannot strike. How can you strike 

when you are already in jail?" (Mitchell, 2012, 251). 

Most accounts of the Bracero program suggest that growers routinely ignored the terms of 

the work contracts, paying workers below agreed upon wages (Galarza, 1964; Garcia, 1980; 

Calavita, 1992; Ngai, 2004). But even the agreed upon wages were remarkably low. The 

terms of the program stipulated that braceros could only be hired if no domestic workers 

were available to work at the "prevailing wage." Yet that wage was typically set, collectively, 

by growers at levels well below those that would attract domestic workers, thus ensuring the 

"need" for Mexican workers (Mitchell, 2012, 87-88). It follows that grower associations 

typically decided the terms of the work contracts and the size of the labor pool, with little 

interference from the state (Galarza, 1964, 107-128, 171-176). Made to sign contracts under 

oppressive conditions in Mexico, braceros had little power to negotiate for better wages. 

Indeed, the growing size of the program despite increasing mechanization confirmed that the 

Bracero program was less about the supposed purpose of correcting labor shortages, and 

more about giving growers a steady source of “labor at wages and under conditions of their 

choosing” (Calavita, 1992; see also Ngai, 2004). 
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The political feasibility of the Bracero program rested upon the containment of migrant 

workers and the guarantee that they would eventually return to Mexico. During the period of 

the program the state actively prevented agricultural workers from obtaining visas for 

permanent residence in order to increase the pool of temporary workers (Calavita, 1992, 74-

95). The state also restricted the program to single men, and developed housing infrastructure 

for single men rather than families (Mitchell, 2012), thus discouraging patterns of settlement. 

Temporary labor fit well with the seasonal demands of agricultural employers, who needed 

workers during harvest season but did not want to have to pay them in the off-season. Over 

time the length of Bracero work contracts was in fact shortened, giving employers greater 

flexibility to manipulate the captive workforce (Galarza, 1964, 178).  

The periodic circulation of workers between work and home meant that the burden of family 

reproduction was largely externalized to Mexico, leaving employers only to pay for the daily 

maintenance of currently employed braceros (Burawoy, 1976). These daily costs were also 

reduced to a minimum. The state contributed funds to the development of the labor camps, 

and during the early years of the program ran them as well. As growers gained increasing 

control of the labor camps, in turn giving them greater control over migrant workers, they 

sought to keep the costs of housing and feeding workers as low as possible. Labor camps 

were commonly kept in horrible conditions, often in violation of health and safety standards, 

and growers were able to recover some of the costs by making deductions from workers' 

paychecks (Mitchell, 2012, 217, 253, 301). As a captive workforce, braceros had little 

leverage to challenge these practices. 

Undocumented workers and Operation Wetback 

The mid-century migrant labor system was thus organized around the legal importation of 

migrants, albeit under coercive labor contracts, through the Bracero program. But all 
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accounts of the period point to the simultaneous influx of undocumented workers. The 

undocumented route was attractive to both migrant workers and employers because it enabled 

them to avoid the bureaucratic machinery, which for workers often required the payment of a 

bribe (Kim, 2004, 18; Garcia, 1980; Mitchell, 2012, 84). It also provided an avenue for those 

who were excluded from the Bracero program, such as women, children, and those deemed 

physically unfit (Hernandez, 2010, 110-111, 134-137). Undocumented workers were useful 

for employers because they increased the overall supply of labor and could be easily 

dismissed, but they were also less predictable and potentially more expensive. Undocumented 

workers were not tied to a legal work contract, and thus were, to some extent, more free to 

move between employers in search of higher wages (Mitchell, 2012, 81). 

Undocumented migration took off in the 1940s as the Bracero program settled in, and it was 

common to find braceros and undocumented migrants working side-by-side on the same 

farms (Calavita, 1992, 32-33; Massey et al., 2002, 36-38; Ngai, 2004, 149-152; Galarza, 

1964, 64-65; Kim, 2004, 20, 25). Beginning in 1943 the Border Patrol shifted the bulk of its 

personnel to the U.S.-Mexico border, and placed increased emphasis on apprehending 

Mexican migrants. But these efforts appeared to do little to stop or deter undocumented 

migration (Hernandez, 2010, 115-120, 141-143). One limitation was the powerful grower 

lobby, which fiercely opposed attempts by the INS to restrict the flow of migrant labor 

(Calavita, 1992, 33-38; Hernandez, 2010, 151-165). The political might of this group, 

particularly its representatives in Texas, was illustrated by the 1952 “Texas Proviso” of the 

McCarran-Walter Act, which essentially condoned the employment undocumented workers. 

The INS thus tended to operate under a double mandate: eliminating undocumented 

migration on one hand, and ensuring that agricultural employers were supplied with cheap 

and flexible migrant labor on the other. Despite the buildup of an enforcement apparatus 
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around the U.S.-Mexico border, the latter mandate seemed to predominate through the 1940s 

(Calavita, 1992, 33; Galarza, 1964, 61-62). This was particularly visible in 1948, when the 

international agreement between the US and Mexico broke down and the Border Patrol 

decided to open the border to a flood of undocumented migrants. Not only did the failure to 

prevent undocumented migration undermine the stated mandate of the INS and Border Patrol, 

however, but it also undermined Mexico's attempts to control the loss of its labor supply 

(Hernandez, 2010). The resolution to this dilemma was legalization. In 1944 the US and 

Mexico agreed that apprehended migrants could be returned to the border and then brought 

back legally as braceros, and this legalization process was condoned in US law by the 1947 

Knowland Agreement (Mitchell, 2012, 81, 531). The process of legalization, popularly 

referred to as “drying out the wetbacks,” became a defining feature of the Bracero period 

(Calavita, 1992, 28; Ngai, 2004, 153-155; Galarza, 1964, 63-64, 66-67; Garcia, 1980, 235). 

This legalization process became particularly visible in the early 1950s, as public outrage 

over undocumented migration began to peak. The President’s Commission on Migratory 

Labor, media outlets, organized labor, and government officials all pointed to the social costs 

of undocumented migration, ranging from depressed wages to crime and disease to the entry 

of “subversive” elements (Calavita, 1992, 47-50; Mitchell, 2012, 239-240). At the same time 

the Border Patrol was also developing a new approach. Based on a successful 1950 

experiment in Texas, this approach included the use of well-equipped “task forces” to rove 

the interior in search of undocumented Mexicans. By 1952 the aggressive policing model, 

now referred to as Operation Wetback by immigration officials, was prevalent throughout the 

southwest (Hernandez, 2010, 155-156). The new approach was put on public display in 1954, 

when the INS publicly announced a summer campaign to apprehend undocumented migrants. 

The summer 1954 campaign, which is the enforcement effort that is most commonly 

associated with Operation Wetback, was largely a continuation of the previously used tactics. 
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But this time they were showcased for the media (Hernandez, 2010). 

Operation Wetback led to mass apprehensions and deportations between 1950 and 1954. As 

shown in table 1, however, the growing number of removals went hand-in-hand with an 

expansion of the Bracero program, which reached new highs of over 400,000 workers per 

year in the late 1950s. In the lead up to the summer 1954 instantiation of Operation Wetback, 

INS officials had assured growers that they would account for the loss of “illegal” workers by 

providing “legal” workers. They made good on this promise, sometimes even bringing 

apprehended workers directly to Bracero recruitment centers (Massey et al., 2002, 37). The 

INS also created the I-100 and Specials programs, which increased growers' ability to select 

and rate the performance of braceros, further facilitating labor discipline (Hernandez, 2010, 

187-188). The success of Operation Wetback had largely depended on the ability of the INS 

to please the growers, and evidence suggests that the latter were quite happy with the results 

(Kim, 2004, 40; Calavita, 1992, 55-60; Hernandez, 2010, 188-189). 

By replacing undocumented workers with braceros, Operation Wetback reproduced the 

existing migrant labor system. An issue of growing concern, for example, had been the 

presence of undocumented workers in urban industrial and service jobs, and Operation 

Wetback included specific efforts to remove undocumented migrants from these sectors 

(Hernandez, 2010, 186; Mitchell, 2012, 244; Calavita, 1992, 48-49; Garcia, 1980, 56, 162, 

175, 189-192; Kim, 2004, 39). Not only did the deportations reduce the number of migrant 

workers in urban industries, but they also reduced the number of women and children, thus 

preserving the organization of production around single men circulating between work and 

home (Hernandez, 2010, 189-190). Immigration enforcement thus served to reproduce a 

captive pool of migrant farm workers who were tied to coercive labor contracts, subject to 

exploitation in the fields, and separated from the costs of family reproduction. 
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Transition Period (1965-1986) 

The legalization-based migrant labor system did not last. One indication of its decline was the 

discontinuation of the Bracero program at the end of 1964. This had a limited impact on the 

agricultural sector, as the Bracero program had entrenched a set of social relations that would 

be difficult to dislodge (Mitchell, 2012). But it did reflect a broader set of changes that 

extended well beyond the confines of the agricultural sector. The ending of the Bracero 

program stemmed partially from declining interest on the part of growers, largely due to the 

mechanization of cotton and new restrictions on how braceros could be used, and partially 

from growing resistance by workers, including both braceros and domestic workers 

(Calavita, 1992, 143-144; Bardacke, 2012). Yet the racially exclusive character of the 

program, which legally designated Mexicans as racial outsiders unfit for integration into 

American society, was also out of step with an emerging civil rights consensus (Massey et al., 

2002, 41; Ngai, 2004). The collapse of the Bracero program thus marked the beginning of a 

transition, to a new migrant labor system built upon the principles of formal racial equality. 

An important step towards building the new system was the passage of the Immigration and 

Nationality Act (INA) in 1965, which established the principle of formal racial equality in 

immigration law (Ngai, 2004). This was a mixed blessing for potential migrants from Mexico 

and Central America. On one hand the reform created legal pathways for migrants from all 

countries to enter the United States, most importantly through admissions based on family 

reunification. On the other hand, however, it subjected all countries to quotas, placing a 

quantitative limit on migration from the Western Hemisphere for the first time in history. 

Subsequent reforms in 1976 and 1980 refined the quota system by setting uniform country-

limits, first of 20,000 per year and then of 18,200 per year. This had a disproportionate impact 

on Mexico in particular, which supplied significantly more migrants to the US than any other 
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country (De Genova, 2005, 227-236). 

These policy changes coincided with dramatic changes in patterns of migration from Mexico 

and Central America. One of these changes was a rapid increase in the volume of migration. 

Between 1970 and 1990 the population of migrants from Mexico and Central America grew 

dramatically from 873,624 to 5,431,992 (MPI Data Hub, 2012). This increase was partially 

propelled by a combination of population growth, urbanization, unemployment, and political 

instability in sending countries. But it was also propelled by growing demand for low-wage 

labor in the US, particularly in manufacturing and service industries (Sassen, 1989). This 

meant that the bulk of the new migrants concentrated in urban areas, outside of the 

agricultural sector (Waldinger, 2001). The social character of migration also began to shift. 

Not only was there an increase in migration by women and families, but migrants 

increasingly began to settle down in the US (Hondagneu-Sotelo, 1994). 

These changes undermined the migrant labor system that had been prevalent during the 

legalization period. The majority of the new migrant workers were not confined to the 

agricultural sector, and the pattern of circulation was beginning to give way to longer and 

permanent stays. Migrants entering the country legally increasingly did so through the new 

family reunification provision, and thus were not associated with coercive labor contracts. 

Further, due to the new quotas for the Western Hemisphere, many migrants were forced to 

enter without authorization (De Genova, 2005; Massey et al., 2002). Combined with the 

elimination of the Bracero program, these quotas meant that an enforcement strategy of 

legalizing undocumented migrants was no longer available. 

Public concern regarding undocumented migration resurfaced strongly in the 1970s, and was 

closely associated with a discursive shift involving growing concern about migrant 

“illegality.” By setting numerical limits on legal admissions, the national origins quota system 
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established in the 1920s had given rise to the concept of “illegal” migrants (Ngai, 2004). But 

the notion of “illegality” did not begin to significantly permeate public discourse until the late 

1960s and early 1970s (Nevins, 2002; Ackerman, 2012, 7-8). This shift was profoundly 

shaped by the Civil Rights Movement and growing intolerance with racism. During the 

1950s, public concern about undocumented migration had revolved primarily around 

“wetbacks,” but by the late 1960s this discourse was no longer acceptable. In contrast, 

“illegality” was an apparently race-neutral concept. A wide range of groups – from the INS to 

organized labor to Mexican American organizations – thus began to deploy the notion of 

“illegality” in their opposition to the presence of undocumented migrants (Ackerman, 2012). 

The state had more difficulty responding to undocumented migration in the 1970s than it had 

in the 1950s. Congress held a series of public hearings on “illegal aliens” around the country 

in 1971 and 1972, but it would take until the mid-1980s to pass legislation regarding 

undocumented migration. Failing to secure the passage of its own legislative proposal, in 

1978 the Carter administration established the Select Committee on Immigration and Refugee 

Policy (SCIRP) to examine potential resolutions. In the meantime the administration also 

began to address “illegal” migration by reinforcing security at the U.S.-Mexico border. These 

reinforcements were relatively limited but they foreshadowed the future of immigration 

enforcement. In particular they laid the foundation for a massive buildup of border resources 

in the 1980s under the Reagan administration, which linked border enforcement to both the 

War on Drugs and opposition to Central American communism (Dunn, 1996). 

The SCIRP delivered its final report in 1981 (United States Congress, 1981). The committee 

extolled the benefits of “legal” migration and the costs of “illegal” migration to the US 

economy and society. It thus recommended policies that would both convert existing “illegal” 

migrants into “legal” migrants, and prevent future “illegal” migration. But the committee also 
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endorsed the continuation of admissions quotas, which it understood as compatible with two 

of its self-proclaimed guiding principles: the rule of law, to be enforced “in a firm, 

unambiguous manner” and “with high standards of due process”; and the “open society,” 

including freedom from discrimination on the basis of race, nationality, and religion (25). On 

the flip side the committee argued that a Bracero-style “guest worker” program would create 

“a second class of aliens...who could not participate effectively in mainstream institutions” 

(28), and was therefore incompatible with an open society. By emphasizing the value of 

“legal” migration, the SCIRP provided a justification for the surveillance and removal of 

“illegal” migrants. The policies recommended by the committee, however, would encourage 

“illegal” migration by limiting pathways for legal entry. This combination would come to 

define the marginalization and exploitation of migrant workers in the contemporary period. 

 

Illegalization Period (1986-present) 

The SCIRP framework was signed into law as the Immigration Reform and Control Act 

(IRCA) in November 1986. IRCA had three main components, each of which was designed 

to reduce the number of “illegal” migrants. First, it established two amnesty programs, which 

offered legal status to undocumented migrants who could prove either continuous residence 

in the US since 1982 or recent employment in the agricultural sector. Second, the so-called 

“employer sanctions” component reversed the “Texas Proviso” by making it illegal for 

employers to knowingly hire undocumented workers, and thus enlisted employers to confirm 

workers' legal status during the hiring process. Third, it authorized additional funds for border 

enforcement. These three components laid the foundation for a migrant labor system based on 

illegalization. 

IRCA did little to reduce the undocumented population. Border enforcement proved to be a 
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weak deterrent when measured against factors such as employment and family (Cornelius and 

Salehyan, 2007; Cornelius, 2005; Reyes, Johnson, and Swearingen, 2002). The emphasis on 

border enforcement also ignored the fact that many undocumented migrants enter the country 

legally and then violate the terms of their admission (Pew Hispanic Center, 2006). 

Implementation of employer sanctions was also notoriously weak, giving employers little 

incentive to abide by the law (Brownell, 2009; Andreas, 2000). The IRCA amnesty programs 

did provide legal status to approximately 3 million residents, 70 percent of whom were from 

Mexico. But they were a once-off event, and thus did not allow for a continuous legalization 

process. Further, migrants who obtained legal status also became a building block for future 

migration, both documented and undocumented (Massey et al., 2002, 90, 136-140). 

With quotas on migration from Mexico and Central America remaining in place, 

undocumented migration accelerated. In 1986 there were roughly 4 million undocumented 

migrants in the US. After a short dip to 2.5 million in 1989, the number was back to 3.9 

million by 1992 and continued to skyrocket through the 1990s, reaching 9.3 million by 2001 

(Passel, 2006; Passel and Cohn, 2011). De Genova (2005, 234) characterizes this increase as 

a process of “inclusion through illegalization,” as migrant workers were increasingly 

constituted as “illegal” residents. The day-to-day experience of “illegality” consists of a 

number of exclusions, from denied access to public spaces and services to the absence of 

various legal protections. But perhaps the most important effect is the perpetual possibility of 

deportation. Though in practice the vast majority of migrants are never deported, they must 

live and work under the surveillance of immigration officials and the threat of removal. 

Illegalization refers to the sum of these various effects, which constitute migrants as 

vulnerable outsiders within the space of the US nation-state. 

The effects of migrant "illegality" are greatest for undocumented workers, who are the 
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primary target of immigration enforcement and most vulnerable to deportation. But all 

noncitizen migrants are subject to the possibility of removal. Not only are "legal" migrants 

from Mexico and Central America often subject to racial profiling in immigration 

enforcement (Romero, 2006; Arnold, 2007), but evidence suggests that “legal” migrants 

comprise up to 20 percent of deportees (HRW, 2009, 26). Documented and undocumented 

migrants also commonly work in the same workplaces, live in the same communities, and are 

part of mixed-status families. As a result, "legal" migrants are often subject to marginalization 

that stems from migrant "illegality". Both undocumented and documented Latino migrants, 

for example, are increasingly segregated into low-wage "brown collar" occupations, and they 

are increasingly subject to similar patterns of discrimination in the labor market (Catanzarite, 

2002; Donato and Sisk, 2012). Rather than being limited to undocumented migrants, the 

process of illegalization impacts all noncitizen migrants from Mexico and Central America 

despite their varying legal statuses. 

In contrast to the legalization period, the contemporary migrant labor system is diffused 

throughout the economy (Mize and Swords, 2011). Migrant workers from Mexico and 

Central America comprise an even larger proportion of the agricultural workforce than they 

did during the Bracero era, but the vast majority work in low-wage manufacturing and 

service sector jobs (Mize and Swords, 2011). Migrant workers are disproportionately 

represented in occupations that are dangerous (Loh and Richardson, 2004), and Latino 

migrant workers in particular are more likely than native-born workers to experience an array 

of labor violations – being paid below the minimum wage and denied overtime pay, not 

receiving appropriate meal breaks, and being made to work off-the-clock (Bernhardt et al., 

2009, 41-48). Such violations go hand-in-hand with low-pay. Controlling for age, education, 

and hours worked, the annual wage and salary income of migrant workers from Mexico and 

Central America, relative to native-born workers regardless of race, has decreased steadily 
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since the 1980s (see table 2). 

[table 2 here] 

The dangerous working conditions, labor violations, and low pay visited upon migrant 

workers are underpinned by their political vulnerability. In contrast to the earlier period, 

where political vulnerability was organized around workers' legal attachment to coercive 

work contracts, in the contemporary period this vulnerability is organized around “illegality.” 

The employer sanctions provision of IRCA significantly reshaped the labor market for 

migrant workers, making it considerably more difficult to find work because it became illegal 

for employers to knowingly hire undocumented workers. In practice employers are rarely 

penalized for hiring undocumented workers (Brownell, 2009). But the employer sanctions 

law did require that employers check the legal status of all workers, essentially “deputizing” 

them as agents of immigration enforcement (Nessel, 2001; Bosniak, 1988). 

The primary result of employer sanctions has thus been to undermine the bargaining power of 

undocumented workers in the labor market and the workplace. Not only does this drive down 

their wages, but it pushes them into the “gloves-off economy” where employers choose “to 

evade or break the core laws and standards that govern working conditions” (Bernhardt et al., 

2008). Since 2009 these effects have been exacerbated by the growing use of I-9 audits, 

during which ICE identifies the legal status of workers and notifies employers of the results 

(Donato and Sisk, 2012, 66). These “silent raids” do not remove undocumented migrants 

from the country, but they do commonly result in mass firings of undocumented workers. 

Their key effect is thus to remind migrant workers of their vulnerability, push them further 

into the underground economy, and enhance the leverage of employers. 

Migrant workers, including undocumented workers, are legally protected by labor laws. But 

these protections are consistently undermined by immigration law. Court decisions, for 
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example, have tended to privilege immigration law over labor law and worker violations over 

employer violations, while immigration officials have been known to intervene on the side of 

employers during labor disputes (Wishnie, 2004). Perhaps more importantly, the political 

vulnerability of migrant workers reinforces everyday labor discipline and patterns of 

exploitation (Harrison and Lloyd 2012; De Genova 2005). Evidence suggests that migrant 

workers commonly respond to their vulnerability with moral discourses of hard work, often 

in contrast to the alleged poor work ethic of native-born workers, and would rather “avoid 

problems” at work than challenge abuse from employers (Hallett, 2012; Gomberg-Munoz, 

2010; De Genova, 2005, 167-209; Gleeson, 2010; Heyman 1998, 2001). Labor discipline 

thus enables migrant workers to restore a sense of dignity and security in the face of 

precariousness – poor working conditions, labor market exclusion, and the perpetual threat of 

deportation. 

Not only do these new forms of vulnerability and exploitation pertain to a larger and more 

diffuse workforce, but also a more permanent one. The vast majority of migrant workers are 

no longer associated with temporary work contracts, which under the Bracero program 

secured their periodic repatriation. They are also concentrated in manufacturing and service 

industries that require a more stable labor force (Marcelli and Cornelius, 2001; Cornelius, 

2005, 788-789), and even in the agricultural sector there has been a shift towards stable labor 

and patterns of settlement (Du Bry 2007). While patterns of migration are not driven entirely 

by economics – factors such as social networks matter as well – the shift from circular 

migration to settlement did have important implications for the migrant labor system. Most 

importantly it meant that the burden of reproducing unemployed family members was placed 

on the US, rather than externalized to an alternate society (Wilson, 2000). 

Because family members are more likely to live in the US, relative to the earlier period, 



 

24 

wages earned by migrant workers must now cover a greater portion of reproduction costs. 

But as we have seen, migrant workers still command lower wages than their native-born 

counterparts. This may mean that within migrant households the “family wage” is spread 

across family members, who combine earnings from multiple low-wage jobs to make ends 

meet. Perhaps more important is that migrant workers and their families are commonly 

pushed into areas where the costs of housing, food, and other living expenses are lower, such 

that they may survive on lower wages. Both processes are reinforced by the symbolic 

construction of migrant workers as “illegal” and undeserving racial outsiders. Regardless of 

how migrant families subsist, however, their costs of reproduction remain relatively low. As 

shown in table 3, households headed by migrants had lower total income per person than 

households headed by native-born residents. 

[table 3 here] 

From Border Spectacle to Internal Surveillance 

If immigration enforcement during the legalization period was organized around funneling 

migrant workers into Bracero contracts, immigration enforcement during the contemporary 

period is organized around constituting migrant workers as “illegal” subjects. Border 

enforcement is central to this process. Funding for security at the U.S.-Mexico border 

skyrocketed after the passage of IRCA, accelerating the buildup that began in the late 1970s. 

Not only were additional resources allocated to border policing, ranging from fences to high-

tech sensors and lighting systems to additional border personnel, but border enforcement 

increasingly involved coordination between government agencies and use of the military 

(Dunn, 1996; Andreas, 2000; Massey et al., 2002). The massive blockades constructed at 

high-traffic border locations in the 1990s were part of this broader approach, in which the 

goal was “to inhibit illegal entry and thus avoid having to apprehend entrants after they’ve 
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crossed the border” (Andreas, 2000, 89-93). Border apprehensions skyrocketed in the 1990s, 

reaching a height of 1.7 million in 2000 (Coleman, 2012, 163-165). 

One of the most direct effects of the border buildup was to encourage permanent settlement in 

the US, as it made crossing the border more costly and dangerous (Cornelius, 2005; Massey 

et al., 2002). But it also had important symbolic effects. On one hand it signaled to the public 

that the “immigration problem” was “under control,” often resulting in increased clout for 

political officials (Massey et al., 2002; Andreas, 2000). But more important for our purposes, 

border enforcement made “illegality” visible and amplified its effects. As De Genova (2005, 

245) argues, the “border spectacle is necessary” to produce the “spatialized (and racialized) 

status [of Mexican migrants] as 'illegal aliens,' as Mexicans 'out of place.'” Reinforcing the 

process of inclusion through illegalization, this status degradation enables both the 

domination of migrant workers at the point of production and their relegation to lower 

standards of living and costs of reproduction. 

The political vulnerability of migrant workers as “illegal” outsiders is further exacerbated by 

everyday forms of policing and surveillance in workplaces and communities (De Genova, 

2005, 245-247). Through the 1990s the INS paid limited attention to “internal” surveillance, 

focusing most of its efforts on the border. But a series of legislative changes laid the 

foundation for a crucial shift. Most important were the Illegal Immigration Reform and 

Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) and the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty 

Act (AEDPA), both signed in 1996. These acts expanded the criminal grounds for removal, 

particularly for “legal” migrants, and limited court oversight of detention and deportation 

procedures. IIRIRA also amended the Immigration and Nationality Act by adding provision 

287(g), which allowed for the delegation of immigration enforcement responsibilities to non-

federal agencies. Though 287(g) went largely ignored until the early 2000s, the number of 
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removals from the interior increased gradually in the late 1990s from 41,819 in 1995 to 

100,296 in 2000 (Coleman, 2012, 165). 

Immigration enforcement within the interior accelerated in the 2000s. A key aspect of this 

development was the tight link between immigration enforcement and the emerging “War on 

Terror” sparked by the September 11, 2001 attacks. A clear manifestation of the link was the 

replacement of the INS with Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), an agency of the 

new Department of Homeland Security. Spending on immigration enforcement had already 

been increasing since the 1980s and it continued to expand rapidly after 2001, eventually 

surpassing federal expenditures by all other federal enforcement agencies combined 

(Meissner et al., 2013, 21). Another important shift was the increasing devolution of 

immigration enforcement to non-federal authorities. Programs such as 287(g) and Secure 

Communities facilitated cooperation between ICE and enforcement agencies at the state and 

local levels, most importantly through the sharing of information about legal status. Due to 

these changes the number of interior removals skyrocketed, from roughly 100,000 in 2000 to 

just over 200,000 in 2006 to nearly 300,000 in 2009 (Coleman, 2012, 165). 

The post-9/11 shift in immigration enforcement represented renewed attempts to locate and 

remove undocumented migrants from the interior, marking a return to the Operation Wetback 

approach. In contrast to the early 1950s, however, there was no program through which to 

funnel new streams of “legal” migrant labor. Further, similar to border enforcement during 

the 1990s, the expansion of internal enforcement did not reduce the number of undocumented 

workers in the country. The undocumented population actually surged in the 2000s, reaching 

a height of 12 million in 2007 and remaining above 11 million between 2005 and 2010 

(Passel and Cohn, 2011). Rather than promoting the legalization of the migrant workforce, as 

the INS did in the 1950s through the Bracero program, the most important effect of post-2001 
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immigration enforcement was instead to amplify the significance of migrant “illegality.” The 

heightened threat of deportation essentially created a new form of captivity. It drastically 

reduced the mobility of migrant workers, as fear of la migra (ICE) keeps many confined to 

their homes, existing employers, and shopping for basic needs such as food and clothing. 

This only reinforces their domination at work and their relegation to lower standards of 

living. Rather than a return to legalization, therefore, internal policing in the 2000s solidified 

the process of inclusion through illegalization. 

 

From Legalization to Illegalization 

Migrant workers from Mexico and Central America became increasingly central to the US 

economy in the postwar period. From a crucial source of seasonal labor concentrated 

primarily on Southwestern farms, they eventually became a more permanent workforce and 

the backbone of a wide variety of low-wage industries across the country. Throughout the 

postwar period, immigration law and immigration enforcement constituted migrant workers 

as a politically vulnerable, and hence exploitable, workforce. The migrant workforce also 

consistently included a mix of workers with a variety of legal statuses, including both those 

who were legally sanctioned to be in the US and those who were undocumented or “illegal.” 

But the relative significance of the two groups shifted over time. If the migrant labor system 

was initially organized around migrant workers with official legal status, albeit under 

coercive conditions, over time it was increasingly organized around undocumented workers. 

I have argued that the US migrant labor system, as it pertains to migrants from Mexico and 

Central America, may be carved into three periods. Between 1942 and 1964, the legalization 

period, the migrant labor system was organized around the legal attachment of migrant 

workers to coercive temporary labor contracts. The primary role of immigration enforcement 
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during this period was to provide agricultural employers with a cheap and flexible labor 

force, which it commonly did by replacing undocumented workers with braceros. Between 

1965 and 1986, the transition period, the migrant labor system shifted dramatically as 

migrant workers moved into urban industries and began to settle more permanently. This 

period was marked by anxiety and debate over the future of immigration law and 

enforcement, but it also included growing enforcement at the US-Mexico border. Between 

1986 and the present, the illegalization period, the migrant labor system was organized 

around the constitution of migrant workers as “illegal” subjects. The primary role of 

immigration enforcement during this period has been to reinforce the legal exclusion and 

potential deportation of migrant workers. 

The current migrant labor system is more flexible and expansive than its Bracero-era 

counterpart, largely because state intervention is less direct. The state is no longer required to 

sign labor contracts and manage wage levels, coordinate the delivery of migrant workers to 

specific employers, or provide migrant workers with housing. But this does not mean that the 

state is either uninvolved or unimportant. The immigration enforcement apparatus has grown 

tremendously since the 1980s. This apparatus lays the foundation for a broad system of 

policing, involving not just federal immigration officials but also local law enforcement 

agencies, employers, and even migrant workers who emphasize their own labor discipline. 

Without being confined to rural labor camps or the agricultural sector, migrant workers from 

Mexico and Central America continue to be constituted as a politically vulnerable, captive, 

and exploitable workforce. 

The process of inclusion through illegalization was therefore consistent with the ascendance 

of market-oriented neoliberalism. In contrast to the legalization system, the illegalization 

system relies more heavily on market mechanisms for securing the distribution, domination, 
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and reproduction of migrant labor. Marketization did require the elimination of more overt 

structures of racial domination and un-free labor, such as the Bracero program. But the notion 

of an entirely self-regulating market is a myth. In practice, markets are always politically 

constructed. If on one hand the evolution of the US migrant labor system represents the 

extension of the market, on the other hand it reveals the market's coercive political 

underpinnings. The concept of illegalization captures this coercive moment, pointing to the 

continued construction of migrant workers from Mexico and Central America as politically 

vulnerable racial outsiders. 

At the time of writing the prospects of transforming the US migrant labor system appear slim. 

Popular proposals for immigration reform are remarkably similar to IRCA. They promise to 

provide legal status and a “pathway to citizenship” to a portion of the most “deserving” 

migrants, while subjecting the rest to an expanded apparatus of immigration enforcement. 

This is only likely to deepen the process of illegalization. Whether such a deepening will, in 

turn, intensify collective struggles for broader transformation, remains to be seen. 
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Table 1. Bracero contracts and migrants apprehended, 1942-1964 

     

 Mexicans only All countries 

Year Bracero  

contracts 

Migrants 

apprehended 

Bracero  

contracts 

Migrants 

apprehended 

     

1942 4,203  4,203 11,784 

1943 52,098 8,189 65,624 11,175 

1944 62,170 26,689 84,419 31,174 

1945 49,454 63,602 73,422 69,164 

1946 32,043 91,456 51,347 99,591 

1947 19,632 182,986 30,775 193,657 

1948 35,345 179,385 44,916 192,779 

1949 107,000 278,538 112,765 288,253 

1950 67,500 458,215 76,525 468,339 

1951 192,000 500,628 203,640 509,040 

1952 197,100 534,538 210,210 543,535 

1953 201,380 875,318 215,321 885,587 

1954 309,033 1,075,168 320,737 1,089,583 

1955 398,650 242,608 411,966 254,096 

1956 445,197 72,442 459,850 87,696 

1957 436,049 44,451 452,205 59,918 

1958 432,857 37,242 447,513 53,474 

1959 437,643 30,196 455,420 45,336 

1960 315,846 29,651 334,729 70,684 

1961 291,420 29,877 310,375 88,823 

1962 194,978 30,272 217,010 92,758 

1963 186,865 39,124 209,218 88,712 

1964 177,736 48,844 200,022 86,597 

     

Source: Ngai 2004:157; Department of Homeland Security 2012:91. 
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Table 2. Adjusted Annual Wage and Salary Income by Nativity/Race, 1970-2009 

      

Group comparison 1970 1980 1990 2000 2009 

      

MEN      

Mexico-born as % of...      

Native born-White 80.6 85.8 81.4 78.6 73.7 

Native born-Black 105.6 105.5 102.4 100.5 99.2 

Native born-Latino 90.8 94.7 92.3 91.4 82.7 

Central America-born as % of...      

Native born-White 89.7 82.7 77.0 80.1 74.3 

Native born-Black 117.4 101.7 96.8 102.4 100.0 

Native born-Latino 101.0 91.3 87.2 93.2 83.3 

      

WOMEN      

Mexico-born as % of...      

Native born-White 91.0 95.8 92.9 89.6 84.5 

Native born-Black 99.4 94.2 92.9 89.6 91.3 

Native born-Latino 91.0 95.5 92.1 90.0 86.6 

Central America-born as % of...      

Native born-White 102.2 97.6 92.8 93.3 87.1 

Native born-Black 111.7 96.0 92.8 93.4 94.1 

Native born-Latino 102.3 97.3 92.1 93.8 89.3 

      

Source and notes: Calculations based on Census data drawn from Ruggles et al. (2010). 

Includes workers with nonzero wage and salary income. Controls for age, education, hours 

worked, and the interaction between education and hours worked.  
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Table 3. Household Income Per Person by Nativity/Race, 1970-2009 

      

Group comparison 1970 1980 1990 2000 2009 

      

Mexico-born as % of...      

Native born-White 54.0 48.7 39.3 37.0 37.4 

Native born-Black 93.4 78.7 66.0 60.3 59.7 

Native born-Latino 88.7 76.4 61.3 59.2 56.0 

Central America-born as % of...      

Native born-White 81.7 67.7 53.9 49.3 48.5 

Native born-Black 141.3 109.4 90.5 80.2 77.3 

Native born-Latino 134.2 106.3 84.1 78.7 72.5 

      

Source and notes: Calculations based on Census data drawn from Ruggles et al. (2010). 

Group classification is based on the identification of the head-of-household. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 I use the term "migrant" to refer to individuals who travel across a national boundary, and the term 

"immigration" to refer to the policies and practices of the US nation-state. 

2 For a broader critique of Burawoy (1976) that examines both the United States and South Africa, see Paret 

(2011). 


