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ABSTRACT

THE AFTERMATH OF THE BRACERO: A STUDY OF
THE ECONOMIC IMPACT ON THE AGRICULTURAL
HIRED LABOR MARKET OF MICHIGAN 'FROM THE

TERMINATION OF PUBLIC LAW 78

By

John Dancer Mason

As a result of the termination of Public Law 78 in
1964, Michigan agriculture falled to receive Mexican
national workers (braceros) in the following year: the
first year since the early 1940's that braceros were not
used in the state. In 1964, the forelign workers were
used primarily in the pickle industry of Michigan, con-
stituting roughly 80 per cent (12,800 workersi of the
peak employment in pickles.

Before 1965, the pickle industry argued that
termination of the bracero program would serlously affect
the industry, because domestic migrants simply would not
pick pickles ("stoop labor" work). Consequently,
increased wage offers would not elicit a very large
supply response from domestic migrants, and the end
result would be acreage declines and other adverse
adjustments. In additlon, several previous studies of

the seasonal labor market for agriculture, and
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particularly the seasonal labor market for Michlgan
pickles,1 tended to support the claims of the industry.

The thesls examines the "stoop labor" hypothesis
that the supply response of domestlc migrants to
increased wages would be lnelastlc, by examining three
questions: What was the wage adjustment for all seasonal
workers in Michigan agriculture following 196472 What was
the supply response of domestics to wage adjustments in
the pilckle 1industry? To what extent dld acreage declines
and capltal substitution occur in the Michigan plckle
industry as a result of the termination of the bracero
program?

A detalled microeconomlc study of the seasonal
labor market for Michlgan agriliculture was conducted,
involving: interviews with agriculture and labor offl-
clals, growers, and pickle industry personnel; a malled
questionnalre to pickle growers in Michlgan; examination
of data collected by other agenclies, On the basis of the
study the stoop labor hypothesis was not supported.

The majJor findings of the dissertation are:

(1) From 1964 to 1965, a statistically significant

increase in the wages of all hired workers i1n Michigan

llioyd Gallardo, "An Evaluation of U.S. Department
of Labor Pollcy Regarding Wages Pald Mexlcan Nationals:
Michigan Pickles, A Case Study" (unpublished Ph.D.
déssertation, University of Californila, Berkeley, 1962),
76, .
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agriculture was found, and there were noticeable lincreases
in non-wage provislons of employment.

{2) The supply response of domestic migrants to
higher wage cffers in the plckle 1ndustry was not clearly
inelastic as the hypothesis suggested. An identification
problem was encountered in measurling the approprlate
supply curve of domestic agricultural labor, compounded
by wage and employment data which measured the market
"hetween" seasons, when the needed measurement was
"within" an ongoing season. An attempt was made to
resolve this problem, and the indications were that the
supply curve may have been elastic. Both of the above
findings suggest that the pickle labor market was not
segmented from other agricultural labor markets in the
state and that domestic migrants would do stoop labor
work. '

(3) Acreage declined slightly in 1965 and 1966,
but in 1967 the harvested acreage for the state was
clearly as high as for years prilor to 1965. The increase
in 1967 however, was probably due to the increased use
of a mechanical pickle harvester. The industry doubled
its use of the harvester each year between 1964 and 1967,
as measured by acreage covered in the state.

The thesls examines 1n detall the agricultural
labor market in Michigan, particularly with respect to

the nature of wage changes and the effect of flixed wages.
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In doing this a considerable amount of institutlonal

information about this labor market is developed.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem

For most years silnce the outbreak of the Second
World War, ﬁichigan agriculture has had access to foreign
workers. As Table 1 indicates, forelgn workers were
imported into the state in 1943 and continued to be
imported through 1964. The number of foreigners dwindled
in the late 1940's, since the regulations then allowing
importation were extended war-time regulations and pro-
vided no sound basis for a peacétime program of supple-
mental labor; In 1951, the Congress enacted Public Law
78 (PL-78) which provided for the importation of foreign
workers from Mexico (braceros), (1) whenever domestic
agricultural workers could not be obtalned, and (2) when
the use of foreign workers would not "adversely affect"

the wages and worklng conditions of domestilc workers.l

1Act of July 12, 1951, ch. 223, 65 Stat. 119,
"T'itle V--Agricultural Workers,'" an amendment to the
Agricultural Act of 1949. The seasonally hired labor
force of agriculture 1s composed of local and migrant
workers, whether intrastate, interstate, or foreign.
Most seasonally hired workers in Michigan agriculture
are migrants. Unless otherwise noted, the term migrants
will mean all seasonally hired workers, and the labor
market, however named, wlll be the seasonal labor market
of agriculture,

1



TABLE l.--Peak employment of forelgn workers in U.S. and
Michigan agriculture, 1942-67.

Year U.S. Peak™ Mich. Peak** Year U.S. Pesgk Mich. Peak

1942 4,200 - 1955 240,841 8,398
1943 36,289 3,838 1956 290,156 10,851
1944 66,572 8,549 1957 272,435 14,372
1945 94,210 10,031 1958 284,835 9,549
1946 5,354 4,359 1959 308,168 11,046
1947 96,840 1,970 1960 246,675 11,234
1948 40,000 1,247 1961 220,934 14,350
1949 85,600 224 1962 127,032 12,712
1950 89,100 200 1963 105,454 13,500
1951 130,104 2,494 1964 92,784 12,843
1952 139,437 4,587 1965 23,698 -
1953 171,128 8,880 1966 12,169 -
1954 202,626 6,300 1967 12,531 -
Source: USDL Bureau of Employment Security, Farm Labor

Developments (February, 1968),14.
Service, Michigan Farm Labor Report
annual 1issues.

Michigan Farm Labor
Post-Season,
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This law gave rise to consistently larger numbers of
forelgn workers in Michlgan agriculture than was true
before 1its enactment.

During theée years two Michigan crops made the
greatest use of braceros, sugar beets and pickles. 1In
the early 1950's, sugar beet companies lmported braceros
in the late spring for weeding and thinning and used them
again in the fall for harvesting. Between these two
perliods the pickle industry used them for weedling and

harvesting. Selected other crops made use of the

forelgners, but the number of workers involved was very

small. Into the 1960's the sugar beet industry lessened
its use of the braceros considerably. Mechanical har-
vesting operations had been implemented and much of the
pre-harvest weeding and thinning was done either by

domestic migrants or chemicals. Thus by 1964 most of the

braceros were used in pickles. In 1964, approximately

80 per cent of the pickling cucumber harvest labor force

were braceros, and this approximated 20 per cent of the

August seasonal labor force for all crops in‘Michigan.1
In December of 1964, the Congress allowed PL-78 to

explre, having extended 1t -slx times previously. Roughly

at the same time the Congress amended Public Law 414

1These percentages are derived from estimates of
seasonal employment made by the Michigan Farm Labor

Service, and reported in Michigan Farm Labor Report:
Post Season, 1964 (Detrolt, Michigan: 1965).




(PL-414) to allow for importation of foreign workers,t

but admonished the Secretary of Labor to enforce the

2 Subsequent to 1964

ﬁrovisions of this law strictly.
Michigan employers failled to qualify for importation of
foreign workers under PL-414, and the flow of braceros
to Mlchigan ceased. -

These events of the 1964-65 period provided the
setting for an adjustment in the seasonal labor market
of Michigan agriculture. As a result of the braceros!
departure considerable pressure was applied on selected
employers to obtaln domestic replacements. Thls pressure
was heaviest on the pickle industry but was felt by
employers in other crops as well. The adjustment of
this labor market allows the testing of a commonly held

hypothesis concerning the supply of domestic workers to

agriculture.

Hypothesis

Employers of seasonal, agricultural labor have held

a conception of the supply curve of domesticllabor which

lrne Immigration and Natlionality Act of 1952, 8
U.S.C, sec. 214(¢c) (1952), as amended by Public Law
89-236 (1965). Throughout the life of PL-78 this law was
used to allow ilmportation of workers from Canada, the
British West Indles, and selected other countries, but
these numbers were dwarfed by the large number of nationals
from Mexico entering under PL-78.

2See "Statement by Secretary of Labor W. Willard
Wirtz on the Termination of Public Law 78," released as
U.E&‘Department of Labor NEWS, USDL--6442, December 19,
1964,



can be described as the "stoop labor'" hypothesis. This
hypothesls states that certain agricultural tasks (stoop
labor) are so undesireable\that domestic migrants willl
not want to do them regardléss of remuneration. Also,
-Ehe labor force of domestic workers willing to do
seasonal agricultural work 1s percelved as a clearly
defined amount, set apart from other segments of the
general labor force by soclological and cultural factors.
Consequently, a wage increase in stoop labor tasks would
not attract outside domestic workers. Theoretically,
this hypothesis suggests that the supply response of

domestlc workers to a wage lncrease in these tasks would

be inelastic--curve SS on Figure 1.

wage

D

Employment

Fig. l1l.--Demand for and supply of seasonal workers
to stoop labor crops in Michigan.
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Not only-is this view of the supply curve held by
employers, but it has been suggested by various studiles
of the harvest labor market, and particularly by studies
of the harvest labor market for Michigan pickles.1

On Figure 1, DD 1s the demand curve of a repre-
sentative employer (or area of the country) for stoop
labor, and SS is the supply curve of domestic labor
willing to work in the stoop labor task. The effect of
the bracero program was to add a segment (aS') to the
supply curve at the minimum contract prilce, Wqe With
braceros avallable the ruiing wage rate would be Wy If
braceros were denied the employer (or region), wages
would rise to LEY in order to attract domestic workers.
This wage rate, Wqs would be sufficiently high to create
conslderable hardship on growers. Some employers would
plow the field up rather than pay W, . In thils case thelr
demand (D'D) would become highly elastic just above Wge
More llkely, most growers would not plant the crop again
in the following year, or mechanize, such that in the
long run, DD would shift back much closer to the vertical
axis. In the period following 1964 in Michigan, most of
these conditions were expected by the pickle industry,

and also by selected other stoop labor crops.

1For an expresslion of the views of both employers
and students of the market, as well as a more elaborate
theoretical examination of the hypothesis, see Chapter
III below, under "Supply Considerations."



If the stoop labor hypothesis were true, then in
the years following 1964 in Michigan agriculture, the
wages to domestilc plckle workers would rise significantly
‘(wo to wl),l and the supply response of domestic workers
“to these higher wages would be limited (q0 to ql):
surely less than an increase proportionate to the rise
in wages. Since only very few domestic migrants would
be attracted intec the plckle fields, there should be
little "spill-over" effect of the reduced pickle labor
force on other crops, and thus wages in other crops would
not be affected very much. As a result of the higher
wages 1ln pickles . there probably would be a serious reduc-
tion in pickle acreage, or a rapid substitution of
capital for labor.

If the stoop labor hypothesis falled to hold then
the appropriate supply curve of domestlic labor to pickles
would be more elastic and the supply response to a wage
increase would be much greater. Similarly, the effect
of the bracero pull-out on other crops would be greater,
since the pickle industry would be drawling workers from
these crops and forecing wages in the competing crops

upward. Finally, the acreage reduction and/or capltal

lIf there were not a significant wage increase the
conclusion would follow that the presence of braceros
exercised only a de minimus effect upon total supply and
the supply curve of domestlc workers was far more elastic
than SS suggests, approaching SS'.



substitution in pickles from the higher costs would be
less if the hypothesis falled to hold.

Chapters IV and V below take up the analysis of
the hypothesis directly. Chapter 1II lays an instltutional

'background for Michlgan agriculture and Chapter III

discusses the seasonal labor market theoretilcally in the
context of the literature. Appendix I provides an instl-
tutlonal view of the production function in agriculture,
as it gives rise to the demand for seasonal labor,

with special consideration paid to pickles.

Methodologx}

To evaluate these questlions a detalled micro-
economic study was conducted. Four major sources of
information were used: (1) interviews with individuals
involved in the agricultural labor market of Michigan;
(2) written reports on the nature of the labor market
and the adjustment process; (3) quantitatilve data on
wages, employment, non-wage provisions, and other per-
tinent varlables collected by several agencles; and (4)
data generated from a questionnaire used in the research.

The first two sources of 1Information, interviews
and written reports, contain blas regardless of the con-

trol techniques; the only recourse is to ldentify the
}

1Appendix IT discusses data sources and includes a
detalled account of the methods used, some ldea as to
the rationale for these methods, and posslble problems
with the data.



bias. Interviews were conducted in Michiligan with
employers of agricultural labor, employment service
personnel, agricultural extension service personnel and
selected pickle processing company personnel.

Data relevant to this labor market are collected
by two governmental agencies: (1) the Farm Labor Service,
a branch of the Bureau of Employment Securlty, U.S.
Department of Labor, and (2) the Statistical Reporting
Service of the U.S, Department of Agriculture. Appendlx
II contalns a discusslon of the procedures used in
obtalining these data and some indlcation as to the?r
reliabllity.

To provide information on the Michigan pickle
industry for years since 1963, a questionnaire was
designed and malled to pickle growers throughout the
state. As dlscussed in Appendix II, approximately
twenty per cent of the state's pickle acreage in 1967
was represented in the responses to the questionnalre;
and the responses seemed to be blased towards larger

growers.

The Problem in Perspective

The examination of the adjJustment of Michigan's
agricultural labor market provides insight into two
traditionally conflicting public polilcy 1§sues: (1)
how to supply sufficient labor to meet a highly



10

seasonal demand in America's agricuiture and assure an
adegquate food supply, and (2) how to alleviate the
poverty among large numbers of American migrants.

These 1ssues, both parts of an overall manpower policy,

will be considered in turn.

Supply Problem

Many industries are affected by seasonality of
labor demand and most have been able to control it, For
agriculture, however, the combination of an acute
seasonal labor need and a hlghly competitive industry
structure seems to present a special problem. The
peculiar biology of plants maturing and ripening as they
do, and the continued reliance of the production process
upon weather, combine to create short periods of time,
usually at harvest, when large numbers of hand laborers
are needed. The danger of perishabllity, either from
spollage of the crop iIn the field or loss of market
value,1 makes the seasonal requirements even more pressing.

Technological advances2 affecting both the pre-

harvest and harvest periods have lessened considerably

'lﬂeference is agaln made to Appendix I for a dis-
cussion of these terms and other institutional background,

2The forms of this technological change are
diverse. Mechanically new techniques have been devised,
and in conJunction with this new plants have been
developed, new weed, disease, and insect sprays adapted,
and new ecological methods used. The inter-working of
all these forces can be seen vividly in the pickling
cucumber industry (see Appendix I).
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the large seasonal labor need of the past, and this

force appears to be the sole salvatlon for the future.
Crops grown to be processed, for example frozen straw-
berries, onions in Campbell's soup, or cherrles in a can,
thus far have been most amenable to mechanization., This
i1s so because the qﬁaiity (or outward appearance) of the
fruit 1s not of cruclal lmportance and mechanical harvest-
ing often brulses the surface of the fruit, However,

the harvesting of crops to be sold fresh, without any
processing other than cleaning or packaging, has proven
particularly difficult to mechanize. On the one hand

the market 1s reluctant to accept damaged fruit; in
additlion, damaged frult, unless qulckly treated
(processed), will spoil. Thus, the need persists for
relatively large numbers of workers for short periods

to harvest these crops.

The long run trend towards increasing farm size
seems to affect seasonality in diverse ways. Larger
farms, many speclalizing in one or a few crops, have
intensified seasonal labor needs by greatly enlarging
the acreage of labor~using crops 1in specific areas.

At the same‘time these farms can afford economles of
scale to make use of all avallable mechanical and
technological techniques, thus reduclng seasonal labor
demand from what would exist 1f the same acreage were

grown on a number of smaller farms.
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An uneven rate of technological adaptation in
different crops has created a helghtened situation of
structural imbalance 1in thls labor market. At one time
workers in Michigan could arrive in the spring and start
work in strawberries, move into sugar beets and pickles,
then to cherries, back to pickles, to tomatoes and
potatoes, and finally to apples and then sugar beets
again. Interspersed throughbut these major crops were
numerocus other work oppertunitles:; asparagus early,
raspberrliles and blueberries through the heat of the
summer, and onions and other -small labor-using crops in
the late summer and early fall. By 1968, early sugar
beet work had dwindled considerably and late beet work
was nonexlstent. Blueberrles and processed cherries
were becomlng inecreasingly mechanized. The processed
tomato harvest promised to become mechanical by the
1970's, onions had been since about 1963,'and almost
all potatoes were dug mechanically. This presented a
problem to workers, as will be explained below, but it
also confronted the growers of certain crops wlth the
problem of obtalning labor for only short periods, a
costly proposition when workers had to be transported
both to and from the farm and thelr place of resldence,

and provided housing while in Michilgan.
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Poverty Problem

The other side of the growers' labor supply problem
is the workers' problem of finding sufficient work, 1In
an appallingly real sense the majority of the workers
are caught between two alternatives, nelther of which
lends much hope. As the labor market tightens and
wages rise, growers can choose the alternative of sub-
stitution--substitution of non-labor inputs for labor
inputs in the production of certain crops, and substlitu-
tlon of alternative uses of land for high labor-using
crops. The empirical result of these retallatory
responses to wage increases has been reductions in demand

1 The

roughly matching the reductlions in labor supply.
workers' alternatives are more bleak., On the one hand,
at the low wage levels of the past, is an exlstence of
partial employment and unemployment reinforcing itself
in what has been called a "culture of poverty." On the
other hand as wages increase, which brings relief to
some employed workers, the reductlon in the number of
workers demanded pushes others into heightened unem-

ployment, a sltuation merely extending the former

alternative.

lSee: Edward G. Schuh, "The Long Run Equilibrium
in the Hired Farm Labor Force: History and Implications,"
Journal of Farm Economics, 43 (December, 1961), 1338;
Edward G. Schuh and Edward W. Tyrchnlewicz, "Behavioral
Equations and Equilibrium in the Agricultural Labor
Market," Journal of Farm Economics, 48 (December, 1966),
1222.
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The dangers for workers are not Jjust low wages,
but a far more complex set of employment practlces, all
working to reduce thelr annual income and heighten work
insecurity. As the seasonality of demand shrinks 1in
terms of duration of employment, though perhaps not in
peak intensity, gaps in the work schedule develop which
cut into a continuous work pattern and reduce annual
earnings. Irregular hours of employment have always
plagued this labor market. OGrowers often are caught in
the vices of weather and an oligqpsonistic buyer
market, which creates and destroys the demand for har-
vested crops without warning. Thls feeds back to the
workers 1in bits and pieces of work. Probably in no
other sector of the general labor market is the securlty
of continuous employment so lacking as in the agricul-

tural labor market.



CHAPTER II

MICHIGAN AGRICULTURE: INSTITUTIONAL
BACKGROUND

Characteristlics of Michigan Agriculturel

Crops of the State

‘Michigan 1is one of those unique states known pri-
marily for some feature other than agriculture but
possessing a relatively large agricultural sector. For
many years in thé 1950's and 1960's, Michigan used more
interstate migrants than all other states, though falling
behind such states as California and Texas in total
migrant employment. The locatlon of the state, just east
of Lake Michigan makes 1t climatically a favorable fruit-
growing area. Several factors have contributed to makg

Michigan a large producer of other crops--proximity to

lThe folliowing description of Michigan agriculture
is not meant to be exhaustive. Other studles with
greater depth are: Joachim G. Elterich, Glenn Johnson,
and David Call, Perspective on Michligan's Farm Labor
Problems, Agricultural Experiment Station, Michigan State
University, 1963; Project '80: Rural Michigan Now and
in 1980, Research Report, Agricultural Experiment

Station, Michigan State University, 1966,

15
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population centers, favorable land conditions, and
historical development.l

Table 2 ranks selected frult and vegetable crops
among states on the basis of acreage and production in
1966, Characteristic of most of the crops on the table
is their continued rellance upon seasonal labor for
harvesting.

TABLE 2,--Michigan's rank among all states in acreage and
production for selected fruit and vegetable crops, 1966.

-

Acreage Rank Production Rank
orop All Seasonal  All Seasonal
States Group States Group
Sugar Beets 5 - 7 -
Apples - - 3 -
Peaches - - 8 -
Grapes - - 4 -
Cherries, sweet - - b -
Cherries, tart - - 1l -
Asparagus y 2
Cucumbers (pickles) 2 - 1 -
Onilons 4 3 5 4
Strawberries 2 2 4 3
Tomatoes, proc. 12 - 10 3

Source: Michigan Dept. of Agriculture, Michlgan Agri-
cultural Statistics, 1967.

lAn example apropos to this thesls is pickles. The
industry developed in the state on a large scale 1in the
early 1950's. The pickle can be grown on almost any high
ground, but the climate of Michigan with cooler evenings
turne out a firmer pickle that processes better. Also,
Michigan State University was active in developing plant
varietles which grow well 1n Michigan soil. The previous
location of the sugar beet industry in Michigan provided
a ready-made labor force. And earlier, with less effl-
cient transportation systems, location near the market
favored Michigan.
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Growers who use seasonal labor are scattered
throughout the bottom half of the lower penlnsula of the
state, and in selected areas above this line, notably
along the western coast of the state up to the Grand
Traverse Bay area and in the Alpena region on the upper
eastern coast. In the lower portion they are concentrated
along the western coast of the state with the densest con-
centration in the southwestern corner, The fruit farms
are located mostly throughout this region. There are
some strawberries grown in the Alpena and thumb areas,
and apples are grown throughout the state. A band run-
ning across the middle of the lower peninsula contains
numerous employers of seasonal labor, mostly pilckle,
potato, and sugar beet growers. Tomatoes are found along
the southern edge of the state. Figure 2 shows the
areas of migrant worker employment for 1960 and 1965,
and a comparlison of the two years glves some ldea of
the shift in areas of employment. As can be seen, a
more concentrated pattern of employment seems to be
emerging in 1965, converging along the western coast

and in a band across the center of the state.

Seasonal Employment

Preclse data on the total number of seasonal
workers in Michigan agrlculture -are not avallable, but.
can be estimated from two sources. Table 3 presents

employment figures as recorded by the Farm Labor Service
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Fig’. 2.~-Concentration of migrant worker employment in Michigan by counties,
1960 and 1965.

Source: U. S. Department of Labor and U. S. Department of HEW, Domestic Agricultural
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" TABLE 3.--~Peak employment and average May-October employ-
ment as recorded by the U. S. Department of Agriculture
and the Michigan Farm Labor Service, 1950-67.

U.S. Dept. of Agriculture® Mich. Farm Labor Service **

Year Peak Empl. May-Oct. Empl. Peak Empl. May-Oct. Empl.

1950 9li, 000 67,300 56,900 32,056
1951 93,000 67,000 81,307 44,500
1952 96,000 68,000 95,798 54,105
1953 92,000 61,800 72,433 45,460
1954 81,000 62,000 66,580 42,918
1855 79,000 60,500 73,881 42,759
1956 78,000 56,500 74,001 46,723
1957 85,000 59,200 74,228 50,085
1958 81,000 60,300 82,479 48,700
1959 80,000 60,500 86,580 48,369
1960 75,000 57,500 83,989 48,500
1961 79,000 58,700 91,584 43,498
1962 71,000 55,200 97,665 45,357
1963 76,000 59,000 83,447 38,869
1964 80,000 53,000 93,384 42,985
1965 59,000 43,300 70,688 40,107
1966 54,000 38,700 67,635 33,811
1967 46,000 36,700 70,439 40,167

Source: “Data are collected for the last week of each
month and recorded in Farm Labor, USDA, Statistical
Reporting Service, selected issues. *¥Data are esti-
mated on the 1l5th of each month, and recorded 1in

Michligan Farm Labor Report, Post-Season, annual issues.

Note: As can be seen, for the 1950's the USDA estimates
are larger than those of the FLS, while in the 1960's the
reverse 1s true. Undoubtedly this 1s due to the popula-
tion which the USDA estimates. This population lncludes
all hired workers, not Just seasonal workers. Thus, as.
the secular decrease in the number of farms took place.
over this seventeen year period, the number of non-
seasonal workers declined, shrinking the estimate,.
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of Michigan, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture's
Statlistical Reporting Service. The Farm Labor Service
(FLS) estimates are for seasonal employment only, while
the Department of Agriculture (USDA) estimates are for
all hired workers in Michlgan agriculture. The FLS
data probably overstate peak employment during the
1960's, but are considered reliable in terms of May-
October average employment, the perlod of greatest
migrant use., The USDA data probably understate peak
employment but are considered more reliable than the
other estimates in terms of trends, even though they
include all hired workers and not just seasonally employed
workers. See Appendix II for a discussion of the dif-
ferences in the estimates.

As the table shows, there was a falrly steady
annual decline from 1950 through 1956 in both peak employ-
ment and average May-October employment. From 1956
through 1964 there was a period of fluctuation with a
mild downward tendency. Since 1964 employment has
dropped off considerably.

These figures for Michlgan can be compared with
data on total U.S. agricultural employment-~see Table 4.
The percentage figures in this table provide some com-
parative perspective, however they must be viewed with
caution since the factors which determine total U.S.

employment can differ from those détermining Michigan
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employment. For example, bad weather one year in Michigan
may not be matched by simlilar weather elsewhere, and this
could result in a lower percentage figure., The general
indication appears to be that Michlgan employmént, both
its peak Iintenslity and May-October average, is falling
off slightly relative to total U.S. employment,

TABLE 4.,--Total U.S. hired agricultural employment and -
percentage comparisons. with Michligan hired agricultural
employment, 1950-66,

Michigan Employment as % of

UcSo U-S.*:**
Employment

Year (000) % Mich. Peak May-Oct. Av.
1950 4,342 2,16% 1.54%
1951 3,274 2.84 2.04
1952 2,980 3.22 2.28
1954 3,009 2.69 2.06
1956 3,575 2.18 1.58
1957 3,962 2,14 1.49
1958 4,212 1.92 1.43
1959 3,977 2.23 1.69
1960 3,693 2.03 1.55
1961 3,488 2,26 1.68
1962 3,622 1,96 1.52.
1963 3,597 2.11 1.64
1964 3,370 2.37 1.57:
1965 3,128 1.88 1.38
1966 2,763 1.95 i1.40

Source: %*U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, The Hired Farm
Working Force. #¥U,S. Dept. of Agriculture,
Farm Labor.

Peak employment data for the mailn seasonal labor-

using cfops in Michigan are presented in Table 5 for
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recent years. The vertical order of the crops 1s roughly
that of the progression of demand perlods through the
migrant season. Employment in onions dropped off so

much by 1967 that the Farm Labor Service discontinued
listing it separately. Cherry employment also was down
in 1967, reflecting a poor yleld and increased use of
cherry shakers. The highest wage bill would be found

in pickles due to the length of the harvest season and

a large pre-harvest labor demand.

TABLE 5.--Peak employment 1ln selected Michlgan crops,

1959-67.

Crop 1967 1966 1965 1959

Asparagus 3,768 3,957 4,725 4,800
Strawberries 27,288 29,035 25,125 26,500
Sugar Beets 4,794 3,696 5,160 6,400
Cherries 26,325 31,630 37,325 33,000
Blueberries 12,622 11,275 10,975 7,500
Pickles 18,533 16,545 11,595 14,000
Raspberries 5,474 6,000 2,000 3,500
Tomatoes 5,430 5,455 55350 5,500
Peaches 2,457 2,185 2,663 4,500
Onlons 775 1,035 3,500
Grapes 2,500 2,675 3,050 3,500
Potatoes 2,565 2,362 3,070 5,000
Apples 11,224 11,295 12,300

Source: Michigan Employment Security Commission, Farm

Labor Service, Michifan Farm Labor Report:
Post Season, annual issues.

Figure 3 graphs the May-October employment estl-
mates of the Farm Labor Service for the 1967 migrant

season for selected Mlichigan crops. The peak employment
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for each crop is the same as that presented in Table 5.
Using this figure, the perliod of high labor use for

the different crops and the progression of the work
pattern through the summer can be.seen. The pattern
was far more complete in earller years, however con-
tinuous work can still be found from the middle of May
through the end of October. The manr gaps are in late
June and early July, between strawberries and cherries,
and 1n middle September between tomatoes and pickles,
and apples.

The season's first migrants arrive in late April
and early May for orchard-cleaning and strawberry prepara-
tion work. Large numbers appear ln late May and early
June for asparagus and strawberries, and they contlnue
to come through the peak of the cherry season. Follow-
ing this, a net outflow begins which steps up con-
siderably in early September at the tall-end of the
pickle crop, and by November few migrants can be found.

Prior to 1963, braceros arrived in late May and
early June to work 1n sugar beets, then moved to pilckles
for pre-harvest work and harvest work, staylng through
the middle of September or later., In 1963 and 1964,
they arrived around the middle of July to work the
plckle filelds and then remalned about the same length
of time as before. In all these years braceros worked
in selected other crops, usually near the end of the

pickle season.
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Ethnically, the seasonal labor force of Michigan
has more Mexican-American workers than other races,
coming mainly from Texas--see Table 6. In-addition to
the Mexican-Americans are black and white workers from
various southern states, A minority of the workers are
whites from the Appalachia region, the stream of workers
from that region having diminished considerably from

earlier years.

TABLE 6.~-Percentage of interstate workers in Michigan
agriculture from selected states, 1961-67.

State 1961 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967
Texas 50.0% 68.0% 54,3% 52.5% 73.8% 61.7%
Florida 9.0 9.0 6.5 12.9 11.6 13.5
Louisiana 9.0 7.0 14,3 7.1 2.3 1.7
Missouril 17.0 8.0 7.6 5.2 2.7 1.9
Ohio -— —— 4,2 2.8 1.7 1.3

Source: Michigan Employment Security Service, Farm
Labor Service, Post-Season Farm Labor Reports,
consecutlve 1issues.

Work Characteristics

The work requlrements of the crops utllizing
seasonal labor are sufficlently dissimilar that the labor
market has become somewhat segmented, wilith certailn types
of workers tending to speclalize in specific crops.
Referring to those crops displayed in Flgure 3 above,
two general groupings can be made: (1) crops which do

not require great physical stamina and exertion, and
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(2) crops which requiré relatively more physicai
exertion. Of the first type, raspberries, blueberries,
and grapes require less upward reaching or downward
bending in the act of harvestlng. Consequently, these
crops have been more amenable to the work of women and
children, especially from local sources.

The second group, and by far the major share of
the work, requires more physical exertion. Of thls group,
some crops are of the "reaching-up" class and others of
the "bending-down" class, almost convenilently splitting
frults and vegetables., Cherries and apples are the
major examples of the first class. The work requires
toting a ladder around a tree as well as from tree to
tree and then climbing up and down and reaching out,
often precariously, to gather fruit. The fruit 1s then
placed in a bag hooked over the shoulder or around the
wailst, The work becomes less pleasant and more dangerous
when done in poor weather, which easily can plague the
late apple harvest, but may also affect cherry work.l

Bending down work, the second class, is commonly
known as "stoop labor" and characterlzed as the least
desirable of all types. Whether in the harvesting of
asparagus, strawberries, plckles, or tomatoes the

worker must bend over=-or crawl--=to pick the

lsee Myrtle Reul, Where Hannibal Led Us (New
York: Vantage Press, 19 s Chapter .
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fruit.l

Unlike the reach-up type in which the con-
tinulty of the work is somewhat broken, stoop labor

work 1is very monotonous, as laborers slowly move along
long rows only to turn around at the end and start again.

The degree of undesirablllity connected wlith work
in each crop would be difficult to establlsh. Economic
theory would suggest, that other factors belng equal
among crops, wage rates would be an lndex of undesir~
abllity. But other factors have not been equal. Pickle
and sugar beet growers had braceros available until 1964,
In addition, pickle work provides more contilnuous
employment than most other crops. PFinally, pickle and
beet workers are employed by large companles while
workers in most other crops are employed by individual
growers. As a result, wage rates do not act as an index
of undesirabillity among crops. In general, however,
workers do characterize stoop labor tasks as more un-
desirable.

Inter- and intra-state migrants have worked pri-
marily in the second general grouping of crops. Hence
the maln migrant streams to and through the state start
in strawberries, move north to cherries, and then south

to plickles and tomatoes in Ohlo, Indlana, and Michigan.

1These crops remain the major employers of "stoop
labor" in Michigan. Previously greater amounts of this
work existed, e.g., toppling onlons, dlgging potatoes,
pulling and topping sugar beets.
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From plckles and tomatoes many workers return to their
home base, especlally those wlth children of school age.
Others remaln through the end of the apple harvest.

Since some of the major studlies of this labor
market have been drawn from California agriculture,l
and the conceptualization of the workings of the market
may be tempered by this, a brief discusslion of the
agricultural organization of Michigan and how it differs
from other areas may be instructive. The "firm" of
Michigan agriculture is more in the traditional mold
of the family farm than that of the corporation farm of
California. Though the employer slde of the market is
howhere near a homogeneous one, many of the individual
growers in Michigan contract thelr own labor and manage
the workers on thelr own farms. More and more, however,
the growers who do their own labor contracting are the
larger ones, a few of whom have incorporated; however
corporations in Michigan generally involve brothers, or.
a father and son, and are not of the size of some in
other states.

Probably the closest approximation to the cor-

poration farms would be the sugar beet and pickle

1See Lloyd H. Fisher, The Harvest Labor Market 1in
California (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1953),
and Varden Fuller, Labor Relations in Agrliculture
(Berkeley: Institute of Industrilial Relations, Univer-
sity of Callfornia, 1955). The popular press also has
used California as a backdrop, e.g., John Stelnbeck's
The Grapes of Wrath.
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1 of forelgn

companles of Michigan, the primafy employers
labor during the tenure of PL-78. These companies
remaln the largest employers of domestic migrants in the.
state. Workers are transported, housed, insured, and
often supervised by the companies for the growers who
contract with them (see Appendix I). Here the relation-
ship between company employer and worker is far more
impersonal than on farms where the owner 1ls the primary
employer. However, the analogy is not complete, since
many workers hired by the company are housed and super-

vised on small farms, and hence traces of the tradi-

tional farm are not entirely dissolved.

Migrant Wage Package
Each labor market possesses 1lts own unique alloca-

tors, generally the wage rate and specific prerequisites
of employment., The agricultural labor market 1s some-
what different from many other markets due to its highly
unstructured nature, as will be discussed in Chapter
III., It 1s iInstructive, therefore, to view institu-

tionally the allocation mechanism, termed the "wage

1The meaning of "employer" may be questionable here
since legally the nationals were employed by grower
assoclations. For the most part, however, these assocla-
tions were established and adminlstered by the companles
with which the growers of the assoclatlon were contracted.
See Lloyd Gallardo, "An Evaluation of U.S. Dept. of
Labor Policy Regarding Wages Paid Mexican Natlonals:
Michigan Pickles, A Case Study" (unpublished Ph.D. dis-
sertation, University of California, Berkeley, 1962), 96,
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package." As here conceptualized the package consists
of (1) the wage rate, and (2) non-wage provisions of
employment. As the labor market adjusts to changing
demand and supply forces, both components of the wage
package act as allocators.

The wage rate denotes the rate directly connected
with the work exerted, for example an hourly rate like
$1.25 per hour or a plece rate like $.20 per bushel or
$12.00 per acre. These are by far the most common methods
of payment. A more unigue method 1s one of the payment
systems found 1n pickles where workers recelve a per-
centage of the gross value of the crop (see Appendix I).

When payment systems other than hourly rates are
used, a comparison of wages for dlfferent crops becomes
difficult. On a plece rate basis an individual worker
might be able to tell what his hourly equlvalent would
be: two and one-half bushels an hour at $.90 per
bushel would gilve him $2.35 an hour, assuming the same
picking conditions continued. However, to formulate
an average hourly wage rate for all workers of a crop

or for workers in different crops is more difficult.l

1Fortunately the Rural Manpower Center at Mlichigan
State Unlversity has conducted studles of productivity
rates, both for different types of workers (good, poor)
and different field conditions, and piece rate systems
can be converted into hourly equivalents by using their
results. The studles are available from the Rural
Manpower Center of the Agricultural Economics Department,
Michigan State University (East Lansing).
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Obtaining an hourly equilvalent from a system based
on the percentage of crop value (e.g., 50%) is par-
ticularly difficult because of the number of varying
factors which affect the hourly rate: the prices set
out in the contract to the grower for the different
grades of pickles; the condition of the field; the gross
yleld as well as sigze distribution of the yield; the
weather; the conditions of the plckle market determinilng
whether processors accept or reject larger grades or are
touchy about the quality of regular grades. The U,S.
Department of Labor fought this battle yearly with the
pickle industry 1n trying to police a minimum contracted
wage for Mexican nationals under PL-78, The only way
to obtaln a sultable filgure was to match post-season
earnings with total hours worked for each worker, a
lengthy and sometimes 1mposslble task.

The second component of the wage package, non-wage
provisions of employment, is comprised of a relatively
well defined core of employment conditions with a large
marginal set of employment conditions which apply or do
not apply depending upon how scarce the supply of labor
becomes. Formal contracts of employment are infre-
quently used in the migrant labor market, the suhstituté

1l

usually being loose verbal agreements. Hence very few

lThe contract used for employment of braceros was
written, however, and contained numerous speclfic con~-
ditions governing their employment, including a
minimum wage and work guarantee.
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non-wage forms of remuneration have become standard
condltions of employment.

The fairly standard core of the non-wage provi-
sions 1s made up of social security, housing, and trans-
portation and loan money. By law employers must provide

1 Housing 1s probably the most

soclal security.
expenslve of the core provisilons, but the type of housing
varles greatly by farm. The specific facility could be

a comfortable lodging with indoor toillet facilities and
electric stove and refrigerator, or a poorly insulated
shack with a wood stove and bare springs. For the
workers, housing 18 a necessity and becomes an enjoyable
extra when pleasant, but since thelr purpose in the state
is to make money, poor housing can be endured. In 1965,
the Michigan leglslature passed a law to establish
minimum requirements for migrant housling, and this law
has improved the standard of housing somewhat.2

To finance the trip from the place of dwelling to

the location of work, contracted migrants are usually

1Migratory workers have had soclal security
coverage since 1956. :

2This law, Public Act 289, requires inspection
and licensing of all housing in which migratory workers
dwell. Llke so many laws of this type complete enforce-
ment has been limited due to 1lnadequate staffing and
funds, but considerable progress has been made. Ior a
report on employer compliance see the Annual Progress
Report for the Agricultural Labor Camp Llcensing Pro-
gram, avallable from the Michigan Department of Public
Health, Lansing, Michigan.
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advanced transportation money--generally $.0l1 per mile
per worker. In the middle 1960's the supply of workers
became relatively scarce. Under these conditions
growers were providing return transportation money to
insure that workers would be avallable for the following
season.1 In addition workers often request funds to pay
off debts incurred during the winter months, the amounts
to be deducted from wages they will earn 1n Michigan.2
The value of these non-wage provisions on an
hourly basis as a supplement to the wage rate is not
easily obtained. Social Securlity is reported on an
hourly basis, but the other two provisions are not
except 1in very infrequent cases, The state of Michligan
placed a maximum of $.08 per hour as the amount that
could be deducted for housing under minimum wage provi-

slons passed in 19614.3 Studies which have estimated

the gross amount of non-wage provisilons recelved by

lPickle companlies operatlng in the Saginaw area
and contracting workers in sourthern Texas reported
transportation costs at $35 per worker,

2One company fleld man planned on' loans of $2,000
to $4,000 per family over the winter. Almost unani-
mously, employers testified to the reliability of
Mexican-American workers 1ln repaying these informal
loans. Even 1f the workers falled to report they often
would send the money from other parts of the country.

3The maximum housing deduction is $.08 per hour
for a single worker occupancy and $.04 per hour for
multiple worker occupancy of the same room. Other
deductions are posslble for such ltems as meals, heat,
tollet, etc. For a current listing of the allowable
deductions contact the Wage Devliatlon Board of the
Michlgan Dept. of Labor.
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farm workers have found the value of the provisions to
be less than that commonly received in non-farm employ-

ments,

In addition to receiving lower wages, hired
farm-workers generally receive fewer fringe
benefits than do nonagricultural workers. A
substantial proportion of farm wageworkers
do recelve some perquisites, such as room
and board, housing, meals, transportation,
and use of garden space. But, in general,
the value of these items does not equal that
of health and medlcal insurance, pald vaca-
tions, and other fringe benefits received by
industrial workers. The quality of housing,
sanitary facilities, and other housing
equipment provided for farm wage workers is
very often substandard.l

Though these three non-wage provilslons generally
are standard, an abundant supply of workers will weaken
the willingness of growers to provide all of them. If
an abundance of workers develops, transportation money
and loané'become harder to obtain, and housing is
repalired less.frequently.

Non-wage provisions beyond the standard core are
Included within the wage package only as the supply of
labor becomes scarce. For exﬁmple, during the 1966 and
1967 seasons, the pilckle companles assured workers of a
complete seasonal work pattern from late May through the

end of pifkle work 1in September 1f they would contract

1Ec#nomic Development Division, U.S. Dept. of
Agriculture, Rural People in the American Economy,
Agricultural Economics Report No. 101, USDA, Economlc
Research Service (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing
Office, 1966), 48. See also Elterich, Johnson, Call,
Perspectlve on Michligan's Farm Labor Problems, 30-39,.
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to pick pickles. To carry through, the companiles
arranged employment in asparagus and strawberrlies prior
to the pleckle harvest. In 1967, however, when the

labor supply was not quite as scarce as in the previous
year, companies were not as hard-pressed to find
employment for workers since there were numerous "free-
wheelers" willing to replace contracted workers who left.

In additlon to the continulty of work pattern the
major other non-wage provisions are: number of family
members employed and wages recelved; fleld conditions;
and extra services performed. Supplementing these
economlc conditions would be the personal relationship
between the employer and the workers.

In contrast to many stag crews of southern white
and black workers, most Mexlcan-American laborers travel
as families, and members of the famlilies often work with
the parents in the fleld. In markets of scarce supply
an additional inducement to a famlly is that the
children can all work and earn regular wages., In addl-
tlon, employers often take pains to provide extra
services like free gas for a weekend trip, qulck repalr
of a broken refrigerator, free food, and numerous other
amenlties of this type. Weeds can slow workers and make
work less desirable, and non-availlabllity of fileld con-
tainers does the same; both fleld conditions can be

remedied when the supply of workers 1ls scarce, thus
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enhancing worker productivity and earnings. The many
forms these non-wage provisions can take are numerous.
The point 1is that in this unstructured market there
exists room for conslderable non-wage varlability in the
provisions of employment.

If one expands the coverage of these provislons to

include socletal services llke health care then agri-

cultural workers fall further behind their urban counter-‘

parts. The President's Commlsslion on Rural Poverty
concluded, in part, that the avallabllity of such
services to rural individuals fell far below that for
urban dwellers.l Mention should be made also of some
of the amenities of rural living, for example the
absence of congestion and smog and other sociological

conditions of urban areas.

Worker Costs: Bracero vs. Domestilce

To provide some additional background information
for an understanding of this labor market, as well as
speak to a questlon raised in the research, the following
discusslion of the labor cost per worker of Sraceros
versus domestics is undertaken. A glance at Figure }§
willl indicate that wage rates for hired agricultural

workers lincreased significantly following 1964. However,

lPresident's National Advisory Commission on Rural
Poverty, The People Left Behind (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing ce, 7), Chapters 5 and 6.
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Fig. 4.--The July-October average wage rates for
hired agricultural workers in Michigan, 1950-1967.
(Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Statistical
Reporting Service, Farm Labor.)

bracero workers had numerous contracted protections

which affected non-wage employment conditions, for
example minimum housing standards and a work guarantee,
Thus there is some debate among employers as to which
type of worker cost more. A common concluslon is that
Mexican nationals cost more per worker and, therefore,
how couid their employment possibly harm domestlic workers.
Thilis question wlill be attacked by examining four polnts
of comparilson: contracting expense, housing expense,

employment expense, and productlvity.
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Contracting Expense
In order for growers to obtain braceros they flrst
had to exhaust the possibllities of domestic workers;

1 Since the law was adminis-

there had to be a shortage.
tered by the Farm Labor Service, growers would place an
order for a given number of domestic workers with them.
The FLS would then check its files locally, intrastate,
and interstate searching for domestic workers without
commitments. The final step in seeking domestilec wofkers
involved the employer or his representative, accompanied
by an FLS official, going toc a supply state, generally
Texas, and working out of the local FLS office there.

If no domestic laborers were wllling to work for the wage
package offered, which by law meant either the wage

package prevalling in the area of employment or the

adverse effect package,a then this employer was certified

lsection 503 (1) of PL-78 stated: "No workers
recrulted under thils title shall be avallable for
employment in any area unless the Secretary of Labor has
determined and certifiled that (1) sufficient domestic
workers who are able, willing, and qualified are not
available at the time and place needed to perform the
work for which such workers are to be employed."

2'I‘he administration of the law changed around 1960 °
from a "prevalling wage rate" standard to an "“adverse
effect" standard. An adverse effect standard involved
the establishment of a wage rate above prevalling wages
which would not adversely affect the wages of domestlec
workers; braceros could not be limported and employed for
less than this wage.
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as eligible to recelve braceros.1

Upon certification,
the employer pald the government a set contracting fee

to cover costs incurred in administering the law and
recrulting workers 1n Mexico.2 Later in the year and
Just before the work began, the employer would go to a
reception center and pick out the workers. The employer
then had to provide transportation to Michigan, plus
meals at $.50 each, and one nightt!'s lodging. Employers
in Michigan figured the total cost of recrulting at about

$80 per worker.

1When an employer sought braceros, officlals were
required to go along to insure that the employer carriled
ocut "positive recruitment"; i.e., that he really did try
to hire domestlic workers and did not merely go through
the motions. Even wilth this legltimatlzling safeguard,
candid comments from FLS officials who accompaniled
recrulters reveal that llttle positive recrultment was
undertaken. As one offlcial phrased 1t, the employer
might say to prospective workers: "We are looking for
pickle workers. We pay the same as others, but 1t is
back~breaking work. Our housing 1s barracks-style, not
really fit for familles. We can't promise transportation.
We want you to come, but we warn you 1t is hard work."

2The fee changed during the administration of the
law. The orlginal amendment allowed a maximum fee of
$15 per worker. During the last few years of bracero
use in Michigan, the fee was $12 per worker for workers
obtained fresh from Mexico and $6 per worker for workers
recontracted from other areas 1in the U.S.; a common
practice was for Michigan plckle and beet companies to
obtaln braceros from the cotton fields of Arkansas.

The Mexican government did not want American
employers recrulting in Mexlco, and hence the law required
the U.S. government to transport nationals from areas
wlthin Mexlico to three reception centers along the border,
but in the U.S. The fee was designed largely to cover
the expense of recruiting in Mexico and malntenance of
the reception centers.
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The recruitment of domestlc workers involves the
same initlal steps, the placement of a request with the
FLS,lwhich then exhausts 1ts channels for non-committed
workers., If no workers are obtalned in thls manner, the
employer often travels to a supply state, under FLS
auspices, to bargain for workers there. Those employers
or employer representatives traveling to supply states
may spend as much time there as when braceros were
avallable, but thils time they return with workers. Though
no "contracting fee" is required, the employer usually
advances transportation money and often lcans in excess
of this. When the expected labor supply is scarce,
employers may make a second trlp later in the spring to
"firm up"'previous commitments and offer any additional
financial help to make sure workers arrive when planned.
This may be followed also by a trip to the crop worked
Just prior to coming to Michigan. Each of these addi-
tional steps involve costs. When asked, employers
usually cite the $35 transportation fee as the recruiting
cost per worker, but it is obvious that real costs are
much higher, perhaps approaching the $80 figure for

nationals.

Housing Expense

The question of housing expense is a debatable one
also. There 1s llttle doubt that housing cost per worker

increased following 1964; but this increase can be
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attributed to both the Michigan law passed in 1965 and
the scarce labor supply, and 1s not necessarlily a
function of domestics versus natilonals. Natlonals came
as stag groups and were generally housed 1n barracks-
style accommodations. Since a national would be sent
back or at least transferred around (which meant lost
work-time) 1f he did not please the employer, few
housing complaints would be expected. Surely the
laborers would have accepted even minimal housing; but
the formal contract called for certalin baslc requirements,
and these were enforced by the FLS.

Domestlc workers who replaced braceros were gen-
erally Mexlican-American familles. These workers desired
separated living accommodations to achieve famlly privacy.
The combination of the scarce supply and the 1965 housing
law worked to provide more such accommodations for the
workers than existed prior to 1965. There is good
historical evidence to suggest, however, that had
neither of these factors been at work, the guaranteed
minimum standards written into PL-78 may have made

bracero housing more expensive.

Employment Expense

By employment expense 1s meant the cost of the
workers once they have arrived and are housed. The
relative employment expense of natlonals over domestics

again would seem to turn on the scarceness of labor
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supply~-the more scarce 1t becomes, the more costly are
domestic workers. Nationals were for all purposes a
captive labor force. They were assigned to only one
employer and could perform certaln limited tasks.
Because of the danger of belng returned they doubtless
caused little trouble that would require employer energy
or cost, and most important they could not leave
suddenly for a better situation elsewhere. This fact
would serve to reduce expenses involved in satisfying
workers, which often arise when labor supply 1is scarce
and employers are fearful of losing thelr domestic labor.
On the other hand employing nationals created some
unique expenses. By the contract they had to be assured
work during 75 per cent of the contracted period. This,
comblned wlth the fact that the workers could do only
selected tasks, put an additional burden upon employers

1

to "make work" in the given tasks. For domestics,

lprior to legislated changes in the law in 1961,
natlonals were more flexlble in their work assignments
and could be transferred among & number of tasks; at
times they were found 1in the processing plants.

Congress severely limited such practices by stipulating:
"No workers recrulted under this title shall be made
avallable to any employer or permitted to remain in the
employ of any employer--(l) for employment in other than
temporary or seasonal occupations, (2) for employment to
operate or malntain power=driven self-propelled harvest-
ing, planting, or cultivating machinery . . . ." This
was an amendment to Sec. 504 of PL-78, enacted as Public
Law 87-345 on October 3, 1961 (75 Stat. 761).
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however, male workers can be employed at all tasks, and
these workers carry no legal minimum work time
guarantees. Nationals had to be transported while in
Michigan, whether from field to home or vice versa, or
from lodging to local stores and to the post office.
Domestlcs generally supply thelr own transportation,
elther coming 1n cars or the bus of a crew leader.

When natlonals were employed, strict records had to be
kept which, at the time, was not the case for domestic

workers,

Productivity

The last point of comparilison 1s productivity.
National workers were selected from numbers of their
countrymen on the basls of physical appearance, and
hence strong-looking male workers were brought to

Michigan fields.l

Due to thelr captive nature they
could be relled upon to work diligently. As a result
thelr productlvity was quite good and Michigan growers
still talk about the hard-working Mexicans. These

factors worklng to increase productivity must be offset

1Due to minimum wage provisions set out in PL-78
and the common contract drawn up by the two governments,
effective economlec discrimination was blocked, and the
allocation process turned on such factors as physical
appearance, Thus, a husband and father of many chilldren
who earnestly needed American employment and would work
quite hard, but was somewhat thinned and older 1in
appearance, could be rejected for the healthy young
buck with far fewer domestic responsibilities,
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by any make-work or underemployment created by the work
guarantees.

Domestlic workers are far less homogeneous, made
up of strong healthy males and females, frall women and
children, and spirit-broken or rebelllious workers of all
ages, especlally among southern blacks and whites.
Growers contend that male Mexlican-American workers are
as good as braceros--many probably were braceros before
sllpping into the United States. However when families
travel, women and chlldren also seek employment, and
when the supply is scarce these workers must be employed
to retain the males. Hence, average productivity in
what was previously bracero work 1ls probably somewhat
lower. However, this loss in productivity must be
offset by a greater flexibllity of domestics among
different tasks.

To conclude that one group of workers was more or
less expensive 1is virtually lmpossible. When the supply
of labor was relatively abundant, bracerocs probably
were more expensive., A 1954 study in California so
concluded but suggested that the higher cost was 1in
payment for greater work force securlty; employers
knew a stated number of workers would arrlve on a glven
date and remaln until the work was completed, and the

production process was scheduled on the basis of this
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1 That braceros provided the securilty of

knowledge.
worker availabllity clearly is true. However, that
they were more expensive than domestics during the
1960's in Michigan is not so clear. The relevant
alternative for the grower who did not employ braceros
was to expend money "making sure" domestlc workers

would be available.

lSee Varden Fuller, John W. Mamer, and George L.
Viles, "Domestic and Imported Workers in the Harvest
Labor Market: Santa Clara County, California, 1954,"
California Agricultural Experiment Station, Giannini
Foundatlion of Agricultural Economlcs, Report No., 184,
January, 1956 (mimeographed).



CHAPTER III

LITERATURE DISCUSSION AND
THEORETICAL COMMENTS

General Nature of the Market

As the descriptive materlal presented in the pre-
ceedin& chapter suggests, the seasonal labor market of
agriculture does not contain the flnely-structured prac-
tices which are found in other labor markets, where
unionization and formal labor-management contracts exlist.
During one season verbal promises made to workers by
recrulters in March may be upheld strlctly and even pad-
ded, while in the following season or even at different
points in a given season, these same promises may hold
little meaning.

Most students of this labor market have polnted to
its unstructured nature, and such words as casual, 1irra-
tional, and unorganized have been used to describe 1it.
In 1945 Schwartz wrote of the casual nature of the agri-
cultural labor market, made up of workers from various

1

ethniec groups often competing with one another, To him,

an organized farm labor market would contain a central

lgarry Schwartz, Seasonal Farm Labor in the United

States (New York: Columbia University Press, 1945),

Chapter 1.
46
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mechanism for'bringing workers aﬁd employers together at
the proper time in orderly fashion, and have facllitles
for giving workers information on job and living condi-
tions and income possibilitles, as-well as giving growers
information on the availability of supplles. "Properly
operated, such a mechanism tends to equate supply wlth
demand, at. a wage acceptable to both employers and

workers.“l

Contrary to this model were hls conclusions
about the seasonal farm labor market. The work required
so little skill that all partiliclpants could be played
against one another. Laboreré had little if any Job
tenure, the work at one farm lasting maybe one or two
hours or at most three or four weeks. "The casual nature
of farm labor and its lack of an organized market are
closely 1.:Lnked."2
The seeming intransigence of the casual nature of

this labor market 1s seen in a progression of studles up
to the present day. As . recently as the. fall of 1967, the
President's Commission on Rural Poverty stated somewhat
strongly:

It [the farm employment economy] 1s a scene of cha-

otic and uncertaln employment relations; it lacks

the regimen and discipline of a competitive market;

it lacks the structure of a labor market, partly

because. farm workers are excluded from virtually

all labor legilslation. Competition has tradition-
ally been among workers, not among

lIbid., 22, One wonders where such a labor mar-
ket exIsts..

2Ibid., 148,.
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employers. With unrestricted entry and work that
is divisible, 200 persons may be taken on tol
share a harvest that could be handled by 50,

Fisher offered a set of filve conditions which

delineated an unstructured market:

(1) there must be no unions with their usual

accompaniment of seniority, preference of

employment, and other limltations upon access

to the labor market; (2) there must be an impersonal

relationship between employer and employee, lest

informal obligations and various types of moral

tenure develop; (3) the productive employment

must be largely unskllled so that 1t becomes

accesslble to a large and unspecialized labor

force . . . ;3 (4) the method of compensation

must be by unlt of product rather than by unit

of time; (5) the operation must employ little or

no capital or machinery.?2
In 1953, Fisher concluded the seasonal labor market of
Californlia fit these condltions falrly well--however,
mechanization was increasing. Since that time one could
say the same thing at the close of each season, except
that the number of employees involved and the crops
included would dwindle with each year.

It must be noted about these characterilizations,

however, that the lack of organizaetion ls directed

towards the supply slde of the market. For amlidst all

1President's Natlonal Advisory Commission on
Rural Poverty, The People Left Behind, 38.

2Pisher, The Harvest Labor Market in California,
9. The suggestion of these conditions 18 that no pegs
can be found on whilch tc hang Job rights. Number g
may need some explanation. When paid by the piece,
workers of all degrees of efficlency can compete.
When pald by the hour, then workers of lower efficiency
would be eliminated.
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the apparent lack of organlzation, growers generally get
their fields harvested. Fisher alludes to this when he
says: '"Paradoxically, the market for harvest labor 1is
organized to maintaln the advantages of disorganization."l
In fact, there has been far more organization than the
lack of structure in terms of wages and working condl-
tions would suggest, especially among growers but also
with workers.

Because workers traditionally have suffered from
Job insecurity and lack of assurance that wages and work-
ing condltions would remain the same day after day, the
market has been deemed "unorganized." Lack of organiza-
tion can easlly convey the impression of workers and
growers allke haphazardly groping with 1ittle thought
or foreplanning in thelr actions. This has not been the
case, and a better word (than unorganized) would be
Fisper's word "unstructured."

Whenever a grower plants and nourilshes a crop he
anticipates the harvest. If the harvest requlres seasonal
hand labor, then he plans for the avallability of that
labor. Historilcally, large numbers of workers have been
avallable at harvest time. If a grower anticipates num-
erous workers appearing then little "planned security"
is necessary. And, if the abundant supply condltions

persist through the harvest period, the additional

1Ibid., 8.
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workers willl be placed 1in competition_for the available
work, thus cutting the earning potential of workers
already employed. Under such conditions growers will be
relatively indifferent about keeping workers contented
and a hligh turnover may result. If, on the other hand,
the groer cannot anticipate suffilcient numbers of "free
wheelers' at harvest time then he recruits workers, as
has been sketchéd above for the sltuation among Michigan
growers in 1966 and 1967. In the former case, growers
may not have organized facilities for giving workers
informatlon about the job, as Schwartz suggests character-
izes an organized market, but this does not mean they

lack an organized approach to the job market; such

facllities are not needed when numerous workers appear

annually.

Among workers the .poor lncome sltuation should not

be lInterpreted to infer a lack of organization in their

particithion in the labor market. With each new season,
many individual workers seek to prepare a complete work

pattern., When posslble they contract early with par-

ticular growers, but even without prior commitments they

plan travel routes to areas where work 1ls expected. They

may plan poorly or be misled by false information,

1 but they

whether fFom growers or the Farm Labor Service,
lDu%ing the season an official of the FLS has more
frequent Pxposure with growers of his reglon than with.
one set of workers. To maximize the comfort (minimize
complaints) and security in his Job he has an incentive

to "over-hire," or "over-recruit."
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generally are not haphazardly groping. If more workers
are planning in thils manner than there are Jobs returning
sufficient earnings, then these plans may be thwarted,
but thls indicates no less organization on their part.
The market then has been an unstructured one rather
than unorganized. Varlous reasons for the lack of
structure could be offered, but the main one has been an
historically abundant labor supply.:L Following 1964 in
the Michigan agricultural labor market far more structure
was evlident, as growers arranged completed work patterns
for workers. One might expect formal job contracts with
specific inclusions if scarce labor supply conditions
were to continue. Thus a scarce supply over time may well

yield a more structured market.

Demand Considerations

The demand by the individuel grower for seasonal
labor has been analyzed in relative depth by both Fisher
and Gallardo, and the discussion here largely will review
thelr contributions and make selected comments. Appendlx

I gives an institutional background for understanding

lothera have dealt with thils question 1n more depth,

e.g.: Fuller, Labor Relationg ln Agriculture, and
Alexander Morin, The Organizabllity of Farm Labor 1in the
d studies 1in Easor In Agrd

United States, Harvar n Agriculture
No. 2-HL (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1952).

The factor other than supply most often clted is the

lack of legal protection under the Natlonal Labor Relatlions
Act. It can be doubted, however, whether legal protecticon
would guarantee a more structured market 1f abundant

supply conditlons persisted.



52

the demand for the agricultural firm. Throughout it is
assumed growers rationally seek to gain optimal profits
glven constraints on their knowledge.

First, the firm's labor demand is a derived demand,
stemming from the expectation of selling the product
grown. As such the general constralnts are the expected
price of the product (crop) and the costs of alternatlve
methods of production, namely the costs of mechanlcal
substitutlion for hand labor. If the expected returns
cover the growing costs and the hand labor cost 1s less
expensive than alternative means, then the demand for
hand labor arilses.

In the case of pre-=harvest labor demand growers
have only a rough notion of expected returns for a glven
crop. A number of factors can affect the yleld before
the crop ever reaches the market and once there, the
state of the market can fluctuate. Thus, the decilision
to hire pre-harvest labor faces few precise marginal
constralnts; the weeds must be removed for an adequate
yield to résult. This 1s not saying, however, that the
relationship between expected returns and labor costs
1s non-exlstent. From the experience of previous seasons
growers generally know what thelr costs should be, and
labor costs conslderably above the expected amount can
limit labor demand. For example, if a grower 1ls pessi-

mistic about expected returns (say other growers have
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large acreages and good crop stands) then he may have
workers take out only the large weeds to 1limlit the per
acre labor cost.
The pre-harvest demand for labor then depends far
more on the costs of alternative means of production
than it does on expected returns. Hence, as tech-
nological advances yield new-weed kllling chemicals
and new weed-resistant plant varietles then per acre
costs of the newer methods are compared with the labor
costs per acre and a substitution point is derived.
Most Michigan crops have pushed beyond this point and
the pre-season labor demand has diminished considerably.
The harvest labor demand has received far more _
attention in the literature than the pre-harvest demand.
It wlll be useful to separate the discussion into the
short run and long run components of demand, the short
run here referring to the declision to demand labor within
an ongoing season, and the long run referring to the
decislon concerning labor demand between seasons.l
When facing a new growlng season the grower must

determine the crops to be grown. At this polnt, the

expected labor costs help determine whether high or

1For most crops in Michigan the end of the growlng

year marks the end of the production period, and decisilons

for the followling year turn on fresh information about
relative costs and profit opportunities, given fixed
factors as land and special equipment. For growers of
perennial crops, e.g. tree and bush fruits, the relevant
long run perlod may not be between the seasons but a
longer period.
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low labor-using crops wlll be grown. If there has been -

a recent experience of low or negative returns in a crop,

or if increased labor costs are anticlpated, then care-
ful conslderation will mark this declsion. Two examples
are plckles and sod. In 1965, longtime Michigan pickle
growérs had reason to anticipate labor problems, as
there was considerable doubt whether braceros would be
allowed to enter. On the basis of thls, some growers
substituted other crops for pickles, and planted acreage
for the state decreased. In following years, when it
was shown that domestic workers would harvest plckles,
many of these same growers replanted pickles.

In various areas around the state sod has become
a popular crop. This crop has a high income elasticity
and thus has benefitted from the prosperity of the
1960's. But sod also requires far less labor per acre
in comparison with alternatlve crops and becomes a good
substitute for labor-intensive crops in times of rising
labor costs. As seen 1ln these cases, the elasticity of
long run labor demand (between growing seasons) can be

quite large, depending upon the ease of capital sub-

stitution and the profitabllity of alternative land uses.

1‘I‘he long run labor demand would be the composite
of a number of short run (within season) labor demand
curves, A depiction of this can be seen on Figure 8,
page 75 below.

1
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The demand for harvest labor wlthin an ongoing
season 1ls generally more inelastlic. The crop becomes
ready for harvest and the pay-off 1s close at hand;
1t must be harvested. Fisher characterizes the labor
demand at harvest time as an "all or none" decision.
The output 1s established and this determines the man-
hours of employment necessary. On the basis of the
ruling labor cost, elther all of the crop 1s harvested
or none, depending on whether the expected returns will
at least cover all of the harvest costs and cut into

1 The curve depicting

if not cover the non-harvest costs.
the quantity of labor demanded within an ongolng season
might resemble that of Figure 5, qulte inelastic up to
wage rate W at which point the quantlity demanded would
fall off to zero.

IFlsher also observed that growers have a tendency
to "over-~hire," to employ more workers than many
observers might think necessary to harvest a glven field.
To the grower, however, there are numerous incentives

encouragling the placement of many workers in the fileld.

Gallardo summarlzes Fisher's point well:

1Presumably, 1f expected returns would not cover
total harvestling costs then the crop should be plowed.
under. Frequently however, when crops can be stored,
the expected value of the crop at harvest is highly
uncertaln. Therefore the harvest 1s gathered even if
costs at that tlime may not be covered by the existing
prices.
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Flg. 5.=--Hypothetlcal labor demand curve for
harvest labor.

The farmer always had an incentive to hire the
largest number of workers commensurate wilth the
rate at which the crop ripened, but short of

that number that would cause "excesslve" damage
because of congestion in the flield. By shorten-
ing the harvest periliod, the farmer minimized the
risk of loss of crop from inclement weather and,
1f he shipped directly to market, got hils crop
there early enough to sell at premium prices; or,
if he stored hls crop for release later at a more
opportune time, increased his "time span of
control over his crop." Moreover, by hiring a
larger crew, the farmer reduced the workers' ten-
dency to harvest only that portion of the crop
affording highest earning opportunities. By
choosling a larger rather than smaller crew,
however, he caused a fixed wage blll to be divided
among more workers thereby reduclng thelr average
earnings.l

The practice of hiring numerous workers then reduces

the uncertainty to the grower of getting a good return

1Lloyd Gallardo, "Economics of the Demand for
Harvest Labor by the Individual Farm Enterprise," The
Western Economic Journal, II (Summer, 1964), 183.
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on his crop. Another manifestation of the uncertainty
1s created by the instablllty of the supply of workers.
A grower would be reticent to contract wlth a family or
crew leader for only the minimum number of workers
necessary i1f he feared some of these workers would be
unproductive, whether chlldren and/or unemployable adults,
or might leave the farm before the harvest was com-
pleted. To protect agalnst this uncertainty there is an
incentlive to "over-hire."

Fisher notes two conditions which must hold for
employers to over-hilre: workers must be palid on a
plece rate basis, and employers must not bear the burdens
of worker unemployment--for example, by belng required
to contribute towards unemployment compensation. The
pilece rates are necessary for they allow the employer
to escape the effects of uneven productivity among
workers, or of decreasing productivity for a glven
worker over time.

If employers had to bear the unemployment expense
of workers, then over-~hiring, which generally results
in un- or underemployment for at least some of the work
force, would increasc costs directly with the slze of
the work force. This would tend to dlscourage the

practice of over-hiring.l

lIf we assume.a grower operates 1ln a perfectly
competitive product market, then.  hlis marginal revenue
curve is horizontal. Flsher assumes non-wage costs of



58

Gallardo argues thilis general analysils must be
tempered for a crop llke pickles, since the harvest
period is a continuous one involving multiple picks of

the same field.l'

He argues the cruclial declsion 1s the
"frequency" of picking. In addition there are other
conslderations pecullar to pleckles, namely the rela-
tionship between work crew and the grade of crop. Still,
the basic argument advanced by Fisher heolds for pilckles.
The pickle grower and/or company has an incentive to
over-hire, for the more workers avallable the more picks
posslble and lower grades will result. With fewer
workers in Michigan following 1964 and the consequent
higher labor costs, workers were assigned to the same

plckle flelds at longer intervals. The cost of harvest-
ing small pickles simply became too great.

harvesting are negliglble and hence the marginal cost of
harvesting would be constant at the golng plece rate.
Any decreasing productivity would be borne by workers.
This then would allow a broad range of equilibrium out-
put levels and slimllarly, broad ranges of work crews.

The validity of this analyslis assumes a relatively
abundant labor supply. If the labor supply were scarce,
however, and growers had to incur recrulting costs and
"holding" costs to assure a complete harvest, then the
marginal coet curve would rise at some level. The larger
the work force needed, the more difflculty a grower
would experlence In recrulting and holding workers--
especlally following the peak of the harvest. This
would cause the marginal cost curve to rise more rapldly.
A scarce labor supply therefore, would dlscourage the
practice of over~hiring, even if piece rates were paid
and growers did not bear the cost of unemployment.

1

Gallardo, "Economics of Demand for Harvest Labor,"
183-184.
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Supply Considerations

In the discussion of worker behavior in the season-
ally hired labor market of agriculture the debate turns
on the elasticity of supply, whether the quantity forth-
coming 1s highly 1nelastlc wlth respect to wage changes
or less so, There seems to be two accepted hypotheses:
(1) members of the labor force respond very little to
wage changes within agriculture, and higher wages may
even encounter a negative work response in terms of
workers supplied; (2) members of the labor force respond
much better to economic stimulil from without agriculture
than from wilthin.

The argument for an inelastilc supply schedule, in
its extreme form, is the previously mentlioned "stoop

1 In a more scophisticated form it

labor" argument.
approaches a "fund of workers" thesis, stating that

only a given number of workers are avallable to do
agricultural work. The hypothesls states that domestic
agricultural workers are a falrly well-defined group
determined largely by social and cultural conditions.
Thus rather than & continuum of workers from high-paying

Jobs at the top end down to low-paylng Jobs, the

aggregate labor force continues down so far and then

lror a good statement of this see John Mamer, "The
Use of Foreign Labor for Seasonal Farm Work in the U.S,--
Issues Involved and Interest Groups in Conflict,"
Journal of Farm Economics, 43 (December, 1961), 1204,
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drops off into a plt, the seasonal labor force of agri-
culture. As a result, when all the workers in this pit
are employed higher wages cannot draw more workers in

nor elicit much more energy from the workers of the pit.
To complete the argument certaln types of jobs, so-called
stoop labor, are particularly disagreeable and therefore
more difficult to f1l11l with the set number of workers,

A more extreme form of this argument has been
advanced by grower groups, who state that the number of
workers avallable will not be supplemented much, 1f any,
whether the bidding is done within an ongolng season
when work patterns are established, or between seasons
when workers are themselves bidding for the best work
pattern.l Characteristic of these views. are the following:

Regardless of the lncentives you won't be able

to obtain a sufficient number of domestic workers
for peak agrlcultural activities. These workers
just don't exist.2

There is no such thing as a stable domestic
agricultural work force, much less an adequate

reserve willing, able, qualified and ready to
meet peak farm harvest work loads.3

llbid., 1206, Interestingly, as Mamer suggests,
the growers' alternative to a highly inelastlec supply of
domestic workers was an almost completely elastic supply
of braceros; at the contracted price, generally as many
braceros were avallable as the. acoreage decreed.

20. L. Young, manager of the Tustin Hills Ciltrus
Assoclation and Vice~President of the. Agricultural Pro-
ducers Labor Committee, both of California, as reported
in: "No Substitute for Mexican Nationals," Callifornla
Citrograph, 45 (December, 1959), 37.

3John Zuckerman, Vice-Presldent of the Council of
California Growers, "The Migrant Worker in Relation to
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The information on domestle labor utilizatlon is |
also of special interest. It 1s right and true '
that these domestlcs choose and obtain the choilce

activitles withln our industries. Besldes may I 5
call to your added attention neighboring crops .
which are rapidly absorbing avallable competent

help of the kind who picked pickles 1in recent

vyears, I estimate 7000 acres, more or less, of

domestlec blueberrlies within 75 miles of this

community [Holland, Michigan], the harvest of

which proves to be more desirable work than the

harvest of plckles. These berrles were developed

durlng the past eight or nine years. During this

time our abllity to interest or hold local labor or

itinerant competent groups has dwindled rapidly,

even though the pickle wage during the past three

years has exceeded blueberry wages per hour, as

determined by MESC people.l

The logical extension of the argument is that
serious production losses would result from any attempt
to end the use of braceros, since no domestic workers
could be found to replace them in the stoop labor tasks.

Without BWI [British West Indies] cutters, all 11

sugar mills in Florida may have to shut down, 2
putting about 5,500 domestic people out of work.

the Labor Problems of the Farmer," Western Interstate
Conference on Migratory Labor, co-sponsored by the Council
of State Governments and The Presldent's Committee on
Migratory Labor, Phoenix, Arizona, 1960, 35.

lLetter from A. E. Hildebrand, field manager of
H. J. Heinz Company, to Ralph Strong, Reglonal Office,
Clgveland, Ohio, U.S. Department of Labor, April 26,
1961.

2George Wedgeworth, Preslident of Sugar Cane
Growers Cooperatlve of Florlida, as reported by Roger W.
Benedict, "Farmers Dispute Labor, Government on Impact
ost?reégn Worker Ban,'" Wall Street Journal (April 26,
1965), &.
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A modified form of the argument has been advanced
by a number of students of the market, including Fisher
and Gallardo. Fisher states, regarding attempts to
supplement the labor supply within the harvest season
(though a similar logic can be extended easily for
between the seasons):

It is a wldespread belief among growers in Call-
fornia that increases in wages are a highly
inefficient means. of increasing the supply of
agricultural labor . . . farmers are more likely
to turn to various programs of labor lmportation
than to increases in the wage rate as a means of
Increasing the supply of labor. . . . But apart.
from the inherent desirabillity of securing labor
for less, there 1is some substance 1n the growers?'
argument that an increase in wages will not of
itself produce an increase. in the supply of labor
within the harvest season.l

Fisher continues, for an elastic response one of
two conditions must hold: (1) avalilable laborers in
other occupations must be attracted into agricultural
labor; (2) the existing agricultural labor force, whether
employed or unemployed, must offer more labor. He finds
the first condition "theoretically present but practi-
cally absent" due to the large differential between
wages in agriculture and non-agricultural employments.
As to the second, he finds the evidence indeclisive but
presumes the response may even be a negatlive one. The
latter conclusion 1s built upon the assertions that (1)

many women and children are in the labor force and thus

lFisher, The Harvest Labor Market in California,

16.
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would drop out 1f the primary wage-earner could make
more, and (2) many agricultural laborers have psycho-
logically adjJusted to a low level of living and thus
developed fixed incéme objectives.
The sum of all these tendencles suggests at the
very least that higher wages would result in no
increase in the supply of labor and %uite con-
celvably could diminish 1t somewhat.

Gallardo's conception of the supply schedule is
S-shaped (see Figure 6). The "pit" of agricultural
workers, thelr escape prevented by the forces of.;ocial
dliscriminatlion and a lack of education. and skills, makes
up the bottom segment, SS'. The employment response of
"these workers becomes highly inelastlic and even negative
above some wage level Wi the reasons based primarily

2

upon Fisher's argument. Above some wage level Wy

1l

2To 1llustrate this Gallardo posits an example of
two agricultural industries, A and B, located in dif-
ferent areas of the country, with A's harvest coming
prior to B's; there are 100 workers in each area. As.
wages lncrease, first A's workers will be drawn off
welfare and into the flelds. With further increases,
B's workers wlll be drawn to A, If wages continue to
increase, A's workers will make enough in the early
harvest not to migrate to B and help in that harvest.
And 1f B's workers make enough in their harvest, they
too wlll have no need to migrate.

First, he assumes a poslitive preference not to
migrate, which probably 1is true. Chronologically,
however, his example seems weak, for how are B's workers
to know, at the time of A's harvest, that if they skip
the early harvest they wilill still make enough in the
later harvest. Hence, they probably would migrate any-
way, thus splitting the work in A among more workers and
preventing A's workers from making enough to keep them
from migrating. In any case, American agriculture is not

Ibid., 18.
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an outslde group of workers would be 1induced into the
labor force with a positive employment response, segment

S"S; however he notes the height of W, may be practically

unrealistic. Thus the relevant supply schedule 1s the
1

lower segment, SS'. Gallardo states:

wage N

4

Fig. 6.--Hypothetical labor supply curve for
harvest labor.

now ready to pay wages high enough to make the example
relevant, were 1t sound.

lphere is one further group of workers he includes,
the marginal workers made up of housewlves and school
youth of a gilven area, as well as the loecally unemployed.
Thelr supply schedule would be positively sloped untill
thelr number become exhausted and then would be vertlcal.
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The notorlously low earnings of harvest workers,
the continued pressure of women and children in
the flelds, the large number of marglnal workers,
and the reluctance of workers in other occupations
even when unemployed to shlft to the harvest -
indlcates a wage rate low on the supply curve,
probably in the nelghborhood of the lowest bend.
Consequently, an immedlate restoration of a free
market, by termination of the forelgn labor pro-
gram, would confront farm employers with major
problems of readjustment, unrelieved by any
positive response of labor supply to the resultant
rislng wage rate. If termination came after
planting time, a most probable effect would be
substantial abandonment of crops; if before, con-
silderable transference of lands to less labor-
intensive crops, or out of production, and 1
ultimately, mechanizatlon and/or dlversification.

To Fisher's basic argument then, Gallardo adds the
top segment to the supply schedule. As for the lower
segment, the really important one at ruling wage levels,
several observations can be made. Examining the first
condition of Flsher, that laborers in non-agricultural
occupations practically will not be drawn into agricul-
tural work, he implicitly assumes full employment of the
non-agricultural labor force, where the relevant alter-
native to agricultural work is a higher paying Job.
However for unemployeq.workers agricultural employment
may promise hlgher earnings than welfare, especlally 1if
the period of unemployment may not have a forseeable

2

termination. Non-agricultural workers may not want to

lGallardo, "An Evaluation of Labor Policy," 76.

2See Fred H. Schmidt, "After the Bracero: An
Inquiry into the Problems of Farm Labor Recruitment,"
Institute of Industrial Relations, UCLA, 1964 (mimeo-
graphed).
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work in agriculture but they may be forced to as the
vest of the available alternatives.l
Fisher's second condition had two parts, workers
marginal to the labor force would drop out, and there
was a psychological adjustment to a low income status.
With the average earnings as low as they are in seasonal
agricultural work, i1t 1s doubtful that women and children
will be dropping out quickly with an increase in wages
above present levels; as noted, long run labor demand is
sufficlently elastle to effectively retard large income
advances from wage increases., That workers have become
psychologically adjusted toc a low income status is also
doubtful. The tradltional argument for a negatively
sloped supply schedule states that wages above some

level would not add to total earnings a utllity sufficient
to balance off the disutility of the added work; the

1Many of the workers in the industrlal centers of
Michlgan, e.g., Muskegon, Saginaw, Lansing, and Detroit,
are former seasonal workers. When urban unemployment
strikes, crops must stlill be harvested, and these
workers and others reluctantly wend thelr ways to the
fields, especlally if the '"good times" led to the accumu-
lation of numerous ltems to be paild for on time. See
some recent studlies on migratlon which report an inflow
into agriculture during slowdowns.in non-agricultural
employment, e.g.: Lowell Gallaway, "Mcbility of Hired
Agricultural Labor," Journal of Farm Economics, 49
(February, 1967), 32 Brlian Perkins and Dale Hathaway,
"Movement of Labor between Farm and Non-=farm Jobs,"
Resenrch Bulletin 13, Interregional Publication for the
State Agricultural Experiment Stations, Agrlcultural
Experiment Station, Michigan State University, East
Lansing, 1966.
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income effect of satisfactory earnings overcomes the
substitutlion effect of work for lelsure. At the income
level presently existent among agricultural workers, it
18 difficult to imagine that they could be "satisfied"
with their materlal comfort and not strive for more,
especlally with the knowledge of how the middle class
lives, so easlly galned from the widespread ownership of

1 A worker may

TV's--even among members of the "pit."
accept non-agricultural employment reluctantly, due to
fear of fallure or discrimlnation, but it 1is doubtful
that he will reject a bone-fide offer of higher wages in
an employment with which he 1s quite familiar.

In conclusion then, it 1s suggested that the nega-
tive inclination of the lower segment of the supply
schedule on Figure 6 does not exist at the present wage
levels or those comfortably above, and that the upper
segment (S"S) may become feaslble at a much lower wage
level than Fisher or Gallardo expected, especially if
there is unemployment within the non-agricultural work
force. If the general argument of inelastlicity 1is
applicable at all, 1t would probably be at the national
level, and less likely reglonally where higher wages in

one state or area within a state can pull workers from

1In-all falrness to Fisher the advances in the com-
munications medla are relatively recent, and thus any
soclological discontent arising from a more widespread
ownership of TV may have developed since Fisher com-
pleted his study.
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other areas with relative ease, even within an ongoing
season--g0 long as the increased wage 1s percelved as
bone-flde.

The second general hypotheslis is that workers
respond better to non-agricultural economic stimuli than

1 1p

to economic incentives from within agriculture.
workers, both those within and without the agrlcultural
labor force, have a particular aversion to agricultural
work, whether from the physical hardship or socliologlcal
and psychological connotations connected to it, then per-
haps legitimate wage increases from within agriculture
would not ellcit supply responses, whereas similar
stimuli from without would. As the comments above should
indicate, a non-response to bone-~fide wage increases from
within agriculture 1s doubted. Perhaps the best way to
evaluate the relative acceptance of wage responses from
within and without agriculture 1s to assume the precise
wage lincreases are the same and then posit worker

- behavior., If the "wage-package" 1n elther employment

is similar then the percelved seasonallty of agricultural
work would yleld a lower yearly income; obviously the
economic incentives are not the same. If the worker
percelves the economic incentives as the same in terms

of yearly income then 1t may be doubted if workers would

1See Kelth W. Bryant, "Demand and Supply of Agri-
cultural Labor in a Period of Soclal Change," Journal of
Farm Economics, 46 (December, 1964), 1248,
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opt for non-agricultural work. Laborers traditionally
employed in agriculture are unfamilliar with other work
and may lack conflidence, especlally if the employment
means moving away from the ethnlc group or family.
There 1s a period of acculturation which must follow a
change of thls nature and this will not be costless,
either psychologlically or economically; mistakes may

be made which could result in paying more for certain
goods and services than an acculturated individual would,
for example in the incurrence of interest charges. The
research of this thesis was not structured to test this
hypothesls so no firm concluslons can be drawn. On
logical grounds alone, however, the case for a more
elastlic employment response to a non-agricultural wage

offer 1s doubted,

Wage Determination

Theoretical Overvliew

The Jockeying forces of supply and demand converge
upon selected allocators, whose function it 1is to dis-
crimlinate between participants on either side of the
market, As dlscussed above, the allocating mechanism
for this market has been broken into two parts, com-

"1

prising the "wage package. The wage package then is

1In terme of relating supply and demand to the
resulting wage bargain, Reynolds finds use of a concept
like "wage package" sublJect to the danger of tautology;
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continuously shifting to accommodate changes 1n the
demand and supply forces, and the direction of shifting
is toward an equilibrium or market-clearing wage package
(w2 in Figure 7).1 This 1s the positive nature of the
market mechanism and in no way does it guarantee norma-
tive satisfaction among members of elther slde of the
market--demanders would llke a lower package and sup-
plliers a higher one--or among those outslde the market.
In terms of positive analysis, shortages 1in the
market arise when the wage package is less than the
market-clearing wage packaée, or Wy, and surpluses occur

when the wage package 1s greater than the market-clearing

the market can always be in equilibrium by defining the
package wlde enough. This danger 1s mitigated 1f the
package can be defined falrly closely, whlch was
attempted above., See Lloyd Reynolds, The Structure of
Lgbor Markets (New York: Harper and Bros., 1951), feb-
26,

1'I‘he "wage package" 1s graphed along the vertical
axis of Figure 7 and here the confusion comes in
specifying the differences between Wis Wo, and w,; the
same hourly wage rate could exlst at~all three bat there
would be higher non-wage provisions at w, than w, or Wi
To the grower these non-wage provisions gre cost8 as
much as the hourly rate, whether they are so percelved or
not.

The horizontal axis 1s interpreted as "efficlency
unlts" of labor rather than actual workers employed; an
efficiency unit could be a healthy male worker of average
productivity. Thus at w, an employer may have obtailned
n, workers, with the expéctation of getting n, efficiency
ugits, but in reallty he willl obtain only n gfficiency
units, perhaps due to numerous women and chlldren in
the work crew. )

Any geometric confusion hopefully will be overcome
by greater analytical efficlency; and the danger 1s
lessened since no numerical values are asslgned to the
axes.
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Flg. 7.-=-Demand-supply diagram of the harvest labor
market.

package, or w3. The forces of labor supply and demand
are continuously shifting and hence the market-clearing
wage package 1is shifting, though usually not 1in great
amounts, and thus the wage package existing in the market
will continually be at a position of short run shortage
or surplus, but tending toward the market-clearing
package. Since this market has been particularly blessed
with various charges of shortage and surplus, it will be
instructive to "play" with thls analysis some and examine

different cases.
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A grower may want to obtailn ny workers (of average
productivity) at the price Wi and being able to obtain
only n, may claim there 1s a shortage. However this is
8 normatively imposed shortage, for what the grower
really wants 1s the SS schedule to intersect the DD
schedule at Wy but the supply of workers 1s too scarce,.
This situation then is termed a scarclty of workers
rather than a shortage.

A simlilar danger 1s to conclude on the basls of a
low prevalling wage package that there must be a
"surplus" of workers. Again, the positive meaning of
surplus 1s that the wage package is greater than Woe
When w, is low, as it has been in thils labor market, the
positive term to convey the normative meaning 1s an
"abundance" of workers,

Asithe market-clearing wage package shifts up from
Wy to W,, say due to a leftward shift in the SS schedule,
a grower may contlnue to pay the hourly rate paid at Wq
and "think" he 1is really operating there, when in
reality he has had to exert more time and effort getting
and holding workers and the actual wage package he 1s
paylng has shifted to Woe The research indicated that
growers often fail to view non-wage employment provisions
as lincreasing the cost of workers.

A particular grower or growers' associlation may

opt for paying a wage rate which some outside observers
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would interpret to fall at w3, but then dlscriminate

between workers in terms of attitude Or physical appearance.

The worker in this case receives fewer non-wage provislons

and the effective wage package lies at Wo e One grower
contacted was known to pay $.10 to $.15 per hour more
than other growers in hls area, but he also reserved
the freedom to dismiss workers when they gave him a hard
time.1
A concerned citizen may complain about Wo beling
too low and Join with other citlizens to enact a legal
minimum wage at what they belleve to be w3. Having to
pay a wage rate this hligh, growers may slimply reduce
the remainder of the wage package and pay an effective
wage package of Woo If the concerned citizens continue
to protest and achleve minimum standards for housing,
health care, and most of the other non-wage provislions,
and the effective minimum wage package actually becomes
w3, then employment will be cut to Ny, creating a surplus
of ns—nz. This surplus will exlst either to exert a
downward pressure on the wage package in the geographlc

area of the minimum wage, for example workers living in

1The tautological danger here is recognlzed.
The research also turned up examples of growers and/or
grower assoclations which paid more, both in terms of
wage and non-wage provisions, than the observed market-
clearing wage package. Thils observatlon, more in line
with the broad "range" of roughly equivalent wages
found in Reynold's study, seems to be the exception in.
thls labor market.
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a condemned shack even though the grower warns them
about the law, or will find workers spilling over into
other job markets or other areas of the agrilcultural
Job market and depressing the wage package there.l

As noted, the market-clearing wage package Wy is
a moving package reflecting changes among both labor
demand and supply forces. For many non-agricultural
labor markets, the wage package (however defined) has
been moving up, oft-times qulte rapidly. Thils phenomena
can come about from a rightward shift in the demand
schedule for a glven supply schedule, a leftward shift in
the supply schedule for a given demand schedule, or the
demand schedule shifting to the right faster than the
supply schedule shifts leftward.

In the agricultural labor market there is concern
that the market-clearing wage package has not been
moving up qulckly enough. Studles have shown that the
supply schedule has been shifting leftward reflecting a
decreasing number of workers partlcipating in the market,
though the rate of this shift is highly dependent upon
the Job Oppoftunities in the non-agricultural labor

market. But the indlcations are also that the demand

1Examples of such cases can be clted. Most
recently the implementation of the federal minlmum
wage law in 1967 may have created a wage package of w3
in several southern supply states and pushed workers
north into Michigan in a search for work.
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schedule has been shifting leftward at a rate roughly
equlvalent to the rate of change in the supply schedule,
due to changes in agricultural technology. If one

could construct a long run demand schedule for agri-
cultural hired labor, it might resemble that in Figure 8,
where D;, D,, and D3 are short run (within season)

demand schedules and DD is the long run (between season)

demand schedule,

D
wage ? f \
package \ \

h 4

Employment

Fig. 8.~=Short run and long run labor demand
curves for harvest labor.

The speed of adjustment in a given labor market from
one market-clearing wage to another as a result of some
supply or demand schedule shift willl turn largely on the
"fixity" of the condltions underlylng the separate
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schedules.l The factor generally considered least variable
in the short run 1is the capital stock underlylng the
labor demand schedule. On the supply side, the accumula-
ted skills at any one Jjob, as well as vested economic and
soclal interests 1n an area and/or Job, determine the
willingness or unwlllingness of workers to move quickly.
Thus the adjustment process of workers employed may respond
only slowly to wage package changes.2
In the agricultural labor market the rate of response
appears to be more rapid than in other markets. For many
growers the plant (or firm) is fixed only for one season,
the plant being the field in which the labor-using crop
lies. Fixed capital beyond this, perhaps tractors, plan-
ters, cultivators, or irrigation rigs, can be transferred
to the production of other crops and would not retard an
adjustment away from a high labor-using c¢rop. Thus if the
supply of labor were scarce one season then adJustment

could be achlieved easlly by the following one. This would

be the case for many Mlichigan pilckle growers.3 For some

lJ. R. Hicks, The Theory of Wages (New York: St.
Martin's Press, 1963), 18-22.

2In addition there are often institutional con-
straints retarding the adjustment process, e.g. unions may
slow down the laying-off of workers following a decrease
in product demand.

3The pickle processors of Michigan have much greater
fixed investment, however, which would seriously retard
the adjustment mechanism: to the extent though that acre-
age could not be transferred efficlently to other areas
within the U.S. (see Chapter V below).
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growers there i1s a larger fixed investment in given crops.
Frult and berry growers have fixed land investments, and
often speclalized machinery agplicable to certain crops
may build in fixity.

Among agricultural workers there evolves far fewer
"Job rights" than in other labor markets due both to a
lack of hligh sklll requirements and a lack of legal pro-
tection to organlize. Even 1f workers were to galn socilal
and/or economic interests in a glven area, the lack of
Job protection would prevent these factors from retarding
tﬁe employment response to a changing market-clearlng
wage package.

Also absent from the agricultural labor market are
the many and diverse institutlional intrusions to the mar-
ket mechanism whilch slow down adjustment. As noted these
workers possess less legal coverage. In addition to
exemptions from the NLRA, numerous other federal and state
laws are less demanding concerning agricultural labor, for
example, local welfare residency requirements. Unions
are notably absent from this labor market, and few job
security provisions have grown up in thelr absence.

One final characteristic of this labor market lends
to its rapidly adjusting nature. In the day to day.work—
ings of the market there are numerous opportunities for
hiring and firing to occur: a worker gets drunk or messes

up the fleld; a family may not show up Saturday morning
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as requested; chronlc slckness often plagues some of the
workers and there may be a number of sick calls; the
grower may have his buying source terminated. Much of this
18 due to the lack of institutional rigldities in the
market. Much 1s also due undoubtedly to socloclogical and
psychological factors: the culture of poverty mentality
seemingly would create less responsible workers, and pov-
erty condltions would prevent them from more productive
involvement. In addition, when the remuneration is so
low, opportunlty costs need not be very high to encourage
worker turnover; workers may not feel the wages requlre
holding back complaints or belng overly careful about
behavior.

As a result of these characteristics, a rightward
shift in the supply schedule, say from a surge of free-
wheelers 1lnto an area, can push the wage package down
wlthin a few weeks or even days. Conversely, a scarce
supply of labor will find growers pirating other growers
in thelr area and especially in near-by areas, and will
find workers jumping commitments with other growers, and
the wage package wlll be bid up gqulckly to the new market

clearing level.

Hlggling in the Market

Others have written extensively on the rather infam-

ous nature of the exchanges 1in this market. The
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1 Ano-

early-morning "shape-up" probably is most familiar.
ther more informal exchange occurs during the winter
months in the southern supply states, as recruiters circu-
late among workers.2 The aspect of the hlgglling process
between workers and growers least discussed l1ls the day to
day, highly informal and unstructured exchange operating
throughout the season. To illustrate this exchange, two
hypothetical market situatlons are assumed, one of abun-
dant labor supplies and one of scarce labor supplies dur-
ing the Michlgan migrant season.

The abundant market: Assume the seasonal labor mar-
ket begins in equilibrium, and then into the season a
number of free-wheelers appear and seek work. Initially
growers are satlisfled wlth thelr work force and schedule
the productlion process accordingly. In that the in-coming
free-wheelers recelve no great fanfare, thelr presence
may not be known by most growers. Slowly, however, growers
reallze labor 1s not quite as scarce as earlier: the Farm
Labor Service may call wondering 1f more work is availlable;
workers may call from other parts of the state wondering

1f there 1is work, or they may knock on a grower's door

requesting work; or employed workers may report they have

lSee Fisher, The Harvest Labor Market in California,
Chapter 3, for a dilscussion of examples from California.
Reul, Where Hannibal Led Us, Chapter 26, has a similar
discussion taken from Florilda.

2See Carey McWilliams, "Mexicans to Michilgan,"
Common Ground, 2 (Autumn, 1941), 5.
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friends or relatives wllling to work. The reactlion can
be varied. Some growers may declde to handweed the field
earller scheduled for machine cultivation, offering a
lower wage package than they earlier expected to pay. If
it is harvest time then less acreage may be machine har-
vested. In this case the additional workers wlill be
thrown into the field with those hlred earlier, due to
the expandable nature of the labor demand.

As more labor becomes avallable the growers' work
schedules slowly become spread among more and more work-
ers. Some workers may complain, but the growers have
little incentive to take notlice since other workers are
avallable to replace any that quit. Most growers will
hold to winter commitments and keep the early labor force,
although there wlll be some subjJectlve weakening of non-

1 A few growers willl forget earllier commit-

wage benefits.
ments and openly play-off their employed workers with the
new arrivals for a lower wage package. Drawing from
recent experience, probably the most cruclal area of dis-
crimination will be a reduction in the completeness of
the work pattern, even 1f hourly wages suffer no change

at all. With reduced pressure to retaln previously con-

tracted workers, growers wlll exert less energy to keep

lEven the sympathetic employer who never would
betray his workers must glve in some. His competitors
will be paying lower labor costs and ultimately be able
to undersell him.
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these workers busy at all times. And even if a given
grower trles to arrange a complete work pattern, say by
contacting other growers when his operations are slow,
the chance of finding other growers needing labor will
be poor. The end result for the workers 1s a smaller
wage package and less income for the season's effort.

The scarce market: Assume again thaf the seasonal
labor market begins in equilibrium, but then the supply
of labor becomes quite scarce. Thls may occur for a
variety of reasons: growers who did no early recruiting
in anticlipation of sufficient free-wheelers will be
caught short and start to bld for workers; some growers
with poor records in worker treatment may find worker com-
mitments falling through; recruilters from other states
enter to entlce workers; workers remaln only until the
peak harvest 1s complete and then leave,

Just as before growers slowly galn awareness of
this. Thelir nelghboring growers may complain of a short-
age, or workers may tell of better offers elsewhere and
wonder what they should do, or the Farm Labor Service may
call to see 1f there are any extra workers to fill needs
in other areas of the state. With the knowledge that
labor 1s scarce growers may respond in numerous ways.
They may offer a higher wage rate, but more likely will
improve the non-wage provisions. The work pattern will

quickly fi1ll up to protect agalnst any unrest from idle
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days, an unrest which might well cause workers to pack-up
and leave overnlght for a better opportunify. In this
case, the wage package to the worker is enhanced.

In both the above hypothetical siltuatlons there 1is
one factor working to slow the adjJustment process, the
dynamic element of discounting for future years. In an
abundant market, a grower may want to break his commitment
with some workers but be reluctant to do so if a scarce market
should be expected in the coming season. In this case

1 In like manner,

he would want to nurture his "nucleus."
workers also want to protect thelr future Job pattern and
may be reluctant to "jump" a grower in a scarce market
for fear a more abundant market the followlng year may
find the grower unwllling to hire them. Historically,
in Michigan as well as other areas, the workers have had

to discount far more than the growers, since the labor

supply each year was relatively abundant.

Imperfections Iin the Market

In hls microeconomic study, Reynolds dismisses the

conception of a "perfect labor market" as a normative

2

model unworkable in practice,. Rather, he chooses to*

1This is the term used in the trade to describe a
group of workers upon whom the grower can depend to show
up each season and, if necessary, bring other workers.
The "nucleus™ must be maintained as a security factor
when the labor supply 1is scarce.

2

8 Reynolds, The Structure of Labor Markets, Chapter
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focus on the imperfections and finds the gréatest one to
be insufficient knowledge among workers. Thus the per-
fectly designed competitive model of workers flowing to
employments on the basis of calculated wage differentlals
is brought under questlon.

The seasonal labor market of agriculture has been
charged wilth numerous imperfections, notably poor worker
knowledge of the available offerings. This charge brings
to mind the Steinbecklan Ilmpression of workers hopelessly
wandering from farm to farm, not knowing whether work will
be avai}able. Compounding this image 1s that of the
employer greedlly advertising for many workers and much
work while subtly rubbing his hands in the expectation of
a deluge of labor and consequent low wages. Though these
images possess sufficlient historical documentation to
have Justified public concern, currently they are somewhat
extreme, though limited examples can be found. Workers
who have traveled the migrant circuit before often make
phone calls to selected growers before driving into an
area. And when in the midst of one crop's harvest, they
may be callling around to seek the most profitable crop to
work next.

Another common lmperfection in many labor markets is
that of immobllity. This one does not seem to plague the
agricultural labor market internally but surely does

externally. Workers are highly moblle among areas and
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Jobs wlthlin an area. To move out of the market and into
other employments, however, 1s more difficult. Most of

a worker's soclologlcal reference points are in farm
work, and the jump to steadier non-farm work with the
often attendant requirement to live in a clty can be

quite difficult. This Immobllity 1is lessened when frlends
or other family members have gone before.

Some mlght consider the unstructured nature of the
market an imperfection, for example, the casual regard for
verbal contracts. On the basis of low wages to conclude
the market must contain numerous imperfections 1s erron-
eous. A perfectly functioning labor market with an abun-
dant supply will yleld low returns, Indeed, the seasonal
labor market of agriculture probably 1s more perfect than
many, with a high mobllity rate and unusual degree of ‘

1

knowledge. A perfectly functioning market positlvely

says nothing about its normative acceptabllity.

Unilateral Declsion Makling

Several studles have pointed to the unillateral

decislon making process in this labor market, with the

1Workers and growers can always refer to a Farm
Labor Service office where relatively accurate information
i1s avallable for various regions of the country and areas
within those regions. In addition, there 1s a fairly reli-
able grapevine among migrant workers, supplylng crop and
wage Iinformation. On the efficient nature of the grape-
vine see Harlan Padfleld and Willlam Martin, Farmers,
Workers, and Machines (Tuscon: University of Arizona
Press, 1965), 22, and Schmidt, "After the Bracero," 78.
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grower(s) making the wage decisions and the workers respond-
ing to them. Since, as Flisher notes, the grower faces the
harvest as an "all or none'" operation with the output

fixed and a direct trade-off between wages and grower pro-
fit, there 1is great incentive for growers to control labor
costs. Thus the practice of growers setting wages has
become conventional wisdom. In hils study of labor rela-
tions in agriculture, Fuller notes: "Unllateral activi-
ties are, therefore, the major portion of the meager con-

wl The more notor-

tent of labor relations 1in agriculture.
lous forms of wage setting have come disguised under the
monopolistic form of grower employment assoclations. "It
is probable that in no sector of industry has employer
wage agreement begun to approach its development in agri-

na The professed reason for the formation of

culture.
these assoclatlilons has been the efficlent obtalining of
workers, but it is claimed they provide opportune condi-
tions for discussing the wages growers would find conven-
ient to offer. It should be noted, however, that even
without assoclations growers easlily can discuss the wage
package they "would like" to pay; almost every farming
area has a coffee shop or similar location where growers

"hang out," and in addition with mutual interests, they

often sociallze together.

1Fuller, Labor Relations in Agriculture, 5.

2Fisher, The Harvest Labor Market in California, 97.
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From a soclal standpoint, the only relevant case of
public concern over unilateral wage setting is when the
wage package established 1ls less than the market clear;ng
wage package, or Wy in Pigure 9. At thls wage package ..
workers are being denied the market clearing wage package
wa.l However, the analysis also sﬁggests that not as
many workers would be avallable at W, as growers would
wish to hire, and there would be an upward pressure on
the wage package, though perhaps not the wage rate. It
is also possible for the grower established wage package
to be set at or above Wos especlally since historically
the labor supply has been so uncertaln and growers actling
in concert may have no real knowledge of where the supply

schedule cuts the demand schedule when setting wages.

wage .
package

w3
w2
W1

» Employment

Figure 9.--Hypothetical supply-demand interaction in the
hird labor market of agriculture.

1It should be noted, however, when growers meet to
establish wages the pegged thing 1s the wage rate. It 1s
far more difficult to peg the non-wage conditions of fthe
wage package, and this allows growers conslderable leeway
to vary theilr offering while mailntalning adherence to the
pegged wage rate.
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The current study has found the case for employer
wage setting at W, an unllkely one. Agriculture is
characteristically a competitive lndustry and such a
phenomena as wage setting at W, seems inconsistent with
competitive behavior. For grower A to agree to W, means
he may not obtain the labor he deslres, and consequently
may suffer a poor harvest. With the psychological and
economlical importance surrounding the harvest period, it
i1s unlikely that grower A would stand for such a situation
(whether previously agreed to or not) and would bid labor
away from others to assure his harvest.l The research
turned up good evidence of growers plrating the labor of
one another. ‘

Examples of established wage "rates" remaining con-
stant over long periods of time and among numerous growers
could be explainable 1f the "pegged" wage rate were set
at or above the market-clearing wage rate. There would
be an lncentive for growers to do thls, as noted above, to

obtain a cholce of workers and thus discriminate on the

1"w1th the harvest already underway, when each farm
operator is concerned with his own individual situation,
each pursues hls own strategy of reducing uncertainty.
And he does this without much conceptlion of over-all
labor supplies or demands in the area and hence of the
interacting consequences of one employer's actlons upon
others." Fuller, Mamer, Viles, "Domestlec and Imported
Workers 1n the Harvest Labor Market," 31.
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1

basls of non~wage factors. Thils would explalin reports

of some growers payling less than the pegged wage, slnce
they would be paying a wage "rate'" more in line with the

market—clearing wage package.2

Bracero Program

| Though employer associations may not have been wholly
effectlve as wage setting bodlies directly, they have been
able to establish wages indirectly simply by expanding

the supply of workers. Thus on Figure 10, 1f growers

want to pay Wq and obtaln n,y efficlency units of

1Reynolds records a simllar phenomena in his study
of the New England manufacturing labor market, with some
firms paying a high wage and others a low wage for siml-
lar work. He would not accept the concept of a market-
clearing wage package as some narrocowly defined amount,
but rather views a wlde band of market-clearing '"rates,"
the wilidth largely determined by limmobility and lack of
knowledge among workers. Reynolds, The Structure of Labor
Markets, 230-40,

2"Apart from the 1issue of whether such wage sche-
dules are falr and equitable, 1t is obvious that one of
the consequences of unilateral wage administration 1s
largely to eliminate wage competition as a factor in labor
procurement." Fuller, Labor Relations in Agriculture, 21.
The present study takes issue wIith tThiIs observatlomn, based
on the recent experlence in Mlchigan. Unilateral wage
administration that results 1ln fixed wages over time, the
relevant case, 1s possible cnly if the established rate 1s
set at or above the market-clearing rate. With the large
worker supplies of the past, 1t is qulte conceivable that
such could be the case. One way of testing this would be
to ldentify non-wage forms of allocatlon and observe how
much varliation there was in these allocators during the
period of purported wage setting. If there was consider-
able activity then thls could infer that wage rates were
set above & market-clearing wage rate and the allocation
of workers made on the basls of non-wage discrimination.
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employment, they can do thlis by supplementing the exist-
ing supply SS with additional workers, making an effective
supply schedule of S'S'. Quite simply this has been the
ratlionale underlying the importatlion of forelign labor.
Growers have not wanted to pay the wage requisite to
employ domestic laborers and have won political sanction
to supplement the domestic work force (SS) with foreign
workers. To support thelr clalm they have argued that
SS 15 nearly Iinfinitely inelastic, the stoop labor argu-
ment, and hence paying Wo would reek untold havoc on
agricultural production. Thils analysls is consistent

with that of Fuller, Mamer, and Vliles mentloned above,

wage »
package

— Employment

Filg. 10.--Hypothetical supply-demand lnteraction
in the hired labor market of agriculture showing a shift
in supply.
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with their stress that tﬁe presence of braceros gilves
growers more certalnty of labor supply.l
The bracero program has come under other charges as
to 1ts effect on the labor market. Mamer suggested it
may have stratified the market, 1solating selected crops
in each area as "bracero work."2 Hence, domestic workers
would avold these crops in setting up thelr work pattern
due to a socilal stigma attached to them. Analytically,
this would mean the supply of domestlc labor avallable for
given "stoop labor" crops, in which large numbers of
braceros were employed, woul& be much more inelastic than
for non-bracero crops. The present research suggests

that any soclological determination of supply elasticity
1s quite short-llived. 1In fact, the more. lilkely case is

lFuller, Mamer, Viles,"Domestic and Imported Workers
in the Harvest Labor Market.'" Graphically, a condition of
uncertainty might be as seen below (modification of
Figure 10). The crossed area would indicate a range of
uncertainty; at w, the grower could not be certain whether
ny or np would be avallable., He can be qulite certain that
labor can be obtained up to SS but beyond that uncertainty
arises. The presence of braceros removes the uncertalnty
beyond SS to S'S', and also malntalns wj<wo.

wége A
package

w —————
2
Wy

»Employment

2Mamer, "The Use of Foreign Labor," 1207-08.
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that domestic workers avolded the bracero crops due to a
poor earning potentlal in them, and once braceros were
pulled out and the earning potential returned, the supply
response of domestlcs became as elastic in those crops

as in others.

Tradltionally foreign labor programs have stipulated
that foreign workers could not be imported at less than
the prevalling wage rate in the agricultural labor market,
for to do so would harm the wages of domestlec workers.l
Thus referring to Figure 10, assume. that S'S' was the sup-
ply schedule of domeétic labor at some polnt in the past
and each year a natural attrition of workers out of this
market dccurred so that at a more recent point in time. SS
became the supply schedule of domestic workers (with a
market clearing wage package of w2). The avallability of
foreign workers durilng this entire period would maintain
S'S' as the relevant schedule and W, as the prevaililing
wage package. Wage package Wy would contaln the pre-
valling wage 1lnitially and as loﬁg as braceros were sup-
plled in unlimited amounts this prevalling wage would

continue; the presence of braceros would tle present

1'I'he preference for administering the foreign labor
program largely in terms of wage "rates'" neglected the
role played in this market by non-wage allocators. Thus
to allow the importation of braceros at the prevailing
wage, wl, with the expectation that domestic workers
would not be harmed, was erroneous loglc, for growers
could discriminate in terms of non-wage conditions of
employment, and the wage package would fall,
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wages to a historical figure, that ruling when they
were flrst admitted.

The initlially prevaliling wage, Wy could increase
if (1) braceros were not avalilable in unlimited amounts,
or (2) a wage above the previous season's prevalling
wage were establlshed as the minimum contract wage for
obtalining bracercs., The second conditlion. has been the
one used to achieve wage increases, Starting in the late
1950's and into the 1960's, the U.S. Department of Labor
began to enforce minimum contract rates greater than the
prevailing wage--"adverse effect" wages-~whlle continulng
to enforce non-wage conditions like housing and work
guarantees. The effect of this on Figure 10 would be to
move w, up towards Wy and thereby reduce the number of
braceros that growers would desire to lmport, as n,
approached n,. If the cost of obtalning braceros were a
wage package greater than Wos then presumably no more
would be imported. Presumably, this is what happened in
Michigan following 1964.

Role of the Farm Labor Service

In the context of the above discusslon, what role
should. a public employment service play? Ideally, the
goal in any labor market 1s to reduce the imperfections
in it. Therefore, a major role of publiec policy should

be efforts to enhance knowledge among growers and workers
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of the respectlve offerlngs and conditions of work, and
to enhance the mobllity of the participants of the
market. The information function should have a positivé
and negaJive side, to provide greater knowledge as well
as prevent erroneous knowledge., The mobility functilon
should be seen in relation to the entire economy and
efforts should be made to enhance moblllity both within
the agricultural labor market and between 1t and other
labor markets.

If a public body in this labor force were blased
towards growers then 1ts behavior would reflect attempts
to maintain S'S!' in Flgure 10, Thls might be done openly
by helpful efforts to facilitate bracero importation--
for example, by off-hand acceptance. of the growers' word
on the prevailing wage from the previous season. It
might be done tacitly by a failure to help domestic
workers climb out of the labor market. If ,the public
body were blased towards domestlic workers then 1its
behavior should be to stlifle the inflow of braceros by
tightening the conditions governing importation, as ﬁell
as alding efforts to push the supply curve leftward.
Blases alsd could be displayed 1n more subtle ways, say
by performing the information function more adequately

for one set of participants than the. other,



CHAPTER 1V

ANALYSIS OF HYPOTHESIS

With the lmportant lnstitutional and thecoretical
background of Chapters II and III presented, the analysils
of the hypothesis can proceed., The expiration of PL-T78,
and the fallure of the Michigan plckle industry to
qualify for forelgn workers under PL-414 in the 1965
season, cast numerous Michligan employers into the new
experience of recrulting large numbers of domestic workers.
Figure 1l presents the situation under examination, where
DD 1s the demand for domestic farm labor in Mlchigan
plckles., S8'S' was the supply curve of labor when the
bpaceros were avallable. The questlon becomes, what was
the relevant supply curve of domestic labor followlng
1964, SS or S"s"? In Chapter III, an intultive case
against the extreme stoop labor hypothesils (SS) was
argued. The purpose of the analysis 1is to determine
whether the experience in Michigan supports the intul-
tive refutation of the hypothesls.

The analysis of the hypothesis in thils chapter will
conslder two questlions, the wage change for all Michigan
crops followlng 1964, and the supply response of

domestic workers in Michilgan pickles to higher wage
9k
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Fig. 1l.--Demand for and supply of seasonal
workers in Michlgan agriculture.

offers, The followlng chapter considers the acreage
changes and capital substitution resulting from the labor
market adjustment. 1In order to consider these questions,
however, it 1s necessary to review two "exogenous"

factors affecting the agricultural labor market during the

period under examination: weather and leglslative changes.1

lTechnological changes, usually considered o
exogenous to economlc adjustments, have been discussed in
Appendix I.
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Exogenous Factors

Weather

Capricious weather behavior can affect the demand
for hired workers fairly substantially, elther by pro-
viding a bumper crop and a large demand for labor, or
by rulning crops in the field and thus eliminating any
labor demand. To help examine the effects of weather,
Table 7 shows the annual production of selected Michigan
crops for the period 1963 to 1967 in percentage figures,
Each figure 1is obtained by taking the total production
for the given year and dividing it by the average pro-
duction of the five year period terminatling wlith that
year, This i1s done to control for the effects of weather
and productlion trends. For example, a crop with percentage.
figures consistently over 100 per cent would elther be an
expanding crop for the state or have experienced a
succession of good weather years,

In 1963 the weather was unusually severe with a
late spring frost., Tart cherries, then the largest
employer of migrants, suffered the worst productlon loss
in modern history, with only 45 per cent of the five year
moving average production harvested, Such a production
loss harmed growers and workers alike. Workers intending

to harvest Michigan cherries had to find alternative
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TABLE 7.--Annual production during 1963-67 of selected

Michigan crops, as a percentage of the five year average

production, with the given year as the terminal year of
the five year average.

Crop 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967
Asparagus 87% 101% 115% 101% 111%
Strawberries 102 105 101 82 91
Tart cherriles 45 185 108 53 e
Sweet cherries 53 144 134 95 100
Pickles 118 99 79 103 99
Onions 104 L 108 89 92
Proc. Tomatoes 88 85 101 74 120
Grapes 65 130 134 83 73
Apples 93 120 106 102 81
Sugar Beets 103 120 95 98 -

Source: USDA, Statistical Reporting Service, cooperating
with the Michigan Dept. of Agriculture, Michigan
Agricultural Statistics. The data for 1967 are
obtalned from variocus publications of the USDA,
SRS.

crops. Reports durlng the season told of workers remain-
ing longer ln the raspberry harvest, cleaning the bushes
more carefully than usual: a boon to raspberry growers
but an economic loss to workers.

Sugar beet productlion was 103 per cent of the five
year average, despite the fact that 1963 was the first
year in over a decade that thls i1ndustry did not rely

upon braceros. Expecting termination of the bracero
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program the beet industry voluntarily discontinued use
of braceros wlithout a serious impact on production.1
Weather conditions during both the 1964 and 1965
seasons were generally favorable with no damaging late
spring frosts to harm the cherry and apple buds. The
tart cherry crop of 1964 was the largest ever for the
state. Pilckle production in 1964 was 96 per cent of the
1963 production but 99 per cent of the five year average.

2 Part

In 1965 all crops fared well except pickles.
of the decline in pickle production could be explalned by
a lower planted acreage, which was 69 per cent of the five
year average, 1959-63. In addition, part of the produc-

tion decline in 1965 was due to unproductive or

lAccording to the Michigan Farm Labor Service, peak
employment 1n sugar beets during 1962 was 5,400 workers,
846 of whom were braceros. Thus, braceros constituted a
much smaller percentage of all workers in sugar beets
than was the case in pickles in 1964-65, and this made.
the adjustment to an all domestic labor force less
burdensome. In earlier years braceros constlituted a
larger proportion of total employment in sugar beets,
In 1959, 3,400 braceros worked at the peak of 6,400
workers, and in 1961, over 2,000 Mexicans were employed.
Thus the beet 1ndustry phased 1tself out of bracero
employment over a perlod of three to four years from a
level of dependence around 50 per cent of the beet labor
force,

R complete understanding of pickles in 1965 cannot
be seen solely in a production figure, which 1s a welght
measurement. The value of plckles to growers and often
workers (when paid a percentage of crop value) 1s not a:
function of gross welight but of the distribution of gross
production among the separate grades of plckles. Much
of the 1965 production was made up of larger pickles
(cheaper grades) because of a shortage of workers to pick
the fruit at smaller silzes.
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insufficient labor. Contributing also was some dry
weather in late June and early July in the Saginaw area.
It is possible that "weather damage" would not have been
as severe if sufficient labor were expected by growers.
For example, 1f a grower had an irrigatlon system and

had to allocate 1lts use to several crops, the bean and
sugar beet fields mlight be expected to get watered before
the pickle fleld 1f this grower did not expect many pickle
workers,

In 1966 and 1967 late cool springs retarded the
development of several crops and thus limited production.
Pickle production in 1966 was up from the previous year,
however, recovering from the below-trend year in 1965,
Tart cherry production was again less than 50 per cent
of the five year average in 1967. The 1967 season also
experienced some very wet weéther In the east-state area
during June and July, which cut into the pickle yleld.
Even so, pickle production was 99 per cent of the flve
year average for the state as a whole. Hidden within this
figure however was the lowest yileld per acre for the

state since 1958.1

1The weather was not entirely to blame for the
dismal yleld per acre. Some other causes were: a state-
wlde attack of angular leaf spot; increased use of
mechanical harvesters, which reduce per-acre yleld given
the present state of plant technology; increased rejection
of green stock by processors who experlenced an early
bumper yleld in the southern states.
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In summary the effects of the weather may have
been to limit labor demand by all crops falrly substan-
tially in 1963, increase 1t more than normal in 1964,
affect it 1little if at all in 1965--perhaps also in 1966,

and probably lessen labor demand in 1967.

Leglislatlve Changes

The majJor leglslative change during the period was
the termination of PL-78 in December of 1964. At the
federal level, several laws were passed which affected
farm workers. 'The Area Redevelopment Act of 1961 and the.
Manpower Development and Trailning Act of 1962 made only
small impacts on the agricultural labor market. Some
funds were expended directly upon seasonal labor, and in
additlon farm workers were helped indirectly when other
groups were retrained.

The Farm Labor Contractor Registratlon Act became
law in 1964.1 This law sought to register all contractors
of seasonal labor in order to elimlnate such practlces as
dangerous means of transportation, inadequate insurance
coverage, and exploitation of workers by crew leaders.

Enforcement of the law has been difficult due to the

lpct of September 7, 1964, 78 Stat. 920, "The Farm
Labor Contractor Act of 1963." For Michigan the 1965
season was the first for which this law applled. For a
review of the law's filrst year of applicabllity, see
William S. Frank and Herb S. Denenbery, "Farm Labor Con-
tractor Registration Act is.0ne Year 01d," Employment
Service Review, 3 (January, 1966), 37.




101

unstructured nature of the recruitment process. The
probably effect of thls law has been to remedy some
recruitment practices, but it 1s doubtful that 1t has
affected supplles of avallable workers.

On September 23, 1966, President Johnson signed an
amendment to the Falr Labor Standards Act, extending
minimum wage coverage to farm workers., The first year
this law applied was 1967 when the minimum was set at
$1.00 per hour: to be raised to $1.15 per hour in 1968
and to $1.25 per hour in 1969.

Finally, funds were available through several other
federal laws which could benefilt farm workers. The 1962
Migrant Health Act, the 1964 Economic Opportunity Act,
and the 1964 Housing Act all provided funds to ald migrants
in securing hospitalization, medical care and day-cafe
service, and cheaper loans to growers for constructing
improved worker housing. Yearly appropriation changes
affect the amount of this help.

At the state level leglislatlive action also affected
the agricultural labor market. In 1964 the Michigan
legislature passed a minimum wage law covering farm
workers, effective in 1965.7 The provisions did not

cover payment by plece rate however. Consequently

lrhis law, Public Act 154 of 1964, set the minimum
at $1.00 per hour in 1965, $1.15 per hour in 1966, and
$1.25 per hour in 1967.
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effective application of this law was delayed until the
1967 season when a set of minimum plece rates to yield the
$1.25 per hour minimum were attached to the law,

Whereas the federal law covered those employers who used
over 500 mandays of labor in any quarter of the previous
year (most seasonal employers), the Michigan law applled
to all employers of four or more workers at any one time.
This assured virtually complete coverage of Michigan
employers of seasonal égricultural workers.

A state workmen's compensation law appllcable to
agrlculture was passed in 1965, to be effective in May of
1966, The law covered all employers who used three or more
workers, hourly or salariled, for 35 hours per week, and
for 13 weeks of the previous 52 weeks; thls excluded
most mlgrants because of the 13 week stipulation. The
effective date of the law was postponed until May of 1967.

A migrant housing law was enacted in 1965 to take.
effect in the 1966 season. This law required inspgction
of all mlgrant housing in the state and established
minimum housling standards. The law 1s enforced by the
State Department of Health, which has the power to force
compliance by court actlon. The usual enforcement pro-
cedure has been to visit the housing, inform the owner of
infractions, and then check back. Upon returning, if no
remedlal action has been taken the employer is brought

before a local court and fined a small fee., This law has
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served falirly effectlively to improve the quality of
migrant housing in Michigan as well as to raise the cost
of workers.l
The combined effects of both the federal and state.
laws undoubtedly has been to reduce the supply of workers
somewhat, for example through retraining, and to reduce
the quantity of workers demanded by ralsing labor costs
to growers, The net effect could not be estimated. 1In

addition, the laws probably have helped make the living

conditlons of the migrants a blt more tolerable,.

©

Examlnation of the Wage Change

Expected Impacts on Wage Rates

The stoop labor thesis argues that the supply of
domestlic workers avalilable for agricultural work 1s a

relatlvely fixed amount, and higher wage rates within

1The law lays down basic standards. for all employers
who house flve or more workers, Upon an initial inspec-
tion 1f any violations are recorded, the grower is given
a temporary license for three months. If no provisions
of the law are found fulfilled the grower can obtailn a
provisional license contingent upon his agreement to
rectify the situatlon. A full license ds lssued to
growers meeting all of the laws' rédquirements, and these
must be renewed annually. Punlitlve measures include
court injunctions and flnes, the amount of which have
not been large but serve as harassment, and thus do affect
change.

During the 1966 inspection period 3.3 violations
per camp were found, and 39.9 per cent of the violations
observed on the first visilit were corrected by the second
vislt. See Michigan Dept. of Health, Migrant Health
Project, Annual Progress Report, Agricultural Labor Cam
Licensing Program (Lansing, Michigan, 19 .
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agriculture will not draw laborers from outslde the agri-
cultural labor market. In addition, within this market
certain stoop labor tasks are so undesirable that even
members of the agricultural labor force will not do them.
It is instructive therefore, to examlne the wage changes
in non-pickle crops in Michigan following 1964, If the
stoop labor hypothesis were true, there should be little
spill-over of domestic workers from other crops to
plckles, and thus only small wage adjustments in these
crops as a result. If the hypothesls falled to hold, then
more noticeable increases.would be expected in the non-
pickle crops.

Increases In the wages of non-plckle crops would be
expected (1) 1f plckle workers were substitutable wlth
workers in these other crops and then (2) if -the harvest
perlod of the crops overlapped with the plckle harvest.

As for the flirst condition, if plckle work were sub-
stitutable with other crops, then the types of workers
attracted to plckles would be those famlliar with the more
difficult agricultural tasks: reach-up type crops and
particularliy stoop-down types, such as tomatoes,

asparagus and strawberries (see Chapter II).

The maln crops overlapping with the period of
labor demand. for pickles can be seen on Figure 3 of Chapter
II. The large cherry labor demand beglins to decline as

the pickle demand swells, Blueberrles are plcked
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throughout the plckle harvest but this work 1s less
demanding and uses many women and children. The tomato
harvest expands as the pickle harvest falls off. In
addition, a number of small labor-using crops have a
peak demand durlng the pickle harvest. Of the major
crops, one might expect tomatoes and potatoes to be more
closely competitlive for harvest labor with pilckles
because of location and similarity of work. Cherries
might be competitive 1f the weather caused overlap in the
harvest periods. As plckle companlies sought domestic
workers, on a small scale in 1965 and then all-out in
1966 and 1967, these crops should be affected more than
others by increased wages and improved working conditilons.
Any impacts upon crops not directly competing with
plckles would be different. If pilckle companles contracted
domestlic labor on a large scale for the period from
August 1 through September 15, then more workers could be
avallable for werk in other crops prior to and following
this period. In 1966 and 1967, the pickle companies
guaranteed many laborers continuous work from June through
the middle of September in order to cbtaln them for
pickles. Thus the pickle companles contacted asparagus
and strawberry growers to find work for contracted
pickle laborers for the perlod prior to the pickle harvest.
‘The impacts on these two crops might have been to retard

wage lncreases. This also could be the case for crops
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following pickles, However, 1f workers earn good money
in c¢rops through the end of August, there 1s an incen-
tive to return to thelr home base 1in order to enroll
children in school, or to go to crops located in warmer:
areas. Thus the impact on crops followling pickles would
be difficult to determine.

The analysis of wages wlill review first the over-
all wage adjustment for all Michlgan crops, then consider
the wages of individual crops In the state, and finally
view adjustments 1n non-wage forms of remuneration. The
data for all Michlgan crops are reviewed first since they

are conslidered the more reliable estlimates.

Overall Wage Data

Table 8 and Figure 12 show wage data for agricultural
workers in Mlchigan. The U.S. Department of Agriculture
data are the average wage rates recorded for all hired
workers in the state for the last week of both July and
October. The estlmates are gathered guarterly and only
the. quarters ending 1in July and October have been used
to compile the annual averages, because these perlods
Iinclude larger numbers of seasonal workers. These wage
figures probably overstate the wage levels of migrants
but are.considered quite reliable in indlcating trends and

changes in migrant wages (see Appendix II).
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TABLE 8.--Estimated average hourly wage rates. for agri-
cultural workers in Michigan, 1950-1967.

USDA#M FLS#* ¥

Year

Average Rate of Average Rate of

Wages Change Wages Change
1950 $0.825
1951 0.930 12.72%
1952 0.975 4,85
1953 1,010 3.59
1954 1.005 -0.50
1955 1.025 1.99
. 1956 1.055 2,92
1957 1.065 0.95
1959 1.070 1.42
1960 1.070 0.00
1961 1.090 "1.87
1962 1.105 1.38 $0.954
1963 1.120 1.36 1.115 16.90%
1965 1.205 6.20 1.100 5.67
1966 1,320 9.54 1,322 20,18
1967 1.410 6.82 1,385 4,77

Source: WUSDA, Statistical Reporting Service, Farm Labor.
##Michigan Parm Labor Service, Michigan Farm Labor
Report, Post-season 1967, 3ﬁ,

The Farm Labor Service estimates are for seasonally
hired workers only. These figures are not as well con-
trolled for error and, unfortunately, they do not stretch
back as far as the USDA figures, making statistical measure-
ment more difficult., The collection techniques as well
as an evaluation of the rellablllity of both sets of data

are discussed in Appendix II.
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Flg. 1l2.--Estimated average hourly wage rates for
agricultural workers in Michlgan, 1950-1967.

The USDA figures show a sharp rise 1n wage rates
following 1964 while the FLS figures start increasing in
1966. As has been indicated the pickle industry began
recrulting on a large scale about half-way through the
1965 season. Thus any splll-over effects on other crops
may not have occurred in 1965 as much as in 1966, when the
pickle industry competed with these crops in the winter
recruitment.

In order to test whether the rise 1in wages following
the ending of bracero use was statistically significant,
the slope coefficlents of regression lines fltted to the
data for the perilods durlng and after bracero use were
derived and compared.l The regression equation for the

1950-1963 period from Figure 12 is,

lActually the two periods chosen were 1950-1963
and 1964-1967. To help make statistilcal measurement more
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Wy = 0.9194 + 0.01711,
where w = wages and t = time. The regression equation for

the 1964-1967 period is,

In both equations the slope coefflclents were significantly
different from zero, for the earlier period at a degree

of significance less than .0005 (less than .05 per cent of
the correlation was due to chance), and for the later
period at a significance level of .004. To test whether

the two coefficlents were different from each other the

following t-test was used:1
by, - by
1 + 1
k k n n
2 1 2 2 1 2
z £€ - =(L t,)°%. z ty - ——(L t.)
1=1 1 Kiaq fen-k + Nk g1
+ =
n-4
T« w,)2
z W, = W

n-4

meaningful the last year of bracero use was included in the
post-bracero period. Observation of the scatter of points
on Figure 12 indicates that thils should. not confuse the
results,

lohe author is indebted to Alan Oaten, a Ph.D. candi-
date in statlistlics at Michigan State University, for helping
derive this test. See also Bernard Ostle, Statistics 1in
Research, 2d ed. (Ames: Iowa State UniversIty Press, 1963),
Ch. 8. In constructing this test it has been assumed that
the variances of the two distributions (for b, and bs) are.
equal, the necessary step whlich allows for us% of the t-
test,
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where: b, = slope coefficient of the 1950-1963 periocd
b, = slope coefficlent of the 1964-1967 perilod

-
"

years from 1950 to 1963
n = years from 1950 to 1967

-3
i

1 wage values on the regressign line at
each t value for each period.

The t-value obtalned from using the test was 5.150,
which at 14 degrees of freedom, is significant at the con-
fidence level of less than .005; that 1s, the probabllity
of the difference between b2 and b1 being a result of
random chance 1s less than .05 per cent. Thus the vislble
break in the graph on Figure 12 can be deemed a statisti-
cally significant one and the inference drawn that wages
in all Michigan crops rose significantly following the
termination of bracero use.

A slmllar analysls was not applied to the Farm
Labor Service data due to the limited number of observae-
tions as well as the poorer state of the estimates,
Regardless, a noticeable increase appears evident follow-
ing 1965. A large increase was also observed followilng
1965 with the USDA data. An explanatlon for the strong
advance in 1966 will be given followlng the wage data on
specific crops.

The indication gained from this finding is that the
removal of braceros affected not only wages 1in pickles,

but also wages in all Michigan crops, and affected these
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wages significantly. Thils Ilnfers that stoop labor work
in plckles did draw workers from other crops. This find~
ing would not support the stoop labor hypothesis.

One further question seems obvious, Can the
significant increase in wages strictly be tied to the
termination in employment of braceros? The intuiltive
appeal of this conclusion 1is strong, since pilckle growers
in 1965 had to enter the general labor market for domestic
migrants and bid for workers agailnst employers of other
crops. With the reduced supply of all workers, then the
demaﬁding employers would push wage offers up.

In order to test the determinants of the wage
change, the various factors affecting wages were lsolated
and regressed against wages for the period 1950-1967.

The different factors and the regression equatlon are
reported in Appendix III below. Unfortunately, there was
a great deal of error in estimating the ilndependent
variables, and then intercorrelation within the multiple

regression, such that statistical results were not helpful.

Specific Crop Wage Datag

Table 9 shows wage rate data for selected crops from
1963 to 1967. On that table data are derived from Farm
Labor Service wage rate reports 1lssued throughout each

season.l The top half of the table gives estimates of

1On the 15th and 30th of each month every regional
office of the FLS complles estimates of employment and
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TABLE 9.--Estimated average hourly wage rates in selected
crops of Michigan Agriculture, 1963-1967,.

i i R et —

Crop 1963 1964 1965 - 1966 1967

FLS estimates of average hourly earningsl

asparagus $0.90 $0.92% $1,32% $1.28% $ -
strawberries 0.76% 0.78 1.00% 0.96 —
cherries 0.72% 1.065% 0.96%* 1.15 1.35%
blueberries 0.55 0.565% 0.57% 0.65% -
plckles 0.86 0.91 1.57 2.05 ——
tomatoes 0,93% 0,ou* 1.20% 1.60% 1.71
apples 1,35% 1.h40#% 1,57% 1.70% -

FLS plece rate estigates cohverted to average hourly
earning equlvalents

asparague $0.89 $0.95 $ —- $ w- $1.27
strawberries 0.86 0.86 0.97 0.99- 1.20
cherrliesad 1.07 0.99 0.99 1.40 1.57
blueberries 0.49 0.49 0.55 0.62 0.66
picklesP - - 1.28 1.28 1.28
tomatoesC 1.17 1.17 1.17 1.26 1.30
applesd 1.80 1,98 2.07 2.25 2.70

*
Indicates Judgment used, combinlng several
reglional reports and glving greater welght to the region

of largest production. .

@piece rates are those reported for the Traverse Bay
area only.

Pper cent of erop value used in 1963 and 1964;
$1.00 per bushel used in later years.

Cpiece rates for the large Berrlien area were not
reported.

d’I‘hese rates are undoubtedly for tree pickers only,
not ground plckers.

Source: lFLS, ES-232 reports. Very few of these reports
were made in 1967 and thus only limited crops are
reported,

2FLS, ES-223 reports converted by use of worker
productlvity studles publlshed as Research Reports
by the Rural Manpower Center, MichIgan sState Univer-
slty (East Lansing, Miqhigans.
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average hourly earnings made by the FLS and taken ‘from
ES-232 reports, studies conducted sporadically during the
migrant season by the FLS. The bottom half of the table
glves estimates based on plece rates reported regularly by
the FLS on form ES-223, and converted to average hourly
rates by use of the worker productivity studles published
by the Rural Manpower Center at Mlchlgan Sﬁate University.1
In both cases the FLS reported wage rates for several
regions within the state, and Judgment was used In choos-~
ing rates to be used for the state average.

In addition to these figures the questionnaire used
in the research provided estimates of wage rates in
plckles. These results are presented in Table 10. The
questionnaire asked for wage rates by payment method used:
hourly, piece rate, per cent of crop value (see question-
naire #14 in Appendix II). The average pilece rates for
each year are reported and, ln parentheses, converted to

average hourly equivalents by the same method as used for

wage rates being paid in that region, and these are placed
on form ES-223, which 1s sent to the state office. Through-
out the season the Washington office of the Farm Labor
Servlce can request speclal estimations of average hourly
earnings for selected regions and/or crops--~form ES-232.

lThese studies reported average worker productlivity
rates for each productivity decile of workers within two
general worker classes: (1) all workers over 18 years
old, except in a few crops in which youth were lincluded;
(2) productive adult workers. The converslon factor
used for obtalning average hourly earnlngs was average
(median) productivity of the first class (all workers over
18)--the productivity of all workers at the 50th percentile.



114

TABLE 10,--Estimated wage rates for plckle harvest work in
Michigan, 1964-1967, taken from grower questionnaires.

Payment System 1964 1965 1966 1967
Paid hourly rate $1.11 $1.17 $1.23 $1.26
# of responses/

std. dev. 36/.06 23/.09 25/.11 29/.14

Paid plece rate .93(1.32) .80(1.14) .,96(1.21) .91(1.29)
(per bushel)
# of responses/

std. dev. 3/.27 57.27 10/.25 14/.20
Paid % of crop

value 50.4% 51.0% 50.8% 51.2%
# of responses/

std. dev. 19/5.28 13/6.92 17/6.00 20/5.91

the bottom set of flgures on Table 9. Beneath each wage
figure reported the number of questionnalre responses for
that year and the standard deviation from the mean wage
rate for all responses are glven.

The most frequent form of wage rate reported on the
questionnaire was wages pald per hour. These data are
quite similar to figures recorded by the Farm Labor

Service (not reported on Table 9)1 of wages pald per

1The hourly rates recorded by the FLS were collected
for different reglons around the state and for the workers
within these reglons pald on an hourly baslis. The FLS.
did not report an average of these figures for the state,
which explains why they have not been reported here. By
comparing the figures as reported by the several regions,
the rates appear very similar to the hourly rates obtalned
from the questlonnaire.
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hour. Plece rate payment methods, as recorded on the
questionnaire, are probably faulty representations in 1964
and 1965, due to the limited number of observations. The
questionnaire piece rates for 1966 and 1967 may not vary
much from the average of wages actually paid during these
seasons, though the standard deviations are large, This
conclusion is based on fleld research ahd the fact that
piece rates as reported by the FLS were quite simllar.
The average hourly equivalents on Table 10 are lower than
those reported on the top half of Table 9. This
dlsparity 1s due to the application of different worker
productivity figures to simlilar pilece rates. It appears
the FLS used hligher average worker productlvity figures
to obtain thelr estimates than was found to exlst by the
Rural Manpower Center at Michigan State Unilversity.

For reasons given 1n Appendlx II the figures on
Table 9 are of doubtful precise accuracy, probably being
overstated--especlally those on the top half of the table.
Regardless, they are the only figures avallable and will
be analyzed for whatever value they offer. In 1965 the
crops experlencing the largest wage rate lncreases were
pickles, tomatoes, asparagus, and strawberries on the top
half of Table 9, and strawberries and blueberries on the
bottom half. According to the ES-232 estimates made by
the FLS, pickle wages rose 73 per cent from 1964 to 1965,

This compares with a 6.2 per cent increase in the May-
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October average for all hired workers as reported by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, and a 5.67 per cent
increase for all seasonal workers as reported by the Farm
Labor Service (see Table 8).

If plckle work were substitutable with other crops,
tomatoes should be affected more severely. Tomato wages
increased falirly substantially between 1964 and 1965,
though the ES-=-223 reports did not show this until 1966.
It is noted also that wages in asparagus and strawberries
also increased perceptibly following 1964. Tying these
increases to the termination of the bracero program is
difficult. As noted below, during the 1966 and 1967
seasons the pickle lndustry supplied workers to these
erops, which would tend to weaken wage advances., In 1965
however, thils practice had not developed, and it 1s
doubtful i1f pickle companies were serliously depleting the
ranks of strawberry and asparagus workers during the
spring of 1965. Nor, as reference to Table 7 above indi-
cates, was weather an lmportant factor 1n explaining the
increases 1ln these two crops.

Between 1965 and 1966, plckle wages rose 30,6 per
cent, whlle wages of all hired workers as reported by
ﬁhe USDA rose 9.5 per cent, and wages of seasonal
workers rose 20.2 per cent as reported by the FLS. Thus
it appears that if any "spill-over'" effect resulted from
a reduced labor supply in pickles, it came in 1966 rather
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than in 1965. Supporting this is a substanfial increase
in tomato wages between 1965 and 1966, greater than the
increase for the previous year. Blueberry wages also
increased at a more rapid pace between 1965 and 1966
than in the year earlier.

Supporting expectations, wage rates in both
asparagus and strawberries weakened between 1965 and 1966,
since the plckle companles were helpling supply these crops
with additibnal workers, Wages in the cherry crop through
these years were probably influenced more by the weather
and other factors than by competing plckle companies,.

In 1967, i1t appears that the rate of increase in
wages in most crops slackened from the two previous
years; apples and strawberries may be exceptlions. The
USDA rate for hired workers advanced 6.8 per cent and
FLS figure for all seasonal workers advanced 4.8 per cent,
both less than for the previous year. Thus by 1967 the
adjustment of the labor market to t he reduction in the
supply of braceros may have been completed. Reglonal
directors of the FLS reported that a notlceable change
was evident in 1967 over 1966. Whereas in the previous
year few 1if any "free-wheelers" were around, in 1967

a number of free-wheelling groups came to the state.l

1A number of factors could have led to thilis increase
in avallable supplies of labor in 1967 over 1966:

(1) Workers coming for cherries found little work
due to the reduced yleld and were forced into other crops.

(2) Pickle workers in 1966 returned to the supply
states and spread the word that good money could be earned
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From examining wage rate data on specific crops fol-
lowing 1964, the same inference can be drawn as. was drawn
above for all crops: 1t appears the scarcity of workers in
pickles affected other crops 1in a pattern consistent
with expectations, and in such a way as to question the
exlstence of the stoop labor hypothesis during these

years.

Impacts on Non-Wage Provisions

Fleld research suggested that growers often 1mprove
non-wage provislons of employment before they do wages,
not really viewing these as increased costs., Thus, when
the supply of labor became scarce mid-way through the
1965 migrant season, and especlally between the 1965 and
1966 seasons when the pickie industry openly competed with
other crops for domestlc labor, one might expect IiImprove-
ments in non-wage provisions of employment commensurate

wlith and perhaps preceding wage rate 1lncreases,

in Michigan pickles. This brought more workers to the
state, which, combined with poor yields and disease damage
in pickles in the state, tended to weaken wages for
pickles and other crops.

(3) The federal minimum wage in agriculture was
higher than market-clearing wage rates 1ln several southern
states and this forced workers out of employment in those
states into Michigan and other demand states.

In reference to this last point, Table 6 in Chapter
II will show that the percentage of interstate migrants
in Michigan from Florida increased in 1967, while the.
percentage from Texas decreased. Examlnation of the USDA
composlte wage rate for all agricultural workers 1in these
two states shows that Florida wages were Just under the
$1.00 per hour minimum through October of 1967, while Texas
wages fluxuated around $1.00 per hour.
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Like wage rates, non-wage provisions would be
expected to increase more for all crops in 1966 than 1965,
and then perhaps to slack off in 1967, since the supply
of workers was not qulte as scarce. And like wage rates,
these other allocators would be expected to advance first
in crops competitive with plickles for domestic labor and
then follow in other crops.

The types of non-wage allocators have been set
forth in Chapter II and dlscussed in the context of d4dif-
ferent market situations in Chapter III. The maln ones
other than social'security are houslng and transportation
and loan money. In addiltlon, and depending upon the
scarceness of labor supply, other non-wage provislons are
added: continuity of the work pattern; number of famlly

members employed; fleld conditlons; extra services,

Data for All Crops

Quantitative data are not available for most of the
types of non-wage remuneration. Therefore, for these
provisions subjective observations must be offered. As:
noted above, housing generally improved during the period
under examinatlion. Undoubtedly, a great amount of this
was due to the 1965 Michlgan law enforcing minimum housing
standards. Transportatlion and loan money was offered
far more frequently by the pickle industry following 1964,
primarily because loans were needed in the contracting of

domestics., Fleld reports told of employers glving
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transportation money for the workers' return trip to
assure they would be available for the following season,
In addition, in 1966 and 1967, employers made several
trips to the supply states to both recruit and hold
workers. After the initial recruitment trip, many
employers visited workers a second and third time to
"firm up" commitments, and offer more loan money. It
seems clear that the amount of these non-wage provisions
increased following 1964,

Because the labor supply was relatlively scarce
durlng the years under examination several other non-
wage provisions were offered. Lilke the above provislons
though, llttle quantitative data are avallable. From
conversations with growers and industry personnel, it was
evident that such provisions as fleld conditions, extra
services, and continulty of the work pattern were sub-
stantially increased.

Several pickle employers noted that workers were
taxied between fields and farms much quicker than before.
One pickle grower noted that he allowed hls crew to take
several days off to visit friends.in other parts of the
state, Under conditions of abundant labor suppliles such
a practice would be discouraged, if-not disallowed.

Probably the most frequent "additional" provision
however was the continulty of the work pattern. In years

of abundant labor supplles employers are not under
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pressure to assure workers a contlinued work pattern.
However 1if the supply were scarce then employers would

be under more pressure to offer complete work patterns

in order to retain migrant crews. Numerous employers
testifyed to the fact that they made calls during the
season to other growers seeking work for thelr crews.

And on theilr own farms these employers would "find" work,
in order to discourage any unrest from poor employment
opportunities., The practice of arranging jobs before the
beginning of plckle work in such crops as asparagus and
strawberries also supports this observatilon.

The only good gquantitative data available pertain
to the hours of work by a2ll hired workers in the state.
An examination of these data might glve some 1ﬁdication
of how concerned employers were to keep workers actlively
employed, and thus some indication of this non-wage pro-
vision of employment.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture began reporting

monthly informatlon on hours of work per week for hired

workers in 1965, and these data are graphed for the months

of May to October on the right-hand side of Figure 13.
Data were reported three times yearly (June, September,
December) for hours of work per day for hired workers
until the end of 1961l. Unfortunately no published
series picked up the break between 1961 and 1965. The

.



RSN

Hours/Day Hours/Week
A A
9.7 ¢ 384
oot .|
9.5 1+ 36+
9.4 T 35¢
9.3 ¢ 344
9.2 T 334+
9.1 ¢+ 32+
9.0 4+ 314
8.9 - | 30L
8.8 + 294
8.7 + 281
8.6 4 271
8.5 + 261
5 T I W I I S WY 6?'

1950 1952 195

4 19

56 1958 19

60

1965
(mo. & yr.)

Yy,

Ll . -
56789 r 56 1 } 51056783 10 ?

1966 1967
(mo. & yr.) (mo. & yr.)

Fig. 13.--Hours of work per day and per week for hired workers in Michigan, 1950-61

and 1965-67.

ect



123

figures for the annual June and September average of
the pre-~1962 series are graphed on the left-hand side of
Figure 13.

In a market where labor supplles are scarce the
data should show an upward tendency. It 1s interesting to
note the downward trend for the hours worked per day data
from 1950 to 1961. This perilod, as reference to Table 1
in Chapter I above wlll show, was marked by continually

1 For the more

increasing numbers of Mexican natlonals,
recent perlod these data indicate a mixed trend. 1In

1965 there 1s a rise in hours worked per week in the

late season. A generally upward trend holds throughout
1966. In 1967 the trend is again mixed, moving up except
for the last month recorded.

The analysls of these data would support the find~
ings drawn from the study of wage rate data: {that wages
moved up more significantly in 1966 than 1965, and there
was probably a weakening in the rate of increase for 1967.
The hours of work per week data show an upward trend in
1966 and a mixed trend in 1967.

Beyond these more specific non-wage provislons,

subjective Iinformation obtained in the fleld research

1Simple correlation analysis between hours of work
per day and varlious measures of bracero employment for the
period 1950 to 1964, ylelded significant F values at the
001 level of confldence. 1In all cases the correlatlons
were negative.
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supports the genefal observation that 1966 was a year of
scarcer labor supply than either 1965 or 1967.

Regional dlrectors of the Farm Labor Service reported
that in 1967, growers could cull their work crews, ridding
them of unproductive workers. In 1966, many growers had
to "pamper" workers to keep them from leaving for better
opportunities elsewhere. One regional director noted
that 1967 was the first year he could recall in which
there were no reports of shortages from the various
in-state regions during the migrant season. Such a situa-
tion 1s understandable. Wlith an effective minimum ﬁége
for the first time, and an effective minimum housing
standard, two major allocators in this labor market had
floors. Thus an abundant labor supply could not function
to push wages down, and at the minimum rates growers
could get all the workers they desired; the minimum then
would be at or above the market-clearing wage package

(see Chapter III).

Questionnalre Data

On the questionnaire malled to pickle growers a set
of four questlions were asked to discern changes in non-
wage forms of remuneration (see questionnaire #1l2,
Appendix II):

l2a. Within the last three years have you had °

to give workers a greater guarantee of

constant work before they will work for
you?
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12b, Once workers are wlth you, have you had to
provide more work (on your farm or others)
to make them stay with you?

12c¢, Has there been a hlgher turnover of workers
on your farm within the last three years?

l12d. Have you had to improve workers housing

better than state regulations require to

get enough workers within the last three

years?
A "yes" answer for any question would suggest that non-wage
forms of remuneration had improved following 1964. Number
l2c, the gquestion on turn-over, could show a very abundant
;r very scarce supply siltuation; with many workers avail-
able growers may release and hlre workers more often, and
with a scarce labor supply workers may qult more often
for better opportunitlies elsewhere. In responding to these
questions growers answered "yes," "no," or "no answer,"
The "no answer" response was not considered in the data
reported in Table 1l1l.

These responses are subjective and must be taken

as indications only. The ordinal rank probably is more
important than the cardinal values. Consldering the
ordinal rank, pickle growers viewed an increased turnover
as the major reaction following 1964. In 1965, this may
have been due to the poor quality of wor@era employed,
This observation is supported by the relatively large
number of comments written about thils question stressing

the poor gquallty of workers subsequent to braceros. As

to what actions growers had to take, slightly more
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TABLE 1l.--The number of "yes" responses to non-wage payment
methods on the pickle grower questilonnaire.

Question Total "Yeg" Per Cent
No. Responses Responses of "Yes"
12a 102 37 36%
12b 102 - 34 33
12¢ 102 9 48
l24 91 23 25

indicated they had to glve assurance of continued work
before.workers arrived than to make sure. they had contlnued
work after they arrived. This finding might éuggest,that
workers have had more bargalnlng power in negotilating
employment but lose some of this power once they arrive.
Housing does not appear to be very important as an
inducement when there is a scarce supply of labor.

Some Iinteresting differences from the state per-=
centages result when the data are broken down regionally
within the staté. Table 12 presents data for two regions
wlthin the state, the southwestern corner of the state and
the Bay area at the hand-side of the thumb, both large

plckle growing zav.r'eas.:L The southwestern reglon uses a

1These regilonal data were complled by countles. The
countlies grouped into the southwestern area were: Berrilen,
Cass, St. Joseph, Van Buren, Allegan, and Ottawa. The
countles grouped into the Bay area were: Arenac, Gladwiln,
Midland, Bay, and Saglnaw.
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larger number of migrants in all crops than any other
regioh within the state, and there are several other
crops in thls region peing harvested concurrently with
picklea. The Bav area uses mligrants early for sugar
beets, but plckles is the major employer in the second

half of the summer.

TABLE 12.~-Reglonal responses to questions on non-wage
payment methods.

Question Total Responses "Yeg™" Per Cent
No. Per Region Responses of "Yes"
(Southwestern/Bay)
12a 30/27 15/9 50%/33%
12b 20/26 17/5 57/19
12c 31/26 15/13 48/50
l2d 30/21 9/7 30/33

The responses to the last two questions are roughly
the same for both regions, which could substantiate the
inference that housing seems to be less important to -
workers uniformly. The differences lie in responses to
the first two questions. More growers in the southwestern
region had to promlise continued work and supply continued
work than growers 1in the Bay reglon. One would expect
this in an area like southwestern Michigan, where a number

of crop alternatlves confronted workers. In the Bay area
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alone, growers have had to promlse more continued work
than they have ﬁéd to supply. This 1s seen in the 33
per cent '"yes" response to question 12a, which asked
whether more work had to be promised following 1964,
and the 19 per cent "yes" response to question 1l2b,
which asked whether more work had to be provided. once
workers were on the farm. Wlth fewer work alternatives
for migrants in that region the employers did not have
to provide as much work as promised.

A second group of questions from the questlonnaire
asked what "additional benefits" other than wage rates,
have growers supplied workers in each of the last four
years, 1964-~1967 (see quespionnaire #15 in Appendix II).
The alternatives listed were: houslng, transportatlon
money to Michigan, transportatlon money from Michigan,
loans (credit), insurance, other (explain). The
responses to this question were unsatiasfactory for pur-
poses of evaluatlon. Many growers recelved thelr labor
from the pickle companies and either noted that "the
company takes care of this," or left the question blank.
Of those checking off benefits, loans seemed to be checked
more often in years after 1964. This would be expected
since loans were not necessary prior to 1965 iﬁ recrulting

braceros.



129

Concluslon

The wage data for all crops showed a significant
increase following 1964, and the wage data for specific
crops tended to support tﬁis finding. The data on non-
wage forms of remuneration for all crops are evel less
conclusive, but appear to support the observations drawn
above.

What these observatlons appear to 1ndicate 1ls that
braceros constituted an important numerical factor in the
seasonal labor market, and thelr removal created a sub-
stantlial gap. In an effort to replace them plckle
employers drew workers from other crops, which subse-
quently were forced to increase wages to domestle workers.
In reference to Figure 11 above, this suggests that the
relevant supply curve wlth bracerocs was S'S'. The
question remains however, what was the speciflc supply
response of the domestic migrant labor force in Michigan

plckles following 19647

Supply Response

The purpose of this section is (1) to percelve
the supply response of domestic migrants to lncreased
wages in Michigan pickles following 1964, and (2)
determine whether this response (or lack thereof) will
support the stoop labor hypothesis. 1In order to view
the employment response, the recruitment experience of

the pickle industry following 1964 is briefly reviewed.
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In the winter of 1965, there was considerable doubt
about the possibile availabllity of braceros. At least
two large plckle employers sought domestic migrants from
Texas early in the season, and reported that they suffered
no labor problems during the year. Most employers however
waited untll the late spring and early summer before
trylng to recrult workers, after most domestlcs from the
large labor pool of the southern supply states had made
commitments.

When it became clear that the Secretary of Labor
would not authorize braceros under PL-414 as easily as
had been done before, the employers and the Farm Labor
Service sought domestic workers wllling to do pilckle
work from a number of different sources., Many of the
workers contacted were not customarlily a part of the
agricultural labor force.1 One such effort was the A~team
program, desligned to enlist high school athletes (A)
in both a financlal and conditioning opportunity. The
teams used rarely were composed of athletes however and
generally were poor youth from the cilties.

It seems safe to conclude that most of the specilal

recrultment efforts. during 1965 fell far short of their

1For a review of some of these efforts see Charles
A, Hill, "The Hills Echoed the Call . . . Moblle Recruit-
ment of Agricultural Workers," Employment Service Review,
3 (January, 1966), 5.
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goals.1 Many of the workers recruited lasted only a
short time and then elther quit or were released. In
general, the productivity of the workers obtained was
far inferior to the braceros. From information supplied
on the questionnaire sent to pickle'growers, it 1s
possible to construct worker productivity estimates for
each year, 1964 to 1967. Questionnaire #17 asked for
the number of workers employed in an average week during
harvest for each year. By finding the average number of
employees per farm for each year, and then dlviding this
figure into the average hérvested acreage per farm
(questionnaife #8), the number of acres per worker can
be approximated. This estimate provided the followlng
figures: 1964-~1,34 acres/worker; 1965--0.93; 1966--1.06;

lOther reasons contrlbuted to the lack of recrultment
success experienced by pickle companies in 1965:

a. Falling to blid for the more professlional
Mexican-Americans early in the winter, the pickle com-
panies were forced to bid for southern whites and blacks,
many of whom had little stoop labor experlence and lacked
the economic and socilologlcal incentive to migrate to
other parts of the country.

b. The pickle industry had developed a mentality
which provided a negative psychological set to effective
recruitment. On the one hand, the industry had not had
to flght the rigors of recrulting for over a decade. The
companies were products of a lax administrative control
over PL-78, where almost unlimited numbers of braceros
could be obtalned at a given constant cost, and they grew
soft under such subsidy. On the other hand, the pickle
companles had become accustomed to treating workers 1in a
way that made recruitment of domestics difficult; braceros
were captlive laborers and did not requlre speclal handling.

¢.. The housing offered by the companles often was
barracks-style and not sultable to many domestlic workers,
especlally Mexlcan-American familles.

d. Many of the workers contacted were quite reluc-
tant to accept plckle work, due to its low wage status in
the past. -
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1967--1.15. These findings are supported by numerous
comments wrltten on the questionnalre and made durlng
interviews. The workers obtained in 1965 were far
inferior to braceros in productivity. These findings
also suggest that the domestic workers recruited in 1966
and 1967 were inferior to braceros as well, which might
be explained by the presence of women and children in
the work crews of the Mexican-Americans used 1ln these
two years.

Due to the poor recruitment success in the early
summer of 1965, pickle companies were forced to seek
other workers once the harvest period began. In these
efforts they sought workers from non-pickle crops 1n
Michigan and surrounding states, thus tapping the regular
migrant labor market. As the plckle harvest began,

Crop Area Supervisors of the Farm Labor Service 1n
western Michigan reported pickle recruiters "on the
streets and in the orchards" trying to obtain workers.
A number of migrants were obtalned in thls way, however
worker supplles were stlll inadequate to gather the
entlire harvest. Some flelds simply went unharvested
and other fields were harvested less frequently‘than
normal, ylelding larger frult and consequent lower
returns,

In 1966 and 1967, pilckle recruiters traveled south

during the winter recruitment period and contracted wlth
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domestic workers, primarily Mexlcan-Americans, to work
the pickle fields. Unlilke earlier years, when employers
had to "go through the motions" in order to qualify for
braceros, 1ln these two years the recrulters carried out
"sositive" recruitment. They offered the migrants higher
wages and lmproved working conditions, and most
importantly, a guarantee of continued work through most
of the summer season. As mentloned above, to carry
through on these promises the plckle companies arranged
work for the migrants early in the season in asparagus
and strawberrles on the western side of the state, and
also found odd jobs later when pickle picking slowed.

As a result of these efforts most growers in 1966 and
1967 recelved adequate supplies of domestlcs,

It should be noted that many of the workers
approached 1in 1966 and 1967 were the same domestic
migrants who had come to Michigan in earller years to
work in crops other than pickles. When offered higher
wages and a more continuous work pattern, these migrants
accepted pilckle work. Thus these workers were completely

substitutable with workers in other Mlichigan crops.

Market Analysis

The situation in the pickle labor market of
Michigan can be seen 1n Figure 14, where DD was the
demand curve for harvest labor in 1964, and S'S* the

relevant supply curve wlth the presence of braceros.
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Fig. 14.--Demand for and supply of pickle workers
insﬁhe seasonal labor market of Michigan agriculture,
1964,

In 1964, qy was 16,300 workers and q, was 3,500 workers,
the peak number of all workers and domestics respectively,
as reported by the Farm Labor Service on August 1l5th.

It is possible to assume the demand schedule for
domestics in 1964 was actually D'D'. Thus there would
be a large increase in this demand curve in 1965 and
years. following, perhaps approaching DD. With the
removal of the braceros in 1964, then S'S' no longer
was the supply curve facing the pilckle industry. If
the stoop labor hypothesls were true, SS would be the
relevant supply curve. If the stoopllabor hypothesis
were not true then the relevant supply would be some

curve S"S", more elastic than SS.
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If there were no change in the demand and supply
conditions in this market between 1964 and 1965, then
the DD curve would remain the demand curve and elther
SS or S"S" would be the supply curve. The more likely
case however, is that both demand and supply condltions
changed between the two years. In the case of demand,
the DD curve assumes a given number of employers with a
given scale of plant, as well as gilven expectatlons
concerning such things as worker productivity. If
braceros were not expected in 1965, or if wages were
expected to be higher, or if worker productivity were
expected to be low, then no doubt DD would shift to the
left. Thils would result because some employers would
drop out of the market and others would change thelr
scale of plant. Supporting this tendency would be the
adaptation of new technology by employers. The more
likely position of the demand curve in 1965 therefore,
would be some curve D1D1 on Figure 15, to the left of
DODO‘

As for the supply curve, there 1s simllar doubt
that this schedule would have remained unchanged.
During the period between 1964 and 1965, and within
the 1965 season, there were factors tending to push SS
(or S"S") in both directions. On the one hand, durlng
the mid-1960's there were steady improvements in the.

general economy, and thus likely increasing opportunity
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Fig. 15.~<=Demand for and supply of plckle workers
in 1965, considering posslble changes 1ln demand and supply.

costs to farm employment, whether from non-farm employment
opportunities or non-employment opportunities such. as
retraining. The effect of rising non-farm opportunity
costs would push the relevant supply curve leftward.

Ori the other hand, several forces may. have been
operating to push the relevant supply curve to the right.
In recruitment during 1965, employers tapped segments
of the general labor force previously not. approached for
farm work, for example the youth in the A-teams and
several southern regions. In addltion, some domestilc
migrants may have stayed away from pickles before 1965

because it was a "bracero crop," and in 1965 entered
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this segment of the agricultural labor market.1

Another
force pushing the supply curve to the right would result
from decgreasing opportunity costs facing members of the
agricultural labor force, brought on by technology
advances in crops other than plckles; 1f, for example,
more cherry trees were shaken in 1965 over 1964, then
workers normally doing cherry work would be freed to do
pilckle work.

The net effect of these contradiCting'forces would
be difficult to gauge. For 1965, it i1s probably doubtful
that decreasing opportunlty costs from an increasing
technology were greater than lncreasing opportunity costs
from non-farm employment. However, the fact that pre-
viously untapped segments of the general labor force
were approached might have served to push the relevany
supply curve to the right, eilther to Slsl or SES{,
on Filgure 15, Consequently, the equlilibrilum points
between demand and supply in 1965 were likely to be
either points ¢ or d, rather than points a.or b, on.

Figure 15.

Elasticity Measurement: 1964-1965

What were the relevant magnitudes in 1964 and

1965? Table 13 presents wage and employment estimates

1See Mamer, "The Use of Foreign Labor," 1207-1208,
and the discussion in Chapter III above, under "Bracero
Program."
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TABLE 13.--Estimated peak employment of domestilic pilckle
workers in Mlichigan and estimated average hourly earnings
of all pickle workers in Michigan, 1964-1967.

Measure. 1964 1965 1966 1967

Estimated peak
domestic
employment 3,466 11,600 16,500 18,533

4 change/year 235% 43% 12%
Estimated average. '

hourly earnings $0.907 $1.57 $2.05 —
4 change/year 73% 31% -_—

Source: Michiéan Farm Labor Service, Michigan Farm Labor
Report: Post Season (Detroit, Michigan).

for the pickle labor market of Michigan between 1964 and
1967. These figures are prepared by the Farm Labor
Service of Michigan as explained in Appendix II. The
wage data are the same as those reported on the top half
of Table 9 above, based upon ES-232 reports. As noted
tﬁere, these flgures may be overstated for the years
following 1964. The employment figures are estimated
peak employment during the season in plckles, as reported
in Table 5 above, \

Unfortunately, the worst data available are employ-
ment data. These data are not controlled for error, have
a teﬁdency to be overstated, and are subjJect to politiqal
manipulatioﬁ. In 1965 espécially, Crop Area Supervisors
may have been inclined to inflate,eatimﬁtes in order

to make their recrultment efforts appear successful, A
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special problem in 1965 was the decline in productivity.
Undoubtedly the figure for employment in 1965 was the
number of workers 1ln the flelds: a body count. But
as suggested, the productivity of the workers was far
below that of the workers in 196“,

Recognizing the difficultles it 1s stlill possilble
to apply a crude elastlicity measure to these flgures,

Elasticlty measures the change in quantlty supplied

resulting from a wage change. There 1ls a clear lncrease.

in wages to plckle workers between 1964 and 1965. An
l1deal measure however, should hold the supply curve
constant in viewlng the quantity effects of the wage
increase. As suggested aone, the relevant supply curve
did change, perhaps shifting out.

The appropriate method of estimating elasticity

would be an arc measurement rather than a point measure-

ment, because of the large 1lncrease in wages. The measure

is as follows, with the appropriate magnitudes from

Table 13:
d279;  WoW1 _ 11,600 - 3,466 1.57 - 0.91 _ , 03'
q2+ql w2+wl 11,500 + 3,466 1.57 + 0.91 tEae

This 1s an elastic supply response to the higher wage
offers. If the wage figure for 1965 was overstated,
this would. make the measurement even more elastic. If

the employment estimate was overstated, this would make
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the elastlcity measurement lower, or more inelastic.

It is'possible to control partially for the decline in
worker productivity in 1965. The estimates of produc-
tivity reported above from the questionnaire were 1.34
acres per man in 1964, and 0.93 in 1965; the 1965

figure is 69 per cent of the 1964 figure. Therefore,

to control for productivity the 1965 employment estimate
of the FLS can be reduced by this amount: 0.69(11,600)
= 8,000 workers of equivalent productivity in 1965. The

new elastliclity measurement then yellds:

8,000 - 3,466 1.57 - 0.91

B“m T 3’ " + SOl = 10"9-

Again this. is an elastic response. There 1ls no way
possible to control for the overstatement 1n employment,
but any overstatement would be off-set somewhat by an
overstatement of the wage estlimate.

How should this elasticity measurement be inter-
preted? What it purports to show 1s the slope of the
supply curve of domestlc labor to Michigap plckles., As
noted, to ideally measure the slope there should be no
shift in the supply curve of domestlics between 1964 and
1965, the period from which the data are drawn. It 1is
poséible however that the supply curve may have been
shifting out, like S,, S,, or 83 on Figure. 16, and the

measurement perceived a composite suppiy curve Su.
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Resolving this possibllity 1s important, if the
elasticity measurement 1ls to be used to evaluate the

stoop labor hypothesls.

wage A

Employment

Fig. 16.-~Demand for and supply of seasonal
workers in Michigan pickles for 1965, considering
supply curve shifts.

Gallardo and Fisher, both quoted above 1in Chapter
ITI to support the stoop labor hypothesls, argued the
exlstence of an inelastic (or perhaps backward-bending)
supply curve within the context of an ongolng season—-
although, as noted, it would not be difficult to extend
their argument to between two seasons. Therefore, to
use the above elasticity measurement to reflect on the

nature of the relevant supply curve, SS or S"S" on
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Figure 14 above, one‘must discern whether what is belng
measured 1is between seasons or within an ongoing season.
Several pickle employers did go to Texas early in
the 1965 season and recruit workers. Therefore, a
portion of the employment figure for 1965 was of the
"betweén seasons'" category. However most of the workers
employed in the 1965 pickle harvest were obtalned within.
that ongolng season, after workers had made work commit-
ments. It was late 1ln the season, even after the start
of the pickle harvest, when many employers sought
domestic workers. Clearly, these workers were recruited
within the season. To estimate the number of workers
recrulted this way 1s not possible, though it surely would
be over half of the peak plckle employment for the year.

As mentlioned above, 1n the revilew of the recruit-
ment experience for these years, many of the workers
approached in 1965 were not members of the agricultural
labor force in previous. years. This would tend to shift
the relevant supply curve out to elther 82 or S3 on
Figure 16. However many of these workers qult or were
released, and not that many may have been in the.FLS
estimates for August 15th as reported in Table 13.

To draw some definite conclusions from this attempt
to ﬁeasure the elasticlty of the supply curve of do-
mestic migrants to Michigan pickles, is.difficult; there
1s a consilderable ldentification problem. The
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conclusions must remain tentative therefore, due to the
many factors changing. However, 1t does seem fairly
clear that the employment response to higher wages was
not highly inelastic, or even negative, as suggested

by the stoop labor hypothesis. Thus there is no clear
support for the hypothesis and there appears to be a
serious questioning of 1t, if the measurements obtained

are at all realistic.

Elasticity Measurement: 1965-1966

It 1s possible to apply a simllar elasticity
measurement to the 1965-1966 period. Using the wage and
employment estimates from Table 13, the arc measurement

ylelds the following figures:

16,500 - 11,600 2.05 - 1,57 _ 1.08
Like the measurement made above for the 1964-1965 period,
this one also 1s elastic.l It must be made clear that
this periocd is one of between season recrultment, when
pickle companles sought workers early before they had
made other work commitments. Therefore, the possibility
of the supply curve shifting in one direction or the

other 1s obvious.

lIf the worker productivity estlmates from the
questionnalire were included, the measurement found would
be even more elastic. From 1965 to 1966, worker pro-
ductivity increased, which means that the reported
employment change between these years understated the
actual change. :
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In 1966, several factors were operating which may
have affected the supply curve. On the one hand,
undoubtedly there were decreaslng opportunity costs in
other Michlgan crops arising from increasing mechaniza-
tion. Both blueberry bushes and cherry trees were belng
shaken. 1In addition, some strawberry acreage was belng
moved out of the state to the Southwest and Mexilco.

These forces would shift the supply curve of domestics
willing to do pickle work to the right. At the same time
the general economy was continuing to improve and thereby
absorb workers from the ranks of agricultural labor; thils
force would push the supply curve back to the left,

In 1966 also, an additional factor may have. been
operating to push the relevant supply curve out to the
right. In that year, in order to obtain domestics, the
pickle companies arranged work in other crops prior to
pickles, and generally gave migrants assurance of con-
tinued work 1i1f they would harvest pickles., It might be
possible to interpret this as more than a simple wage
increase: that workers really were being offered an
entlirely new type of inducement, If so, 1t would not be
possible to compare the 1966 experience with earlier
years, for the result of the "continued work pattern"
offéred would be numerous new workers willing to accept
plckle employment: an obvious increase in the supply

curve.,
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The pilckle industry of Michigan argued that
domestic migrants would not do the difficult pickle work,
whether approached within an ongoing season or between
seasons. Indeed, prior to 1965, the industry supposedly
had not been able to recrulit domestics at the start of
each new season~-thus, between seasons. Therefore, to
find an elastic supply response to higher wages between
1965 and 1966 would seem to deny the valldity of the.
Industry's position. Thils conclusion would follow whether
the increased offer was a simple wage rate or continual
work pattern. The industry argued that domestics
simply would not do the work; and the experlence 1n
seasons following 1965 showed that they would.

Fisher and Gallardo argued that the labor force of
agricultufe was a falrly established number of workers.
If wages were increased there would not be many workers
drawn from without, and those workers within the labor
force would not offer much additional work--and some of
them might even drop out of employment. The experience
between the 1965 and 1966 seasons could be entirely
compatible with t@ia argument. If there were decreasing
opportunity costs in 1966, arising from such forces as
increasing mechanization in non-pickle crops, and thereby
releésing workers from these crops, then this would swell
the numbers of workers willing to do pick1e work as the

only alternative, Thilis possibility 1s not inconsistent
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with Flsher and Gallardo. But the findings for the years
1964 to 1967 also suggested that increased wage offers
in Mlchigan plckles eliclted a positive work response
from members of the agricultural labor force. Many of
the Mexican-American families used in 1965-1967 were
more than willing to have the women and children work.
Thls observation questions part of the conceptual frame-
work of these earlier studles.

The wage figures for 1967 were not supplied by the
Farm Labor Servlice and thus no elasticlty measurement was
made for that year. As Table 13 1indicates, the number
of domestics employed increased even beyond employment in
1966; and information from the questionnalre indicated
these workers were slightly more productive than for the
previous year. Observatlion of the wage rates pald, as
reported on the pickle grower questionnaire (Table 10
above), suggests that there was very little increase 1in
wages between 1966 and 1967. It is probable, therefore,
that the "between season" supply response from 1966 to

1967 was again elastic.

Conclusions

Ags seen 1n the previous section, the slignificant
wage: Increase for all crops in the state following 1964,
suggested that workers in non-pickle crops were affected
by the scarcity in pickles; that i1s, workers in non-

pickle crops could be drawn into pilckle work. The
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information and analysis of this section suggested that
strong support for the stoop labor hypothesis, on the
basls of the supply response of domestics to higher
wages, clearly was lacking. The 1nference from some
crude elasticity measurements was that the supply curve
of domestics to Michlgan pickles mgy.have been elastic,
However, 1t 1s recognized that an identification problem
existed in trying to isolate the relevant supply curve,

and the conclusions are only indications.



CHAPTER V

ACREAGE AND CAPITAL ADJUSTMENTS

The higher wage offers for domestlc migrants by
the Michigan pickle industry in 1965 and 1966 appear to
have elicited a relatively elastlic labor supply response.
This finding provided some evidence that the stoop labor
hypotheslis may not have held during these years, at
least for the pickle industry. By examining the
adjustments in acreage and capital substitution 1in
thls chapter, 1t may be posslble to shed further light
on the validity of the hypothesis.

It 1s possible to extend the stoop labor hypothesis
beyond what it argued about the supply curve of domestic
migrants, Tﬁis corollary, as.lt were, suggests that the
affected employers would have to pay qulte high wages to
attract domestics to stoop labor tasks. Financlally
they would not be able to do this, perhaps 1in the short
run, but surely in the long run, and thus would either
stop producing the crop or substitute capital for labor,
If the stoop labor hypothesis were true, then the amount
of these secondary adjustments would be greater than if

the supply response of domestlcs were more elastic., By

148
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examining these adjustments therefore, some further
evidence may be obtalned.

An examination of acreage changes and substitution
of capital for labor inputs really gives evidence of the

1 Uslng these adjustments to

demand elasticity for labor.
.reflect on the supply elasticity must be done in light of
this fact. For example,.by restricting the analysis to
the pickle industry, and then perhaps finding only a small
acreage adjustment, one could merely find that the |
demand curve for plckle labor was relatively 1lnelastic.
Table 14 shows the possible labor supply reactions to a
wage increase in the form of a small matrix. As a result
of the wage increase, if the supply curve were lnelastic
and the demand curve elastic, thls would lead to the
greatest decrease in domestic employment in the long run
(or least elastic increase in the short run). If the
demand curve were lnelastlic and the supply curve elastic
thls would yleld the least severe decrease 1in the long

run (or most elastic increase in the short run). The
acreage and substitution effects would follow from these
labor supply adjustments; a large employment decrease
would accompany either large acreage decreases or large-

scale capltal substitution, and a small employment

1Three majJor forces would seem to affect the
elasticity of labor demand: (1) possibility of capital
substitution; (2) transfer of the land to other uses, or
possible transference of pickle acreage to other states;
(3) elasticity of the product demand.
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decrease would accompany smaller changes 1n acreage and

capital substitution.

TABLE 14,-~Matrix of possible employment responses to
condlitions of supply and demand elastleclty and inelas-
ticity, in Michigan pilckles.

elastic inelastic

supply supply
elastic moderate greatest
demand decrease decrease
lnelastic least moderate
demand decrease decregse

It is possible moreover, that 1f the demand for
pickle workers were relatively inelastic, the increased
wages would affect crops with a more elastlc demand more
severely than pickles. If so, to examine only pickles
would not turn up sufficient evidence. It must be
recognlized however, that proponents. of the stoop labor
hypothesls contended that the resulting adjustments upon
acreage and capltal substitution would be in the affected

crop--namely pickles.1 This was true becauge domestic

- luIp termination [of bracero use] came after plant-
ing time, a most probable effect would be substantlal
abandonment of crops: 1f before, conslderable transference.
of' lands to less labor-intensive crops, or out of produc-
tion, and ultimately, mechanization and/or diversification."
Gallardo, "An Evaluation of U.S. Department of Labor
Policy," 76.
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migrants would not entef the stoop labor tasks, and thus
these tasks were not substltutable wlth non-stoop labor
tasks (say cherry picking).l Therefore, to examine
acreage and capltal substitutlion adjustments in pickles
will help evaluéte the hypothesis.

As the analysis below will show, there have been
adjustments in acreage and capital substitution 1in
plckles, involving an lncreased mechanization, and sur-
prisingly, an Increased acreage. At the same time, the
' industry appears to be preparing for a shift of acreage
out of the state to selected southern stateﬁ. In addi-~
tion to these two questlons a third one will be con-
fronted, one raised in the course of the study: what was
the effect of the termination of bracero use upon the

retail price of pickles?

Acreage Changes

Acreage Changes Within
Michigan

When the Congress terminated PL-78, and the

Secretary of Labor refused to supply braceros under
PL-414, several cries heard frequently from the pickle
industry were, (1) acreage would be left unharvested in

the field, and (2) there would be serious reductions 1in

lIt should. be remembered that the analysls of wage
changes i1n Chapter IV above suggested that a good amount
ofsﬁubstitution of workers among crops did occur following
1964,
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pickle acreage for the state, The first predictlon was
borne out partlally, though not on the scale forecasted.
There 1s no sound method of measuring the production
lost, Of the 17,600 acres planted in 1965, the U.S.
Department of Agrliculture reported 16,300 were harvested,
a drop not uncharacterlstic of years when braceros were
used. However the value of the harvested acreage would
be a better indicator of the degree of damage, since
reportedly the shortage in harvest labor affected the
size of plckles harvested. The USDA also reported
estimates of value, but their definitions changed in
1965 in a way making comparisons with earlier years
virtually impossible. Numerous reports from the fileld
in 1965 stated that the value of production was seriously
affected.1
As for the second prediction, that pilckle acreage

would be reduced for the state, in 1965 there was a
reduction in planﬁed acreage from the previous year. As
Secretary of Labor W. Willard Wirtz noted:

There was a wider variety of changes in particular

harvests 1in particular areas, most notably a large

reduction in the plckling cucumber harvest in

Michigan (although 1965 production for the nation
as a whole was very near the 1964 figure).2

lsee the "Final Report of the Michigan Farm Labor
Panel," in Secretary of Labor, Year of Transltion:
Seasonal Farm Labor, 1965.

2

Ibid., 16,
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No doubt the planted acreage for the state would have.
been less, were the many growers not expecting braceros
in the spring of 1965. In 1966, the USDA reported a
planted acreage of 20,900 acres, above the year earlier
but below the previous decade's average for the state.
In 1967 however, planted acreage increased to 29,400
acres, clearly consistent with levels exlsting prior

to 1965, The fairly obvious concluslon is that the
higher wage rates in years following 1964 did not lead
to large acreage reductions, and this infers that the
supply response of domestics was not so limited as to
close out further production of pleckles., A complete
analysis of the higher acreage in 1967 however, must
awalt the discusslon of capital substitution, slince a
large part of the increased acreage was for mechanical

harvesting.

Interstate Relocatlon of Acreage

Another prediction made by the pilckle industry in
1965 was that removal of the braceros would cause pro-
cessors to transfer production to states other than
Michigan--notably the South--where labor costs were
relatively less expensive. If the stoop labor hypothesis
held and if the cost of transferring acreage were not
too great then a falrly large transference might be.
expected. Table 15 and Figure 17 present two sets of
data: the absolute production of plckles for Michigan



TABLE'IS.--Total pickle production of the U.S., Michigan, and regional state blockings,
and Michigan and reglonal state blockings as a percentage of U. S.-production, 1950-67.

s

Michigan Prod. Northern Prod. Southern Prod. Western Prod.

Year U.S. Prod. real 4 real % real g real y 4
------------- (1000 bushels) = = = = = = = =« = = = =

1941-50 8.8 2,0 23.0%

1951 11.5 2.9 25.0

1952 13.8 3.5 26.5

1953 13.8 3.4 24.5

1954 12.7 3.1 24,5

1955 13.0 3.6 27.9

1956 13.5 3.8 28.2

1957 15.4 4.8 31.3

1958 14,9 4.1 27.9

1959 14,1 4.6 32,6

1960 14,5 4.3 29.4

1961 17.1 5.7 31.9 9.5 53.5% 5.0 28.2% 3.3 18.3%

1962 17.1 5.0 29.3 8.0 7.2 6.1 35.7 2.9 17.1

1963 19.6 5.7 28.9 9.8 g 4 6.7 34.0 3.2 16.6

1964 17.8 4,8 27.2 8.5 47.5 6.3 35.3 3.1 17.2

1965 18.6 3.9 21.3 8.2 3.9 T.2 38.6 3.3 17.5

1966 22,2 5.1 23.0 10.5 47,2 7.8 35.2 3.9 17.6

1967 24,5 4,9 20,0 10.0 41.0 10.0 41,0 4,6 19.0

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Statistical Reporting Service, Vegetables--
Processing.

haT
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and regional blockings. of states, and these same figures
as a percentage of total U.S. production of pilckles.

As these figures.indlcate plckle production for the
U.38.-has been steadily iﬁcreasing and, if anything, has
.«dnoreased at a more rapid rate since 1964. Michigan pro-
duction however, appears to peak about 1961-1963, and
trend downward thereafter. As a percentage of total U.S. -
production, Michigan experienced. a peak in 1959, with the
graph falling off following that year, and there could be
an acceleration in the decrease following 1964. Using
this graph it 1s Interesting to note that Michigan's
plckle production grew as a per cent of total U.S. pro-
duction from 1954 to 1959, and then began a decline. In
1958, the U.S. Department of Labor started enforcing
stricter standards on the use of braceros by the pickle
industry in Michigan, and in 1962, "adverse effect"
determinations were flrst implemented. These adminis-
trative steps made braceros more.coétly than earlier and
appear to have been a cause contributing to the decline
of Michigan pickle production as a percentage of U.S.
production. Referring again to this graph, the reduction
in the northern region 1s belng made up by a slight
increase in the western region and a falrly substantlal
increase in the southern reglon.

These data i1ndicate that Michigan had been declining
in 1ts percentage of U.S. total production since the
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early 1960's, and the post-1964 experience continued this
trend and perhaps accelerated 1t slightly. As labor

costs to fhe.industry rose in the 1960's, two alternatives
were open: mechanizatlon and/or transference. of acreage
to states where labor costs were lower., As wlll be seen,
the alternative of mechanlzation has been undertaken, but
has not shown clear profitablility. Thus the industry
turned also to the second of the two alternatives.

The movement of Michlgan plckle processors to
southern statesl for green stock has been a result of two
major factors: (1) an increasing retail demand for
fresh-pack pickles, thus favorlng a longer growling season
than Michigan can provide; (2) increasing labor costs in
Michigan as compared wlith southern states. As the retall
demand for fresh-pack plckles lncreased, Michigan pro-
cessors. began contracting acreage in southern states 1n
order to lengthen the processing perlod for fresh green
stock (see Appendix I). Thus even had labor costs
remained. unchanged some movement of plckle production out
of Michigan would have occurred.

The predominant type of contractling in the South is

on small famlily farms, sometlimes less than one acre per

1The western pickle industry largely can be neglected
here. The northern and southern states compete for the
market east of the mountalins and great plains. The
western states falrly well control thelr own market since
transportation expenses preclude eastern competition.
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grower, with each famlly supplyling the labor. The green
stock 1s then trucked to the plants in Michigan for
processing. Under such arrangements processors are
absolved from handling labor, and even when non-family
labor 1s needed the costs often are lower in southern
states. Also under such contractling arrangements proces-
sors can "over-contract," by signing contracts for more
acreage than the processing plants will handle, assuming
average ylelds. Since ylelds are very uncertaln on such
small acreages there 1s an economic incentive to do this
in order to assure that enouéh green stock wlll be
avallable. And in the event large ylelds result it is
possible for processors to shift the cost of surplus pro-
duction back to the growers. Thils can be done by reject-
Ing green stock for minor difficultles; 1f a few growers
were to be angered their loss would not amount to much
acreage in the followling year.

Offsetting these favorable factors for transferring
acreage are several factors favoring Michlgan. Probably
most important 1s the fact that expenslve processing
facllities became located in the state durlng the
bracero perlod, and this bulilds 1n a definite blas to
Michigan production because of the transportation cost
of trucking green stock long distances. Some processors
contend that a Michigan pickle.processes better than those

grown in other states. Finally, 1f mechanical harvesting
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could become economically profitable then this should
favor Michligan because of the need for large acreages and
controlled growing conditions, factors which a number of

Michligan growers can deliver.

Conclusions

The conclusion which can be drawn 1s that a large
shift in acreage to the South following 1964 did not
occur. Perhaps there was a slight acceleration in a shift
which had already begun, due to the need for green stock
for longer perilods of time, but there was no large shift
as mlght be inferred from the stoop labor argument.
Obviously the transference wlll be drawn out over
several years, due to the fixed nature of capiltal in
Michigan, in the form of processing facllitles and
marketing arrangements.

The implications of this analysis for the long run
demand for domestic migrants are not entlirely clear. If
processors were to lncrease the transference of acreage
to the South then migrant work opportunities in Michigan
plckles would dry up; and this would have rather serious
implications for other Michligan crops, due to the crucial
position of the pickle crop in the sequence of the migrant.

season. 1

1If pilckle companlies bring fewer workers up, then
under present arrangements fewer workers willl be avallable
to asparagus and strawberry growers. If plckle work drops
out of the migrant pattern then a big hole 1s created,
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Capltal Substltution Changes

Hand labor is used at both the pre-harvest and
harvest perlods 1n plckle productlon, and there are
posslible ways of substituting non-labor means of produc-
tion during both periods, given present technology. The
economlc feasibllity of this capital substitution is not
clearly established however.

During the pre-harvest period the pickle plant must
be trained and the weeds removed. The most feasible non-
labor means of control appears to be newer plant varieties--
which grow more like a small bush than a sprawling vine--
and chemical weed control. The new plant varileties also
are lntended to allow for much greater plant populatlons
per acre, which serves to make capltal substitution
durlng the harvest perlod possible.

Two approaches towards eliminating hand. labor from
the harvest perlod are possible. One 1s the use of a
mechanlcal harvester which completely replaces hand labor
except for machine personnel. The other involves the use
of picking alds. This method conflilcts with worker desires
to pick by hand during condiltions of a scarce labor supply.
Individual workers often can earn more picking by hand

than picking communally, as the picking alds require.

adding to the hole being opened by sugar beet mechanization.
Apparently the cherry harvester 1ls developed sufficiently

to handle larger percentages of the harvest of that crop.
The concurrence of these factors could dry up the work
pattern sufficiently to make Michigan less favorable as a
migrant state.
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Mechanical harvesting then 1s attracting the major
attention in the industry. As Appendix I indicates, the
necessary factors making economically feaslible the wide-
spread adoption of mechanical harvesting, are larger
yilelds per acre and an effectlve weed control chemical.

Prior to 1965 a few once-over mechanical harvesters
were tested by varilous pickle companies on experimental
fields, with no real economic profits expected. In 1965
and - 1966 however some acreage was planted with the expecta-
tion of harvesting it mechanlcally for profit. Almost all
fields harvested only with a machine involved economic
loss because Insufficlent yields were obtalned. Thus 1n
1967 machines were used largely after laborers had picked
a fleld two or three times, and not all of these attempts
were profitable. An indication of the unsure profltability
is seen in the fact that several companies either had to
rent land to obtain sufficlent acreage for use of their
machines or assure growers a set fee per acre regardless
of the value of production.

To galn an ldea of the rate of adaptation of the.
industry to machines, the questlionnalre sought information
on the amount of acreage harvested mechanically 1n. each
of the three years following 1964 (see questionnaire #23
in Appendix II). The responses indicated the percentage.
of acreage harvested mechanlically doubled each year from

1965 to 1967, rising from 5.3 per cent of harvested
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acreage in 1965, to 10.9 per cent in 1966,:L to 20.7
per cent in 1967. These figures undoubtedly contain
cases of mechanical harvesting after several hand pickings
and thus the percentage of total production mechanically
harvested may not match the percentage of acres that
harvesters covered. The posslbility of over-estimatlon
of mechanlization adaptation is reinforced to some extent
by the fact that the responses to the questionnalre
generally were blased towards growers who would be more
likely to use harvesters. The reason for this 1s that the
questlionnalre responses probably included a higher per-
centage of larger growers than exlsted 1n the population
for the stgte; and these same larger growers were probably
more likely to use mechanlical harvesters. It is doubtful
that the rate of increase will be matched in 1968, although
some Iincrease is expected. Large~scale adoptlion must
awalt further developments 1n plant technology.

The questlionnalre also provided informatlon on the

increasing use of weed control chemical and irrigation,

1Region V of the U.S. Bureau of Employment Security,
Farm. Labor Servlce, estimated that roughly 2,000 acres of
Michigan pickles would be mechanically harvested in 1966.
This prediction was made at the end of the 1965 season,
based on talks with processing firms. According to USDA
reports, the planted acreage in 1966 was 20,900 acres and
the harvested acreage was 19,600, making the 2,000 figure
roughly 10 per cent of planted and harvested acreage.
See USDL, BES, FLS, "Region V Labor Developments, 1965;
Michigan Pickle Harvest" (internal USDL mimeographed
report, December, 1965), 31.
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forms of capital substitutlon for pre~harvest as well as
harvest labor (see questionnaires #18 and 21 in Appendix
II). The questlons asked for specific information about
amount of ﬁse, but the responses were largely checks of
whether there ﬁas use or not, Thus the only lindicatlon
posslble 1s the number of growers using weed control and.
irrigation in each year., Table 16 lists the "yes"
responses as pegcentages of all usable gquestionnaires for

each year, 1964-1967.

TABLE 16.-=Number of users of weed control chemical and
irrigation in Michigan pickles, 1964-1967.

Measure 1964 1965 1966 1967
Weed control chemical

% yes 16.7% 25.0% 23.6% 28.0%
Irrigation

% yes 17.7 14.3 21.5 25.6

In both cases there 1s an 1lncreasing amount of use
in later years, though not as great an lncrease as for
mechanical harvesting. When the amount of use. ls broken
down by region within the state the southwestern region
includes fér more growers using both weed control chemical
and irrigation than growers in other reglons. There 1is
virtually no irrigating done in the east-state area and

very little Iln the mid-state area. Similariy, only a
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small amount of weed control chemlcal use is found in the
east and mid-state areas,.

Concluslions based on these findings can only be
tentatlive. As mentloned above, an increased amount of
capital substitution can reflect the elasticity of demand
as well as the inelasticity of labor supply. A rate of
increase 1n the adaptatlion of mechanical harvesting of
50 per cent a year from 1965 to 1967, certainly appears
to be a rapid lincrease. By itself this fiﬁding could
suggest that the supply response might have beenl'limited
emough (and wages high enough) to encourage capital sub-
stitution.

| As has been seen in the previous section however, this
ihcrease in capiltal substitution came at the same time
there were lncreases 1in-planted acreage in the state for
1966 and 1967. It could be therefore, that the increased
mechanical harvesting was used on the incremental addi-
tilons to acreage and was not\neqessarily a replacement for
labor,

Thls conclusion gains support iIn light of the actual
increase. in total pickle employment (domestics and.
braceros) following 1965, to levels greater than existed
in 1964. As Table 5, in Chapter II, indicates, estimated
peak employment in pickles in 1966 and 1967, was 16,545 and
18,533 workers respectively. Estimated peak employment in
1964 was 16,309 workers (includes 12,843 braceros). If



165

the increase in mechanlcal harvesting seriously affected
the demand elasticlty in the short run, one might not
expect such large numbers of workers hired in the two
recent years.l
The increasing mechanizatlion, even though not

limiting labor demand severely in the short run, may
portent a far more elastlic long run demand for labor in
Michigan pickles. The use of mechanlical harvesters during
these years following 1964 could well have provided the

practical experlence necessary for the successful adapta-

tion in futﬁre years.

Impact on Pickle Prices

In addition to claims that the termination of
braceros would seriously limit plckle production there
were claims that large increases in retall prices of
pickles would result, thus affecting the general public.
In his follow-up report on the experlence of 1965, the
Secretary of Labor stated: '

Market prices for frults and vegetables were,

on the whole, less in 1965 than in 1964 , ., .

as always, the principal influences. on consumer
prices were things other than labor costs . .
Sti1ll to be determlined 1s the pricing of cucumber
pickles., Michigan producers and processors

were clearly affected_adversely by the change in
labor supply sources,

lOne additional reason for the increase in acreage in
years following 1964 was a reduction in the productivity
of workers.

2Secretary of Labor, Year of Transition, 3, 23, 25.
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Priclng data on selected plckle products are graphed
on Figure 18. These data are collected by the Bureau of
Labor Statistliecs as part of the market basket from which

the consumer price index is derived.
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Flg. 18.--Retall prices of selected pickle products
in the U.S. and Detroit marketing area, 1953-1967.
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Since Michigén traditionally has been the largest
pickle producing state, at its 1959 peak producing one-
third of all U.S. pickles, the price data should reflect
changes in the costs of Michigan pickles, It is inter-
esting therefore to note that retall prices dropped with
the influx of Mexlcan labor into the state with what
appears to be a one year lag, and decreased through the
1950's as the number of braceros swelled. Then when the
U.S. Department of Labor started railsing the cost of
bracero labor around 1960, prices started trending upward,
and a falrly sharp rise occurred when the braceros left,
again with a one year lag. The data for the Detroit area
indicates similar trends for the shorter period.

Unlike many crops the labor cost 1in pickles makes up
a falrly large portion of total costs, due primarily to the
contlinued need for pre-harvest hand labor and the multiple
pilcking at harvest., During the bracero years, especially
prior to 1960, the wage rate relative to other crops was
low and capltal was not substlituted as quickly, and labor
costs per acre remained high. Combining this fact with
that of a highly competitive market structure, both at the
grower and précessor levels, retall prices are seen to
fluctuate closely wlth labor costs to the industry.

Contrary to the expectations of some observers,
large price lncreases were not experienced in 1965,

Planting decisions and contracts for that year were made
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largely on the expectatlon of bracero labor and thus
contracts with retallers would carry through this
expectation. In 1966 however contracts to growers and
workers reflected the increased labor costs and thus
prices at retail would be expected to rise. The figures

support thls*explanation.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In the spring and summer of 1965 the Michigan pickle
industry was told it no longer would be able to receive
Mexlcan natlonal workers. Due to the relatively late
realization of this fact the industry was not able to
recrult sufficilent numbers of domestic workers in 1965;
and the shortage 1n pickles bled into other migrant crops,
as pickle growers and processors tried to hire labor from
all sources. In 1966 and 1967, the pickle industry anticl-
pated no forelgn workers and partliclpated 1n the regular
winter recruitment, and for the most part obtained suf-
flcient domestic labor.

The removal of forelgn workers-was accompanied by an
increase in wages for all Michigan migrants statistically
slgnificant from earlier years in which braceros were used.
In conjunction with the lncrease 1n wage rates there were
noticeable lincreases in non-wage provisions of emplo&ment.
The increases in wages and non-wage provislons suggested
that the workers used in pickles following 1964 were sub-
stitutable with workers in other crops, and thus that

domestic workers would do plckle work.

169
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An attempt to discover posslble causes of the wage
rate increase by multiple regression analysis falled to
turn-up significant correlation coefficlents for the
independent variables regressed against wages--although
the correlation coefficient for the entire regression was
high and significant. Undoubtedly the major cause of the
wage rate increase was the terminatlon of bracero use, as
the theoretical analyslis and fleld research indicated.

The increased wages appear to have set off two adjust-
1ng movements in the Michigan plckle industry: (1) an
increase in harvest mechanization, and (2) a slow increase
in the rate of acreage transference to southern states.
There were a few serious adverse production effects 1in
1965 and no noticeable repercussions in 1966 and 1967.

Two conclusions can be drawn from these findlngs.
First, the supply response of domestle agricultural labor
to increased wage offers was far more elastlic than expected.
Industry personnel had.argued an extreme version of the
stoop labor theslis, and more sophilsticated verslons had
been advanced by students of the labor market. Strong
support for the thesis was not found in Michlgan, even
though in 1965 there was some difficulty experienced in
obtaining labor. This empirical finding gave rise to
several theoretical observations (Chapter III) concerning
the nature of the supply curve of agricultural labor, and

the worklings of the migrant labor market.
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Secondly, the ability of the farming sector to
adjust to a severe institutional shock was borne out quite
clearly. Prior to 1965, the pickle industry protested
there would be llttle hope of quick adjustment to the
removal of braceros. However within one year for most
growers and processors, the adjustment was complete. And
there 1s reason to believe, based on the experience of a
few processors in 1965, that 1f the industry had fully
realized early in 1965 the government's lntent to keep
braceros out, then the more adverse experlences may have
been avoided.

Thus, the industry was wrong (1) in their understand-
ing of the supply response of domestic migrants and (2) in
thelr understanding of the industry response to the removal
of braceros, Consequently, continued close rellance upon
industry analyses for gearing publlc policles are put under
susplcion. The private sector, both workers and employers,
were far more efficlient in adjusting to institutlonal
shocks of the nature experienced in 1965 than most partici-
pants in and students of thls labor market thought possible.

In addition to these main findings and concluslons
the research allowed several other observations:

(1) The relative costs of braceros versus domestilc
workers was lnvestigated and 1t was suggested that 1in
periods of scarce labor supply the costs were fairly

similar, though when labor supplies became more abundant
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braceros cost more. The additlonal cost however was in
payment for greater certainty of labor avallability.

(2) The wage determination process was examined and
several observatlions were made., A low wage for agricul-
tural workers 1is not necessarlly a sign of imperfections
in the market, but more likely the result of abundant
labor supplies. In addition, the bracero program was seen
to tie wage levels to a historically determined figure,
the one prevalling when braceros were first admitted to
the domestic farm labor market.

(3) Several reasons are given to explain the poor
recrultment success of the Michligan pickle industry in
1965, notably a late start and an industry unprepared
psychologically and physically to recruilt successfully.

(4) Pilckle prices seemed to follow rather closely,
and with a one year lag, movements in labor costs (and

bracero avalillability) to the Mlichigan pickle industry.

Some Implications

In Chapter I the problem of adjustments in the
seasonal labor market of Michigan agriculture was dis-
cussed in the context of two public policy issues: a
sufficient labor supply in agriculture and poverty among
migrant workers in the United States. Drawing upon the
findings of the research in Michigan it 1s possible to

make selected observatlions on these two policy 1lssues,
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Labor Supply Problem

Thls problem, at least for the more isclated case
of Mlchigan plckles, was the subject of the thesis.
Michigan growers of migrant crops will continue to need,
and thus demand, relatively large numbers of farm workers
for many years after 1967 (the terminal year of this
study). A similar conclusion has been made by other
students of the agricultural labor market:
Whatever else may happen~-hlgher wages, unlons,
collective contracts, or even unemployment insurance--
agriculture will stlll require large numbers of
temporary workers . . . + The day 18 still far off
when blologlcally seasonal crops will be handled by
regularly employed, year-round personnel.l

Therefore 1t 1s reasonable to expect a recurring complaint

of insufficient domestlic help from empioyers of migrant

labor,

A conclusion of this thesls was that grower's
complaints about labor shortages, and inelastic worker
supply responses t¢ lncreased wage offers, proved
unfounded in Michigan agriculture following 1964, It

might be Instructive therefore, to consider cases of

continued importation of foreign laborers in other states,

tvarden Fuller, "A New Era for Farm Labor,"

Industrial Relations, 6 (May, 1967), 293. See also: Fred
Schmidt, "After the Bracero: An Inquiry into the Problems
of Farm Labor Recruitment," Instlitute of Industrial Rela-
tions, University of California, Los Angeles (mimeographed,
October, 1964), 29; John Mamer and Varden Fuller, "Labor
and the Economic Factors in Frult and Vegetable Harvest
Mechanization," Agricultural Scilence Revliew, 3 (Fourth
Quarter, 1965), I,
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in light of thls finding. Table 17 shows the states which
were authorized to use foreign workers in 1967 and the

peak number of forelgners used.

TABLE 17.~-Estimated peak employment of forelgn workers in
U.S. agriculture by state, 1967.

State Peak Emplmt. State Peak Emplmt.
Florida 9,000 West Virginia 4oo
California 6,100 Massachusetts 400
Main 3,200 New Hampshire 400
New York 900 Vermont 200
Virginia 700 Connecticut 100

Source: Bureau of Employment Security, Office of Farm
Labor Service, Farm Labor Developments (February,
1968), 53-

Federal offliclials of the Farm Labor Service, 1n
personal interviews, suggested the following reasons why
foreign workers were used in years subsequent to 1964:

(1) In certain areas, namely the New England states
and the Virginias, perhaps California, the political con-
sequences would be too great if foreign workers were
removed.,

(2) 1In other areas, primarily Florida, the work
was so difficult and unpleasant 1t was not seen as desire-
able to rely on domestlic workers,

(3) In still other areas, especlially Maine, dire

economlc consequences would be suffered from removal of
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foreign workers. Malne 1s so far from the regular migrant
streams that domestilc workers would not come for the
potatoc harvest, and the ground ls so rocky that mechanical
harvesting 1s not possible,

The experience in Michigan subsequent to 1964 would
provide little basis for comment upon the first reason
_ecited, political infeasiblility. The second argument for
importation of foreign workers is a modification of the
stoop labor argument. The original form, which the
Michigan experlence discounted, stated that workers would
not want to do such disagreeable work as pickle picking.
Consequently there would be an lnelastlc supply response
of domestle workers to higher wage offers for that activity.
The form of the argument put forth above is that govern-
ment officilals would not want domestic workers to do the
given type of work. Thus foreign workers are imported and
wages for domestic workers remain lower than they other-
wise would be.

If the Florlda case 1s similar to Michigan, the
alternative to foreign workers would require growers, in
thls case-large sugar cane companies, to bid up wages in
order to attract domesties. At the higher wages, domestics
would have the choice of working 1ln non-sugar crops at
higher wage levels than exlsted when forelgn workers were
used, or to work in the sugar flelds at higher wage levels

than paid foreign workers. It appears to be a Strange
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"concern" for the welfare of domestics whlich would deny
them hligher wages or the cholce to determine for them-
selves what 1is undesireable. One suspects therefore that
political reasons also determine the use of foreilgn
workers in Florida.

The third argument for forelgn worker use, that to
remove them would cause undesilireable économic consequences,
1s the same argument advanced by the Michigan plckle
industry prior to 1965. On the basis of the Michigan
experlence the adjustment for the pickle industry did not
appear nearly as serious as predlicted. Domestic workers
responded in greater numbers than expected, and growers
and processors were somehow able to adjust without suffer-
ing great losses--except for some growers in 1965. Indeed
most of the "suffering" which did occur was a result of
uncertain governmental policles which led to false expecta-
tions within the 1industry.

Prior to 1965 few observers were willing to suggest
that domestics would pick pickles, just as few are willing
to admit that mlgrants would ever venture to Malne toc dlg
potatoes. So long as forelgn workers continue to be _
imported, domestic migrants will never have that oppoﬁ;
tunity, and wages to domestics will remain lower than if
forelgn workers were removed. An essentlal fact stemmling
from the Michlgan experience 1is that regardless of how

knowledgeful of the given sltuatlon certain obsérvers may
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be, it is virtually impossible to predilict the types of

adjJustments among workers or industry personnel.

Poverty Problem

The poverty among migrant workers is one of the most
well known and oldest of America's soclal problems. In
1953, Fisher wrote:

The plight of the agricultural worker and in
particular the migratory agricultural worker has

long made a strong appeal to the Amerlcan
conscience . . .

. . . L) ¢ . * . L} . . [ L ] L} * . . » L] [

The most common expression of thls conscience
is the perennial study of the conditions of
migratory labor accompanied by recommendations
for their alleviation. The number of such studles
is staggering.l
The President's National Advisory Commission on Rural
Poverty, which issued its report in September of 1967,
was another of these numerous studies.,

The research for thils thesls supports the observa=-
tion made elsewhere that the root cause of the poverty is
found in the abundant numbers of workers subjected to
agricultural work aé the only employment alternative.z'
Thus when braceros were removed from Michigan, shrinking
available supplies, wages to domestic workers increased

slgnificantly. Unfortunately this "cause" of low wages

1Fisher, The Harvest Labor Market in Callfornia,
139, 140, 141,

2See, e.g., Lamar Jones, '"Farm Labor: Shortage of

Surplus?" The Southwestern Social Science Quarterly, 47
(March, 1967y, bLol. LS0tsfs Sasnt ey
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for migrants is often c¢louded in the pﬂblic's mind by
popular treatments of the poverty problem which cast
blame on growers, Certainly grower callousness has con-
tributed to the misery of many migrants, but the roots of
responsibility are deeper than this, Other segments of
soclety also share the responsibility.
As has been noted above, the seasonal labor force

of agriculture is by no means a clearly defined, homogeneous
body of workers. There i1s a central core of "orofessionals"
but a large fringe of marginally attached workers, Recent
evidence has pointed to the "ease" with which workers in
the non-agricultural sectors of the general labor market
can be flushed into agricultural work.

dlearly, the agricultural labor force has become

a shock absorber for the nonfarm labor market.

The burdens of deficient demand conditions in the

nonfarm economy and structural change 1n the non-

farm labor market in part have been placed on

members of the farm labor force.l

« « « it 1s clear that the failure of relative

earnings of hilred agricultural labor to rise

between 1957 and 1960 is ., . . the result of an

influx of workers from other industries.?

To the extent larger segments of the population

discriminate 1n hiring and other employment practices

1w. Keith Bryant, "Demand and Supply of Agricul-
tural Labor 1n a Period of Social Change," Journal of
Farm Economics, 46 (December, 1964), 1250.

2Lloyd Galloway, "Mobility of Hired Agricultural
Labor: 1957-60," Journal of Farm Economics, 49
(February, 1967), 05,
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they thereby contribute to poverty among migrants, for
this swells the ranks of those at the bottom of the

labor force. To the extent the Farm Labor Service spends
more energy 1in helping growers harvest flelds than helping
laborers arrange completed work patterns this also con-
tributes to pover"cy..:L The tenacles of responsibllity

seep far beyond the employers of migrants.

The measures that are needed to help allevlate
poverty are those which will dry up the supply of migrant
workers, A few of these have been Implemented by the
federal government directly in such programs as Head
Start and the Manpower Development and Training Act,
and indirectly through an expansionary fiscal and monetary
policy. Other programs have been enacted to help migrants,
such as minimum wage and housing legislation. For the
most part these latter types of programs deal with the
symptoms of the problem rather than the cause. To the
extent they raise the cost of labor they may serve to
intensify the problem for numbers of migrants.

The research of the thesis was not speciflically

structured to deal with poverty among migrants, although

1"It 18 becoming more evident that recrultment
efforts need to encompass planning to maximize the length
of work season and work time for migrant laborers. This
requires closer coordination among recrultment agenciles,
farmers, and crew leaders." Willliam Metzler, Ralph
Loomis, and Nelson LeRay, The Farm Labor Situation in
Selected States, 1965-66, Agricultural Economlics Report
No. 110, USDA, Economic Research Service (Washington:
Government Printing Office, April, 1967), 32.
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the examination of the labor market has allowed comments
on this policy problem. Perhaps the ultimate value of
the theslis willl lie 1in how much it contributes to an
understanding of poverty among agricultural farm workers,

and how to alleviate this problem.
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APPENDIX I

INSTITUTIONAL NATURE OF THE
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION FUNCTION

The purpose of this appendix is to provide a des-
criptive analysis of the agricultural production functlon
as 1t gives rilse to the demand for seasonal labor. The
coverage 1s restricted to Michigan agriculture and there
will be an emphasis upon the pickle lndustry, due to the
large employment of braceros in plckles., First there
1s a discussilion of the production situation generally
applicable to all crops, and this will be followed by

comments for selected crops.

General Nature of Productidon

The pay-off for the agricultural "firm" comes when
the product gets out of the field and into the hands of
the buyers. For most crops the production process beglins
when the seed ls planted in the spring. For frults where
the tree, vine or bush remains year éfter year, the pro-
cess is already underway with each new budding. Prior
to the peginning of the production process the grower
must make the decision as to which crop will yield the

best expected pay-off, given the constralnts on acreage,

financlal resources, state of technology, and foreknowledge
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1 Once that decision 1s made and

of the market situation.
the land 1s commlitted then all efforts are directed
towards attalinling the maximum yield posslble, for this
increases the expected dollar returns.2 For selected
crops, llke sugar beets and pickles, the land 1s tled-in
early 1in the spring or winter by signing a contract wilth

a processing company to grow a specified amount of acre-
age.

Two major risks are encountered by the grower in
gulding his particular crop(s) through the productlon pro-
cess, the growlng risk and the market risk. The first of
these, the growlng risk, is the yield problem already men-
tioned. Numerous factors arise during the period of pro-
ductlon to plague growth, not the least of which is wea-
ther, A late cool spring can retard budding on fruit

trees. Wet weather can retard planting as well as accel-

erate weed growth. Dry weather is even worse, as 1t

l"Because farmers don't know what prices will be, 1t
is useless to assume that they actually maximlze profits.
On the other hand, 1t is not useless to suppose that they
try to improve profits given theilr iInformatlon about the
past and their uncertalin guesses about the future."
Richard H. Day, "The Economics of Technological- Change
and the Demise of the Sharecropper," American Economic
Review, 57 (June, 1967), 427.

2Since the individual grower has so little control
over the total lndustry supply, the only way he can con-
trol his return (after the declsion to plant is made) is
to iInfluence the yleld, and hedge that other growers will
not have as much success. Even 1n concerted efforts to
restrict supply, the restriction is on acreage, and the.
incentive for greater yleld per acre remalns paramount.
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restricts the groﬁth of plants. And there 1ls always the
posslblility of wind, hall, and frost. A few of these
growing risks are controllable. Dry weather can be coun-
tered by irrigation and wet weather by tiling and ditch-
ing of flelds. Some wind damage may be controlled by
lining the flields with trees or planting '"cover" crops,
for example, barley rows to protect young onlion and let-
tuce plants. Still the production process 1s critically
dependent upon favorable weather for a strong yleld.

Other common growlng dangers include dlsease,
insects, and weeds, all partially controllable by tﬁe
use of chemlcals. For crops still requiring hand labor
in weeding or blocking1 there is the risk that labor may
not be avallable. Other growing risks pecullar to the
particular farm always exlst, for example, machlinery
breakdowns, an overdose of chemicals, fallure to 1rri-
gate sufficlently, and others, but the major common
risks are the natural ones of weather, disease, insects,
and weeds.

The amount of growing rlsk varies wlth the crop. Plck-

ling cucumbers, for. exaniple, '1s deemed more risky than snap

1Blocking is the word used to describe the process
of thinning plants along a row so as to give more room
per plant for growth. To assure a contlnuous row of
plants, more seeds than are needed are placed ilnto the
ground, and then the unnecessary plants are "blocked"
shortly after plant emergence.
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beans (an alternative crop for similar land) because of the
effect of weather on yield, as well as the succeptability
of the plant to certaln diseases. And plckling cucumbers
generally return a better profit with sufficient yield
than does snap beans, refiecting the greater risk.

The market risk refers to the potential of a good
dellar return for the crop once the yleld l1s established.
The two risks merge at the harvest period. For most
crops the yield 1s generally set once harvest begins, so
long as the harvest 1s conducted efficiently. For a few
the harvest process vitally affects the yield; in pilckles,
the number of "picks" influences the number of new pickles
the plant wlill produce, fewer pickings reducing the number
of pickles produced. In addition, too cool summer even-
ings can seriously limlit the maximum yleld from a fleld of
pickles.

The culmination of the growing perilcd is the harvest
when the fruit 1s collected and elther sold dlrectly or
stored for later selling. The harvest process 1ls charac-
terized as a "pulling out all the stops" process; regard-
less of the cost, get the crops in. For the grower,
psychologically, it promlses the reward for a long period
of work, as well as the hope for the. next perliod of work.

It is at harvest time that the labor need becomes
greatest. The more frult picked and delivered the more

money forthcoming. Generally, the more laborers in the

b
Kt e
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field the more fruit delivered. So long as growers do
not bear the cost of worker unemployment then a strong
incentlve exists for employing many workers to assure a

1 Too few workers may mean only

quick and total harvest.
the large fruilt wlll be plcked and the crop may not be
harvested before "field spollage" or "market spollage"
sets 1in.

Perishability (field spoilage) 1is a real danger if
crops are allowed to remain unharvested too long. Some
crops are relatlively unaffected, for example, sugar
beets, onlons, and potatoes, but others rapidly deter-
lorate. The case of pickles was discussed above: harvest
slothfulness means‘fewer fruit. Tree fruits may spoil
whille on the tree or fall off and become damaged 1f left
on too long. Because of the danger of fleld spollage,
there 1n an incentlve to harvest éhe crop quickly to pro-
tect the yield developed durling the growing season.

Market spoilage, or market risk, refers to the prob-
lem of getting a crop to market to assure a good price.
Since prices turn on the supplies avallable the timing in
bringing a crop to market 1s crucial. Often the price
is good early in the harvest period and then weakens as
larger supplies flood the market. Thils creates an addi-

tional 1lncentive to harvest quickly.

lsee the discussion of this point both in Chapter
IIT above and in Fisher, The Harvest Labor Market in
California, Chapter 1 and the supplement.
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Much of the market risk can be avolded by contracting
before the crop 1s grown, as is the case wlth pickles.
Growers slgn agreements specilfying price before the plant-
ing begins and then the pay-off turns on the yeild pro-
duceé and harvested. A few growers of pickles grow with-
out contracts for the "open market ' hedging that the
contracted growers will not produce enough to meet the
needs of the pickle companles and then open market pickles
wlll bring a premium price: the case in Michigan in 1966.

Weather can affect the harvest process in the same
way as 1t affects the growing process, by retardlng the
rate of harvesting. A good example 1s rain, during which
workers are reluctant to enter the flelds, and machlnes
often are prevented from working due to soft ground.

For crops sold directly upon harvesting, the market
risk often is greater than if storage 1is possible. Tart
cherrles are sold from tree to processor, and 1f proces-
sors are filled up then orders fall off, harvest stops,
and workers walt. Later the orders may begln again, but
good frult may have been lost by then. Apples, once har-
vested, can be stored to walt for the "right" price.

In all cases, however, the labor demand throughout
the entire production perilod 1s a discontinuous one.
During most of the growing period l1little demand exists,
except for selected crops, and then suddenly a large har-

vest demand arlses which may terminate shortly thereafter.
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And sltuations like poor weather or fallure of processors
to accept the crop can terminﬁte the labor demand instan-

taneously wilithln the harvest period.

Labor Demand for Selected Crops

In the followlng paragraphs the siltuation for sel-
ected crops still reguiring large amounts of seasonal
labor 1s discussed. The state of technology variles quilte
rapidly and unevenly among crops, and therefore all new
developments cannot be mentioned and only brief comments

are made, 1

Reach-Up Crops: Cherries
and Apples

The production process for both cherries and apples
begins in the spring with the pink and whlte blossoms.
Bud development can be affected by the weather at this
crucial stage, enough so as to cut the potential yield
appreclably. The cherry tree develops 1lts fruit to a
stage of maturity by the mlddle of July, whlle the apple
tree matures its fruit much later, by late September,
and into October and November.

The cherry harvest is usually concentrated into a

three week period, covering the last two weeks of July and

1More current information for varlious crops 1s avail-
able from the Cooperative Extension Service, USDA, Michi-
gan State University. Of note for this purpose 1s a
series of publications under the title Project '80: Rural
Michigan Now and in 1980, Research Reports Nos. 37-52,
Agricultural Experliment Station, Michigan State Univer-
sity (East Lansing, 1966).
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the first week of August. Walting too long may result in
over-ripe fruit and "dropped" frult. A particular danger
is wind-whipping which results from watery winds off Lake
Michigan brulsing the fruit. Recently developed 1s a
machine for '"shaking" cherry trees, the frult belng caught
by a wide apron spread beneath the tree. This process

has made considerable inroads upon the picking of fruit

to be processed, due to the lack of concern over bruised
frulit resulting from the machine. Fresh market cherries
are not shaken, however,

The apple harvest comes 1ln fall amldst the changing
colors. The majJor cobstacles to the harvest have been
inclement weather and labor scarcity. Whille the cherry
season falls at a prime time for making use of labor, fol-
lowling strawberries and before plckles, the apple harvest
is the last crop of the Mlchigan season and is easily
skipped by migrants 1f other opportunltles exist. The
weather 18 cold and children must be kept out of or trans-
ferred among schools 1f migrants remain in Michigan through
the apple harvest. With the increase in mechanical har-
vesting of large labor-using crops prior to apples, a
fairly long layover period is developing, also weakening
the drawing power of apples for migrants. The tree shaker
can be used on apples but has proven less profitable;
once the apple is bruised it deterilorates quickly, so the

use of the shaker 1is limlted to apples to be processed
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Immediately, whlch involves a far smaller percentage of
apples than of cherries.

Another large labor-using crop involving somewhat
less strenuous work 1s blueberries, grown along the west-
ern coast of the state from Berrien to Oceana counties.
The blueberry bush provides relatively easy plcklng con-
ditions and thus has attracted larger percentages of
women and children than either cherries or apples. The
harvesting season runs from the last week of July thféugh
the first week of September, a perlod conflicting wlth
cherries, pickles, and tomatoes. A bush shaker has been
developed, similar to the tree shaker descrlbed above for
cherrles, which is making large inroads on the percentage
of berries harvested, approaching 50 per cent of harvested

production,

Stoop-Down Crops

The asparagus and strawberry plants, like the tree
and bush frults, are perennlial. They are the two earllest
crops 1n the Michlgan migrant season, maturing thelr
frults in May and June respectively. A late cool spring
then directly affects the growth to maturity of these
plants., There has been research work completed on the
mechanical harvesting of asparagus, though not entirely
successful at present. The machine cuts off and l1lifts

the frult into a box or bin for later packaging. The
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strawberry plant however, similar to the apple, has not
lent itself to mechanlcal methods of harvesting. The
plcking process-—as backyard gardeners know--involves
erawling (or a walking stoop) along the rows gingerly
detaching the fruit from the plant.

Sugar beets was one of the earliest and until the
last decade the largest employer of seasonal labor in
Michlgan. This crop 1s grown entirely under contract with
three large processing companles operating in the state.l
Early in the growlng period the plant requires weeding_
and blocking in order to assure a good growth for a large
yield. Tradlitionally both practices have been accomplished
by hand, using a hoe to dig out weeds and extra plants
allke. Recently, precision machine planters and blockers
have been limiting the need for blocking labor, and chemi-
cals have been developed to control weed growth. The
control of the growing process has not advanced suffi-
ciently, however, that hand labor is no longer required,
and the beet companies continue to recrult laborers for
June and July work. The harvestlng of beets, earlier a
comblned process of pulling, topplng (chopping off tops),
and loading the beets for transport to the sugar refin-

erles, now has become completely mechanized.

1The operation of the contractlng process, both with
growers and labor, is quite simllar to that in pilckles,
which will be examined in detail below.
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The tomato plant grows close to the ground with a
sprawling vine, similar to the pickle plant. This fact
makes the use of machlnes driving through the filelds par-
ticularly hazardous. Like the sugar beet, weeds must be
controlled, which 1s usually accomplished by chemical
application. The processing tomato crop 1s much larger
than the fresh market tomatoc c¢rop in Michlgan, wlth the
harvest season running from August through early October,
though concentrated in the last week of August and the
flrst few weeks of September. There have been two major
impediments to mechanical harvesting of tomatoes, (1) an
inability to develop a harvester that willl plck only the
ripe frult leaving the vines and other fruilt undamaged,
and (2) an inabllity to develop a plant which will mature
all frult on the vine roughly at the same time. Machines
are belng used in other parts of the U.S. where more uni-
form growing conditions have been achieved. A machine
has been introduced into tomatoes of the Michigen area,
but has not made much lmpact on the total percentage of

fruit harvested.
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Pickle Industry~r

Life of the Pickle

For most pickle growers in the state, the production
process begins in the winter months when they are contacted
by a fleld agent of a plckle company or green stock buyer.2
The crop promises good money but also contalns a falrly
high growing risk. In spring or early summer the cucumber
seed which 1s supplied by the company but bought by the
grower 18 planted and the nursing begun. The plant grows
as vines stretching out along the ground away from the
root. The frults emerge from flower blossoms at different
spots along the vine, producing at different rates. The
fruit attains 1ts marketable state when quite small, made
up of a narrow mushy inner core of seeds surrounded by a
failrly rigid skin, and merely increases in slze with age.

If undamaged the vine has an active fruit life of about

five to seven weeks. During thls tlme 1f a frult 1s

1For' a more thorough examination of the Michigan
pilckle industry see a Master's thesls prepared by Noel
Stuckman, "Some Economic Aspects of Increasing Pickling
Cucumber Yields in Michigan," (unpublished M.S. thesis,
Michlgan State University, 1959).

2When the pickling cucumber 1s first picked and

before 1t 1s elther processed into a plckle or placed into
a salt solution (brine) for later processing, 1t is termed
"green stock." All pickle companies have their own agents
who contract for acreage. In addition, certain indivig-
uals deal only in green stock, in turn selling 1t to the
plckle companles who failed to get adequate supplles from
their contracted acreage. These latter entrepreneurs are
called "green stock buyers" in this paper, and are vari-
ocusly termed buyers or briners in the trade.
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removed from the vine, then a replacement fruit will grow.
Leaving a fruilt on the vine to grow to a large size

reduces the time available for that "spot'" on the vine to
produce more fruit and Seems to weaken the abllity of the
vine to produce fruit at other spots. Consequently, remov-
ing the fruit when small serves to 1ncrease the total
number of frults any one vine will yleld.

The care of the growing plant still requires pre-
harvest hand labor. Since sprawlling vines do not allow
machine cultivating beyond the first few weeks, weed con-
trol must be achieved by hand or chemlcal; the latter only
presently 1s being developed successfully. Also, the vines
must be "trained" which involves keepling them from sprawl-
ing around one another, which could 1iﬁit production. Of
late, the development of new plant varietles which sprout
a much more limlted vine has been undertaken to facilitate
mechanical harvesting.

The diseases and insect problems pecullar to pilckling
cucumbers are: angular leaf spot, powdery mildew, scab
and mosiac, and the insects that both carry the disease and
feed on the plants, cucumber beetles and aphids.1 There
1s continued work at Michlgan State University as well as

among a few plckle companies to perfect plant varieltes

1For a more detalled dlscussion of the various dis-
eases and insects found in pilckles, see Stan Ries, "Grow-
ing Pickling Cucumbers in Michigan," Extenslion Folder
F-=191, Cooperative Extenslon Service, Michigan State Uni-
versity (East Lansing, 1963).
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immune to these dlseases, as well as chemical control for

1 The yleld 1s alsc affected by

both diseases and insects,
weather. As wlth all crops sufflcient water 1is necessary;
thus growers who have controlled moisture via an irriga-
tion system can be assured of conslstently larger ylelds
so long as other factors do not lnterfere.

Once the plckle plant endures the rigors of growth
and arrlves at the harvesting stage, laborers are sent
into the field to stoop down and turn the leaves of the
prickly vines to pick the tiny frulit. The retail market
for pickles places a hlgher premium upon the smaller
pickles and, therefore, the ideal harvest period is one
in which the fruit are plcked (without destroying the
vines) while small. Thus, every time through a field, all
but the very smallest fruit are plcked. A six week. har-
vest perlod can easlily involve twelve harvests, two a week.
Near the end, however, the plants slowly glve out and the
fruit per picking becomes far less plentiful.

Efforts to design mechanical harvesters have been
undertaken from the early 1950's, but successful adapta-

tions have come only since the middle 1960's, and

1One insect, the bee, 15 vitally necessary to the
development of frult, transporting pollen from male to
female plant flowers, each implantation yilelding a fruilt
spot. A part of pickle production then has been the hir-
ing of bees, usually on a custom baslis, to work the flelds
in preparation for the laborers.
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wldespread commercilal use appears at least beyond the

1960's.1

The first efforts were spent in developing a
multiple-pick machine that would work through a fleld
selectling only frult above a glven size and leaving the
less developed fruit--as well as the vines--behind. The
majJor problem was the condlitlon of the smaller frult and
vines remalning, of such a state as to seriously limit
further production. These efforts were scrapped, except
fof a few hangers-on, about 1961 and the development of a
once-over mechanical harvester begun. This machine har-
vests everything on the vine leaving a fleld ready to‘be
fitted for the coming year. Too often the machlnes also
have collected rocks, weeds, leaves, and vines as well as
the fruit, thus requiring additional labor 1n separating
out the undeslrable elements.

By 1968, the development of the once-over harvester

appears to be as ready as it can be,2 and the deciding

factor for commercial adaptation remains (1) developing

lThe most current research on mechanization for the
state lies in unpublished work conducted by Clark Nicklow,
Department of Horticulture, Michligan State Unilversity.
Also, see B.A. Stout, et al., "A Once-over Mechanlical Har-
vester for Pickling Cucumbers," Quarterly Bulletin, 46
(February, 1964), Agricultural Experiment Station, 420.

2Three manufacturers are producing these machines in
the United States and prices range from $15,000 to roughly
$30,000 per machine. One company contends the labor sav-
ings will be 40-4, another more on the level of 80-4, and
they each boast varying speeds. Presently there is a
great deal of field adjustment work necessary, and the
drawing boards are far from folded-up.
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a plant varlety which wlill yleld a lot of frult all at

once, thus increasing the per acre yield,l

and (2) develop-
ing an effective weed control chemical. The uses of the
harvester in the 1967 season typlcally were after two or
three hand harvests so as to lncrease per acre yleld as
much as possible.

At the same time that mechanlcal harvesters are
being developed, mechanical pilcklng alds are being tested
and used. These are devices whiéh seek to take away the
onerousness of the work by providing riding beds for
workers to elither sit or lie on whille pilcking. The devices
usually are long narrow affalrs spanning numerous rows of
plants and drawn through the fileld by a tractor; the "booms"
of plckers stretch out on either side of the tractor. The
alds usually include a power driven belt on which pilckers
place the frult to be channeled to a central dumping spot
behind the tractor, where the frult is loaded 1into large
boxes.

From the fleld the green stock 1ls transported to

grading stations, located at selected fafms or at a pro-

cessing plant. There the greenstock 1s separated by size

1Present plant varieties need space 1in which to
sprawl out and develop. If less sprawling plants which
vyield many mature frult at one time can also be placed
closer together in the fleld, then thils will bring nearer
the commercial adaptation of machines.
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into four standard grades,1 each of which has a unique
price as set out in the contract; smaller grades bring
higher prices. Once picked green stock mgst be graded
and processed relatively quickly, within two days, or
else the fruit deterlorates, becoming mushy and losing
color. Green stock plcked in the South has been trans-
ported to Michigan processing plants by trucking the
frult directly from the field north. To malntain the
quallty, ice 1s placed under and around the fruit while
in the trailor of the truck.

- From the grader either of two processing steps are
taken. Some green stock goes directly into the plant
production process to be bottled as fresh-pack pickles.
The remainder 1s dumped into huge vats to which water
and salt are added, to make a brine solution. The "brine
stock" remains in the vats usually from three to six
months and then 1s removed for further processing into
plckles of one form or another, for delivery to the

shelves of the grocer.

1Standard grades were legislated by the state of
Michigan in 1965, creating four sizes from a menangerie of
different sizes and typically seven dilfferent grades. Pro-
cessors made a practice of changing grade sizes by 1l6ths
and 32nds of an inch each year in an effort to confuse
both growers and workers. Though the law stands, the old
graders with seven cut-~off points also stand, and proces-
sors are known to pay premiums for sizes other than the
four standard ones.
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Industry Organlzation

In order to understand the pressures on the seasonal
labor market in the plckle industry, the examination can
begin at the other end of the long process between cucum-
ber seed and the grocer's shelve. Unlike many foods the
income elasticity for pickles appears greater than unity,
especlally conslidering the fact that pickles are an "“extra"
to the dlet rather than a necessity.

Long the most popular “single" pickle product is
the sweet pickle, the tiny cucumber which is either sliced
or kept whole and mixed wlth sweeteners. The dill, in
one product form or another, has been the largest seller,
however, Traditionally, grandmother's dill pickles were
made by puttlng fragments of the dill weed into the brine
solution with the pickle and aging: the "genulne'" dill.
However, the public falled to accept jars with "weeds"
and a cloudy ligquild and, untll recently, most of the dills
obtained on the grocers' shelves have been the "processed"
dill, a pickle which has been in a brine solution for
about three months and then placed in a jar with dill
extract for flavor. The dill gaining more popularity today
1s the "fresh-pack" dill, a cucumber fresh from the field
which 1s placed in the Jar with dilll extract and other
spices and sealed: called variously fresh-pack, Kosher,
or Polish dllls. To the taste the fresh-pack 1s firmer

and more crunchy and has a less strong dill flavor,
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Supplylng the falrly consistent consumer market are
the many retall outlets, dominated today by the major
supermarket chains. Most of the chains buy directly from
the pickle companles, but supplying the smaller retaillers
are wholesalers who buy.from the plckle companles and then
resell to local stores. The prized accounts for the
pickle companles are the large chains because of the vol-
ume. This creates a relatively ollgopsonistie buyer situ-
atlon facing pickle companies. When a retail outlet 1s
"out™ of pickles this could well lose valuable business.
The pressure then quickly swells backward to get a ship-
ment of pilckles. The more competltlive processors must meet
rigorous time schedules to malntain thelr large volume con-
tracts. This pressure is then translated downward.,

The next llink in the chain leading to the laborer is
the processor, operating in a relatively competitive mar-
ket sltuation, though one in the midst of merger activity.l
Michigan possessed about 40 processors in 1967. A number
of these were small, often restaurant-sized, operations.

A few companies wilth processing plants in other states

contracted acreage in Michilgan.

1During the 1960's a number of the larger processors
in the state have merged with various partners. The Bor-
den Company absorbed the largest processor, and other
mergers have included paint companies and food companles.
There have alsc been absorptions of some of the smaller
processors by larger ones.
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To the plckle growers of the state, the pickle pfo-
cessor has represented an oft-times schrewd, 1f not dis-
honest, businessman who nevertheless offers them a pro-.
fitable deal so long as thelr yleld is good. Prior to
the bracero perlod of the early 1850's, processors con-
tracted much more wlth numerous small growers, sometimes
for less than one acre, who would then have thelir family
prepare and harvest the crop.

When the braceros became available (roughly at the
same time that the retall market was growlng to absorb a
larger production) the pickle companles moved into large
scale management of labor. Thus contrécts to growers
changed to reflect the company costs 1in supplying the
labor to both train and weed the vines and pick the pick-
les. The contract used almost unanimously was a 50-50
contract, the workers receiving 50 per cent of the value
of the crop pald the farmer; the grower feceived the other
50 per cent less any 1tems llike seed supplied by the com-
pany. The value of the crop was established in the contract
by the prices the processor agreed to pay for different
grades of green stock. The price was not uniform for all
pickles recelved but a graduated prilce structure, paying
higher premiums for the smaller pickles. Under thls pay-
ment scheme, the workers had an incentive to pick the
smaller plckles where the value, of which they received

half, was greater. An excess labor supply situatlon was
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generally seen 1in a lowering of the contract prices, or
reductlion in the size of grades, but not the percentage
of the crop recelved.

As labor costs rose different contract methods were
used, adjusting both the percentage of the crop received

by workers and the price structure upward. However, as

labor costs rise, the smaller pickles become more expen-

sive to the processors. Thus a scjrce labor supply shouid

ickles as well as

fewer of the small plckles in the jars.

be reflected in higher prices for

The costs to processors lnclude a large fixed ele-
ment iIn the processing plant, made up of processing
machinery, brining vats and storage space, as well as a
small staff, and a seasonal set of variable costs, the

largest of which 1s seasonal labor employed to work the

flelds. Also on a seasonal basls are field men for the
companies who line-up contracts foT growers and workers

early, and then supervise the growing and harvesting pro-

cess. Most companies provide servﬁces like trucking and

harvest containers, which add to costs.

The change from the processej dill to the fresh-pact

to processors, notably

the storage vats and steps involved in brining, but the

dill has eliminated certain costs

intensity of activity at harvest time has been stepped
up. . Before, green stock could be dumped into vats and

processed as the pickle orders came in. In preparing
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fresh-pack, the green stock must be processed lmmedilately,
which intensifles the actlivity at the time of harvest and
creates a sltuation where a number of production llnes are
needed at one short period which will be done for large
parts of the year. This favors two developments: (1)
contracting 1ln different parts of the country where the
harvest perliod 1s different from that in Michigan; (2)
diversifying the operations of the processling plant so

as to make processing of other crops at other times of

the year possible--both favor larger processors. The
larger processors today seek to operate with fresh green
stock from June 1 through October 1, obtaining the pro-
duce from the South early, then switching to the Michigan
crop, and then returning to the second planting in the
South for later produce. The remainder of the year they
operate on brine stock, processing out sweet and sour
pickles and processed dills.

The grower of plckling cucumbers ranges from the
very small famlily operation of one or two acres to large
operations of over one and two hundred acres. Except
for the few who grow for the open market most all depend
upon the company with which they contract to supply seed,
information, and labor. And the companies are now supply-
ing the machines for any mechanlcal harvesting, except
for a very few growers who have obtalned them, less than

ten among probably elght hundred to a thousand growers
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in the state., Many growers supply housing on their farms
for workers, anq in addlition most qompanies maintain hous-
ing facllltiles.

The areas of production within the state presently
are undergoing slight change. Growers have long grown
throughout certaln areas of the state but in the last
decade have been concentrated 1n two major areas, the
Saginaw-Bay City area, and the Montcalm county area. More
recently, gréater amounts of acreage are being grown in the
southwestern part of the state. Much of this small shift
ls probably due to the labor factor. Before, workers were
available early from the sugar beet companies whose center
was Saginaw. With a scarcer labor supply the sugar beet
companlies are using less labor. In addition, workers must
be employed continually, and this development favors the
Berrlien area where far more alternative labor-using crops
are grown, providing other employment for pickle workers
during downtime 1in pickles.

Another factor influencing acreage location i1s irri-
gatlion. For mechanical harvestlng to become profitable
consistently higher ylelds must be attailned, which favors
larger growers usling irrigation systems and more control-
led growing methods. In preparatlion for switching to pre-
dominate use of mechanlizatlion, whether for the first pilck-
ing of a field or after two or three hand harvests,

_processors are "lining up" these types of growers. It has
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not been possible to irrlgate the east-state area due to
large salt deposits under the ground which infect the
water.l Therefore, the mid and southwestern state areas
are expected to emerge as predominant growing areas in
the futurel

Under contract specilfications, processors are com-
mitted to receive all pickles produced on the growers?'
acreage,2 while the growers obligate themselves to sell
all green stock to the one processor. In years of abun-
dant produce supply when contractéd acreage 1s ylelding
more than enough green stock for processing operations,
this may be reflected to growers as loads rejected due to

poor quality,3 or workers being assigned later than usual,

or various other stalllng tactics. A short produce year,

l‘I'he thumb area of the state also contalned numerous
pickle growers in the past, but that number seems to be
declining. This land has been less deslirable because 1t
cannot be tlled due to a legal inJunction, resulting from
potential flooding dangers 1n the Saginaw area.

2More speclfic contract provislons can cover such
points as: delivery schedules, dellvery limitations,
closing date for delivery, contalners, charges for lost
or damaged contalners, passed acreage, rejJection of pro-
duct or acreage, cancellation of the contract, and others.
These provisions were lifted from an unpublished paper by
Noel Stuckman, "A Look at the Michigan Pickle Industry."
Some current contracts are offering per acre guarantees,
ranging around $100 per acre, generally as enticement to
obtain growers who are fearful of loss, often stemming
from fear of the inefficlency of mechanlcal harvesting.

3The summer of - 1967 was such a summer early in the
Michigan harvesting season, because suppllies from south-
ern contracted acreage were quite large. Outside obser-
vers saw lcoads of pilckles sitting on the docks of
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on the other hand, would find processors paying growers
for larger pickles (nubs)normally rejected, and could
find growers "jumping" contract provisions to sell part
of the acreage to buyers on the open market offering
prices much higher than those under contracts.l
The out-of-pocket cost to the grower in pickle pro-
duction can be relatively small on aper acre basils, because
the company handles the large cost factor, labor. Plant-
ing and fertilizer applicatlion can be done wlth a regular
corn planter; the amount of fertilizer application is
variable and 1ncreases costs. The application of weed and
insect chemlcals can become more or less costly depending
on the type of applicator, whether small band sprayer at
planting time, or blast or alrplane control later., And
the use of an 1rrigation system can run flxed costs up
guite high unless acreage 1s large or other crops are also

1rr1gaﬁed; the main cost is the pump which must be pur-

chased regardless of the feet of pipe used.

processors for two and three days walting to be run.
Since the value of a load 1s determined once the green
stock 1s run through the graders, i1t 1s little wonder
that quality suffered.

lPrior to the period when processors supplled the
labor, Jumpling contracts was more easily accomplished; a
grower would report that his fleld which earlier promlsed
a large yleld simply falled to yleld that much, when in
reality the good yleld resulted but parts of 1t were sold
off the contract. When the companles began supplying
labor on a large scale, thelr control of the harvest
became tighter and grower violation of the contract
became more difficult.
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The final link in the chain 1s the worker. The sea-
sonal labor force 1in pilckles 18 comprised largely of
migrant workers from the South, primarily Mexican-Amerlcans
from Texas, and a few local workers. In February and
March of each year recrulters from the pickle companies,
as well as a few farmers, go into the labor supply states
of the South and make arrangements with groups of workers
to provide work.1 Often money 1s advanced to the workers
to facilitate transportation as well as pay-off debts col-
lected during slow winter months. Some worker groups have
worked earlier years for selected companies and growers,
and eilther a letter of phone call is sufficient to make
arrangements, followed of course by a money order as an
advancement.

Workers are provided housing when they arrive but
not always work 1f the crops are not ready. Throughout
the plcking season work 1s regular except for wet days,
sometimes "“over-regular" with weekend work when the crops
will not walt. '

Payment forms have changed conslderably within the

recent history of the industry. From the simple 50-50

1This is administered almost entlrely wilthin the aus-
pices of the Farm Labor Service. Working outside the FLS,
the recrulter faces expensive recruiting licenses in sup-
ply states. The only entlre Michigan industry known to
the author, which works ocutside of the FLS, 1is the sugar
beet industry. Separate growers contact workers in the
South via calling, writing, or visiting, but not on an
industry basis.
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pay system which had é built-in incentive to harvest small
plckles, the method has switched almost entirely to either
an hourly rate or a plece rate. An hourly rate is almost
mandatory with the use of picking alds, since all pickles
go into a community box. An hourly system for stralght
picking work does not encourage hustle. The pilece rate
system discourages the picking of smaller frult and thus

is somewhat dangerous. Experamentation stlll exlsts. The
adoption of the mechanlcal harvester, 1f and when 1t comes,

wlll spell the eventual solutlion of this problem.
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APPENDIX II

DATA SOURCES

In addltlion to the numerous reports of studles deal-
ing with this labor market three basic sources of informa-
tion were used in the research: (1) interviews with
individuals famlliar with the agrilicultural labor market;
(2) questionnalre mailed to pickle growers; (3) data
collected by others.

Interviews

Interviews provided the main source of subjectilve
data. They were held wlth: growers of varlous crops;
pickle processing personnel, lncludlng owners, managers,
fieldmen, and green stock buyers; state director and
regional directors of the Michigan Farm Labor Service;
county Agricultural Extension agents; Michligan State
University personnel in agricultural economics, horti-
culture and food sclence; Washlngton staff of the Office.
of Farm Labor Services; members of the Michigan Farm
Bureau.,

All interviews were open-ended to galn as much
information as possible., Baslc interview forms were

211
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developed for each set of siﬁilar interviews, for example
all regional directors of the Farm Labor Service; however
earlier interviews from one set were used to develop
additional questions for later interviews. The estimated
average length of all intervliews was about one and a half
to two hours. Extenslve notes were taken during the inter-~
views which were typed-out in extended form immediately
following.

Raridom selection of 1lndividuals to be interviewed
was not attempted. For interviews with all groups except
two, growers and pickle processors, the relevant popula-
tions were so small that nearly all members were contacted.
Among regional Farm Labor Service directors, four_of the
seven lower peninsula directors were contacted, lncluding
the ones 1n areas of bracero use: Benton Harbor, Muskegon,
Saginaw, Lansing. Likewlse, county Agricultural Extension
agents were contacted in most of the counties in which
braceros were used: Allegan, Bay, Montcalm, Sanllac, and
Van Buren, In the Washington office of the Farm Labor
Service the two indivliduals most closely assoclated with
the Mlichigan bracero program on a full-time basis were
contacted: the present and former chlefs of the Divislon
of Research and Wage Actlvities, The individuals contacted
at Michligan State Unilversity and the Michigan Farm Bureau
were lntimately connected wilth either the agricultural

labor market or selected crops, primarily plckles.
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For the‘cases of growers and pickle processors, more
expedient reasons limited random sampling. The question-
nalre was sent to a majority of pickle growers 1ln the
state, thus providing a more representative account of
information for this crop. Beyond this the time and money
budgeted for the thesis would not allow controlled inter-
views, Thus a small number of growers of other crops were
interviewed without any attempt at control other than
that the growers be employers of seasonal labor. Of the
seven growers contacted three were relatively large
employers, two about medium and two were relatively small
employers. These 1intervlews were conducted in the Lansing
area.

Roughly about forty processors and/or green
stock buyers operate in the state; a few of these have
processing facillities 1n other states. About eight of
these are large processing companies, and they also were
the largest employers of braceros. Original designs were
to contact a randomly selected sample of all processors,
being sure to get adequate representation of the eight
largest. The pickle processing industry was found not to
be very open to an outside interviewer and soﬁe initlal
attempts at arranging interviews fell through. Conse-
quently, 1t was decided to contact as many processors as
time would allow, seeing whomever was willing to talk.

Representatives of three of the elght largest were
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contacted and a telephoné conversation was carried on with
a fourth., In all, six different processors and/or green

stock buyers were contacted.

Questionnalre

In order to obtain selected Information on the
plckle industry, a questionnalre was deslgned and malled
tc plckle growers 1n the state. The informatlon deslred
dealt wlth such factors as wages, employment, type of
workers employed, production practices used, the extent
of mechanically harvested acreage, and costs and m=.-1:,urn:='s.:L
A copy of the questlonnalire follows thls appendlx as
Figure 19,

Before sending the questionnalre it was field
tested and modified. Three plckle growers were inter-
viewed wilth the questionnalre as a base. One grew over
a hundred acres, the other two less than fifty. On the
basls of their comments the questions were rephrased and
modified,

The blggest problem involved obtalning names and

addresses of pickle growers.2 A list of over 800 names

lMost of the information desired would be available
from processors since they keep all records on the growers
who grow for them. The author was advised however not to
expect good cooperation from processors in this regard,
and initial contact with them bore out thils warning.

2Processors have most of these names, as mentloned,
but little success was found in getting their lists,
Farm Labor Service officlals have falrly complete lists
but by law are prevented from releasing them, The Michigan
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was obtained from a former student of the industry. This
list was sent to individuals around the state who agreed
to check~off growers still active and add those they

knew who were not on the list. Names of over 700 growers
were obtailned in thls manner to whom questlonnaires were
sent. A small number of these were returned telllng of
deceased growers, or some who had not grown in years, so
the 700 names were not all rellable.

The last four agricultural censuses listgd the
number of plckle and cucumber growers for the state as:
9,909 growers in 1950; 6,050 in 1954; 3,139 in 1959;

2,011 in 1964.1 If this trend were projected to 1967

then approximately 1,000 to 1,500 growers would have
exlsted in the state; most of these would be plckle growers.
If anything the trend would turn downwards after 1964,

for at least two reasons: the cost of plckle production
rose, and a concentration of larger acreage on fewer farms
.began in preparation for mechanical harvesting. Conse-
quently, a reasonable estimate would suggest 1,000 growers
in 1967 and probably 600 of these received guestionnaires.

The questionnalres.were sent out with a cover
letter and a self-addressed, stamped, return envelope

enclosed. The initial mailing was the first week of

Department of Health has a list of most migrant camps,
but their list excludes growers wlthout camps.

1Taken from tables 1n the U.S. Census of Agriculture,
Michigan, 1950, 1954, 1959 and 1964, compiled by the
Bureau of the Census,
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December, 1967, calculated to be after all crops were in
and when plenty of free time was available. A second
mailing went out midway through January to the non-
respondents, with a second cover letter enclosed. 1In
February a small number of the remaining non-respondents
were contacted by telephone. This resulted 1n some
additional response. Q@Generally, however, those falling
to respond who were contacted had a reason for 1t which
a telephone conversation could not shake, for example
"the company would not want me to do 1it.™"

The composite of these efforts resulted in 135 usable
questionnaires, which comprised the followling total
acreages and percéntages of thg total Michigan acreages
when compared with U.S. Department of Agriculture

estimates.

TABLE 18.,-~-Questionnailre planted and harvested acreages
and the percentages these comprise of the state amounts,

1964-67.
Measure 1964 1965 1966 1967
Questionnalire planted
acreage 3,384 2,601 3,440 5,053
% of state USDA
amount 13.7% 14.8% 16.5% 17.2%

Questilionnaire harvested
acreage 3,310 2,434 3,371 4,798

% of state USDA
amount 14,4% .-14,9% 17.2% 19.0%
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As the table indicates about 20 per cent of the 1867
harvested acreage was included 1in the respondents to the
questionnalre., The general indication, both from the
questlonnalre responses and follow-up phone calls, was
that larger growers had a greater tendency to respond than
smaller growers. In Table 19 the mean bushel yleld per
acre for each year of the questionnalre i1s reported, with
its standard deviatilon, and these.are compared to the U.S.
Department of Agriculture figures for average ydeld per

acre, 1

TABLE 19.--Questionnalre yleld per acre, with standard
deviations, compared with USDA figures, 1964-67."

Measure 1964 1865 1966 1967

Question. yleld/acre 287 261 304 238

Standard deviation 120 112 127 115

USDA yield/acre 202 228 249 186
1l

The yield per acre question was one of the more
infrequently completed, thus giving rise to such large
standard devlations. Quite often growers did not have
this information ("the company's business"). One might
expect the larger, more sclentific growers to be con-
cerned with theilr yleld and thus to have this informa-
tion avallable, putting an upward bias in the data, since
these same growers tend to have higher ylelds.
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Aslis seen the questionnalre mean yields all range
above the comparable USDA figures, though not significantly
so at any cruclal confidence level, The uniformly upward
tendency could Indicate that larger growers, who
characteristically have larger ylelds per acre, tended
to respond better than smaller growers. If anything,
therefore, the over-all questionnaire response may show a
larger percentage of the bigger growers than exists 1in
the populatlon, and must be interpreted in light of this
possibility.

The quality of responses varled greatly. Several
questlions were completed on nearly all of the usable
questionnaires, notably those asking for acreages, wages,
irrigation and weed control, and mechanlically harvested
acreage. Employment flgures often were not supplled, the
grower simply "checklng" the types of workers employed.
Responses to yleld per acre and productlvity of workers
were sketchy, and responses to dollar returns per acre and
costs per acre proved very dlsappointing; many growers
simply did not know this information. On the other hand
& number of growers wrote comments on the questionnaires
which provided additional information aé well as some

"color."
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Data. Collected by Others

Three primary sources supplied data for use in the
thesis: (1) U.S. Department of Agriculture, Statistilcal
Reporting Service, in the monthly publication Farm Labor;

(2) U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research

Service, in an annual publlication The Hired Farm Working

Force; (3) Michigan Farm Labor Service in the annual

Michlgan Farm Labor - Report: Post Season.

Data in Farm Labor are obtalined from a questlionnaire

malled monthly to growers throughout eaqh state. The form
requests information on all workers employed in farm work
during the survey week, the last full week of each month.
Famlly members other than the operator are reported as
such 1f they work 15 hours or more without receilving cash
wages, including family members not falling in the above
class; operators are reported separately. In Michigan,
over 2,000 questionnaires are sent out and roughly 600~
700 are returned. The names of growers receiving question-
nalres are taken from a list maintained by the state
office of the Crop Reporting Service, made up largely of
names supplied by the county extension agents. The llst
1s reported to contain a weak representation of employers
of seasonal labor.

The publication; The Hired Farm Worklng Force,

reports Information on hired workers in agriculture on

natlonal and regional bases. The data are obtained from
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a special supplement attached toc the December edltion of
the monthly population survey conducted by the Bureau of
the Census, using their sample. A question is asked
whether any farm work was done during the year, and a
"yes" answer triggers further questions. A basle
limitation of this source for Michigan 1s that information
is reported for the area of the country 1n which the
workers dwell, rather than where they work, so there 1s no
way to filter out southern workers who worked in Michigan
from those working in other states.

Information in the Michigan Farm Labor Report: Post

Season comes from estimates made by local officials of the
Farm Labor Service for "seasonally hired" workers only.

Two reports submltted internally within the FLS provide the
basic information for the publication. One report, ES-223,
1s completed monthly by reglonal supervisors within the
state gilving information about the employment of seasonal
workers on the 15th of the month.1 The second report,
ES-232, 1is specially requested from the Farm Labor Service
in Washington and completed by local offlcials as directed
throughout the season., Both reports are estimates by
local offliclals based upon observations of and talks with

workers and growers in the field.

lln 1967 one report per month was forwarded to state
and national offices. Prior to 1967 two reports per month
were forwarded, one on the 1l5th and one on the 30th.
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Wages
All three reports provide data on wage rates. Farm

Labor reports wages quarterly based on the last week's
experience in January, April, July, and October. The
data are reported in terms of monthly, weekly, daily, and
hourly amounts, with and without board and room, and a
composite hourly rate formulated. The relevant measure
for the present study is wage rates per hour without board
and room, since this 1s the best approximation of the major
payment method used for seasonally employed workers.
Unfortunately wages per hour with room is not reported for
Michigan and thls measure would be a truer approximation
than the former one. Pilece rate methods are converted to
hourly rates by having the reporting growers estimate the
hourly equivalent., This obviocusly leads to some blas,
probably an upward one, since growers would tend to over-—
state their workers' earnlings.

These wage data are consldered the most rellable for
the purposes of this study. They are averages of seascnal
and non-seasonal hired workers and thus probably'have some
upward blas in wage level 1n terms of seasonal workers
alone, since non-seasonal hired workers generally are pald
slightly more on an hourly basis. Many non-seasonal
workers are taken out of the hourly wage flgures, however,
since they often are pald weekly and monthly. If there
is any blas to these data it is consldered a consistent

one, and thus loses some of its: impact over time.
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The Hired Farm Working Force reports wages earned

per day and per year for workers employed at any time in
farm work., The figures are reported as total wages earned
for farm and non-farm work and separately for each source
of work. The figures are further broken down in numerous
ways, the important ones for this study being all farm
workers, all migrants, and reglon of the nation in which
workers dwell, For applicabllity to Michlgan the break-
down at the North Central region level would include local
workers and intrastate migrants. The southern reglon
would contaln many Michlgan interstate migrants, but also
migrants to other states in the whole northern and central
parts of the nation.

These data are collected on a household basis rather

than the establishment basls of Farm Labor and hence are

probably slightly more accurate, though far less flexible
on a statewlde basis. The maln reliagbility problem 1s the
difficulty in obtaining accurate yearly and dally income
data from workers whose records surely are poor.

The data 1n Michigan Farm Labor Report are reported

in both hourly and plece rate amounts, and there is no
consistent attempt to arrive at average hourly equivalénts.

Whereas Farm Labor reports one statewlde wage figure, the

Farm Labor Service reports wage data for many crops and
activities as well as for different regions within the
state., The plece rate data undoubtedly are highly reliable,
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since wage rates can be obtained by asking, and regionai
supervisors cover large portions of thelr respective
terrltories. Whether the rates were those being pald on
the 15th is questionable, but this 1is relatively
unimportant.

At times average hourly equivalents are reported,
based on the ES-232 reports. These figures are questionable
however, since in obtalning them no effort is made to assure
a random sampling of workers or picking conditlions. As
many workers as posslible are contacted and average hourly
amounts estimated from talks with workers and growers. At
a glven point in time these average hourly equivalents for
a crop or area are probably as reliable as those reported

in Farm Labor, but there would be far less consistency

over time and thus a random bias would be introduced making

comparisons difficult.l

Employment

Agalin, all three baslic sources supply employment data.

Farm Labor provides the best estimates for the purpose of

this thesis. Employment data are reported monthly on all

hired and famlly laborers, and from thls the state amount

1There is no real way to estimate a consistent blas
in these figures. One reglonal supervisor may favor grower
interests and tend to accept higher estimates; a second
may be skeptical of growers and tend to accept a lower
estimate. If there 1is any political vying among regions
then particular supervisors could want thelr region to
look better. than others.
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is calculated to the nearest thousand. In that all hired
workers are 1lncluded seasonal workers are mixed with non-
seasonal.

Theré appear to be two major problems with these
data: (1) double-counting and (2) non-representativeness
of seasonal employers. Any workers transferred from one
farm to another during the survey week would be pilcked up
twice by the questlonnaire. As a result there is an upward
bias. Working in an opposite dlrectlion 1s another blas.

In the heat and activity of the summer there would be a
greater likelihood that larger employers would fall to
respond than smaller ones. For these employers, fllling
out the questionnaire would take more time and be more
difficult due to the variocus crops and actilvitles involved,
As noted, this would blas the data downward, thus off-
setting the first blas some. The upward blas would be
strengthened due to the fact that the lists of names

from which the sample is taken probably is skewed towards
larger growers. County agents are more lilkely to supply
names of the larger, better known groweré. In addition,
collection officlals admit they "go after'" the blg growers.
Again, any blases in these data should be mitigated some-~
what over time because of consistency.

Employment data from The Hired Farm Working Force

again are more reliable, but on a scale too wide for

applicabllity to Michigan.
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Employment data are collected 1in the ES-223 reports
for the Michigan Farm Labor Report, but the quality of

the data are questionable. Using various past Indications
reglonal supervisors estimate thelr area's seasonal employ-
ment for a glven day. An upward blas 1s considered a part.
of these data for various reasons. Officlals generally
visit the larger farms and would therefore assume other
growers employ similar amounts. A glven officlal's
"professional prestige" derives from hils abllity to co-
ordinate many workers well, and thus there 1s a natural
inclination to over-state employment figures: the Job
depends on 1t. Double-counting 1s also a danger as
supervisors cannot vislit all growers in thelr region on

a gilven day and thus may see the same workers more than

once during visits over time. Unlike the Farm Labor

data, there does not seem to be a counter-blasing factor

in the downward directlon. As with the average hourly

wage data from this source, the blas 1n these figures would
not be consistent. An advantage of the Farm Labor Service
estimates 1s that they are reported regionally within the

state on the ES=223 forms.l

Table 20 lists monthly
employment data from both sources for 1966 and 1967. As
can be seen, the USDA estimates show far less lntensity

of change in either direction.

lIn the research each of the regional ES~-223 reports
from 1963 through 1967 were reviewed, as well as the ES-232
reports for the same period. In addition to the wage and
employment information is information concerning weather
conditions and other matter llike employment practices, use
of mechanical equipment, etc.
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TABLE 20,--Seasonal farm employment estimates for Michlgan
agriculture, taken from FLS and USDA sources, 1966-67.

. 1966

Month

FLS* USDA ¥ FLS* USDA#
May 18,994 27,000 16,045 30,000
June 51,098 42,000 54,005 35,000
July 67,635 54,000 70,439 46,000
August 51,230 45,000 53,060 44,000
September 28,567 34,000 33,647 33,000
October 11,188 30,000 13,048 32,000

#
Fligures are for the 30th of each month,

%
Figures are taken from the last week of each month,

Over :time the seasocnal employment data collected

by the Farm Labor Servilice probably are inflated, while the

Farm Labor data probably under-state the amount of

seasonal labor.,

The latter data however are considered

more conslstently reliable and are used in the quantita-

tive analysis.

The actual employment figures used are

averages of the May to October monthly employment. The

average 1s used rather than a peak employment figure to

control for seasonal weather changes which could affect

peak employment strangely.
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Grower Questionnaire
Pickling Cucumbers

What {s your nama?
What fs the county (n which your pickling cucumbers are grown?

What has baen the total acreage for all crops that you have farmed (owned,
rented or leased) in esach of the last four years (do not include idle land)?
a. 1967 c. 1965
b. 1966 d, 1964

What is the primary crop, or activity, of your farm operations?

wWith which company have you contracted to grow pickles in each of chs last
four ysars?
s, 1967 c. 1965

b, 1966 d, 1964
To what receiving station did you deliver your pickles this year?

How many acres of pickles have you plantsd in each of the last four years?

a, 1967 c, 1963
b. 1966 d, 1964
How many acres of pickles have you harvested in each of the last four years?
a, 1967 c. 1965 hY
b, 1966 d, 1964 -

What type of workers did you use for hoeing in each of the last four years
(check the type of worker and give the number of that type you employed)?
1367 1966 1965 1964

& local “ﬂtkurl.nc-o-----oc-oucolo-o

b, workers from other arecas in Mich..

c. family workers from other statee,.

d, stag workers from other states....

e, stoﬂ.r'l flﬂ\ily....-.-..-....-----

f. for.tsﬂ WOFKEYB, s usvsssvnnsnnennes

What type of workers have you used for haryeetfng in each of the last four
years (check the type and give the number of thac type you employed)?

1967 1966 1965 1964

a. local workers, . iveveivacaciconens
b. workers from other areas in Mich..
¢. family workers from other acates..
d. stsg workers from other states,...
e, grover's family,,.cceeuvsasnnonene
. fOTOLGN WOTKErB. . v iacnescsassovasns

How have you obtained your labor for sach of the last four ysars (check the
method used and give the number obtained by each method)?

1967 1966 1965 1964

a, recruited local workexrs yourself,.

b. racruited migrants yoursslf by
traveling outside your ares.......

c. racruited migrants yourself by
calling or writing letters.....es.

d. company recruited them for yoU....
s, other (explain)

Ansver the following questions yes or no - add further commeants if you wish,
a. within the last thrae yeasrs have you had to give workers a greater
guarantee of constant work bafore thay will work for YoOU,,eswsseraes
b, once workers ars with you, have you-had to provide mors work {on
your farm or others) to make them atay With YouU..yiisssesssssrnacnes
¢, has thers baen a higher turnover of workers on your farm within
the 188 ChTee YRAFS.,coearsorsrsanrsanssovorasarsstatorssrancronsnse
d. hava you had to improve worker housing better than state regulations
raquire to get enough workers within the last three years,...cvvssses
a. othar (explain)

——

()
[ 4
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13. What typs of wage agreement have you used with your workers doing hosing in
each of the last four years (check the type of agreemont used and give the

wage rats paid)?
1967 1966 1965 1964

A. hourly wage..ciese
b. par acre wage..,.
c, per cent of crop.
d, other (explain)

14, What type of wage agresmant have you used with your workers doing harvesting
in aach of the last four years (check the type and give the wags rate paid)?
1967 1966 1965 19864

a, hourly wage......
b. Pl.C. Tat®.sieass
¢, par cent of crop.
d. other (explain) .

15, What additional benefits have you supplisd your workers for each of the last
four years (check the typa)?
1967 1966 1965 1964

f. houllﬂl......-...----.....-.on--...
b. transportation monsy to Mich.......
¢. transportation money from Mich.....
d. loans (eradit).vivccarsecrnnernanans
8. 1“'“'.“:..-...1....!!.!l..l‘!!.!..'
£, other (explain) - .
16, How many acres could your average harvesting worker handle in each of the
last four yeara?
s, 1967 c, 1965
; b. 1966 4, 1964
17. How many workers have you employed for harvesting, in an average harvest waek,
for sach of the last four years? ‘
s, 1967 c, 1965
b. 1966 d, 1964
18. Designate whether you have irrigated your pickles for any of the last four
years, and give the size of the rig by feet of pipe.
a, 1967 c, 1965
b, 1966 d, 1964
19, What plant population per acra (or row spacing and plant spacing within the
row) have you used for aach of the last four years?
a. 1967 c. 1965
b, 1966 d. 1964
20, What was your total fertilizer application for esch of ths last four years in
terms of formula and amount psr acre, for all types of spplications (pre-plant-
ing, planting, post-planting)? .
a. 1967
b. 1966
c. 1965
d, 1964
21. How much chemical weed control have you used for each of the last four ysars
in terms of amount par acre, for all methods of applicacion?
a, 1967
b, 1966
Cq 1965
d. 1964 —r = - © e e —
22, How have you applied weasd control chemical for aach of the last four years?
1967 1966 - 1965 1964

a, blast L 12 o )L ] SN
b. boom BPTAYRT,vsesese
Ce Itfpl‘ﬂ.---.-oco----
d., other (explain)
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23. Answer the following questions if you did machine harvesting in any of the

last three yaars.
a. how much of your acreage was machine harvested in each of the last

threa years {regardless of tha number of pre-harvests by hand)
1967
1966
1965
b. who owned the harvester in esch year (self, company, custom)
1967
1966
1965
24, What was your yield par acre in terms of bushels {or howesver else it was
measured) for each of the last four years?
n. 1967 c, 1965
b, 1966 d. 1964
25, What was the dollar return per acre to you on your pickles for sach of the
last four years? .
a. 1967 c. 1965
b, 1966 d. 1964
26, What percantsge of the value of the crop has the company paid you in each of
the last four yaars?
a, 1967 c. 1965
b. 1966 d. 1964
27. What services has the company provided you in sach of the last four yasars
(check the service)?

1967 1966 1965 1964

a. pfOVld.d the ...d.ou...-uo--ol
b, prmﬂ.ded h‘rlgltlon. YRR
c, provided field containers.....
d. provided harvesting aids......
e, provided oredit,.ccicinsenransns
f. provided trucking.ceseeececsss
8. provided housing for workers..
h, provided a personal field man.
i. other (explain) .

28, What has been the per acre cost to you of growing and harvesting pickles for
each of the last four years?
a. 1967 c. 1965

b, 1966 d. 1964
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APPENDIX IIIX

DETERMINANTS OF THE WAGE CHANGE

Factors Affecting Wages

It has been seen that a statistically significant
shift occurred in wages paid all Michigan hired agricul-
tural workers following 1964, The question arises as
to what factors were operating during the period sub-
sequent to 1964 to cause the shift in wages. It is
important to know how much of the change in wages can
be tied to the termination of bracero use, If, for
example, the employment reductlon accounted for very
little of the change 1n wages, this would lead to dif-
fering policy suggestions than 1f the employment reduc—
tion accounted for a large part of the wage change.

In the analysis of Chapter IV a fairly strong
case was made for the effect of bracero employment on
wages. When braceros were removed wages lmproved sig-
nificantly, both in 1965 and 1966. In this appendix a
statistical estimate of the various factors affecting
wages has been made. As will be seen, however, there
i1s such a great deal of error present, both 1in the
estlmations of all the varliables and from intercorrela-
tion among the independent variables, that the
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estimate 1s quite unsatisfactory. Nevertheless, for
whatever light may be shed, the estlmate 1ls presented.

The measure of wages for thls analysis 1s the
hourly wage rate without board or room pald hired
workers in Michigan, as reported by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture. The annual average of the July and
October reports 1s the figure used, This measure aggre-
gates across all crops and thus picks up forces acting
on crops other than those most closely associated with
braceros. This creates some error, though it is not
considered great,

A number of factors were actlvely affecting wages
of Michigan agricultural workers durlng this perlod, but
those considered most important are the followlng: (1)
the termination in the employment of braceros; (2) the
increase in opportunity costs in non-farm employments;
(3) the change in ocutput of agricultural products using
seasonal labor; (4) the change in manhour productivity
among seasonal workers; (5) the change 1n the costs of
non-labor inputs to growers.

The presence of braceros should have exerclsed an
inverse effect upon wages, keeping supplies of labor
greater than would otherwlse have exlsted and thus main-
talning lower wage rates. A considerable problem arises
in measuring bracero employment 1ln a correct way.

Absolute bracero employment would not suffice silnce
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t

forelgn émployment relative to domestic (or total) employ-
ment would be the needed measure. But relatlive to what
total employment figures should bracero employment be con-
sidered: total pickle employment or total seasonal
employment? This should be answered accordlng to whether
bracero employment affected only plckles or all crops.
More preclsely, thelr presence probably affected both, but
pickles more, so a weighting problem arises, Beyond this,
the employment measure probably should be stated as manhours
of work, however data are only available on peak employment
in numbers of workers, and then only for one day (or week)
durlng each month. The specificatlon problems are indeed
great. The measure which will be used 1s peak employment
of braceros (measured always on August 15th) as a per cent
of average May-October peak employment of all workers
(measured in the last week df each month).1

An alternative measure might have been peak bracero
employment as a per cent of peak August employment of all
workers, but the presence of braceros affected employment
in months other than August; the alternatlve to bracero
employment certalinly affected the July and September
markets, and perhaps others. Selecting the above measure

does not answer the weighting problem nor the manhour

lThe data for each of the factors used 1n the
analyslis are summarized in Table 21, found followlng
the dlscusslion of‘all the factors.



234

problem, but any attempt to adjust for these could lead to
an even greater error slnce no reallstlic conversion factors
can be estimated.

Increasing opportunity costs to farm employment
should exercise a direct effect upon wages, pulling workers
out of farm work and thus exerting an upward pressure on
wages. A stepped-up draft call, for example, would
exercise such an effect, as would expanding programs to
retrain unemployed and underemployed workers--at least in
the short run. The most powerful force enhancing non-farm
opportunities undoubtedly was a growlng economy which
absorbed farm workers into steadler and higher-paying Jjobs.
As with the previous variable there is no single gooad
measure of these opportunlity costs. Probably the most
sultable indication of non-farm opportunities is U.S.
unemployment, though this figufe includes areas of the
country which would not be considered alternatives to farm
workers 1in Michlgan. It is probable that non-farm oppor-
tunities were increasing during the period of adjustment
to braceros, perhaps at a higher rate than any time since
World War II, due to the lengthenlng general economic
expanslon begun in the early 1960's.

The third factor, changing output of agricultural
products which employ seasonal labor, should exert a
positive effect upon wages. Hlgher output levels, ceteris

paribus, require more workers and a larger demand and thus
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higher wages. What is needed then is an index of farm
output among crops using seasonal labor. Such an lndex
was constructed for those Michlgan crops using large
numbers of seasonal 1abor.1 The index was based on
annual production figures for the following crops: sugar
beets, potatoes, asparagus, strawberrlies, apples, peaches,
pears, cherrles, grapes, cucumbers, lettuce and tomatoes.

The change in manhour productlvity among migrant
workers could have several impacts upon wages of farm
labor. In most labor markets an increase in productivity
is positively related with wages, and this would be the
expected impact in agriculture, But since seasonal farm
employment constitutes the lowest rung of the labor force,
workers displaced by productivity advances in one crop
flow into other crops serving to dampen wage increases
there. Therefore, unless an index selective enough to
dlscern productivity changes in each crop is avallable,
specification of this factor may be difficult.

A 1964 study of productivity increases in fresh
market vegetables found a 94 per cent increase in output
per manhour from 1939 to 1959 for all crops studied, or

2

4.70 per cent per year. In the study, the rates of

1These flgures were obtalned in Mlchigan Agricultural
Statistics, published annually by the MichIgan Department
of Agriculture (Lansing, Michigan).

2See Earl Gavitt, "Labor Used to Produce Vegetables:
Estimates by States, 1959,: Statistical Bulletin No. 341,
USDA, Economic Research Servlice, Farm Production Economlcs
Division (Washington, D.C.,: Government Printing Office,
March, 1964).
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increase during this period for three crops which are now
grown in Michigan were: asparagus, 8 per cent (.4% each
year); cucumbers (fresh market, 58 per cent (2.9% each
year); tomatoes, 57 per cent (2.85% each year). The U.S.
Department of Agriculture reports the change in manhour
productlvity at the natlonal level for all crops.l The
rate of increase for this lndex between 1950 and 1967 was
6.18 per cent each year. Undoubtedly the rate of increase
in crops using seasonal labor was less than this, and
perhaps less than the 4.70 per cent filgure for the 1939
to 1959 period, as the lower figures for the three selected
crops indlcate. To construct an index applicable to
Michigan for the migrant crops would requlire manhour
information which 1s not availlable. The only recourse
appears to be reliance upon the fligures for all crops at
the natlonal level, Though the level of this measure 1s
high the changes 1in it may not be too different from
changes in a more approprilate, but unavalilable index.
Obviously there 1s considerable error encountered here.
The final factor, the change in the costs of non-
labor inputs to growers, exercilses an uncertain effect
upont wages, Non-labor inputs can be elther.substitutes

for, complements of, or unrelated to the labor factor

1See USDA, Economic Research Service, The Farm Cost
Situation (Washington: Government Printing Office,
November, 1967), 11.




237

in the production function. Increases 1ln the costs of

substitute 1lnputs would, ceteris paribus, lead to the

substitution of labor for these inputs, an lncreased
demand for labor and thus higher wages: a posltive
relationship. On the other hand an lncrease 1in the costs
of complementary inputs, or unrelated inputs, would put

a downward pressure on wages; in tﬁis cage there 1is no
substltute effect between labor and these inputs, but

1 which means the

there 1s a contraction (income) effect,
grower has less income than before the cost lncrease and
thus he employs less of all factors, including labor.
The-particular effect upon wages would depend on whether
non-labor inputs were substitutes or not. A possible
case 18 that for the c¢rops under conslilderation the con-
tractlon effect would dominate precisely because there
are not many substitutes for seasonal labor.

An indication of the costs to growers of non~labor
inputs can be gained from indices of costs to all farmers
in the U,S. as compiled by the U.S. Department of Agri-

2

culture in The HMarm Cost Situation. Of the various

inputs for which indices are gilven, several appear to

reflect costs to seasonal employers more closely: farm

lSee Milton Friledman, Price Theory: A Provisional
Text (Aldine Publishing Co., 1962), 179.
2

USDA, Economlic Research Service, The Farm Cost
Situation (Washington: @Government PrintIng Office,
November, 1967), 2. ’
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machinery, farm supplies, fertilizers, and seed. Other
indices on such items as feed, livestock, and motor
vehicles were not considered as relevant. As with
several previous variables the estimation of this one is
not good, for it includes all farmers 1in the U.S. rather

than Michigan seasonal employers.

Analysis

The five 1ndependent varlables were regressed on
wage rates for the 1951-1966 period, and the following

multiple regresslion obtailned:

= 1
Xp = +1.532-0,0009X,-0.0126X,-0.0987X3+0.0043X,~-0.0068X;,™
(-0.854) (-0.166) (-1.463) (+5.967)%(-1.565)

where: xo July-October average wages of all hired
agricultural workers in Michigan;

X, = peak bracero employment as a per cent of

1 May-October average employment of all
Michigan farm workers;
x2 = average yearly U.S. unemployment rate of
all workers;
X, = output index of those Michigan crops using

3 large numbers of migrant workers;

xu = productivity index of all agricultural
workers in the U.S.;

xs = cost 1ndex of non-labor inputs for all
Uu,S, farms,

lThe regresslon coerfficlents are glven with thelr
respective t-values shown in parentheses below. An
asterisk (*) indicates a level of significance of .05
or less.



TABLE 21.--Measures of the variables used in the regression analysis of five
independent variables on wages, in Michigan agriculture, 1951-1966.

Year Wage?  Drasero Output® Productivity® U.s. un-® Cost?f
%%)y ' (1953-55=100) (1957-59=100) employmt. (1957-59=100)
1951  $0.930 3.23% 979 62 3.3 98.5
1952 0.975 6.74 .892 68 3.1 105.0
1953 1,010 14,24 .964 71 2.9 102.0
1954 1.005 10.16 .996 T4 5.6 99.0
1955 1.025 13.88 1.040 80 4.4 100.0
1956 1.055 19.80 1.096 86 4.2 97.5
1957 1.065 24,28 1.186 91 4.3 100.0
1958 1,055 16.04 1.403 103 6.8 100.0
1959 1.070 18.18 1.515 106 5.5 100.0
1960 1.070 10,48 1.430 115 5.6 102.0
1961 1.090 24,53 1.756 120 6.7 103.0
1962 1.105 23.01 1.441 127 5.6 104.0
1963 1.120 22.88 1.382 135 5.7 106.0
1964 1.135 24,24 1.696 142 5.2 107.0
1965 1.205 000 1.726 155 4,6 109.0
1966 1.320 000 1.433 161 3.8 109.0
aAverage July and October hourly wage rate without room and board for all

hired workers in Michigan--reported by the USDA In Farm Labor.

bPeak bracero employment as a percentage of average May-October employment of
all hired workers in Michigan, as reported by the USDA in Farm Labor.

®Annual production index of Michigan crops using seasonal labor.

dChange in manhour productivity for all crops at the national level--reported
by the USDA in The Farm Cost Situation.

eAverage annual U.S. unemployment rate of all workers.
fCost index of selected non-labor inputs--reported by the USDA in The Farm Cost

Situation.

6E2
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The multlple correlatlion coefficlent for the total.
regression was .9648, and the F-value for the regression

was 26.898 (significant at .01 level). The high correla-
tlon ccefficient indlcates a good degree of correlation
between the independent variables and the dependent
variable, which can suggest causation. But the low t-
values of most of the regresslon coefflcients suggest that
intercorrelation is present between the independent variables
as well, thus impaliring the abllity of the regression to
give true estimates of the causative impacts of the inde-
pendent varlables on wages. The partial correlation coeffi-
clents of the independent varlables, indilcating the
variance 'Iln the dependent variable correlated with the

given independent varlable, while holding all other

varliables constant, are presented in Table 22.

TABLE 22.--The partlal correlatlion coefficlents of the
varliables displayed in the multiple regression.

i

Xy KS

X X X

1 2 3

Partlial
correlation -=0.2608 ~0.4199 +0.8836 -0.3459 -0,4435
coeffliclent . ot
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Due to the hypothesized poorer state of the pro-
ductivity specification, this varilable was removed and

a second multiple regresslon equation estimated:

XO = -0,2101 - 0.0013 Xl - 0,0054 X2 + 0,1644X_ + 0.0109 X

3 52

(-0.573) (-0.246) (+1.581) (+1.664)

where the X's are the same as before. The multiple.
cor;elation coefficient for the over-all regression was
lower than before at .B273--still relatively high however--
and the F-value of the regression dropped to 5.9621 (sig-
nificant at .01 level).

In the inltial regression the signs are as expected,
except for the negative correlation with output; the cost
correlation 1s negative, which could be the case 1f the
non-labor lnputs were complements of rather than substil-
futes for labor. However both signs change to positive
in the second regression, reinforcing the fact that inter-
correlation exlsts., In neither regression however are
the t-values of these variables significant. In fact,
the only significant t-value 1s that for the productivity
regression coefflclent in the first regression, which
could appear strange since the specificatlion of this
varlable was so weak. About the most that can be inferred
from the regression analysis is that several variables
other than the employment of Mexlcan nationals were

exerting an effect upon wages during the period under
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analysis, but the amount of the effect of the several
variables 1s highly uncertain, except perhaps for the
poorly specified variable, productivity.
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