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_ SUMMARY OF EARNINGS - :
. OF MIGRATORY FARM WORKERS -
IN WAYNE COUNTY, NEW YORK: 1968

L .

The hourly wages of migrants in Wayne County are bigher
than state or federal legal requirements. However, for many
migrant workera the “irregularity of migrant employment makes
it less profitable over the harvest than a steady job at the lower
legal rates. Moreover a person who céuld be employed at a
steady job as a nonagricultural laborer in Florida (the home
state of many Wayne migrants) would be better off doing so
than coming to Wayne as a migrant. This\atter point is true
_because his potential - hourly wages,.
"and, consequently, total ear are likely to be less in Wayne.
These findings mlght provide
experiencing mcreasmg/ ifficy
ths‘zv"»mj,dhhough they might pa¥
ly reqmred

igher rates than are legal-

arity of cmployment

e r¢a¥on why growers have heen
in-attracting the migrant’s
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L PREFACE : S
-~ ‘A man's income is probably’ the most significant determi-
- nant of his ability to meet the present and future needs of his.
family - This study will provide some information on the in-
- comre migrants earned in Wayne County, New York in 1968, It
. will also provide a discussion of some of the easily committed
~~errors in the measurement and interpretation of the earnings of - -
these workers. * Sinee the studyrdoes not pretend to be défini-
tve, it wili eonclude with suggestions for further research.

A number of individuals and organizations contributed. to
this effort. The New York State Center for Migraut Studies at
the Stdte University College. Geneseo, New York, provided thé
financial support. Barbara Bourne served as administrative as-
sistant. Barry Levensogs: Michelle Citron.  Karen Holmgren,
Mary Ellen Krober, M{;ackalyne Pfannenstiel served as sta- . . *
tistical assistants. Dr. Frank Puffer wrote the computer pro- '
grams, and the data wpre.processed at the Worcester Polytech-

‘nical Institute in Wgfcester, Massachusetts. Susan. Stearns typ-

¢d the manyscripty/ Dr. Roy S. Bryce offered many usefnl syg- .

gestions. Dr. er C. Van Tassel .and the Department of ‘
|
|

: Economics at Glar®\University accommodated the conducting of

, this research by pr@vidingtime and facilities. Dr. David Marl-

tin, Chairman of thf Degartment of Economics at the State Uni-

N versity College, Ge o, introduced ‘me to thi‘area of research

o ° and provided helpful suggestions and criticisms. My wife, Be-’

verly, served in every feasible capadeity. To all these and the

countless other persons and organizations which contributed to

this study, I owe my deepest gratitude.- They share ne respon- |

sibility for its outcome. . . , h . i

Lo A ‘ |

\ B .. Herrington J. Bryce }
Worcester, Massachusetts .

. March 13, 1969
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CHAPTER I
\ (NTRODUCTION-

This study began in June. 1968, with the ﬁnanqml assis-
tance of the New York State Center for Migrant Studies at "the
State University (‘olle"e at Geneseo The original objective was
to present a fairly definitive analysis of the economic well- bemg
of mngxants based upon interviews of 100 growers and 1000 mi-

grants in Wayne. Orleans, Ontario and Monroe Counties, New .
“York. The date for its completion, was set.at February 1, 1969.

Within a couple of weeks. the compflexity of the task and the
difficiilty of obtaining qualified personnel to do the interview-
ing became clear. This led to. the more sober ambition of
. stud\m" the earnings of as many m]grants as possible within
Wavne County only.

_ This report is the result’of nine months of research. Three
of these months were spent by this author making daily visits
(for about nine hours each) to farmas in Wayne. In many ways,

this was a very short time for a stﬁdy of this nature; yet, the "'

deadline was 1mportant in view of the current interest in the.
topic. The. study is not definitive. It is intended to provide

some needed insight into the earnings of migratory farm: work-

ers in Wayne County, New York in 1968 to point out some j
the major pitfalls in the measurement and ‘interpretation of .
‘these workers; and finally, to suggest areas for further re-

search.

The migrants in this study are blacks who live in Florida

and who come to Néew York State during the summer to pick -

fruit. They comprise the great bulk-of the migratory farm la-
“bor force®’in Wayne County. Puerto Ricans and a few whites
account for the remainder. . e

Con.trary to popular belief, these migrants do not ‘‘follow
the crops.’”’ They are .people who pick fruit and vecgetables in

.. Florida. When they are through there, they come stralght to

Wayne. They generally arrive jn full force by the first half of
July and leave by the first of November. They do not stop to
work on thelr way to or from Wayne. '

Ontario. It has a populatlon of nearl aeVenty ‘thousand, about
sixty per cent of whom are in agriculture. ‘Its major crops are
cherries and apples. Among the other crops which migrants
harvest are pears, prunes and tomatoes. R is of'flclally estimat-

' Wavng County is located along t? southern shores of Lake

ed thatothe peak population during the harvest is about 2,100

migrants.(1) Consequently. Wayne is second. among New

1. This figure which includes blacks, Puerto Rickns and a fow
whites is estimated by the New York State Division of Em-
ployment mn Farm Labor Andkal Report, 1967 and 1968.

1




-fourteen per cent .of
has just & few more mxg{'ants than Wayne

- - I .

York State countxe& z? terms of m:grant- population. It hosts
Il migrants in the(state. Suffolk Codnty

i Migrants in Wayne County work under one of ‘three basic

- arrangements. The migrants with which this researchis con.

cerned live on a single farm work primarily for a single grow-

er and are paid by ‘checks written by bim. The erew leader.on

these farnis serves as a recrmter, general fofeman and as a dis-

. burger of paychecks, Other migrants work under a contractual

arfangement with a contractor who sells migrant services to
farmers gets paid in a lump smn ¥nd then pays the migrants
in cash or by check. The other type of migrant, the Puerto

" . Ricans, comes under contractual arrangements made and saper-

vised bv the Commonywealth of Puerto Rico. Fon simplieity and
to avoid confusion, the last two clasges of migrants are exclud-
ed from this study. .

Another omission of the study relates to imputed and resl
income. That is to say, this study does not estupnte the extra
benefits which a migrant obtains from the housing growers pro-.
vide or the deduction from earnings which result from the
transportation expenditures of migrants.- It was intended that
these estimates be made, but it was discovered that a fair’ analy-

sis of 1mputed income reqmrea a wholly separate mvestlgatlon. i :

Serious questions ¢oncerning the justification, method, and -sig-
nificance of such .estimatés must be answered. Therefore, this
study refers solely to cash or money paymentg from growers to
mlgranta

These omsmons do not, in the estimation of thJs author,

~ constitute maJor ‘limitations of the stydy.. As a matter of fact,

these omissions avoid some of the pitfalls of migrant studies—
that of confusing distinctly different types of employment ar-
rangements and that of making tenuous assumptions (or inad-
vertent omissions) about hidden benefits or costs.

The major limitation of the study comes from the fact ‘that
it relies heavily on data from certain large growers who ‘might,
indeed, be in a position to pay highest. It is not based on a
troe cross-sect'non of farms. This resulted from the lack of ] per-
sonnel 8nd time which weré needed to gain the: cooperatlon of
individual growers and migrants and to eolleet the necessary
data.

Yet, the study might -have snmethmg worthwhxle to’
For eaeh of the seventeen-week period of the harvest, it
(1) show the weekly and converted “hourly earnings of mi-
grants; (2) compare these hourly earnings with the federal
agricultural minimum wage, and the proposed state agncultural '
minimum wage; (3) estimate the amount of money earnings a
migrant who eould be employed :as a laborer in Florida sacrifi-
ces by leavmg Florida to come to Wayne Ceunty; (4) compare
a migrant’s earnings over the harvest with these of workers

- who have steady or regular employment and (5) estimate the

2
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~= amount mlgrants lose becau;e of the }rrevularx’n of - thelr em-

- ployment. - ) = L
- . = The next chapter of thls study wxll focus oh some ‘of the
o major pltfall': in the measurement and inierpretation of mi- .
= grant sarnings and will describé the attempts made ta ayo1d

them/ It \nll be followed by the analysis of migrant earnings.
The concluding chapter offers five suggesnom for further re-
search on migrant earnings. '

. . v ) Snmmary and Conclusion

Some of the common pitfalls encountered. in a study of the
earnings of ‘migratory farm labor have been pointed out. “This
stud{v lias tried to avoid these pitfalls; yet, some limitations re-
main;\ Among these are that the 'study is based on a small, non-

; randoml} chosen sample of migrants workmg on a few large

-

3 egards of growers. Bearlng these limitations in
mind, the“ ﬁndmg‘ss~v can be summarized and the implications of

. -Migrant earmngs ary’ widely from week to week dur- '
ing the harvest. om a low $40 in the first week, it: .
reaches a high of $128in the final week. .

2. Hourly rates, like w M‘Iy earmngs, vary widely from -
ﬁ{week to week. At its lowest 1t is 80c, and at ltS higheat
vlt is $2.45. o o

3. Over the entire harvest,
hour than the federal minim
more than the proposed state:

4. summg ‘that an individual nt could be employ-

L ed in hjs home state of Florida ‘at.the prevailing rate

P .~ for laborers, he sacrifices an averagé' of 45¢ an hour for

: every Qour he works over the seventeen ’
Wayne

ntg may net 47¢ more per'
for agriculture; and 2%c
num for agriculture.

the harvest shows the following:
1. The average migrant earns $1122

. 2. A worker who has a steady job at the ]
minimum for_agrlculture or at the propose »
mum for agriculture, might nevertheless earh ‘mare than
a large number of migrants over the period of: the har-
vest. This is due to the irregularity of migrantiem
ment. '

3. A migrant who could get a steady job as a labﬁr
his home state of Florida is likely to sacrifice’ &
$410 by coming to Wayne.  This is due both to th

we L
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gulanty of employment and the' lower wages in- Wayne .

Tog, . The cost of the. 1rregular1ty of employment to the ayer-
" age. mlg,rant dunng the season is hkelv to be nearly'

$370.

The hourly —aggs of mlgr”ants in Wayne Cou.nty are higher
than sfate or federal legal, 'reqmrementa._ ‘However, for many
migrant workers the lrregulanty of mlgrant employment makes
it less profitablé  over the harvest than a steady job at the lower
legal rates. Moreover, a person who could be employed at a
steady job as a nonagricultural laborer in. Florida' (the home
state of many Wayne migrants) would be, better off doin'g S0

‘than coming to Wayne as a migrant. This latter point is true

because his petentials hourly ‘wages,wregularity of employment

-and, ‘consequently, total earnings. are likely to be less in Wayne.

These ﬁndxngs might promde one reason whv growers have been

experiencing increasing difficulties in attractmg the migrants’ \

they wish, although they might pay higher rates than ave lcgal-
1y requu'ed. ‘

o




. _CHAPTER II

.

THE MEASUREMLNT AND PNTFRPREI‘ATION

Thh section de\crxbes some of the common, pitfalls in the
' measnremem and’ interpretation of the earmngs of migrant
“orker’s’ and the attempts made to awoid them in the present

-, Because of the nature of these pitfalls, né delusions are
held tha ail ha‘e been entirely skirted. - : ‘¢

The Irregu]anty of Employment: Weekly Fluctuations in
: Employment and Earmgg! :

A common error which is committed in the mtcrpretatxon

and measurement of- migrant earnings is the assumptior* that ag- -

curate Judgment\can be. made based on the amount earned-in a
smgle or gven a few weeks of the harvest. Weekly fluctuations
_in the earnmgs of migrant workers make it Tallacious to assume
~ that one or g few week are typical of the harvest. One reason
for the varjation in earnings is the seasonal aspect of the har
vest.(1) In Wayne County, New York, for example, the major*
crops are cherties and apples. Figure 1 show} that sweet cher-
ries are plcked 1n early July and employment might Jbe good for

3 FIGURE) : S
ubnmunm: VARIATION IN amomrr ARD
EARNINGS OX FRUIT. EARMES IR WAYKE comm NEW YORK: 1E° ~

A
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about ten 'dny'.s. .Eniployment may drop siig’htlj&for a few day

and then improve around the fifteenth of July and reach a peak -

by early August. Between middle August and middle Septem-.

" ber, employment drops sxgmﬁcantlv it rises and remains good

until the first day or so in November. As the picking of cher-
rics is highly mechari~ed, *}e perind of greatest continuitv of

pood .mploymeut is the app“ harvest »eapemally the month of. .
- October. During the slack employment penoas gome migrants .
.on small farms might do hourly work. "Those in larger and-

more organized crews may travel to other counties to work. In

'any case, the demand for migrant labor dnnng certain perlods_n

of the harveat is low, and earnings fall.

o

Coupled w1th ‘the seasonahty of harvesting, the rate/bnd
for the harvesting of various crop? differs. The piece-rate for

_8weet chemes for sour chemes for* apples harvested early in

~ the season and for apples harvested late may all be dlﬁerent

. Moreover, there may be one rate for picking-a fruit to be sold

‘fresh ax;d one for picking the eame fruit to be processed. ‘Fur-

ther, the rate for picking a fruit from a tree may be dlﬁ'erent-

from the rate for retriéving the same- fruit from the ground
Since these activities are not performed in the same proportlon
each week, fluctuations in éarnings might dccur.

Another factor which causes fuctuations in the earmngs “of
mlgrant workers is the readiness of thg crop for harvest. Dur-
ing the first few days of the harvestmg of any crop, picking'is
selective 8o as to avoid the trees and fruit which are not ready.
'I‘hls selection process reduces productivity and earnings.

The work habxta ‘of some migrants may also cause ' luctua- o

titns in earnings. Many migrants have very little commitment
(or raason for comimitment) to a set work schedule .or. to- a
single” grow Consequently, a mlérant may decide to work

-three. days m one week and-six in another or he might’ work
two hours one day and ten the next.  ILikewise, he may .chdnge * -

bhis employer or choose not to work becanse of unsatisfactory

- conditions of employ'ment housing. or wages.” Fluctuations may .

also be the result of weather conditions.. Excessive mist, heat,

worked, and earnings.

All these factors make it fallacious to consider one or a few
weeks a8 typical of migrant earnings.. This study will cover a
span of seventeen weelrs, beginning July -1 and ending Novem-
ber 1. 'I‘hls perlod covers the entire harvest for the main Grops

1. For statistical examples of seasonal variations in harvesting

* of crops, see- Gladys K. Bowles, The Hired Farm Working

EQLQQ_U 'S. Department of “Agriculture, Agricultural Ecorno-
mig Report 98); Crom Reguiring Segsonsl Hired Workers,
(U. S. Department of Labor); and Aura Rapton, Seasonal
Work Patterns of the Hired -Farm Working Force “of 1964 1964
.(U. 8. Department of Agriculture, 1965).

6'
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of cherries and apple% in Wayne County In consﬂ’dermg the to-

~tal earnings.of a migrant at the end of the harvest."some string-

. _ ent conditions will be set up. These will be dlscussed in the

' sectlon dealmg with-total earnings. =~/ e .
<

Jomt Eeportmb

"A man, hlB wife, dnd his children will frpqueutly work as a .
ﬁmt This means that although payroll records bear only the ., .-
.name of the head of the household, they real[v vefleét the labor -

"and earnings of the total famxly——not just a single individual
Chart 1 shows that 30 per cent of the migrant heads of house-

Y7 cwaRTi i

JOINT REPCATING N MIGRANT HOUSEHOLDS IN
WAYNE COUNTY, NEW YORK: 1008

K .
’ u‘bk : ' B ~
" !

hold who were. mtervxewed mdlcated that their checks reﬂected
-+ theilabor of more than one person.. Thus, a nia,)or pitfall in -
: ~_mea$urmg -and interpreting migrant earnings is ‘attributing the
D :earmngs of a multiple-perzon productive unit to a sifggle indivi-
s uals ’I‘h.s leads to an overstimation of the eammgs of mdm

{J()l_@*
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duals. For example, the earnings in Flgure 2 are 1mpressxve,
but they belong to a wu reporting on the same check.
(]
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bers to determine the mcoxﬁe of the household because all its
working membegs might. not use the same surname. This might

- lead to an underestimation of the earnings of a household. Flg—

ure 3 gives an example of the diserepancy.
The present study trles to avoid this pitfall by éhmlnatlng

those, persons who Were involved in joint reﬁortmg from the o

sample. s

/

‘ l!uiﬁple &npioym
The ‘use.of earnings data obtamed from a smgle grower is

likely to lead to an underestimation of the earnings of a mi-
grant. A migrant might work for several growers during a

harvest, and there is frequently no centralized bookkeeping of .
his earmngg. Avhay from home, a ‘migrant usually lives on a -
grower’s property. This grower is his main emplover How- -

ever, once harvesting ¥or this grower is completed, the migrant
might go to anothér farm in the area to work while mamtmmng
his residence and obligations te his ‘main employer. His main
employer frequently will not have a record of how much, the
migrant earned while working for others. Consequently, the

. use -of the payroll record of a single grower may ’result in the
-underestimating of mlgrant earnings.

To avoid this pltfall, growers from whom po.yroll data were
obtained were asked if they.loan or borrow migrant services.

In addition, migrants and crew ‘leaders were asked to indicate -

which growers they worked for during the harvest. In the one

case where there was clear evidence that migrants worked for
‘more than one grower, the amount earned per migrant did not

significantly affect earnings. It is therefore fair to assume that
the problem of mnltlple employers ‘has -been avo:ded in this
study. ‘ _ .o

S - e

The earmngs of mxgrant wrokers can frequently be misin-

ierpreted unless it is specified that the figures are gross of net

of certain adjustments. The deduction of social security, rental
fees. or repayment of debt could substantially reduce the ap-

parent earnings of a migrant. Thug it is neceasary to distin-
guish- between the gross earnings of a migrant worker and his

net earnings after adjustmeots if a gerious error in measure.
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On the other hand when each member of the household is’
" paid separately, it is frequent]y impossible to identify its mem-
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ment is to be avoided. Figure 4 which is bazed on the wes, v

¥ FIGURE 4

AN EXANPLE OF THE DIFFERENCE DETIVEEN GROSS
o ANDNETWEEKLY EARIINGS OF A BIGRANT®
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earnings of a single migrant 111ustrates”*the varymg margm of
error which can be commtted when gross and net earnings are

‘confused. . ¥

In this study, only gross earnings are used. Thus, not even
*the 4.4 per cent social security has'been ded\ucted The interest-
ed reader who wants to calculate ‘‘spendable income” (gross-

earnings minus social security) may do-so from the data provid- . '

ed in this study by multiplying by 0.956 ; the result is ‘‘spend-
able income.”’ . ¥4 .

Dlstfmfomnﬁy in Method of Payment

'I‘here istno uniform way ‘of pavmg migrants. / Payment is
usuallv on & piecerate basis for ‘pickings and on an hourlv basis
_for other chores. Moreover, as stated earlier, { oing piece-
rate varies from crop to crop. It may also var} from farm to,
farm and among orchards on the same farm dependmg upon
the difficnlty of reaching the fruit.

There are also subtle differences in the unit in whxch the
efforts of migrants are measured: for example, in the case of .
cherrles. migrants are paid by the pail while for apples they
ave paid by the basket box. bm or, crate Pails. baskets, boxes,
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- .bins or crates differ in size. Sometimes these differences are

sizeable. 'One grower might use an eigbt.quart pail and another
a twelve-quart pail. One thight use 2 one-bushel basket-afhd an-
other an eighteen or twenty- bushel bin. Even when two con-

tainets of the same Size are_used. there might be differences in

when one is considered full. 2

The comparability of earnings might also be ‘affected by the -
way migrants are paid. Some are paid by cash, others by

‘check. Sometimes a grower pays.a lump sum to a Crew leader

- or contractor wha'in turn disburses the funds to individual - mi-

é'n

°

grants. The degree of accuracy in the transactions and in the

type  of records kept under these three systems are likely to

vary. e

To the extent that no attemp't is made tos¢ompare rates of

. pay among grofvers or amon}% crops, the present study is not af-

fected by the units in which pay is measured. This influence oc- |

curs when piece-rate pay is convertéd to hourly terms. This is

.:done by assuming_that during.the.,key weeks of the harvest

: (those times when piece-rate app}ié;') migrants work 50 hours a
"week. This s based on interviéws of over a _hundred migrants

about 90 per cent of whom cliéimed tp work about 9 to 10 hours
a day during the week and’4 to 5 hours on Saturday. This is

,roug&;lj 55 hours a week. As.a comprise, 50, hours was decided
upon siice_growers, crew leaders, and some migrants, said -that

the absentée rate on Saturday was highA2) It should be noted
that the migrants jn this study-are all paid by the grower and
by check even though a.crew leader might deliver the checks:

*The Bonus System

* To induce migrants to remain until the end of a harvest,
growers use a ‘‘bonus gystem:”” Sometimes this system is based -

on withholding a part of the worker’s earnings until the end af
the season. Other times the bonus will be in excess of the go-

ing piece-rate. - The going rate might be $4.00 a bin, but at the

end of-the season snother twenty-five cents may be paid for

R

¢ach bin picked. In measuring and interpreting the weekly
earnings of imigrants, the amount as’ well as tle type of the
bonus system must be taken into account if earnings are to be
accurately measured. : © .

. To. the extent possible, an sttempt . was made to ascertain
the kind of bonus system used in each farm; and weekly figures
have been adjusted accordingly. Otherwise, the bonus is re-

flected in the earnings of the last weeks of the harvest when.

they were paid. ' i :
" Corzpzrability Over Tir--

Perhaps one of the most dangerous pitfalls in interpreting E

the eernings of migrant workers is the temptation to generalize

2. There is no time-keeping on farms, and therefore no record
of the actual number of hours worked by migrants.
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" from one year to: another. Table 1 offers an example of how

much wages might :vary for the nation as well as for an mdxw-
dual state from month to month and- year to year. Differen

- crop conditions from one year to t.he next will frequently aﬁect

o A'I‘ABLEI

_ AVERAGE FARM WAGE RATES: NEW YORK STATE .
'AND UNITED STATES, QUARTERLY 1964-66 .

0._ .
N

) Average Wage Rates Per Hour 1/
Area and Month 1966 1965 1964
LN : : , o7
' " Dollar Dollar ' Dollar
United States . - P
JanuAry ......eeeiiiaa.. 124, 119 |, 114
April .. ...l P 1.28 118, - 114
Joly o..eviiiiiinn, e - 126 117 113
October ............... weeo 118 7103 1.01
~ Annusl average ....... 123 114 108
New York ' e )
- Janoary ....... Y AU 1.28 1.22 121
April ........ Creeeeeaenaa 1.30 124 - 122
July ..o 132 - 125 1.22
QOctober ................ SO 134 126 1.24
Annual average ....... 132 125 123

1/ Without board or room.

Source:- William Metzler, Ralph Loomls, and- Nelson
‘ Le Ray. The Farm Lobor Situation in Select-

. &MMA@wultum] Economic Re-
Ty -port No. 110, U S. Department of AgneuL
‘ . tuare.. o

’

‘-the‘earnings of migrants. On the other hand a bad crop or in-

‘creased mechanization of Iarms xmght reduce 'employment and
earnings. The seasonal variation in harvesting mentioned earli-
er, could cause earnings to vary monthly or even wvekly

A major mxstake can be avmded 1f tbe reader remembers
that no attempt is being made to measure earnings before or
after 1968. The study pertains to 1968 only. However, the
methodology, the. queshons raised, and the suggestions made, -
may serve as useful guides for future stody. The broad impli-

" cations of the study (rather than lts specific de.unb) should

serve as guides for pubhc policy. .
12
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" farms specializing in other types of crops, or to farms in other ¢ -

' Comparability Over Geographic Regions.

.Migrant earnings are not the same across the nation. Farm

* wages are highest in the West Coast and lowest in thd South.(3)
" Maitland and Fisher have shown that there is a wide regional
© difference in the cash wage of farm workers (not all of whom

are necessarily migrants). ° In some areas, like Texas and Flor-
ida, the supply of labor is the most important reason for this
variation. In other areas likp Maine and the Lake Ontario re-
gion of New York State, the demand for labor is the most im-
portant explanatory variable. In other nreas, like Washington
and part of Oregon, neither demand nor supply variables arelof
crucial importance.(4) ‘Other factors which might cause migrant
earnings to vary across the nation are the crops harvested, the-
state minimum wage.for migrants, and the extent to which farm

_ workers are imported. Thig latter factor is important, since .

agide from the federal and ‘state minimum wage laws, there is a.
minimum' which growers must pay domestic migrants if they in-
tend to import foreign workers. This minimum varies from
state -to state.(5) These factors give rise to -the possibility of
serious error if migrant earnings are generalized from one re-
gion to another. 7 -

This study is limited to migrants who work on cherry and
apple farms and who work directly for a grower rather than a
contractor or crew leader. It is not recommended that the find-
ings be generalized to migrants working on small farms or

regions. : »

*  Comparability of Farm and Nonfarm Rarnings

Farm and nonfarm earnings are not strictly comparable.
Unlike the nonfarm sector, growers frequently provide housing '
to migrants at’ no rental fee or at a nominal fee. A judgment
must be made regarding the money value of this houging. How
much is this housing worth to the migrant?! How should"we-

compute its value to them? Should a method which reflects & ..
fair rate of return to investment in migrant housing be chosen,

- over one which reflects the amount migrants are willing and’

able to pay for similar housing on the open market? Are such -

houses available in the open market? Should it be assumed

that the value of such housing was discounted by growers in

the determimtion\% their wage offer? These are not eady ques- - -
¢ o 8 .

" 3. “The ‘Miﬁgfratbry Farm Worker.” Monthly Labor Review,
. R

June 1968, pp. 10:12. ¢ :

4. Sheridan T. Maitland and Dorothy Fisher. Ares Variations

in_the Wages of Agricultural Labor in_the United States,
(U."S. Department of Agriculture, Technical Bullefin. No.

1177, March 1958). -

« 5 Phyllis Groom. **Today's Farm Jobs and Farmworkers,”

Monthly Labor Review April 1967, p. 2.
13 ‘ .
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Expenditures for tr,ansportatlon to and from the South is a cost
for the transfer of laboi‘, i.e. a travel rather than a commutmg

a ° .
tions to answer. Yet. some Judgment is necessar) if a: eompre
hensive picture of mlgrant earmngs is to be drawn.-

Unlike the nonfarm sector, growers frequently rpa’ke or un-
derwrite loans to migrants at-no direct charge. These loans are -
most frequently made fo cover transportatlon cost from the
South to the North or to cover grocery bills.. The cost and risk . %
associated with the loans for grocery and similar type:expéndi- S
tures should be considered part of the'earnings of migrants.

expense and should, as’ in the nonfarin sector, be met by the em-
ployer. (6) In the farm sector, this cost is paid by the mi-
grant (often through a loan from the grower). The fallure to
deduct this cost when measuring afid-interpreting the :earnings

of migrants will Jead to an ove;s‘tlmatlon of the1r real earn- '
mgs. 3 ¢

Earnings in the ferm and. nonfarm sectors differ in’ another

way. Earnings in the. farm sector are not ‘buttressed by fringe -
benefits which are typical in the nonfarm sector. A mlgrant .

earns only when hé works. If he is sick or if it rains, his pro-
ductivity and number of hours worked might fall, and so might =4
his earnings. Migrants have no lmemployment insurance, or _
sick leave. Although there was a national mxmmnm wage of I
$1.15 in 1968 which rises to $1 30 in 1969, this minimim is fre-

quently of limited relevance since most mlgrants on fruit and
vegetable farms are paid on a piece-rate basis for most of their
work., Thus, when comparing the -earnings of migrants with.
those of nonfarm workers, it is important to remember the high,
unprotected risk associated with mgrant earnings.

meg to the difficulties associated with est:matmg 1mputed
income, this stndy deals only with cash or money income. This
plus the. unprotected risk of, migrant employment should be
kept in mind especially when migrant earnings are compared

with those of nonagrlcultural workers

Thls chapter has discussed major pxtfalls in the measure- ‘
ment and interpretation of migrant workers. It has attempted

"."to ghow that: seasonal as well as other fluctuations in migrant E o

'earnmge mean uat DO smgle week .or two may he taken as ty-

pical; joint reportmg L..kes it difficult to distinguish the con- N

‘tribution of an.individaal from tnat of a family; the payroll re-

cord of a single grower might nc give the totn. earnings of a
migrant; gross‘earnings are frequently well above net earmngs,

' the method and rate of pay vary “by .crop, chore, and nmt ol

‘ 6. It has heen estimated that a third of all migrants travel 400

or more miles from home to farm-and one fifth travel a
thousand or more miles. ‘‘The Migratory Farm Worker,”

Op. Git,, pp. 10-12.
14
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xneaa[u_rement of work; a@ bonus system distorts weekly earn-
ings #"'the earningd of migrant workers are not strictly compara:
. ble gver; time, region, or with nonnfarm earnings.

/The study at}mp_tg to avoid these pitfalls: (1) by analy-
zing edrnings over a si‘ventee_n-week period; (2) by concentrat-
ing on migrants who ‘are not involved in joint reporting, or
multiple employment;. (3) by dealing with gross rather than
net.earnings; and (4) by allocating the ‘““ponus’’ over the rele-

v vaht-weeks. The reader is reminded that no attempt is being -
: mgde to generalize the findings over time or region, or to 88-, -
stme that farm and non-farm €arnings are strictly.

comparable. e S Lo

The findings of this study appear im thapter III,
N ; ;

r
’
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3 | CHAPTER 11T
‘ . \' THE WEEKLY,.'HOURLY AND TOTAL EARNINGS
X OF MIGRATORY FARM WORKERS
IN WAYNE COUNTY, NEW YORK 1968 -
i . ) - '
e ’ This chapter presents estimates of migrant earnings in

Wayne County in 1968 Weekly, hourly and total earnings for
the harvest are shown. Comparisons are made with state and
. federal minimum requirements and with earnings of laborers in -
: Florida. Two questions which will be of concern are: How
s _ \ much money income would a person sacrifice should he work as
. @ ~a migrant in Wayne when he could have worked as-a laborer in
‘Florida? How much income does a migrant lose because of the

irregularity of his employment? - ' : : :

[N

‘ The discussion will refer toﬁ_tll,eh}eekb medjdn earnings or

o wages of migrants. This Teans that 50 per cent of all migrants-

A WEmo/e\ﬁﬁied in a particular week earned less and 50 per.cent

- ° " earned more than the stated amount. The number of migrants
reporiing earnings -varies from week to week because employ-

- ment .varies. (1) The date corresponding to each week, of the

. harvest is shown in Table 2 which also shows the number of mi-
grants reporting earnings for that week. '

1. The totallnumber of weeks worked by some migr té\_is
shown in Table 3.

15
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A=4

G

Week .

Number

b
o OWW=1ON U i

12
13 ’ .
14
15

16

17

3

) TABLE 2 . '
: >
-KEY TO WEFKS AND SAMPLE SIZE - :
. « . e ¢ ¢
»/ ) ;m' »
~ Date Number of Workers in Sample®
July 7-13 58
14-20 76 .
. 21-27T . o 78
28 - Aug, 3} . 66
Aug. 4-10 \ . 65
o170 60 .
18 - 24 57 . o
25-31 - 57 T
Sept. 1- 7 .} 477 o
8-14 57
'15-21 s 74
22 .28 85
coo 29Qet, §_ 87
Oct. 6-12 89.
13-19 - 87
20 - 26 83 '
27 - Nov. 1 48

&

By

*Sample size varies because the number of workers reporting
some-earnings each week varies.

e

shown in Figure 5.

o

Weskly Earnings = -

The earnings for each week of the harvest .in Wayme is,
It can be seen that earnings often vary

.

widely. Starting from $40-in the first week, it rises to $86 by
the fourth, falls to $38 by the ninth, and-rises to $123 by the
seventeenth and final week. 'I‘hi_s see-saw effect is reflective of

IToxt Provided by ERI
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L WEEKLY EARINNGS OF MESRATORY FARM WORXEN N WAYEE COMNTY, NEwvoRK. 1950
- [T ' .

-
-
-
-

' ' ! ' : *

the weekly variation in employment and differencez in crops
picked. - In the first four weeks or so, cherries are harvested;
and, increasingly this is doné by machine. Froit the fifth to
about the tenth week, there is little harvesting except for some
prunes, pears, and peaches. Many workers do-hourly work, and

"there is significant drop in employment due tq the fall in the .

demand for labor. From the tenth to the seventeenth- week,

_ apples (which are the major hand-picked crop) are harvested:

Employment and earnings during this period are highest,  The ;

peak occurs around the final week because of the rush ‘to com- -

plete harvesting before the migrants return to Floﬁﬁ% o

Hourly Wages

As was stated earlier in Chapter II, migrants are paid on a .

piece-rate basis for picking and on.a hourly basis for other
chores.
from the fifth through the temth week. an hourly rate is paid
during these weeks. It was found that on the average, this rate
was $1.50 an hour. A piece-rate applies from the first through
the fourth week and froin the eleventh through the seventeenth
‘week.' To convert the piece-rate pay to hourly terms. the earn-
ings for each week are divided by 50. This 50. as stated in
Chapter II. represents the number of hours which the typical

17
024

Since most of these nonpicking chores are performed -




migrant works during the apple and cherry harvests. Figure 6
shows. the results. - It indicates that hourly wages vary from-a
low of 80c in the first important week of the season to $2. 45.%in

_the seventeenth and final week. The mean of these hourly egrn- - °
mgs over the seventeen-week period is $1.62. (2

‘ \ HPUILV'AIBOF MIGRATORY tmnﬁ%nzrm;yun R YA “- A . .
' » ; “ ' Flo S
M wWAGE .
N 7':! , E-3 ‘ N
LY .
o 2 1. ; - Ve -
-~ } \ . o
L | e
_ 'R
in )
[4 w : ' f ! !
" TR T T NS WS SN SN SR SR A N RO SN N hanr
1 1 3 4 [ [ ] 7 l‘ [ ] R 1" n 7 a " 1% " 7
* Sos tact for mothed of compritivn, )
’ 2 . iy
u 3 .
, o~
. AComparizon of Hovrly Wages with the
o Poderal Kinimwma Werge for Am..aliure .
Thé federal minimum wage for agnculture is $1.15 an hour
| This minimum apphes to farms which used 500 or more man-
' days of labor in, any quarter of the preceding calendar year. )
There are no special overtime rates, 7 . /

3

2. This is computed by sumiming the hourly éarnings for each
week and dividing by seventeen. '
Q
ERIC L.



<earri 80c, 85¢, and 95¢ per hour, respectively. ‘At .the lowest

HEwnL 7 p
- . . )
WARE ) o : it ’ .
—~ ;
¢ A COMPANIOON §F THE NOGALY MASES BF INGRATORY FARS WORKENS M WAYHE COVNTY, BEW YRKWITH THE
. . WS GUBIMNUS WASE FOR ASRICHLTUAAL WORKERS 1908 .
‘ .
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e
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Figure 7 shows how mlgrants’ 'ﬁougly wages compare with - % T

the federal minimurn wage for each of the seventeen weeks in

Wayne. The federal minimum wage is shown as a straight line.
It is-seen that the hourly wages of migrants are above the fed-
eral minimum except for the first three weeks when -migrants

point, migrants eain;35¢ per hour less than the federal m?i-
es

" fnum. For most weeks in the harvest, however, migrant wa

are more than the federal minimum and this difference reaches
its peak in the seventeenth and final week when the federal
minimum is excéeded by $1.31. Over the geventeen-week sea:
son, the mean weekly wage of migpants ($1.62) is 47c pér hour
more than the gederal minimum. S ' S

A Wﬁmn of Hourly Wagea with the I

New York State’ does not have a minimum wage law gov- =

erning agriculture: A bill for $1.40 per hour. was introduced by
the Governor in 1968 and was defeated. A similar bill has re- .

cently been introduced by him, proposing'a $1.40 hourly rate ef-

fective October 1,.1969, which would rate to $1.50 as of Febru-

.ary 1, 1971. °The law would affect farms with an annual payroll

of $1200 or more. (Editors Note: The bill was passed by the
Legislature on April 25, 1969.) .

. 1
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- Figure 8 shows how the 1968 honr_lywages of migrants

would compare with the $1.40 minimum assuming that it was

in - effect in 1968 The proposed state minimum is shown by a

- straight line. "It is seen that with the exceptwn of the first

three weeks of the harvest, the average migrant earns more

than the proposed state minimum. From 60c below the propos-

ed minimum in the first week, by the final week migrant wages

. rise to $1.05 above the minimum. Over the season, the mean

weekly wage of migrants ($1.62) exceeds the proposed state:
minimum by 22¢ per hour.

3

A Oompdimn of Hourly thee in Wayne
with Prebable Wages in Florida P

When workers leave their home state of Florida to work. in
oo Wayne, this might well involve a sacrifice in money earnings.
That is to say, wese workers could possibly have goetten more
money in Florida than tney got in Wayne. How. much does a
_ migrant sacrifice? This question is a \ittle difficult to answer
~.  begause it requires the assumption that if a migrant had remain--
ed in Florida, he would have had a job at the prevailing rate.

Interviews of migrants indicate that for the great majority

e of .them, this assumption is dubious. Most migrants do not-
: leave jobs to come to Wayne.“ Most are employed in Florida
only during the citrus fruit haryest which begins after they

leave Wayne. In short, it appearé that most migrants would be
unemployed sheould they choose to remain in Florida during the -

m -

0027

7



4

" seventeen weeks of the Wayne.vharvest. Moreover, if wages in

the occupations in which migrants could be employed in Florida
_change with the demand and supply of workers, competition
.among many migrants for employment could cause the prevail-

< ing wages in these occupations to be lower.

.All this does not mean that an individual'migfrant qo'uld not

_* be employed in his home state of Florida at the prevailing rate;
- for he could. -All that is being cautioned is that what may be a

valid assumption for an individual is not necessarily valid for a
group. Since it may be assumed that an individual migrant
could be employed in Florida at the prevailing vate, the next

step is to select the occupation in which he could be employed.

In this study it is assumed that at best the migrant who vemains

in Florida would bc employed =s a laborer since most migrants -

have low industrial skills. - _ :
The hourly wages as a migrant in Wayne are reprecented
by the fluctuating line in Figure 9 while the prevailing wage

~ - -
G . .
nount § s N

A CONPATISOE 9F THE ROURLY WAGES OF WISAATORY FARN GSAKEAS 1 WAYRE COURTY. SEW YORK
WITH TS MREVAILINE CIADE OF LADORERS i FLOEIBA: I8 T

e

L

L]

— | Sy wng of migutery fem et

,
—— o
- e of o o Ficide
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]
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" for nonagrictltural laborers in Florida ($2.07) is reprezented by

the straight line. (3) It is seen that with the exception of the
thirteenth, fifteenth and seventeenth weeks of the season, the
worker would earn less per hour work'ed in- Wayne than he

3. August 1968 wage estimates for the Florida area appear in
te Areg Wage Surve{ prepared by the U. S. Bureau of La-
bor Statistics of the U. 3. Department of Labor.

. 21 P

028 -

I'/., o




could in Florida. At one extreme. the first week, he is $1.27

. below his probable Florida earyings; at the other. the ﬁnal-
week, he is 39 above. The general conclusion to be drawrf is
that the migrant who could work in Florida but who chooses to - :
work in Wayne might be sacrificing an average of 45¢ an hour N
for each hour he works _ - .o

Total Barnings for the-Harvest

The previous section was concerned with the weekly and
hourly earnings of migrant workers. It was seen that these
vary from week to week, that the hourly rates are generally
above the federal minimum for agriculture, about even with the
proposed state minimum for agriculture, but below Florida's
prevailing wage for laborers. This section will deal with the
‘total earnings of migrants for the harvest.

It will be recalled that migrant employment might be very
1rregular due to -the inadequate deman?l for their services dur-
ing certain periods of the harvest or due to their deeision not to
work. This irregularity might mean the loss of several hours,
days or weeks of employment. (4) Moreover, some migrants .-
may work very long houts durmg several weeks of the harvest.
Al these effects are reflected in the total earnings to be pre-
sented in this section. These, effects obscure any simple rela- .
tionship with the hourly or weekly earnings presented in the
last scetions. For example,. the mean hourly wage cver the har-
vest as estimated in this study is $1.62. -This is important in-
formation in itself. However, it does not~give any indication of
~ a migrant’s total earnings for the harv_g;’% His total earnings
will vary with the number of hours, days and weeks he works.
‘Accordingly, the total earnings to be shown in this section re-
nect to a significant dégree the irregularity “of -employment—the
total number of hours, days, and weeks a migrant may not work ,
for one reason or the other. ‘

The total earnings to be shown\re those of migrants who
worked at least the first two and last two weeks of the harvest
and at least a total of twelve weeks. These migrants can ‘be as-
sumed to have been in Wayne for the entire harvest. 'Fo con-
centrate only on migrants who worked each of the seventeen °
weeks would be very- misleading since it would sauggest that .
adequate employment is always available. In at. least five - . \ -
weeks of the harvest, as suggested earlier, this is not trné.

. 4 The mefflclent organization df work and use og migrants are y
an additional reason for the loss of time by migrants, :

EC | o
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Table 3 shows the total earnings of the migrants who meet
the conditions set above. It is seen that the total earnings at
the end of the 1968 harvest in Wayne range from just under
$500 to just over $1800. The medxan (average) earnings is

- $1122.

TABLE 2

THE NUMBER OF WEEKS WORKED AND THE ¥~ NKING
-OF MIGRATORY FARM WORKERS BY SIZE -
OF TOTAL EARNINGS FOR THE -
HARVEST IN WAYNE COUNTY, NEW YORK: 1968

Rank Earnings, Number Rank Earnings Number
« (dollars) of Weeks (dollars) of Weeks

498 . © 12 1149 12
581 13 . 1158 16
627 16 ) 1214 14
635 - 13 1265 . 16
638 15 1284 13
678 15 . 1328 17
682 15 1375, . 17
689 14 ) 1454 17
723 16 1464 17
730 16 , 1478 17
84 16 1554 15
839 16 1617 17
896 - 13 1643 13
930 13 1662 17
1066 13 11670 15
1068 13 .. 1681 16
1073 15 1687 - 17 -
1082 12 © 1738 17
1086 16 1781 17
1118 12 , 1814 13
1122 17°*

@AM I GO0

[

® All the workers whose earnings are listed are considered to
be in Wayne for the entire harvest. Variations in number
of weeks worked are atmbuted to' the- u'regu.lmty of em-
ployment. See text. . '
b Medxa/: (average) total earmngs for the barvest
23 r
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A Comparison of the Total Barnings of _
M1gratory Farm Workers with Those of Workers with -
) Regular Employment

o

This section focuses on the underlying effects of the irregu-
larity of migrant employment. Comparisons will' be made be-
tween a migrant worker and a person working a regular forty-
hour week over the seventeen-week period It will be assumed,
alternatively, that such a person's hourly earnings are $1.15
:the federal agricultural minimum); $1.40 (the proposed state o
agrlcultural minimum); $2.07 (the prevailing wage for Florida
laborers' and $1.62 (the mean- hourly rate ior mlgrants in ‘
Wayne as estimated in this study). How do the total earnings
of migrants compare with the total earnings of these workers?
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Chart 2 indicates that 23 per cent of the migrants earn less
than a worker with steady employment at the federal agrlcul
tural mlmmum, -33 per cent earn less than someone who has a
regular job at the proposed state agricultural minimum; 44 per
cent qarn less than a worker with a steady job at the mean -
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hourly rate paid migrants in Wayne; and 65 per cent earn less
than the laborer with steady employment in Florida;

_ The cost to the-average migrant resulting from the irregu-
larity of his employment in’ Wayne is estimated to bé about .

$370. (3) The total money sacrifice the average migrgnt might

make should he come to Wayne rather than work in'¥lorida as
a laborer at the prevailing rate is estimated to be at least

$0(8) - ( .

R
'

3. This estimate is derived by subtracting $730 (the median
earnings of those below $1102 from $1102 which is the
amount a person with steady employment would earn at the.
.mean migraat rate of $1.62 per hour). '

4. This estimate is derived by subtracting $998 (the median
earnings of those below '$1308 from $1408 which is the
amount a petson with steady emplorment would earn at the
prevailing rate for laborers in Florida). - .

The actual cost to a migrant might be much higher even if
he gets free housing from growers because the migrant still
has-to payv transportation cost and frequently sends money
home to pay rental on is apartment there so as to secure it
for his return. : T

| -
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N . CHAPTERIV =
SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
ON THE INCOME OF MIGRATORY FARM WORKERS

This study deals with a dimited facet' of migrant earnings.
There are several other facets which should be investigated if a
full appreciation of the earnings of these workers is to be got-

‘ten. This chapter will suggest five deserving areas of research..

It is hoped that these proposed studies will be conducted not
primarily to satisfy curiosity, but to rendera service to all.
. o . q

[ 4

’
]

| The Adequacy of Income
Presumably a study of the yearnings of migratory farm la-

~bor recognizes that & man’s income is probably the most impor-

a

tant determinant of his ability to meet the present and future
needs of his family. Simply looking at the size of his income
alone, however, offers no indication of how adequately a man
might be able to satisfy these needs. The adequacy of his in-
come depends upon such considerations as the sizé, age, and sex
composition of his family.. Clearly, a men with twelve children
requires more income than a man with one. A man with school-
age dependents requires more than a man whose children are
not yet in school: = - '

The adequacy of income also relates to the price-level in the
ares where one lives. The cost of living varies from region to
region in the United States. This concern with adequacy re-
quires a comparison with spme benchmark (such.as the poverty
line) which will show how the actual earnings of a migrint
compare with, what he needs to meet the minimum requirements
of his family in the area where they live. No such comparison
could be made in this study since it did not deal with the an-
nual income of migrants. . : )

The Ability to Pay Moze o
It is frequently said that migrant. workers are exploited.

To economists, this implies that they are paid less than their

contribution to the.increase in society’s "well-being=—the abun-
dance of fuod. One aspeét of migrant income which deserves
serious consideration, is the extent to which exploitation does
occur. To what extent is the migrant paid less than his contri-
bution to our enjoyment of an abundance of food? To wuat
extent does this difference, if any, appear in the pronits of grow-
ers, processors, retailers What is the capacity .of these groups
to pay more?! Do migrant workers subsidize our food consump-
tion? Answers to these gnestions will permit the establishment
of an appropriate relationship between what a migrant earns
and what-he contributes to the society's well-being. This is one
way to determine a2 ‘‘fair’’ wage for migrants.

26
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The Reduction of Irrogularity of Employment

- This study has provided evidence that the irregularity of
‘migrant employment is a major reason for their relatively low
_ total earnings over the harvest. Moreaoyer, it is during,.the
slack periods that migrants are most vulnerable to exploitation ;
i.e., since employment’is scarce, unreasonably low wages may be
effered. Accordingly, it would be meaningful if a study could
be conducted to provide an evaluation of alternative ‘ways of

o reducing the irregularity of employment of migrants. Such an.

: ce investigation shonld look into the entire conditions of migrant
» employment including the providing of unemployment insurance
and gnaraq)teed employment at adequate wages. ‘

- - " .- .The Dstorminants of Earnings

One of the findings of this study is that migrant workera
differ widely in their earnings even though they are picking the

same crop at roughly the same tate. Through somewhat more .
sophisticated statistical techniques than thosze used in this -

study, it would be worthwhile to uncover the explanation for
° . these disparities. A number of possible explanatory factors
may be investigated. The productivity of migrants and the fac-

. tors which influence it should bejof central interests, since mi-.

.. grants are frequently paid on a piece-rate basis. Among the
factors which inflaence a migrant’s productivity might be his
- age, his experience, and his satisfaction with working and liv-

ing conditions. If the role of these factors in determining the-

earnings of a migrant is underastood, it might be possible to in-
crease his income through them. -

}The!'mily"usl’mdncﬁvot!nit

Migrant families: are frequently composed of many echil-
dren. Growers often prefer to employ a male migrant who
brings his family along because this reduces his chances of leav-

_ing before the harvest is completed and supposedly increases his
work efforts. On the other hand, a man who brings his family
frequently poses a problem to growers, because children use the
living space which could go to more protuctive workers. Some

. ' " migrants may choose to bring along their Ehildren under the as-

LS

< been reports of cchildren foregoing educational opportunities in
order to work with their parents. Further, in some circles it is
believed that migrant parents have large families under the as-
sumption that the greater the number, the greater the earning
power. ‘Two important questions for future study are: How
mueh does an additional child contribute to the total earnings
of a migrant household? Are the additions to family ingome at-
tributed to these children worth the: zacrifice?

.

‘sumption that they contribute to family earnings. There have

- o ) .
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APPENDIX
. TABLE 1

EAR.\WNGS OoF MIGRATORY FARM WORKERS IN
WAYNE COUNT& NEW YORK JULY 7 TO AUGUST, 3 1968

. Week of:
"Earnings Puly 7 - 13 14 - 20 21-27  28- Aug. 3
(dollars) ' Number _ .
3 1
1. 9 9 -4 4 0
10 - 19 2. 14 9 1
20 - 29 9 [P 12 6 1
80 - .39 9. 7 T 0.
40- 49 | B 7 13 2 . >
. 50 -. 59 5 2 12 8
o 60 - 69 ‘4 8 14 10
70- 79 7 10 4 5
’ ‘80 - 89 2 2 3 14
20 - 99 | 2 3 3 5 ,
100 - 109 | 1 1 1 3
110.- 119 0 5 1 6
120 - 129 w1 0 0 5
130 - 139 0 0 0 3
140 - 149 0 0 0 - 1
150 - 159 0o 0. 0 2
160 - 169 | 0. -0 0 1
170 - 179 - 0 1 1 1
180 - 189 | 0 0 0 0
190 - 199 0 o 0 0
200 - 209 ° o 0 0
210 - 0 0 o | ©
Total 58 76 8 68
Median o : ' ,
(dollars®) 40 -4 - 49 - 85

i Poundorl to nearest dollar,

VE | . d() ]‘tb
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APPENDIX

. maBLE2

 EARNINGS OF MIGRATORY FARM WORKERS IN
WAYNE COUNTY, NEW YORK, AUGUST 4 TO 81, 1968

. - Weekofi
| Earnings |Aug.4-10  11-17

(dollars) , © " Number.

1- 9
- 10- 19
20- 291
~30 - 39
40 - 49
'50 -
60 - 69
70 - 179
80 - 89
9 - 99
100 - 109
110 - 119
120 - 129
130 - 139
140 - 149
150-- 159
160 - 169
170 - 179
180 - 189 |
T.190 - 199
- 200 - 209
| 210 -
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bt et

ek

e
aomowmqmﬁa‘mul
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o :}a...c_-o’o COoOOmMHOM®

\
1
o

|
|
i
i
|
|

OO OO O HMEHOOW WN®©=0ihwowo

Total " 65 57 57

138

Median ' o S
(dollars®) 101 - 56 44 55

® Rounded to yearest dollar.
== o 0036




_ APPENDIX
TABLE 3
EARNINGS OF MIGRATORY FARM WORKERS IN

WAYNE COUNTY. NEW YORK.
SEPTEMBER 1 TO OCTOBER 5, 1968

Earnings

(dollars)

Sept.1-7

8- 14

Week of :

15-21  -22.28 29 - Qct

Number -

1-
10 -
2 .
30 -
40 -
.50'-
60 -
70 -
1 so.
90 -

19

29
39
49
59
69
79
89
99

100 - 109

120 - 129
130 - 139
140 - 149
150 - 159
160 - 169
i70 - 179
180 - 189
190 - 199
200 . 209
210 -

110 - 119 |

.
[
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Tt )
NN =3 =3 U W W I = N

23 DI DO 4 O DO DD =1 I O

Total

Median
{dollars®)

39

-

48

- 79

100

104.

* Bounded to neavest dollar.
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APPENDIX
TABLE4 -

EARNINGS OF mgﬁuom FARM WORKERS IN
| WAYNE COUNTY, NEW YORK,
OCTOBER 6 TO NOVEMBER 1, 1968

ng of:

Earnings [Oct.6-12  13-19  20-26 27 -Nov.1
( dollamv) _ » Namber )

1-9
10- 19
20 - 29 |
. 30- 39 |
40 - 49
.50 - 59
60 - 69
- 70 - 79
80 - 89
50 - 99
100 - 109
110 - 119
120 - 129
130 - 139
140 - 149
150 - 159
160 - 169
170 - 179
180 - 189
"190 - 199
900 - 209
210 -

oW

AV NWND O

»

¥

£

GDHNN”#O\'QN@QMQ@&QNHQWQQ
b
QH@&PHM*D&&MMMN#HQQQHQ

O O N W =]t W

Total

&
X
&"
&

Median

(dollara®) | 89 m9 | . e | 123
® Rounded to nearest dollar. . ‘
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' APPENDIX :
z B TA-BLE 5

o AVERAGE HOURLY RATE

©, ~ AND NUMBER OF HOURS WORKED BY
. MIGRATORY FARM WORKERS ‘
IN WAYNE COUNTY, NEW YORK, 1968:

BY WEEK S
Week | Date | - Average | Average | -
Number . " Hourly _Number |
) Rate® -0 urs
‘Worked
1 July 7-13 . $0.80 50 .
2 14 - 20 , 082 | 50
. 3 21-27 098 | 50 ‘
4 . 28 - Aug 3 1. 70 | 50 . .
5 . | Aug. 4-10 #1.50 a -
6 11 -17 : 150 = 37
| 7 18-24 150 | 29
~ 8 . 25-31 - , 150 R |
9 Sept. 1- 7 . 150 | 26
4 10 8 -14 . 150 | - 32
11 15 - 21 150 /| - 5%
12 22 - 28 © 2.00 50
13 29 - Oct. 5 * - 208 | 50 . |- :
14 Oct. 6 - 12 _ 1.98 50 . =5
15 : 13 - 19 238 | 50 | :
16 , '20-26 1.86 50
17 27 -Nov. 1 . 246 50 .
z

; - during the first through the fourth the twelfth through the
seventeenth week of the, harvést; afid that the average hourly
rate during fifth through the eleventh weeks is $1.50.

- Tv is assumed that the average woryrked 50 hou}s“ a week

) . ) 5
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