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INTRODUCTION

Farm-izbor problems were catapuited into prominence by the
Nation’s need for maximizing agricultural production in time of
war. Under the wartime conditions of g growing scarcity of labor
and high farm incomes, farmers found it necessary fo improve
their competitive position in the labor market by raising the wages
paid to farm laborers. Competition with nonagricultural empioy-
ers and competition among farmers themselves for the limited sup-
plylgi laborers led to a rapidly rising farm-wage level, beginning
in 1. '

The agricultural situation in regard to manpower generated
important issues in public discussion and led fo variousz govern-
mental measures and programs for assuring a farm working force
adequate to produce the vitally needed food and fiber, Deferment
of agricultural workers from military service, reeruitment of farm
laborers from domestic and foreign sources, and inauguration of
measures for eontrolling job shiffs from agriculture to other in-
dustries were among the steps taken to retain and supplement the
farm working force. Although these measures were direeted to-
ward the problems of the farm-labor supply, they affected to some
extent the moevement of farm wage rates.  In the absence of such
measures, farm wages would undoubtedly have risen even more
rapidly than they have.

The rise in farm-wage rates generated claims from some guar-
ters that possible further expansions in production were being cur-
tailed through high farm-.labor costs and excessive labor turn-over,
At the same time, others maintained that in the absence of such
wage increases the drain of laborers to more attractive employ-
ment would have affected agricultural production far more seri-
ously. Still others regarded the trend in farm Wages 48 a neces-
sary complement to the rising level of farm incomes and as a
desirable readjustment in farm-wage conditions which had been
substandard for many years.

Wage controls were instituted to stabilize agricultural wage
rates for some crops and areas where excessive labor turn-over and
rapid bidding up of wages threatened to interfere seriously with
the harvesting of these crops. Experience thus far with farm-
wage stabilization indicates the need for a careful balancing of the
factors of supply, demand, and ability-to-pay in the crops and
areas concerned, as well as consideration of similar conditions in
competitive creps or areas and in opportunities for work off the
farms. Similar problems affecting the question of agricultural
wage rates are involved in other wartime measures for promoting
agricultural production, as in the determination of “prevailing”
wage rates to be paid to imported workers and workers transported
from one State to another. An understanding of the interrelation-
ships of farm wage rates with broad economic and social condi-
tions which frequently extend much beyond the confines of any
one area is important in the formulation of any program for deal-
ing with agricultural wage problems under war or post-war condi-
tions.

Many of the wartime problems of farm labor and farm wages
stem directly from conditions that prevailed during peacetime.
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The heavy out-migration of farm people and farm workers after
1940 in response to the opportunities for nonfarm jobs was a
natural result of the depressed conditions these people experi-
enced for many years before this war. Similarly, some of the
resistance on the part of farmer employers to a rising level of
farm wages was no doubt due to a sharp awareness of the contrast
with the situation of just a few years ago when laborers were
available in abundance at almost any wage. Many other wartime
problems involving aspects of the agricultural labor supply and
requirements and the ability to pay given wage rates are rooted
in ceitain pre-war socioeconomic eonditions of various areas. Dras-
tie changes, now oceurring within and outside of agriculture, ap-
pear to create a sharp cleavage between the known conditions of
the past and the unknown conditions of the future. Hence an
exantination of current and historical developments should give a
clearer view of the whole problem of wages and wage workers in
agriculture.

This report begins with a review of certain structural aspects
of agriculture as an industry, in order to delineate the sector of
the agricultural economy that is primarily concerned with the em-
ployment and wages of hired farm workers. Succeeding chapters
give information on the Nation’s hired farm workers, the agri-
cultural wage structure, and wages as a factor in the cost of agri-
cultural production. The movement of wages and earnings of farm
laborers is examined in the light of associated conditions in agri-
culture and industry and an appraisal is given of long-time and
recent, trends in agricultural wage conditions. Special aspects of
wartime wage problems in agriculture are then considered. The
report concludes with an examination of some of the problems
involv~d in formulating policies aimed at retaining or advancing
during post-war years the recent gains achieved by farmers and
wage workers,

1. THE AGRICULTURAL INDUSTRY AND ITS
EMPLOYING SECTOR

The character and magnitude of an industry’s wage problems
are considerably conditioned by the structural organization of the
industry. Because of the preponderance of the family-enterprise
unit in the structure of agriculture in the United States, an
analysis of agricultural wages is essentially a study of economic
conditions within only a special sector of the agricultural industry
and the interrelationship between this sector and the rest of the
agricultural economy. Although rigid lines of demarcation cannot
be drawn, the sector of the agricultural economy which is im-
portantly affected by problems of employer-employee relationships
should be delineated. Some of the important structural charac-
teristics of the agricultural industry and its component parts are
described in this chapter.

Agriculture stands apart from all other major industries in
many respects, A basie difierence arises from its distinctive oper-
ations in preducing living things—uplants and animals—and deriv-
ing products directly from them. Paiterns of agricultural pro-
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duction are contipuously being modified by the interplay of chang-
ing physical, biological, technological, and economic factors. The
production process itself is affected by factors of soil types, cli-
mate, rainfall, pests, and diseases, and the development of new or
improved varieties of crops or livestock, as well as by the variable
economic factors of prices and production costs. The growth
processes impose a time-table of labor demands which a farmer
cannot easily madify. A farmer is thus dependent upon more fac-
tors beyond his control than is the nonagricultural entrepreneur.

Agriculture differs greatly from all other industries in the num-
ber and dispersion of its establishments. Even such widely dis-
tributed industries as retail and wholesale trade and service estab-
lishments of all types do not begin to approach in number of estab-
lishments agriculture’s 6 million farms scattered throughout the
whole breadth of the country. For example, the census showed that
in 1939 approximately 1,970,000 separate establishments were en-
gaged in retail and wholesale trade and about 650,000 service
establishments. Manufacturing establishments in all industries
numbered enly 184,800.2

In fact, the 6,097,000 units which gualified in 1940 as farms by
census definitions, were nearly twice as many establishments as
were to be found in all other private industries and pursuits com-
bined.®* The fact that agricuiture in the United States is essen-
tially an industry of small-unit operaticns, carried on by millions of
widely scattered, independent establishments, influences de.
cidedly the volume of production, degree of competition, and exist-
ence of trade or labor organizations within the industry.

The distribution of farms among size groups is a structural
aspect of prime importance in the study of agricultural wage proh-
lems. The basic and predominant organization of farms as family
enterprises means that wage workers ave found more frequently
and are employed in greater numbers and for longer periods on
farms which in their scale of operations exceed the ability of the
operator and his family to perform all of the work required at
the times of the year when needed. A corollary of this is that only
a minority of zgll farm operators hire any workers even for a lim-
ited time during the year. The distribution of farms among size
groups also reveals that many enterprises which the Bureau of the
Census classifies as “farms” can hardly be considered as produc-
tive enterprises when judged directly by their value of production
or indirectly by their land, equipment, and other production re-
sources.

Farms by Value of Products

The hest single measure available of the differences in size of
enterprise of agricultural establishments is the total value of an-
nual output, ag shewn by the census figures on value of the farm

2 Manufecturing establishmenis with n value of products in 3880 of $5,000 or mere, according
to the U, 5. Cenaus for 1946. Enavlicr cenmuses indicated that when coverage was extended to
8l manufacturing cstoblishments with & vulus of products of 8500 or more, the number was
increased by mbout one-fourth,

2 The census totn! of estzblishments in manufactering, trede, services, construction, and
mining was approximacely 3.2 million. Tn mlditien there were spproximately 348,000 producing
oft and gas wells.
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produets sold, traded, or consumed at home during the year.* The
value of output combines in a single measure an evaluation (under
existing price conditions) of the results secured from the utiliza-
tion of all input factors—land, labor, and capital--each of which
taken alone is only a partial measure of size of operations. In
agriculture, as in other industries, there are a great many small-
seale establishments and a much smaller number of larger estab-
lishments, with the latter producing a very substantial part of the
industry’s total output of products. The extreme unevenness of
the distribution of the total value of products on farms of different
sizes of enterprise is shown in figure 1. Many farms are found in
the smallest sized groups, with 58 percent of the farms in 1939
producing less than $750 worth of products per farm and only 5
percent in excess of $4,000 worth.
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FIGURE 1.——-Cumulative distribution of tetal vahie of agricultural products,
United States, 1939, (From Census of Agriculiure, 1940.)

Theoretically, an absolutely equal distribution of gross income
received in agricuiture would be represented by the straight line
instead of the curve shown in figure 1. The extent to which the

& 0Qf the 6,095,792 farms in 1940, 6,968,766 or 37.9 percent reporvied some production during
1539, In addition te these “closgified” farms, 39,542 forms Jdid not repoert on vaiue of production
and 88,502 veported ne farm products sobd, trided, or uswd by form houvscholds. Throtghout
this chapter percentnige distributions by value growps of forms are based on elassified farms
rather than on ol fncms,
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actual curve departs from the straight line indicates the degree of
unevenness of the existing distribution. The curve described by
the distribution in 1939 of the total value of agricultural produc-
tion, for example, indicates that the lower 50 percent of the Na-
tion’s farms produced only 12 percent of the total value of products
sold, traded, or consumed by farm households, while the upper 10
percent produced 47 percent of the total value of agricultural
produets.

Production Compaosition

The scale of farming operations is such an important consider-
ation in connection with agricultural wage problems that other
characteristics of agriculture as an industry will be examined in
relation to a classification of farms by value of products. First,
the composition of agricultural production in terms of major
groups of products may be examined for differences to be found
among farms of different sizes (table 1).

Tasre 1.—Distribution of lotal value of agriculiural products by type of product, for
value groups of furms, United Stales, 1939
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Campiled from reports of the 1948 Census of Agricelture, Burcau of the Census.  For afl types of farm products other
than those used by farm housebolds, the value figures relate to products sold or traded,

In some respects, the contrasts between the composition of
agricuitural production of farms with a very low value of products
and those with very high values are striking. In the lowest value-
of-products group, farm products used by farm househelds make
up more than half of the total value of production, whereas on the
farms of highest income the proportion is negligible. Livestock,
which makes up less than 7 percent of the value of products in the
lowest group, increases progressively until it reaches approxi-
mately 40 percent on farms with $50,000 or more in value of pro-
duction per farm.” Production of vegetables, fruits and nuts, and
horticultural specialties begin to comprise sizable fraetions of the
mrwortion of livestock products on farms with high gross inecome is in part due

to the Census practice of crediting each Inrm with all erles made during & year, regardless of
the length of time the fivestock were on the farm.
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total value of output only on farms in the highest gross income

clasges. In contrast, dairy and field erops comprise larger propor-

tions of total value of production on farms in the middle range of

income than on the very high- or very low-income farms. Poultry

. and poultry products make up a fairly constant proportion of agri-
cuitural production throughout the income range.

The subsistence character of many of the farms in the smallest
value-of-output classes is indicated by the very large proportion of
the value of their output consumed at home. Production for home
use, however, consists entirely of commodities included in the
types shown separately for marketed products. Many small farms
engage in commercial production although on a very small scale,
particularly in the case of cotfon and tobaceco farms. On farms
with as low a gross value of output as $400 to $600, more than
60 percent of the value of their production was sold.

Contrasts between the very highest and the very lowest gross-
income groups are marked, but for the great middle range of farms
between income limits of $1,000 and $20,000 per farm, shifts in
composition of produetion from one end of the range to the other
are generally very gradual. For farms in this range, which pro-
duced 68.5 percent of all agricultural preduction and 72.4 percent
of marketed products in 1989, the average distribution of produc-
tion by type of products is rather similar, although the grouping
of all field erops into a single category hides some important differ-
ences,

Farms with value of preducts of $20,000 or more in 1939 show
considerable differences in average composition of production from
farms in the middle range. However, the differences are not great
enough to mean a fundamentally different pattern of average pro-
duction composition. For example, livestock takes first place over
field crops but the latter is the second most important source.
Vegetables, fruits and nuts, and horticultliral specialties become
maore important, but these three combined represent less than one-
fourth of all production on these farms.

Regional Distribution of Farms

There are decided regional differences in the proportion of farms
that fall in the several value.of-production classes. These differ-
ences are shown in figure 2, in which the width of each bar is pro-
portional to the number of farms in the specified value group.
Eighty percent of all of the farms in the South produced less than
$1,000 worth of products, and 41 percent produced less than $400
worth. Farms in the North Central States were concentrated more
heavily in the higher income groups. In 1939 approximately half
of the farms in this region were in the eclass producing less than
$1,000 worth of products, one-third in the $1,000 to $2,500 class,
and another 10 percent in the $2,500 to $4,000 class.

The Northeastern States, consisting of the New England and
Middle Atlantic geographic divisions, had about the same number
of farms as were to be found in the Western States, consisting of
the Mountain and Pacific geographic divisions. There was a strik-
ing similarity between these two widely separated regions in the
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distribution of farms among the several value-of-products classes,
except that the Western States had a larger proportion of farms in
the two highest income groups.

PERCENT
‘OF
FARMS | +HORTHEAST
80 —
.. VORTH
CENTRAL —E
60 —
+— SOUTH
40 —
20 —
+— WEST
o -
i- 400- 400 - 1000-  2,500- 4,0400- 6,0600- 10,000
39% 599 959 2,499 3,999 5,999 9999 and over

¥ALUE GROUPS QF FARMS {IH DOLLARS S

BAE4E595

FIGURE 2.—Regional distribution of farms in speecified vulue groups, United
States, 1939. (From Census of Agriculture, 1940,)

Farms by Major Sourece of Income

Some of the major differences in the predominant types of pro-
duction earried on by the farms of each region are shown in table
2. There was a large proportion of subsistence farms in the South,
with the major source of income in 1939 indicated as products of
the farm consumed by the farm households. Forty-one percent of
the farms in the South were in this category as compared with 33
percent in the Northeast, 22 percent in the North Central States,
and 24 percent in the Western States. Of the farms on which
some marketed products formed the major source of income, field
crops represented the major source of the largest proportion of
farms in the North Central States, South, and West, while dairy
products represented the major source on the largest propertion of
farms in the Northeast.?

Farms by Tenure

A cross classification of farms in the different value-of-products
classes by tenure of the operator * shows for 1939 relatively small
differences in the distribution of farms within the fwo main
tenure groups—7Full owners® and tenants other than sharvecrop-

61t should be kepb in mind that there ave important vegionzl diffeveaces i the iynes of
producls included in Lhe feld crep entevory.

T Bpe AMALYSIS OF SUECIFIED PARM CHARACTERISTICS FOi FARMS CLASBIFIED W TOTAL VALUZ OF
pRODUGTS, U, 8. Bur. Census, Bur. Age. Beent., and Furm Security Admin, 221 pp., 1843,

8 In accordanee with eensus terminoloyy, the tenvre cluss “fuil owners” includes operators who
da mot rent any part of the [ayms opernled, Flowever, the fnem of the foll owner may ov may
not be mortgaged.
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TABLE 2.—Distribution of farms by major aource of income, Uniied States and wmajor
regrons, 1939

) i
Ueited Staies Hortheaat Morth Ceatreal South West

Major source of Pap- Per- Der- Per- Prr-
noome Forms | cont- | Farms | cenl- | Farms | cont-]  Farms | cent- | Farma | eents

Lge o apeaf age of ageof age of

talal tatsl totai tokal Lotal

Number Number | Per- | Nuomber Number Per!- Number
el
5,008,755 . 0.9 |2,040,191 . 12,057, 294 {10G.0 |490,508

e .1 726,162 . . 3.3 | b08,540 1 24, 133,453 ] 4.5 | 68,724
Dairy products 610,005 . 03 | 30,8 | 332,068 . G, 108 1 2.2 | 56,5797
Pouitry and povltey | 217,570 . n.3 81,710 . 48,637 | 1.6 | 33,757

producis.
Cihar livestock 26,251 . . 5,065 .2 6,707 5,407

products.
Field erops 2,188,450 . . 500,510 .3 |1,408,542 122,554
\’ugpt«ubics B, 110 i . . 19,935 . 20,817 13,533
Fruite and nuts 133,085 . . . 18,378 . 34,057 64,0670
Hortiguitural  spe- 18,850 . . 5,963 . 4,186 3,243
2,178

ciaktica.
10,480
118,289

mEIT i W iadn

Forest preducts 23,300 . T . 4,230 .
Ferm prodnets used |1,942,720 . . 452,663 CLEL214,252
by frrmm  hanse-
hehids.

—
=

Compiled froim reports of the 1840 Censys of Agriculivre, Burean of the Censue.

pers. The proportions of farms operated by full owners and by
tenants {exclusive of sharecroppers) were not greatly different in
the low, middle, and high gross income classes. In the country as
a whole, a somewhat higher percentage of farms was operated by
full owners in the value-of-products classes of under $400 than by
tenants {other than sharecroppers). This situation prevailed in
all major regions of the country. Farms in the value-of-products
classes of over $1,000 included 32 percent of all farms operated
by full owners, but 36 percent of all farms operated by tenantsg
{other than sharecroppers). The higher proportion of farms oper-
ated by owners in the lowest gross income classes reflects the
many part-time and semi-retired owner-operztors in these groups
and many subsistence farming units with inadequate resources.
Nearly two-thirds of the sharecropper units were in the value-of-
products classes of under $600, compared with 60 percent of all
operators other than sharecroppers in the South.

Farms operated by part owners and managers, which comprised
only 10.1 percent and 0.6 percent respectively of all farms, were
distributed to a greater extent among the higher value-of-products
classes than were the other tenure groups. As part owners are op-
erators who rent some land in addition to that they own, and as
managers are usually found on farms with relatively large-scale
operations, there is a preponderance of these tenure groups in the
middle-to-high range of gross income, especially in the case of
managers, ’

It is apparent that, with the exception of sharecroppers, the
numerically important tenure groups—full owners and nonshare-
cropper tenants—show no marked differences in size of farming
operations, and probably no marked differences in the amount of
kired labor utilized. More striking differences would probably be
shown between farms operated by owners and tenants if data were
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available to classify such farms on a net-income basis or to classify
their operators with respect to level of living or degree of security.

Distribution of Workers

Because of the great number of establishments in agriculture,
its workers are more dispersed than in any other industry. Fewer
than 1 million out of the 6.1 million farms had more than two
workers in March, 1940, and the average numbet of family and/or
hired workers reported for all farms was only 1.59 workers per
farm. An estimated distribution of the annual average number of
farm workers is shown in table 8 and, for comparison, the dis-
tribution of total value of agricnltural production. An undue pro-
portion of the Nation's farm workers is on farms in the lower
value-of-production classes. They are predominantly family work-
ers, however, whereas hired workers tend to be concentrated on
farms in the higher value-of-production classes.

Tanre 3.—Distribution of farm workers in comparison 1with distribution of tolal value
of produeis, Undted Stales, 1930

Valuee of products Farne workers *
Yahue group sold, traded, or _

used by Lhe
fari household ! Tatal Fainily

Pereent Peroent Percent Poreemt
Al glansicd farms. 1% ) . 100
§1- §500 L. 1o 42,
$800- 00 . H 1),
£1,000-82,495. . 25,
$2,500-53,999_ 7
$.000-80, 098 ool . 3,
$10,000 and over,.o ... L.
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I Campdied fromn reparta of the 1840 Census of Agrienttore, Burean of the Cenaua. | N
2 Annual averages estimated from censies dais and Bereau of Agricobiural Beonourics cstimates of faem engdaymont

Productivity of Workers®

Productivity of labor on farms of different sizes of enterprise
siiows marked differentials. For all farms rveporting some pro-
duction in 1939, the mean value of total agricultural production per
farm worker is estimated at $772 (table 4). When allowance is
made for the smaller amount of time put in by part-time oper-
ators, and for the smaller amount of time and the lesser work
capacity of older operators and of unpaid family workers (who
include a substantial number of women and younger persons), a
“man-equivalent” employment figure can be derived for the value
classes of farms. (See tooinote 3 to table 4.) The man-equivalent
employment figure provides a more valid basis for comparing
worker productivity on the several value groups of farms.'v

" Far a full discussion of the ditferenlials of mgricultursl labor productivity prosonted here
and for similue estimates by mnjor geographic divisions, sue Ducorr, L. J, nind Hacoon, M. J.
DIFFERENTIALS 1IN PRODUCTIVITY AND IN FARM INCOME OF AGHICULTUHAL WORKRERY BY SIZE OF ENTHR-
EFRISE AMD BY REGIONS. T 8. Bur. Agr. Eeon, 51 pp., illus. 1944, (Processed,} The produc-
tivity mengures in this section relate w all farm workera, lioth family and hired,

10 Because unpebl family warkers amd peri-Ume or semiretived operators comprive a greater
proportion of the werkers on the lower inegme (urmu, the adijustment to a mon-cquivalent basis
veduces the employment on such farma by o greater percentage than lhe employment on the
kigher incotme farms,
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Tanie 4.—Total value of producis, net rclurnsg for all labor, capital, and management
and net velurns for all {nbor anid management per farm and per farm worker, by value-
of~praducts classes, Unifed Stales, 1939
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The vaiue of output per worker increases sharply and pro-
gressively on farms in the successively higher value-of-production
classes (fig.3). Ona “man-equivalent” basis, the production per
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FIGURE 3.—Gross and net returns per furm worker, for farms classified by

total value of praducts, United States, 1939. (Based on data from Census

of Agriculture, 1940, and Bureau of Agricultural Economtics farm income
cslimates, )
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worker for all value groups of farms was $951 in 1939, but the
figure varies all the way from $82 per worker in the lowest value
group of farms to $2,850, or about 35 times as much in the highest
group of farms (table 4).

The larger production per worker on farms in the higher value
groups is associated with better resources and larger outlays per
worker of capital and other nonlabor costs. When an estimate of
all production expenses except labor costs is subtracted from the
total value of production, the resulting figure when related to
employment provides a measure of the net returns for all labor,
capital, and management per worker, The average for all value
groups of farms in the United States was only $476 during 1939,
but on the farms with a value of products of 310,600 or more the
net returns for all labor, capital, and management were $1,605 per
worker. ** The last two columns in table 4 indicate the net returns
for labor and management alone, after an allowance for returns
on capital investment has been deducted, those returns averaging
$501 per farm and $364 per man-equivalent worker in 1939.

The high productivity of labor employed on farms in the
higher value-of-production classes has important implications with
respect to wage rates. The employment of the great majority of
hired workers on the higher income and better equipped farms
means on the average a greater output per hired worker in terms
of gross or net value of production than the per worker output in
. the case of farms which are manned entirely by family labor.

The Employing Sector

The relevance to wage problems of the various classifications of
data presented for farms by value-of-production classes is indi-
cated strikingly in figure 4, which shows the distribution by value-
of-production classes of: (1) Total value of production, {2)*num-
ber of farms, and (8) the cash farm wage bill. The share of the
wage bill paid on farms in the higher value-ef-production classes
is far greater than the proportion of farms in these classes and
moderately greater than the proportion of production on those
farms. Nearly 90 percent of the Nation's farm wage bill in 1939
was paid on farms which individually had a value of products of
more than §1,000, although farms with gross value of production
of more than $1,000 made up about 35 percent of all farms. But
this 35 percent of farms accounted for 79 percent of all agri-
cultural production in 1939,

The importance of farms as employers of hired labor increases
progressively in successively higher value-of-production classes.
Farms in the highest class—the 1.0 percent which had a total value
of production of $10,000 or more per farm-—accounted for more
than 30 percent of the entire cash farm wage bill. More than 20
percent of the wage bill was paid on farms in the next highest
value-of-production class. In these two classes are only 5.2 per-
cent of the Nation's farms, and not all of these reported expendi-
tures for hired labor. Actually, 54.4 percent of the 1939 cash
farm-wage bill was paid on only 266,000 farms in the value-of-

11 Eased on man-equivelent workers,
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production groups, of over $4,000, or on only 4.5 percent of all
farms in the country. )
Distributions of the cash farm wage bill by value-of-production
groups of farnis are shown for each of the major regions in figure
E, in which the width of each bar is proportional to the amount of
the wage bill in each region. In general, the pattern is similar to
that already shown for the United States as a whole, although the

PERCENT = “

v oo ¥ALUC GROUPS
syl

80 - $10,000 and over |

60

o
-— 4,000-9,999

40

20

VALUE OF NUMBER WAGE
FRODUCTION QF FARMS BILL

BAE{R598

FIGURE 4.—Diatribution of ictal value of agricultural production, farms, and

cash farm wage bill by value groups of farms, United States, 1939, (From
Censgus of Agriculvace, 1940,

concentration of farm-wage payments on farms in the highest
value-of-production class ($10,000 and over per farm) is noticeably
greater in the West and in the Northeast, and somewhat less in
the North Central region. Conversely, a larger share of the wage
bill in the South is paid on farms with gross value of production
of less than $1,000 than on farms in other major regions. How-
ever, a far larger share of the farms in the South are in the lower
value-of-products groups. '

Census tabulations are not available for precisely the sector of
farms which would be characterized as those on which hired labor
is important. The tabulations by total value of produets are the
best approximation available, although these are more satisfactory
for purposes of analysis of wage relationships in the highest
classes, where a large proportion of all farms are hiring farms,
than in the middle range. Because 85 percent of the farms in the
value-of-production classes of $4,000 or more hired some labor in
1939, and because they accounted for nearly 55 pervcent of the
wage bill, statistics for this group of farms may be used to char-
acterize the most important group of the employing sector. In
successively lower value groups, the percentage of farms hiring
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was progressively smaller; hence the statistics for the lower value
groups of farms do not reflect the conditions on employing farms.

The fact that the farms whose operators are the principal em-
‘ployers are almost wholly in the upper gross-income range, and are
1ncreasmgiy important as hirers in the progressively higher gross
income groups, has significant implications for the types of eco-
nomic data and analyses that are appropriate in a study of farm
wage problems. 2 Farms that customarily hire any considerable
amount of labor are at an average net-farm-income level much
higher than the average for all farms. Wage expenditures are an
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FIGURE 5.—Distribution of cash farm wage bill by value groups of farms,
?;tited States, and major regions, 1939. (Fram Census of Agriculture,
0.)

infrequent and small or nonexistent item on a majority of all
farms. The purpose of presenting some of the structural aspects
of the agricultural industry in relation to gross value of produe-
tion per farm has been to identify the "“hiring” farms as a special-
ized sector of the agricultural economy with which this study is
mainly concerned.

Wartime Changes in the Agricultural Structure

There have been marked changeg in agriculture during the 4
years since the last inventory of farms was provided by a Census
of Agriculture. Food requirements of our armed forees and our
allies, along with increased civilian buying power, called for a
large increase in crop acreages and Hvestock numbers. With the

T Any avernges releting to income, expenses, wages, employment, alze of enterprise, ete,
for all farms in the Linited States are inapproprinte as avernges for the hiring fs!ma Fre' -
example, each of the 4 million farms in the lower value-of-production classes, which -logethar
acoount for only 12 percent of the wage bil, hos just ns much effect in determinine “che all-

farm aversge &3 does each of the much smaller number of farma that are really concerned
with farm wages as a production expense.
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favorable weather and high yields of the Jast few years, the volume
of agricultural preduction reached unprecedented levels. Mean-
while claims of the armed forces and war industry for manpower
reduced the farm labor supply and the farm working force, neces-
sitating increased efficiency in the use of farm labor. Although
information on the extent of these changes and related shifts in
the structure of the agricultural industry is not available in terms
of the fairly precise distributions which would be afforded by a
census, the direction of the changes and certain indications of their
magnitude are clearly evident.

The number of farms in the United States has decreased since
1940. As cropland harvesfted and livestock numbers have in-
creased, the average size of farm enterprises has expanded. Be-
cause the decrease in number of farms is due mainly to the migra-
tion of low income, marginal, and part-time farmers, there is rea-
son to believe that farms in the lower value-of-production classes
have decreased more than proportionately to their numbers,

These changes, together with a high level of prices received by
farmers, have led to marked increases in gross and net income per
farm. DBefween 1841 and 1942, it has been estimated that the
medium net cash income of farm operators from farming rose from
$440 to $980. ' Although the larger farms had much greater in-
creases of income in terms of dollars, the change in distribution of
farms by tofal value of products or by net income was generally
in the direction of favoring relatively the lower income groups. For
example, the upper.10 percent of the farmers in 1941 received 45
per cent of the net cash income from farming, wheveas in 1942
they received only 37 percent.

With agricultural production increasing and the number of all
farm workers decreasing, the output per farm worker has shown
decided increases during the last few years (fable 5). Agricul-
tural production per worker for the country as a whole has aver-
aged 29 percent greater in 1940-44 than in 1935-39 and 71 percent
greater than in 1910-1814." These most recent gains in farm.-
labor productivity are a continuation, and perhaps an accelera-
tion, of a long-time trend, Over the last three decades the gain
in productive efficiency of agricultural labor shows an impressive
record. '* As a result, 14 percent fewer farm workers produced 46
percent more food and fiber in 1940-44 than in the 1910-14 period
for a nationa! population 41 percent greater. Underlying these
gains in labor productivity is a record of progress in farm tech-
nelogy including, besides mechanization, improved varieties and
strains of crops and livestock, more effective control of plant and
animal disease and pests, improved cultural and farm-management
practices, and in very recent years fuller utilization of the avail-
able working force. Some factors have operated in the direction
of lowering labor productivity as less suitable land was brought
under cultivation and as erosion tock its toll, but these faetors
have been far more than offset by those operating to raise labor
productivity.

1t Bravy, D. 5, und Hacood, M. J. iNCOME OF Fand rFaMinies. U, 8. Bur. Agr, Econ. Apr.
Situation 27 {B): 0—11, 1943

14 Based on the JBurenu of Agricultural Economies indexes of agricultural produstion and
farm employment.,

35 Bee figure 22, n, 1186,
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TanLe 5.—Inder numbers of agricullural production per worker, in the Uniled Siates
and the major type-of-farming areas, 5-year gverages, 1810-38, annual 1940-44
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S Index 1 for the United States i+ based on the Burean of Agricuttural Erouomics indexes of volume of agricultural
production and of snuual average furm employment.  Index 11 Tor the United States and for ezch type-of-farming azes
15 besed on the Bureau of Azricultural Ecenomics indexes of Farm emplaytoeot, and on the index of aﬁﬁcultuml produg-
tion prepared by the WPA Nationsl Research Project, for the yeats 1000-36, See Brrssien, 1. G., Ja, and {orKrxg,
J. A TRENDA IN SIZE AND PUOOTCTION OF THE AGGHEOATE Faly EXTERPRISE. (WI'A Natl Tiea, Project, Hpt. A-5,

July 1938) with cxtension thraugh 1943 made by the Burezu of Labor Statistics.  Tremd and yesr-to-year changes are
generally about Lhe sune in Index I and [ndex [T and the actusd differences observed are due partly to the difference in
incthed of index construction used by the Burent of Agrienltural Economics and the National Research Project. The
former utilized prices in the base period for weighting the individual commedities, whereas the Intter utilized labor re-

uirements weights in Lerins of man-hours per unit of production. The two indexes alsg differ n the Leestment of pro-
auctiorl used for leed or serd; .

Although the various type-of-farming areas have shown some
irregularity in output per worker as a result of drought, pests,
and in some areas rapid introduction of improved varieties of
important crops, the upward trend in production per worker
has been general in all areas except in the eastern cotton area.
Increases have been especially marked in the corn area, both
as & result of increased mechanization and of the introduc-
tion of hybrid corn. Production per worker in the corn area in
1940-43 averaged 75 percent greater than in 1910-14. Gains of
more than 50 percent in output per worker during the period have
also occurred in the western dairy area, the range area, the north-
western area, and the small-grain area. Greater gains in farm-
labor productivity have occurred during the present war than took
place in the World War I period. In general, also, areas which
recorded large gains in the first war have been the ones to show
the greatest increases in this war.

Recent changes in the size of the farm working force, number
of farms, and income per farm or per farm worker have been in
the direction of correcting in part some of the long-standing
maladjustments in agriculture. The higher income level for
farmers and wage workers has brought a greater proportion of
both groups ocut of the substandard category. The reduction in
the pressure of farm population upon the agricultural resources of
the country has brought the man-iand ratio into a more favorable
balance. Farm wage rates have heen favorably affected not only
by the more prosperous condition of the agricultural industry as a
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whole, but also by the removal of the surplus rural labor supply
of unemployed and underemployed persons.

2. WAGE WORKERS ON FARMS

Many more people work for wages on farms than is commonly
supposed from the current employment figures. How many there
are, who they are, where they live or come from, and what eco-
nomic and social status they have—all these are important ques-
tions in understanding agricultural wage conditions. For it is these
workers and their dependents whose income and living levels are
directly affected by the changes in farm-wage rates.

Numbers of Hired Farm Workers

The numbers of workers hired on farms of the United States
in the various months of the year has averaged close to 2.5 mil-
lion during 1939-43, or about one-fourth of the fotal farm employ-
ment. The number at work changes greatly during the course of
any year, from a low of approximately 1.6 million in January to a
peak of about 3.2 million in early July or October. Nearly half of
all the hired farm workers are found in the three southern geo-
graphic divisions; this proportion holds both for the peak and the
slack months. Because of labor turn-over, even the highest
monthly employment figure for the Nation as 2 whole understates
the number of different persons who work for wages on farms at
some time during the year. In addition, the time of peak farm
employment varies in the different regions and on different types
of farms so that there is no one month or week in which a count
would get all persons who work for wages during the vear.

No data are available on the number of different persons work-
ing ag hired laborers on farms during the course of a year. How-
ever, related information from a recent survey of farm-labor util-
ization '* suggests that an annual average hired farm employ-
ment of 2.5 million may have involved as many as 4 million per-
sons who worked for wages on farmis during at least some part
of the year. When their dependents are added, we find a total of
some 6 to 8 million persons dependent wholly or partially for their
income on agricultural wages.

The relative importance of hired workers varies in the several
geographic divisions. They make up a larger propertion of the
farm working force in the Western and Northeastern States than
they do in the South and in the North Central States (table 6).
In the Pacific States, where relatively large-scale farming and the
produclion of special crops distinguish the area’s agriculture, hired
workers made up almost half (47 percent) of the 1943 annual
average number of all farm workers. In other parts of the United
States hired workers comprised from one-sixth of the 1943 aver-
age number of farm workers in the East South Central States to
one-third in the New England, Middle Atlantic, and Mountain
States.

1¢ Ducerr, L. J. and HaGoop, M. J. THE FakM WORKING FORCE oF 1942, Bur, Agr. Econ.
15 po. IS4, (Trocessed.} .
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TasLE 6.—Number of hired farm workers, United Stales and major geographic divsions,
annunel and quarierly, 1943
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The number of hired workers in the various areas, as well as the
percentage they comprise of total farm employment, increases
sharply with the season. There is a greater seasonal increase in
hired workers than in family workers, in all geographic divisions
and this increase is especially noticeabie in the Pacific States.
Characteristic patterns of seasonal changes in the employment of
-family and of hired farm workers in the three major regions are
shown in figure 6.

Types of Hired Workers

The great seasonal changes in numbers of workers hired on
farms means that a great many farm laborers need to supplement
their earnings by other kinds of jobs during the slack seasons.
Many aspecls of farm wage problems are accentuated for the sea-
sonal farm laborers who work for varying periods on different
farms. Except in periods of full employment, like the present,
many of them are unemployed for some part of the vear. For this
group, the length of employment available in a year may be more
impertant than the rate of pay, in affecting their annual earnings.

These seasonal workers are found more frequently and in
greater numbers on fruit and vegetable, coticn, sugar beet, and
other farms that have crops with high labor requirements. Many
work in areas and on farms where the commercialization and to
some extent the industrializaiion of agriculture have proceeded
furthest. Practices and conditions of employment peculiar to the
large-scale specialized farming found in California and in other
States bear little resemblanee to those traditionally associated with
the personalized relations of the operator of a family-size farm
and his hired man. Within the seasonal gvoup, the migratory
workers have additional problems of transportation, tempovary
housing, routing of their migration to coincide with changing




WAGES OF AGRICULTURAL LABOLR IN TIIE UNITED 8TATES 19

needs for laborers, and in many cases the housing and care of
their families.

Precise information is not available on the numbers of hired
farm workers falling into the broad classes of regular and sea-
sonal workers, or within the seasonal group into migratory labor-
ers and permanently resident seasonal laborers. Because the lines
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FIGURE 6.—Seasonal farm employmeni, United States and major regions,

1943. (Monthly employment of cach closs of workers computed as per-

cemtage of 12-month average, as indicated by Burean of Agriculiural Eco-
nomies estimates.)
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of demarcation between the groups are not sharp, and because
workers change from one group to another within a year, over-all
estimates are necessarily very rough. It seems probable that in
pre-war years there were around 1.0 to 1.5 million hired workers,
each of whom was rather regularly employed on one farm for
most of the year, and some 2 to 8 million other persons who at
some time of the year might be classified as seasonal hired farm
workers. Of the seasonal group, 0.5 million to 1 million were
migratory workers, who moved with the harvest from one area




20 TECHNICAL BULLETIN 885, Y. 8. DEPT, OF AGRICULTURE

to another, and 1.5 to 2 million were nonmigratory seasonal work-
ers who worked on farms for varying periods during the year. *

Composition of Hired Workers

No census or survey taken at any one date provides information
on all the persons whe work for wages on farms in the course of a
year. For all persons actually working as hired farm laborers in
the last week of March, 1940, and for the unemployed whose last
occupation was that of a hired farm worker, the census provides
information on varions characteristics. In that week approxi-
mately 2.2 million persons were classified as hired farm workers,
including 1.9 million actually employed and 0.3 million experienced
farm laborers seeking work. This group of 2.2 million includes
all the year-round and most of the other “regular” hired workers
who work less than the entire 12 months, but includes only
a small part of the seasonal hired workers, hoth migratory and
nonmigratory. -

Although many women work on farms in the summer and fall,
the year-round or regular hired farm working force is largely com-
posed of men. In March, 1940, 95 percent of all hired farm workers
weare males (table 7). War has brought a decided increase in the
nuinber of women working on farms in all months, but most of
this increase has been in family rather than hired workers. On
the average, hired farm workers are younger than workers in
other occupations. Half of the employed male farm laborers were
below 30.3 years of age in 1940 as compared with a median age
of 38.3 years for employed males in all occupations and a median
age of 46.6 years for farmers and farm managers. For both males
and females, the heaviest concentration of farm laborers was in the
ages from 18 to 35, more than 55 percent of all hired farm labor-
ers falling in this group.

Taute 7.—Age and sex of employed and unemployed furm laborers (wege workers) and
Jarm foresnen, March 2480, 1540
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Comgilcd fram 11, &, Bur, Census, 16th Cenaus, 1040, Population, Val, ILT, The Labor Fozee, P't. L, Summary, Table
45 These higures exclode experienced farm laborem employed on public emetgency work.

Approximately three-fourths of all hired farm Ilaborers in
March, 1940, were white (table 8). Negroes made up about 24
percent of all farm lahorers although they comprise only about 156
percent of the entire farm population. In the case of female farm

17 This break-down of the hired farm working force relastes 1o the total number of different

individuals who work for wages during the course of # year, rnd not to un annual average ot
the number working in any given month.
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laborers, more than 70 percent were Negroes and most of these
were in the South. All nonwhites other than Negroes—Japanese,
Chinese, Indians, etc., totaled a little over 35,000, or less than 2
percent. The group of white males was by far the largest of any
—comprising more than 1.6 million of the entire group of 2.2
million.

Beecause a great many seasonal workers were not yvet at work on
farms at the time of the last census, the March, 19490, figures may
understate the proportion of Negroes among the hired workers.
Seasonal employment is not very great during March in the cot-
ton areas of the South where Negroes make up such a large pro-
portion of seasonal farm lahorers.

Tanue 8—Race, residence, and marital status of employed and unemployed furm labor-
ers (wage workers) aud furm foremen, March 24-80, 1940 :

Classifieation Tatol Male TFemale

Number Percent Number Number Percent

2,227,783 2,112,001 114,882
1,003,314 1,630,813 32,501
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35,507 3,111 1,488
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Compiled from U. 8. Bur. of Ceasua, 16th Cenaus, 1940, Populalion,  ¥eol. II1, The Labar Foree, Pt. L, U. 8. Buwmary,
Tables 59, 62, 67, and 68, ‘These ﬁiuﬂ:n include 1,924,890 employed farm laborers and 302,603 who were secking work
but exclude the experienced farm luborets employed oo public cmergency work.

The census offers other material which aids in identifying the
hired farm-laborer group. About 70 percent of the persohs classi-
fied as hired farm workers by the census lived on farms, 20 per-
cent in other rural areas—open country and villages—and less
than 10 percent in urban places of 2,500 or more. These percent-
ages relate in large part to the more-or-less regular workers who
would be employed in March. At harvest time there is a substan-
tial inerease in the number of farm workers whose regular resi-
dence is in urban areas. The farm-laborer group has a much
higher proportion of single persons than most occupational groups.
Almost 50 percent of all male farm laborers in March, 1940, were
single, as compared with only 25 percent of all employed males.
Some 400,000 of these were living in the operatoi’s household on
the farm where they were working, while about 600,000 of the
farm laborers living on farms were married and were heads of
households.

There is a econsiderable overlap among the three classes of agri-
cultural workers—operators, unpaid family workers, and hired
workers. Sharecroppers and share tenants are customarily grouped
with the operator category, although in terms of economic status
there is often little difference between them and wags workers.
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Many agricultural workers do not remain in any one category dur-
ing the course of a year. Operators of low-income farms may also
work for wages on other farms, and unpaid family workers may
work for pay for a while on the family farm or on another farm.

The amount of this interchangeability among the classes of
agricultural workers varies with the season. As wartime condi-
tions have increased the dependence on local labor in most com-
munities, members of farm families have more frequently helped
on a paid or exchange basis on neighboring farms. One survey
made in May, 1942, indicated that 58 percent of the reporting
farmers expected to obtain their additional hired workers from
farms in the neighborhood. 4

Evidence of the shifting between the status of operator and
hired laborer is provided by the census data for March, 1940,
relating to operators who supplement their farming income by
working for wages on other farms. Nearly 175,000 of the em-
ployed farm laborers reported that their usual occupation was
farmer or farm manager. On the other hand, about 140,000 farm-
ers reported that their usual occupation was paid farm laborer—
these probably being operators who depend more on their earnings
from work on other farms than on income from their own farming.

In the South there is a considerable degree of shifting from hired
farm laborer to sharecropper status, and vice versa, from one year
to another. During the decade 1930-40, a substantial part of the net
decrease in sharecroppers was probably due to the fact that some
plantation landlords found it more profitable to operate their land
with wage labor. Often the same individuals remained on the
plantations, living in the same houses and doing the same kind of
work, but being paid on a wage basis. Since 1940 the decreased
number of farm laborers has apparently led to some shifting back
to the sharecropping system in an effort to insure greater stability
in the work force.

Because of the short season many hired farm workers seek jobs
off the farm for parts of the year. The types of such jobs avail-
able to those who live in rural areas vary in different localities.
Work in textile mills, sawmills, lumber camps, mines, construe-
tion, and in certain manufacturing and food-processing establish-
ments are the principal occupations.

In addition to the farm laborers who regularly live on farms,
either in the operator’s household or separately, and those who
live in nearby rural or urban places, there are the migratory
workers who come into areas at times of high seasonal needs.
These are the workers who follow the crops in the prineipal fruit
and vegetable areas and those who follow certain migratory routes
in connection with the grain harvest in the Midwest or with the
cotton harvest in the South. Numerically they are less important
than the resident farm laborers, but their numbers have at times
been swelled by the effects of depressions, drought, and accelerated
mechanization of farm operations.

The agriculture of certain specialized areas, as in Arizona and
California, has come to be heavily dependent upon migratory la-

18 Uxitep STaTES DUREAU OF AGHICULTURAL JRCONOMIUS. FARM LALOR REPONT. 38 pp. TM2,
(T'rocessed.)
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borers. The problems of these workers, altliough basically similar
to those of other farm laborers, have sometimes been accentuated
by the presence among them of distinct race, nationality, or cul-
tural groups and by the greater degree of insecurity and differen-
tial treaiment attaching to their migratory status.

Reeent Changes in Composition of Hired Farm Workers

Since the outbreak of World War II, the composition of hired
farm workers has changed. Most marked has been the altered age
composition as many young men left farm work for industrial jobs
or the armed forces. There were between 400,000 and 500,000
fewer men aged 18-37 working for wages on farms in early April,
1944, than in the last week of March, 1940, a decrease of more
than 35 percent, Their loss has been partially offset by increases
in other age groups. Table 9 shows the great changes in age com-
position. The age group 14-17, which comprised only 6.1 percent
of all wage and salary workers on farms in 1940, now makes up
13.8 percent of the entire group. Similarly, each age group above
those subject to military service comprises a higher percentage
now than in 1940 with persons 65 years of age and over increasing
from 3.0 percent in 1940 to 5.9 percent in 1944.

For certain other wartime changes there are no precise numer
ical estimates. In the summer and fall, women have been working
on farms for wages in greater proportions. Some unpaid family
workers have shifted to paid work on other farms, or have be-
¢rme paid workers on the family farms. The atiraction of indus-
trial and other jobs often made it necessary to pay this group
wages as an inducement to remain on the home farm. On the
other hand, some sons who were formerly paid wages have shifted
to partnership or fenant status.

Tanre 9—Percentage composition of wage and selary workers employed in agriculiure
1with respecl to age, 1940 and 1944
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The proportion of hired farm laborers who are nonfarm resi-
dents has not changed substantially during the war years, be-
cause of a balancing of several changes.. Migratory workers be-
came substantially fewer; some took fuil-time industrial jobs, oth-
ers entered the armed forces, and others ceased to be migratory
workers because of transportation difficuities. To replace them,
special groups have been used—workers imported prineipally from
Mexico and Jamaica and the Bahamas, twilight armies of towns-
people, soldiers on special leave, persons on vaeations, high school
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youths, college girls, and others. But, in general, more of the
farm work has been done by local persons, either rural residents
or persans from nearby small towns,

In the South, there appears to have been a reversal of the 1930-
1940 trend from sharecroppers to hired laborers, as plantation
owners or managers have given sharecropper status to former
hired lIaborers to assure a more continucus labor supply. * In all
parts of the country, fuller employment of farm workers has
brought other kinds of changes in the composition of hired farm
workers. Some seasonal workers are now working a longer part
of the year, replacing the farmers’ sons who went into industry or
the armed forces. Some former migratory workers now find jobs
nearby. Operators of small farms often work for wages on neigh-
boring farms. In these and other ways underemployment of farm
workers has been reduced.

Status of Farin Laborers

The status of the people working as farm laborers today is the
result of three historical streams in the development of our agri-
culture. Perhaps of greatest influence was the apprentice wage-
hand—often the son of a neighboring farmer—who, in theory at
least, saved his wages until he could climb to the next rung of
the agricultural ladder which eventually led to ownership of a
farm, Throughout the Northeastern and North Central States, this
regular hired man, whose status could approach thut of the farm-
er's, has been for generations the predominant type of farm
laborer.

In the South the prototype of the sharecropper and the hired
farm laborer was the slave laborer, whose status was infinitely
lower than that of the contemporary hired farm worker in the
North. In a regional cuiture markedly affected by siavery, there
was in the years before the Civil War a carry-over of disdain for
those who did manual labor, resulting in a very low status for
white as well as for Negro farm laborers.

The third important type of farm laborer appeared more re-
cently with the introduction of so-called industrialized operations
into agriculture, that is, farming operations of a highly commer-
cialized nature, conducted on a fairly large scale, and employing
relatively large numbers of workers. The seasonal laborers hired
in gangs on big commercial farms are almost completely segre-
gated culturally from their farmer-employers. Between the status
of the hired iaborers who work on large-scale farms and the hired
man who works zlongside the farmer are gradations. The status
differences between the farmer-employer and his workers are
fairly wide on commercial farms of moderate size.

The status of the hired man has declined with the increasing
difficulty in moving up the agricultural ladder. The status of the
Negro farm laborer has improved since slave days, but is still
affected by the vestiges of peonage not always left behind with a
shift one rung up the ladder to sharecropper status. The status
of the worker groups hired on large-scale farms is far below that

1% GREENAHRIELDS, E. L. FARM TEMURE cHANGES, U, 5. Bur, Ayr, Bcon. Agr. Situation 27 (9] :
20—23. 1943,
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of organized labor groups in nonagricultural indusiries. Thus pres-
ent hired farm laborers to a large extent have a culturally in-
herited status which has not been determined solely by low wage
rates and earnings. Their status and wage rates are interrelated,
each affecting the other. For example, in times of manpower scar-
city the Jow status of the hired farm worker puts farmers at an
additional disadvantage in competing for laborers with nonagri-
cultural employers.

The line of cleavage in status between low-income farmers and
farm laborers is blurred by the overlapping of the two groups.
Considerably greater differences exist between the large and small
farmers or between the regular, resident farm laborers and some
groups of migratory workers than between the small farmers and
many hired farm laborers. Moreover, in many farming areas, the
low wages and annual earnings of the farm-laborer families, which
stand in sharp contrast to those for nonagricultural wage workers,
are received by families where the contrast with earnings of the
neighboring families of small farmers is not nearly so great.
Consequently, the difference in status may be less than the figures
on earnings and income, given later, will suggest., Nevertheless,
the several million people who depend primarily on earnings from
farm labor have long been severely disadvantaged in comparison
with almost any other occupational group in our economy.

Distribution of Hired Farm Workers

More than half of the farmers in the United States are not
affected by wage problems, since they carry on all their farming
with family labor alone. Farms reporting any expenditures at all
for hired labor during 1939 were only 37.1 percent of all farms.
The number of farmers who were hiring labor in the 2 weeks re-
ported by the last census were 893,000 or 14.6 percent in March
and 1,110,000 or 182 percent in September {(table 10)}. These
figures indicate that probably somewhat less than one-fifth of the
farms of the country, on the average, are hiring at any given time
during the year. But there are marked regional differences in the
farm-employment pattern (table 10).

Tanre 10.—Perceniage of farms liring labor and reperiing wage expendittives, United
States and major geegraphic divisions, fer specified periods
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A striking feature of the employment structure in agriculture
is the heavy concentration of hired workers on a very smzll pro-
portion of all farms. In March 1940, almost a quarter of a million
workers were hired on the 7,667 farms which had a total value of
products of $10,000 or more in 1939 and which reported 10 or
more hired workers, Thus one-tenth of 1 percent of all farms,
or slightly less than 1 percent of the farms reporting hired labor,
had nearly 13 percent of all hired workers.

Census data are available on number of farms hiring 10 or
more workers only for farms with total value of products of
$10,000 or more. Tabulations from a 2-percent sample of all farms
do provide information on the number of farms reporting 1, 2, or
3 or more hired workers in the last week of March 1940.%° Of the
893,000 farms which reported hired workers, 68 percent hired
only one worker, 17 percent hired two workers and 15 percent re-
ported three or more. The 131,000 farms with three or more
hired workers, however, had nearly half (48 percent) of all hired
workers. Only 31 percent of the hired workers on farms with
total value of products of iess than $4,000 were reported by farm-
ers who hired 3 or more workers. The corresponding percentage
for farms with total value of products of $4,000 or more was 75
percent.

Only fragmentary data are now available to indicate differences
with respect to frequency of hiring among the several types of
farms within a region or State. Sample data for a few States for
June 1942, suggest some of the differences to be found among types
of farms. Among the farms sampled in New York State, the dairy
and livestock farms showed a higher percentage hiring two or
more workers than farms deriving their major source of income
from field crops (table 11). In Colorado, on the other hand, a

TaBre 11.—Percentage of farms reporting two or more hired workers by type of farm for
selected Stales, June 1942

Type of farm New York | Nebraske j Colorade Qregon Arkansas North
Caraolina

Peteent Pereent
. - M4

All types reported
iﬁut@c&. [
Drairy
Field crops.._

Family livinga cemaeme

Based on roplics to apecial questionnairea received from farmers during the months of Janeary—June 1942, Becausa
of sample limitations the relative differences among the types of farma withio the States are belioved to be more indizative
than the actual frequencies.

higher proportion of the farms producing sugar beets, beans, pota-
toes, and other relatively high labor-requiring field crops reported
two or more workers in midsummer than the livestoek or fruit
farmg in the State, Within the same type-of-farm class also, there
are considerable differences among the States in the proportion of
farms hiring two or more workers.

20 Sge ANALYSTS OF SFECIFTED FARM CHARACTERISTICE FOR FARMS CLASSIFIED §Y TOTAL VALUE oOF

rro0UGCTS. United States Bureau of the Census, Buresu of Agricultural Econmomics, and Farm
Becurity Administration. 221 pp., 1943,
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The 1942 sample study also indicated that in midsummer, when
the nature of farming operations in different States varies greatly
according to the predominant farm type, the differences between
areas in the percentage of hiring farms with three or more hired
workers were much more pronounced than in a month like March.
In New York and Nebraska, the percentages were 11.6 and 9.7, re-
spectively, only moderately in excess of the percentages of hiring
farms with three or more monthly hired workers in March, 1940,
{7.0 percent for New York and 5.4 percent for Nebraska). How-
ever, the summer ficld-erop operations on cotton in Arkansas and
qn sugar beets in Colorado account in the main for the higher pro-
portion of hiring farms in these States that have three or more
hired workers in midsummer. '

The net effect of wartime changes in the farm-employment
structure has tended generally to increase the degree of concen-
tration of hired workers. Available information indicates that the
net decrease in number of hired workers has taken place mainly
on family-size farms, and that the larger farms have been better
able to retain or replace their hired workers than smaller farms, #
On many farms where one regular worker was hired in the past,
the family is now doing all the work with only very occasional
hired help. On others where one or more workers were hired for
the busiest season, families are handling all the work.

Heavy migration from farms has led in many cases to consolida-
tion of farms, so that in general the decrease in number of farms
together with the wartime expansion in crop acreage and livestock
numbers has resulted in an increase, since 1939, in average size of
operations on the farms that were already fairly important em-
ployers. As there has not been enough machinery to offset the
higher labor requirements on farms that have expanded operations
it is probable that the proportion of workers hired on relatively
few farms may be even greater than before. Thus in analyses of
the effeets of wartime changes in farm wage rates, it must be
borne in mind that, as in pre-war years, costs of hired labor in any
appreciable amounts relate to only a small group of the Nation's
farmers, who, however, are very important from the standpoint of
produetion.

3. STRUCTURE OF FARM WAGE RATES

Hired farm workears do not generally receive the “average” wage
rate. Individually they get different wages, some far above and
some far below the average for ali workers. In 2ll industries the
wage rates differ in amount and in method of payment among
establishments, but in agriculture, where the “establishments” are
widely dispersed farms, the possibilities of variations in rates and
methods of payment are much greater. Even the State average
rates at a given eurrent date show nearly as great a range between
the Southern and Western States as has obtained between the
highest and lowest annual average farm wage rates for the coun-
try as a whole during the last 77 years of recorded information.

21 See U, 5. Bur. Agr. Econ. THE AGRICULTURAL MANPOWER SITUATION. 13 pp.. 1942,

{Proceseed.) and, LABOR AND OTHER FACTORS INFLUENCING DAIRY PRODUCTION IN THE LO3 ANGELES
MILKSIED, Nov. 1042 46 pp. 1943, (Processed.)
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When farm-to-farm variations in wage rates within the separate
48 States are considered, together with the variations in rates paid
individual workers on the same farm, the national pattern of wage
variations becomes very complex. This pattern is referred to as
the “structure” of farm wage raies. :

The extent and nature of the variations among individval work-
ers and farms have received less attention than the average rates.
Most of these variations are obscured when we deal with an aver-
age wage rate for so large and heterogeneous an area as a whole
State. They can be perceived best only when the distribution of
workers at various wage levels ahove and below a given average js
examined. Moreover, many specific wage problems——such as gaug-
ing the effects on production costs of changes in wage rates or
the effects of a given minimum or ceiling wags rate—requires in-
formation on the distribution of the workers concerned by the
rates they are receiving.

In general, the available data on farm wage rates are limited to
State averages. For several States, sample data afford some in-
dication of the variation in rates paid on individual farms within
the given State. These are supplemented in this chapter by data
‘on average farm wage rates for the Crop Reporting districts of
‘the United States, each district being composed of & small group of
counties. The factors responsible for the variations are difficult to
isolate but a knowledge of the types of workers receiving different
wages, the kinds of work they do, the kinds of farms they work
on, the time of the year they work, the way they are paid, the
things they get besides money, the area in which they work, and
-the prevailing labor-market situation, helps to explain the vari-
ations and to deseribe the wage structure.

- Methods of Payment

- Many methods of payment of wages to farm laborers prevail.
Methods of payment are frequently classified according to whether
the laborer is paid on a time or a piece-work basis. During the
vear 1938, approximately four-fifths of all cash wages paid
to farm laborers was paid by the mouth, week, or day, and the
remaining fifth on a piece-work basis, including coniract work
(table 12).2* Approximately 42 percent of the cash wages was
paid to those hired on a day or week basis and 38 percent to those
hired on a monthly basis.

The proportions of the 1939 cash farm wage bill paid by these
metheds varied considerably among regions. In the two North-
eastern divigions, wages {o those hired on a piece-work or contract
bagis were less than 10 percent of all wages paid, while in the
West South Central, Mountain, and Pacific divisions, this type of
payment made up around 30 percent of the cash wage bill. Cotton
picking (usually paid by the hundredweight) in the South, sugar-
beet work (usually paid on a per acre or per fon basis to contract
labor) in the Mountain and other States, and harvesting-of vege-

T e e O R B . entiraly oo a. piocemork by
:;::tr:‘;:‘. ?JEIB?;. (3?5. t'Bs:r. Ltf Cen};us. 1940 Census of Agriculture, V. III, pp. 443, 447.) This

" impiiea that payment of wuges on an hourly basis tended to be reported in some other time
unit, presumably in the “day or week' entegory,
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tables, ' fruits, and other specializéed crops on the West Cosst
aceount for the higher proportion of the wage bill going for piece-
work or contract labor in these divisions.

Tante 12.—Distrébution of cash wages paid lo farm laborers, by class of laborer, United
Siates and major geographic divisions, 1935
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Payment of farm wages on a time basis—month, day, or week—
is the predominant method in every geographic division. Of the
wages paid on this basis more than half was paid to laborers hired
by the month in four of the geographic divisions, the East and West
North Central, Middle Atlantie, and Mountain States, while in
the other five divisions over half went to those hired by the day
or week. In the three Southern divisions, where cotton and to-
bacco with sharp but irregular demands lead to much hiring on a
time hasis for periods shorter than a month, the majority of the
laborers are paid by the day or week rather than by the month,

Methods of payment may be classified also according to whether
the farm laborer receives as pay certain remuneration in addition
to money. The forms of perquisites are varied; they may be board
and ledging, meals alone, or only certain meals; housing with or
without gardening privileges, fuel, vegetables, milk, or other farm
products for food; clothing and sometimes minor items such as
cold drinks and tobacco. The wage rate may also be affected by
whether the employer or worker furnishes transportation to the
place of work, or furnishes certain tools. Perquisites may take
the form of privileges such as transportation (other than to work),
being treated almost like a member of the household, use of the
employer’s tractor, truck, or other equipment on the hired man’s
ewn farm, and other informal arrangements. There are great
regional varidtions in these practices; the high proportion of Ne-
gro farm laborers in the South, for example, has a definite effect
on the nature of perquisites provided there.

A rough indieation of the value of bhoard received as pay is
afforded by eomparison of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics
series on farm wage rates with and without board. In 1943, the
average farm wage per month without board exceeded the rate
with board by as much as $35 in the Pacifie States and by as little
as $12 in the East South Central States. Differences hetween the
rates per day with and without board for the several major geo-
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graphic divisions varied from $1.34 in the Pacific States to 44 rents
in the East South Central division.

Wage information collected by a speeial farm labor inquivy for
January, April, and June, 1942, was analyzed for six States cover-
ing a wide range in agricultural situations—New York, Nehraska,
Colorado, Oregon, Arkansas, and North Carolina. These States
represent several different types of farming and labor utilization,
varied situations with respect to farm income, and regional dif-
ferences in the effect of war upon agricultural employment and
wages. The effect of the historic surplus of labor in the South is
reflected in the low level of wages in Arkansas and North Caro-
lina. Oregon illustrates an agricultural area affected by a rapid
increase in war-industry jobs. The Nebraska data indicate the
situation in somewhat isolate., mechanized, commercial farming
aread, while New York with its dairy farming and marked metro-
politan influence rounds out the picture of some of the important
types of agricultural regions.

Table 13 shows the variations in frequency of the several types
of payment indicated by the State samples. Monthly wages are
most common in those States where livestock and dairying are

TasLe 13.—Perceniege disiribution of hired workers, by methods of payment, sclecled
Slates, 1042
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1 Piece rates ore most cominonly paid in conoection with harvest operations.  As the sample study was pot continued
beyend June, the information on pitce rates was too mited to warrant sumuarization. . A
Based on replies to special yuestionnairea received from farmers during Jangary-June 1942, The wage information

related to wagea paid an their own farins by repocting farmers,

dominant, whereas workers are frequently paid by the day or at
piece rates in the Southern States where much of the work is
highly seasonal. A considerable number of workers in Oregon
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and Colorado are reported to be paid by the houi. Some are
actually hired on an hourly basis where the work ig for less than
full days, but often workers hired by the day are reported in the
“hour” category, since employers figure the rate as so much an
hour for an 8- or 10-hour day; for example, $3 per day is consid-
ered 30 cents per hour for 2 10-hour day.

Methods of payment are closely related to the extent and per-
manence of employment and to the race and marital status of the
individual hired worker. In the Midwest, a farmer who operates
a two-man unit frequently hires a single man to work through the
crop season, paying him a monthly wage and giving him room and
board. Often this iz a neighbor’s son. On many of the plantations
in the South hired workers or “cash hands,” especially thoze with
a family of potential workers, are furnished a house so they will be
available when needed. 'This is also a common practice in other
parts of the country, particularly where a man with a family is
hired “per month without board,” but is provided a house, garden,
and frequently other perquisites,

Geographic Variations in Average Farm Wage Rates

Farm wage rates, like other economie indices. show great dii-
ferences among the major regions and marked differences within
the major regions. The regional and area variations in average
farm wage levels are a result of the operation of current and his-
torical factors which have produced rather distinetive types of
agriculture and of labor practices. They are also the result of area
differences in the location and development of various industries,
in the population and labor supply, and in the institutions, tradi-
tions, and customs with which various population groups are more
or less identified. In Chapter 5 an analysis of some of the factors
associated with geographic differences in level of prevailing farm
wage rates iz given, whereas in this chapter the pattern of geo-
graphic variation is merely described.

Agricultural wage rates in the major geographic divisions ex-
hibit regional variations which in general resemble the well-known
pattern of differences with respect to economic development and
population-resource balance. During the year 1943, as in other
vears, the Southern divisions had the lowest average rates and the
Western divisions had the highest. Differences are great in other
divisions. For example, the average rate per month with board,
October 1, 1948, in the East North Central States was $60.50,
whereas in the Pacific States it was $118. The average rate per
day without board on October 1 for these two regions was $4.34
and $7.08, respectively. Similar regional differences are found in
averages for the entire vear (table 14).

The geography of wage rates shows a pattern not adequately
reflected in the averages of major geographic divisions or even
of States. Moreover, political boundaries of States do not nec-
essarily coincide with areas delineated on the basis of com-
mon wage levels. Within States, there are marked differences in
the levels of the different sections, as shown by the averages for
groups of counties (Crop Reporting districts) in the two types of
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TapiLe 14 —Farm wage rales, United States and geographic divisions, arnual average,
1548

Per month Paralay
Arew
With board Without bosrd With board Without board
Datinre Dyliars Doliars Deoltars

Urnited States . __._______ . ..... 1.9 12.85 2.87 3.27
New Bogland ____________ ... BY.34 3. 65 3.55 4.58
Middle Atlantic . ____ an.09 §0.81 3.34 4.26
North Central._ 58.25 70.25 3.24 §.04
West North Central . £6.25 £85.75 3.03 4.56
South Atlantie__.___ 31.91 45.38 1.72 2.20
Eart South Central___________. - 3081 42.16 1.58 2.02
Wart South Central . . 42.75 58.7¢ 2.27 2.74
Movntain .o _____________.___ 80.14 107.57 3.86 4.77
Paeific. oo cem————ae 112 .89 14§.10 5.2 6.57

farm wage rates for October, 1943, (figs. 7 and 8). In Texas, for
example, the reported average farm wage per month with board,
varied from approximately $35 in the eastern part of the State fo
about $75 in the Panhandle area. Almost as great differences are
shown between the average rates for southern and northern Iili-
nois. Ewven in a State like Iowa, which is considered rather uni-

REPORTED AVERAGE FARM WAGE RATES PER MONTR WITH BOARD,
- BY CROP REPORTING DISTRICTS, OCTOBER 1943
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FIGURE 7.—Mbonst of the regolar or nonsensonal workers on farms in the

dairy, Corn Beli, and livestock aress are paid on a monthly basis. Within

these areas there are marked differences in wage levels among the States
und in different sections of the States,

form in its type of agriculture, there is a $20 spread in average
wages per month with board from the southeast corner to the
northeast. The day rates without board show corresponding dif-
ferences within States.

The regular and progressive geographic gradations in wage
rates are clearly evident in figure 9, which is based on the map of
day rates without board, by Crop Reporting distriets. There is an
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upward gradation in farm wage belts, starting from a low in the
Southeastern States and becoming progressively higher as one
proceeds northwestward across the country to the State of Wash-

REPORTED AVERAGE FARM WAGE RATES PER DAY WITHOUT RQARD,
BY CROP REPORTING DISTRICTS, OCTORER 1743
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FIGURE 8.—The geography of wage rates in agriculture shows a pattern not

adequitely reflected in the averages of major geographic divisions or even

of States. Promonnced differences in wage levels exist in different sections
of the States.

OOLLARY FIR 24
AT el b

x
LD TEY QW I3 X% OF MICATTD AYEAACT 2201 rEZAN
AT KD B F CRGP RLPORIING DETRICTS

BAE43566

FIGURE 9.—Arcas delincated on the basis of common wage levels do not coin-

cide with political boundaries of Siates. In .7rieulture, there are regmlar

and progressive geographic gradations in wage rates, starting from a low in

the Southeastern States. Successively higher wage beits follow in a north-

western comarse across the Great Plains, the Western range area, and the
Pacific States.
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ington. These low rates of between $1 to $2 a day without
board in parts of the South relate fo October, 1943, and are more
than twice those paid in a pre-war year like 1939. In this oldest
part of the Cotton Belt there is a high density of farm population,
a high proportion of Negroes and sharecroppers, considerable
worn-gut land, and the associated conditions of low income and
low living standards. Encireling this belt is the $2 to $3 per day
belt which includes the rest of the South, except for Florida and
parts of Texas and Louisiana.

Successively higher wage belts follow in a northwesterly course
across the Great Plains, the Western Range area, and the Pacific
States. The Northeastern and Middle Western areas and a part
of the Corn Beilt are in the $4 to $5 per day wage belt, which
extends through eastern Kansas, parts of New Mexico, and Colo-
rado, and most of Utah and Arizona. The highest wage belt,
where wages were more than $9 a day, is in western Washington,
encircled by a belt where wages of $8 to $9 a day were paid.

The map of wage belts, based on rates per day without board,
does not give the most appropriate delineation in all areas, espe-
cially in the dairy areas, where monthly rates are more important.
Figure 7 indicates more correctly the levels of prevailing wages
for the Northeastern States in relation to those in other areas.
But the general patterns are similar, with the areas of poorer land,
lower farm income, lower living standards, and a relative labor
surplus showing lower wage rates of hoth types.

TanLe 13.—Pirce rales poid farm workers for specifierd eperations by States, 1942 and

1943
Picking | Picking strawherties, Picking beans, Shearing | Cutting
100 pounda per quart per bughel sheep, | anparagus
State Berd per head | per pound
cotton | Junz I, June 1,
13 Jnne 1, Jums I, June 1, June 1, 1942 1943
1842 1043 1042 1943

INinoit e e e
Kansaa. ...
Maipe. ...

Mimouri.ooo.a..l
Vieginla. o ovee .
Korth Caralina..

1 Includes rates paid [or snapping bolls converted o seed-cotton equivalent.
Data for 1942 froin U, 8, Bur. Agr, Econ., Farm Wage Rates, Farm Employnient and Related Dafa, Januncy 1043;
dula for 1943 frem 11, 8. Bur. Agr. Beon., Faro Labor Report, June and November 1943,
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The geographic variations in wages appear also in piece rates.
Interpretation of the factors making for variation in the piece rate
for a particular operation on a given crop is more difficult than in
the case of time rates, owing to the differences among States and
areas in yields, field conditions, and varieties of the particular crop,
and to the lack of standardization in the performance unit used for
payment of the piece rate, and in the method of performing the
operation. Daily earnings are affected by all of these variables as
well as by the type and skill of the worker, so that differences in
piece rates between geographic areas do not necessarily mean dis-
similar daily earnings for workers of the same ability. The piece-
rate differential among areas for a particular operation may repre-
gent only an allowance for differences in length of time required to
perform the given unit operation, such as picking 100 pounds of
cotton or 1 quart of strawberries. A summary of selected piece-
ragla data for recent dates, indicating State variation, is given in
table 15.

Variability of Farm Wage Rates

From the viewpoint of the farm laborer, the important figure is
the wage rate he receives rather than the average of rates paid to
all workers. To know how many workers receive wage rates which
are some specified amount above or below the average is important
when appraising the effects of changes in wage rates on production
costs and in ascertaining the net shift of workers from one wage
level fo another,

Not all employers of farm tabor (nor all workers) may be af-
fected, for example, by an increase in average wage rates, since’
some who were already paying wages equal to the higher average
level {or others) may not have increased wage rates at all. Sim-
ilarly, the dispersion about their average of rates paid individual
workers is relevant in anticipating the effects of setting floors or
ceilings in wage regulation. Obviously the effects of a particular
wage ceiling will depend to a considerable extent on the number
of workers who received wage rates substantially above or below
the ceiling adopted.

Some indications of the variability of wage rates within selected
States for four common methods of payment were obtained in the
Special Farm Laber Inquiry for 1942. From frequency distribu-
tions of wage rates, averages were obtained and certain measures
of the variation of individual wage rates about their average
{median or mean). In general, these figures indicate that approxi-
mately one-half the workers received wages differing from the
median rate by no more than about 20 percent, although there are
marked State differences in this percentage (tables 16 and 17).
For example, one-fourth of the workers paid by the month with
board on farms sampled in New York State worked at wages be-
tween $30.68 and $42.59 and one-fourth at wages between $42.59
and $52.61. Rates for this middle half of the workers fell within
a range of approximately 25.8 percent of the median rate of $42.59.
Rates for the lower and upper fourths of the workers were outside
this range.
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TarvrLe 16 —Comparisons of level and variations of monthly wage rules with and with-
out board, selected States, June 1942

Type of rale and State Workers 1 Moean wage | Moedian Fieal Third  Cocfficient of
reported rate wage rate mitartile nuartile variability
Number Dollars LinHure Dallars Dollgrs Percent
Month with board:
New Yorko .oo.o. L . 98 41.4! 42,55 a6.6% a2.01 25.8
Nehraska ... .- 1T 45,83 4705 35.00 556,49 0.8
Colorada_. L1 AL.E0 458.40 41,56 59.01 18.0
Oregnn__._. - 15} HEL 12 Gt 41 49.73 .74 17.2
Arkanans. . - Lo 22,64 22,34 17.52 26.85 2.2
North Curolina. . 105 2047 2i5, 65 14. 58 25.50 25.8
Month without board
v York, . I 134 T1.27 04, 56,54 S1.58 8.1
NEbrahan . neoee oo 50 .73 60,00 50,59 09,38 th.4
Colorado_ ..o 124 TL.OY 71.54 fi3. 12 75.98 13.2
Oregoh . cmua. .. . 5t Ai. 53 44,32 8.0 w54 11.8
Arkanuns | _ e i 44 .40 4474 34.75 50.79 25.8
North Carolinto ..o i 5.4 38.57 24,56 51,00 35.8

L fverage of atsolute differences of Ure Gret and thind guartile from the median, exprossed s s pereentage of the medisn,
Based on replies to special questionnaires reccived feom fnnmers durlog Junuacy—dune 1942, The woge informmtion
obtained related 1o wagas patd oo their ewn farmg by reporting furmers.

TasLe 17 —Compurisons of level and veriations of daily wage rates with and without
board, aclected Stales, June 1842

‘T'ype of rate and State Workers | Mean wage Median First Third Coeflicient of
reportod rute wuge rajs it uartite varhubility 1
Number Diflars follars Diolfars Proffors Peeoent
Day with board:
New York_ oo oo oan 35 2.1t 1.48 .48 2.18 1.7
Nebreaka... . ilh 2.18 2.95 1.61 .44 2.7
Colorado.. . b1H 2.1% 2.5 .00 3.58 4.9
Cregon..__ - . B 2.02 2.2 2.8 342 8.5
Arkopaag.____ 287 1.24 1.1 e .46 4
Horti: Carolin 594 1.22 1.17 1.6 .41 17,5
Day without board
New Yor — (O (N R IO N
Nehruska. 35 2.1 2.t} 1.84 3.24 26.9
Colorada__ 3 2.97 2.94 2,50 3.45 1¢.2
Omgnn..__ 55 N oL B 2.25 .85 3.3
..... . 2,i10 1.49 147 .36 1.568 7.5
Ncrth Camhna-.-_“.-..-” 1,307 i35 .02 1.00 1.50 .5
L Average of sbaglute differences of the firat atad third quartiie from the med {osa pen age of the

az replies to apeciz! guestionnnires received fromn Bnmers durbng .!.u:uur} —dune 142, The wage informetion
ehtained related to wages paid on their own farins by reporting farmers.

The difference between the first and third quartiles shown in
tables 16 and 17 provides an absolute measure of the dispersion
of the specified type of farm wage rate in a given State, this range
covering one-half of the rates for all workers reported. For a
relative measure of the dispersion to be used in comparing States
with very different median wage rates, such as New York and
North Carolina, the average of the absolute differences of the
first and third quartiles from the median has been expressed as a
percentage of the median. In the case of the month-with-board
rates for thesze States, the range between the quartiles in New
York is twice that for North Carolina, but because North Car-
olina’s median wage rate is only half that for New York the two
States show approximately the same coefficient of variability.

In the case of workers hired to do a type of work in which in-
dividual skill is not especially important, the coefficient of vari-
ability tends to become very small. In Arkansas, for example,
rates per day without beard in June have a coefficient of only 7.8
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percent, reflecting the relative uniformity of wage rates to cotton
hoe hands. In Oregon, the coefficient of variability is 33.3 percent
of the median raterdue in part to the different kinds of tasks done
by laborers hired by the day without board.

Becauge of the secarcity of information on the spread of wage
rates, heavy reliance has been placed on averages in analyzing
earnings and income of farm laborers and in problems connected
with wage regulation, Repeated use of the average wage rate
often causes the variations from the average to be overlooked.
Where the average is either high or low, it is well to know the
extent to which some groups of workers receive wages differing
from it by a considerable amount. For exampie, the North Caro-
lina median of $20.85 per month with board contrasts sharply
with a rate of $60.61 for Oregon. Also, the much lower median
for the North Carolina sampie is accompanied by a greater vari-
ability in the rates. As a result, the lowest-paid fourth of the
workers received less than 815 (72 percent of the median) in North
Carolina, whereas in Oregon they received up to $50 (82 percent
of the median).

Variations in Wage Rates in Relation to Size and Type of Farm

Size of Farm.—Apparently the size of the farm enterprise affects
the level of wage rates. On the basis of total value of production
as a measure of size of operations, data from the 1940 Census on
wages and hired employment in the different value groups suggest
that larger farms may pay higher wage rates {table 18).

TanLe 18.—Average annual cash wage cost per worker, by ralue groups of farms, Uniled
States ond major geagraphic divisions, 1939

i

. . East | West East | West
Value group United | New {Middle | Yoy | North South 1 Sagth § Seurh | Meun-d pueine
Flates [England: Avlantic] Contral | Central { AUS0tC{ Oenerat | Contral | t2iE

1

Dallars + Doltars Dotlers Bollore { Dollurs

. HS il R G3 1} 152 25 658

Classified farms 3 _____ 147 | 300 ki
$1- 40 . 106 § 1 5 gé

A farms .. ..

§250- §300_

$2,500-43 998, __
£4.000-%3,900___
¥0,000-$0,909. .
$10, 008 and over,

¥ AN fapms reporting some vadoe of peo o old, teuded, or vscd by Farm households o 1039,

Tiased on daka from ANALYSIS OF GPECI LT FANM CHAMACTERISTICS FOR FANMS CLASSIFTER RY TOTAL YALUE OF FRObL-
tors, Bur. of Census, Bur. Agr. Eeon, and Paem Security Adndn, 1983,  The annual average maber of hired workers
1s esthnuledd on basis of hired workers reporicd at the 1wo census dales rom the relation of April 1, smd October 1 hircd
furyn employment to annual sverage hired B empleynwnt in the Barean of Agricultors! Econminies series,  The aver-
sge ninual eash-wage cost per hirgd worker represonts average wage cosl for 12 wan-menths of work. Such a inan-
year of hirced Tubor is the common unit for ol value elasses, but the acteal content of the man-vear in torms of days of
lired Jabor uscd may very in the several value classes.  Avaiiable dewn do ot provide the necessary information on
average number of d}a:.'s watked per month by the estimated monthly avemge ber of warkers to afford a measure
of labor input in terny of davs or hours.

For the United States as a whole the estimated annual cash-
wage cost per hired worker was only $154 on farms with value of
products of less than $1,000 as compared with $327 on farms with
total value of products of from $1,000 to $10,000 per farm, and
with $588 on farms of $10,000 or more value of products per farm.
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This relationship is not due merely to the preponderance of South-
ern farms in the lower value-of-production classes and the low
rates of farm wages in the South. In every geographic division
the relationship between annual average cash-wage cost per hired
worker and total value of products per farm is similar. In most
areas the wage cost per worker is slightly higher in the very low-
est income groups than in the next higher group. This is prob-
ably due to the fact that the very lowest groups contain many
farms which are not bona fide low-income farms, being either rural
residence for part-time or retired operators, farms which had par-
tial crop failures during 1939, or farms which were just going into
operation.

From the group of farms reporting a production per farm value
of from $600 to $999 in 1939, every major geographic division
shows a steady rise in the annual wage cost per hired worker in
the progressively higher value groups. (A minor exception occurs
in the East South Central States). Probably several factors cause
such differentials. Farms with higher average production may
hire more of those types of laborers who are generally paid at
higher rates, they may pay higher rates on the average for a given
type of labor, and the man-year of hired work involved may aver-
age more days. The relative influence of these factors in produc-
ing higher wage costs per man-year of hired labor on larger farms
cznnot be ascertained. Other data are needed before it can he
learned conclusively whether operators of larger farms in a par-
ticular area pay for a given type of work and quality of worker a
higher rate than do operators of smaller farms.

The only criterion of size of operation available from the 1942
sample study is the number of crop acres, which is not entirely
satisfactory as a measure of size of enterprise in States where
livestock and dairying are important, or where there are other
predominant types of farms which utilize different acreages of
cropland for comparabie scales of operation. Moreover, many of
the State samples for certain classes of wage rates by type of pay-
ment are so small that when broken down into size-of-farm groups
the medians are subject to a considerable margin of sampling error.

For month-with-board wage rates, the correlation of wage level
with size of farm is suggested by data for New York, Nebraska,
and Colorado, but not by the information from Oregon and Nerth
Carolina (table 19). Undoubtedly type-of-farm differences tend to
obscure the relationship of the level of wage rates with size of
farm when comparisons are possible only on a crop-acre basis. In
every State, however, the median wage reported on farms in the
largest size group is higher than the median wage for all sizes. In
New York the median wage for farms with 200 or more acres of
cropland was 32 percent above the median wage rate for farms of
less than 50 acres,

For monthly rates without board, the sample data by size of
farm were available only for New York and Colorado; the other
States have comparatively few workers paid in this way (table 20).
Again the New York figures, which are from a sample predomi-
nantly of dairy farms, show a positive relationship between the
wage level and size of farm, but the Colorado figures for June,
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1942, show the highest average wage rates in the size class next to
the largest. But similar figures for Colorado for the months of
January and April show no consistent relationship between size of
farm and wage level. The heterogeneous nature of agriculture in
Coloradc malkes the cropland criterion of size of farm a poor in-
dicator of differences in scale of operation for different types of
farms.

TasLE 19.—Farm wage rates per monih with board, by size of farm, for selected Siates,
June 1842

State and siee of farm Workees Median woge {§ State and size af farm Workers Median wage
IR CTOP GCTES reported ate in crop acres reparted rale

Number Patlars Number
New York: Qregon:

Alisizes ... 12.50 All sizes

0o 40. 37.50

Hto 99..__.. 40.21

100 to 199 17.04

206 ol over...- 48.50

Nebraskar .
47.75 || Nocth Caroling:
Gto 99..... 3 1} All gizes.......
100 to 199 14,17
0010209~ 44,50
300 and over....} 19,05

Colorado: 200 and ove
48,40
45.54
8.4
45.33 i
300 and aver.._ 50.40 i
]

1 Inndequate data. N i ; . . . A
Based on replies ta special questionnaires received from farmers during January-June 142, Wage information ob-
tained refated to wagres paid on their ewn Earms by reporting larmers,

TaBLE 20.—Farnt wage rates per month withaut board, by size of farm, for New York
‘ and Colorado, June 1842

Madian wage Statn and size of Workers ! Median wage
rate farm in crap ncrea reporied rate

State aml sise of Workers
farm in erop acres rgparted

Colorade;

58,33 All sizes. ... ...
| ia 90
#4.60 100 to §99
57.00 200 to 299
Tladd

New Vork:

Albsizes .. ...
n

LI ]
Ittty
BEoBT

3 H
] |
1 L3
| !
Number ) Doflurs Number i fotlary

| b

t
t i
' i
! 1
H !
B !

I Inadequate data. : : , . i i .
Rased ont replies to special questionnaires received from (armers during January-June 1942, Wage information ab-
tained related to wages pald on their own farmz by reporting farmaors.

Only Arkansas and North Carolina samples contained sufficient
workers to justify the tabulations to obtain medians for day
rates with and without board, by size of farm (table 21). No
clear trend is apparent in the case of Arkansas. Although the
trend is somewhat irregular in North Carclina, there is a sug-
gestion of a negative correlation of the day rates with size of
farm. This may be partly due to the inadequacy of crop acres as
a measure of size of enterprise for comparisons involving, as in
this case, cotton and tobacco farms where a given cropland
acreage may mean quite different scales of operation. Factors
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operating in the direction of producing lower rates on larger
farms may be the presence of other inducements to workers—
employment for somewhat longer periods, better field conditions
making the work easier, and possibly such conditions as workers’
preference for working in groups, and in some cases perquisites.

In some situations piece rates are higher on small farms than
on large. The following observation by William H., Metzler of
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics is illuminating:

During January of the 1942-43 cotton picking season large growers on the
west side of the San Joaquin Valley, California, were paying $2.60 per hun-
dred pounds while small growers on the east side were averaging $2.75. Even
with that differential... workers on the west side reported earnings of 91
cents an hour ecompared with 59 cents on the east side. The large operator
has advantages in capital and eguipment that enable him to put his soil tn
better condition, keep weeds down more effectively, and produce heavier
vields, Workers usually prefer toc work on such farms unless a sufficient
wage differential is paid to make it worth their while to work on small
farms. When both types of farms are held to the same wage rate the larger
operator cbtains his workers first and has some power of selection ag to whom
he will »r will not hire, while the smaller operator must take those that
remain.

Labor contractors with large crews prefer to work for the large cperators
who can keep their erews busy for an extensive pericd. Large family groups
prefer to do the same, Neither care to break up their group if they can help
it. They will go to the smaller jobs after the larger ones have been taken,
Large growers have housing for seasonal workers much more frequently
than the smaller ones. This advantage is capable of great stretching if the
grower feels that it is necessary. He can expand housing to include lights,
water, fuel, use of a milk cow, feed for the cow, milk, vegetables, fruit, gaso-
line, & trip to town once or twice a week, alccholic stimulants, entertainment,
or other items that will attract or hold workers. )

TanLe 21.—Farm wage reies per day, with and without board, by size of Jarm, for Ar-
Lansas and North Caroling, June 1942

i Per diy with booard Par day without hoard
State and size of fatm in erop nores

Workerareported | Medizn wage ratel Workers reported | Median wage rate

Nusaber Doltars Nuniber Doflnre
Arkunnas;
Abgizer. oL e, o,
Oto 49 o
2o 49.._
Sip 95
104 to 1805,
200 to 200,
30andover . ... .....
North Carelina:

it bohbl
LAND 1D

=T

go__
100 to 198
200 and 0FET. e e v e emn e

Et ten e 8 Fu e
RO A

Based on replies te special questionnaires received from farmers during January-June 1942
Wage information obtained related to wares paid on their own farms by reporting fsrmers.
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In Arkansas, the day rates in June were heavily weighted by
payments to the most unskilled class—the hoe hands, cotton chop-
pers, etc. With plenty of such labor in the South, there was no
necessity for one group of farmers to pay more than another group
for this kind of work. Consequently no marked differences ap-
peared in the median wage rates for farms of different size.

Type of Parm—The type of farm as well as the size is a factor
assoclated with differences in wage levels, since the type of enter-
prise determines the kinds of work, the skills required, and the
duration of the work. For June, 1942, estimates of average wage
rates by type of farm for major geographic divisions have been de-
veloped from reports of about 50,000 farmers (table 22), Accord-
ing to these indications, workers on vegetable farms and on live-
stock farms received the highest average wage per day without
board for the country as a whole. The United States average is the
same for livestock and vegetable farms ($2.10), but within the
regions the averages for the two types differ, In New England,
Middle Atlantic, and the Mountain divisions, the average daily
rates on livestock farms were considerably higher than on vege-
table farms, but the veverse was true in five other geographic
divisions.

TasLye 22 —Farm wage rates per day withoul beard, by type of farm, United States and
geographic divizions, June I, 1642

Live- Dai Poult Fieldl | Vege- | Fruita |Beli-guf-
mry | Pedliry talﬁes and nutal fining &

Dallare Doilars | Doliare | Dollare
United Slates . . 1.85 00 2.10 2.00 1.80

2.35 . 3.10 . 3,90
Middle Atlsntic

5 . 2.75 N 2.35
Euet Worth Centeal 2.85 . 2.15
Weat North Ceatral 2.10
South Atlantic... .
Eret South Centr
West Snuth Central.
Mountain
Pacihe

ropa ety
B3sisgsaw
WRemepe e
BINEERBRRR

1 A miscellaneows group of farma on which the mojor single souree of ineome was reprusented by products geown on
the farm and used at home, . . i

Based on replies to speeisl quostionnaires received from Favimers during January-June 1942, Wege information ab-
tained related to wages paid on their own farms by reporting [armers.

Outside of New England and the Middle Atlantic States, vege-
tahle farms ranked first or second in level of day rates without
board, being first in four geographic divisions, second in three
divisions. The June, 1942, day rates without board on fruit and
nut farms were not greatly different from those on vegetable
farms, except in the Pacific States, where they were substantially
lower.

Somewhat surprisingly, the rate for workers on dairy farms is
one of the lowest and is aboutl the same as on the so-called self-
sufficing farms. But it must be recalled that workers hired on
dairy farms at a day rate include many who are *picked up” for
a day’'s or a few days’ work. Their work would be relatively un- -
skilled. This also applies to day workers on poultry farms, except
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that their work is usually somewhat lighter, so that less able-
bodied workers could be used if necessary.

Variation Within Type of Farm

Special studies were made by the Burean of Agricuitural Eco-
nomies in the fall of 1942 of the dairy labor situation in three
milksheds, Los Angeles, Kansas City, and Jefferson County, Wis.*
These studies illustrate the variation of wage rates for dairy
workers within an area according to the special type of job per-
formed, and the variation between areas in average rates of pay
for the same type of work. The average monthly rate for all dairy
workers on the farms surveyed in the Los Angeles milkshed was
$180 a month, while it was only $88 in the Kansas City milkshed,
and even less in Jefferson County, Wis. Within the Los Angeles
milkshed, differences in monthly rates for the same jobs among
the subareas of the milkshed were as follows:

Tﬁpﬁ of job Lo}éﬁgﬁ“ Sawn Bernardine

(dollars) {dolars} {dollars)
Hand milker 179 155 141

Machine milker 209 155 147
General dairy hand 108 108 108

The Los Angeles study showed that for the same type of work
the larger dairy farms generally paid higher rates even within the
same subarea. The average montnly rates for two types of dairy
workers in the dry-lot area of Los Angeles County were as follows:

Huond mifker and alrinper Machine milker
Size of deiry (dollars) {dollara}

All sizes 179 209
Less than 50 cows 130 .
§50-99 cows 171 202
100-193 cows 181 204,
200 or more cows ... 204 215

The average wage rates of $179 for the hand milker and $209
for the machine milker in the Log Angeles dry-lot area covered a
wide variation of individual rates. Even after ecertain “standards”
were defined to exclude physically handicapped workers and to
exclude others with unusual amounts of perguisiies or special ar-
rangements, the hand milkers on these so-called standard jobs
received all the way from $140 a month to more than $240 a
month, and the machine milkers from $160 to $300.

Such a spread in wages for the same type of worl: was in part
due to the wartime secarcity of labor in the Los Angeles milkshed
arez and the practice of “bidding up” among dairymen for the
available experienced workers. In October 1941, the rate for
hand milkers on the largest dairies (200 or more cows) in the dry-
lot area of Los Angeles was only 7 percent more than the average
of $137 for sll farms, whereas in October 1942, it was 14 percent
above the average. These data, however, provide no basis of
inference as to whether wartime influences in other areas and
mng proceased publicationg by the 1. 5. Bour. Agr. Beon.: LABOR AND OTHER FACTORR INPLUENCING

DALY PRODUCTION IN THE LOA ANGELER MILXARED, ¥ov, 142, 45 pp.  1043; TAE DAIRY LAROR SITDATION IN THE KAN-
848 CIYY MILESHED, NOv. 1942, 40 pp. 19437 TAY PARK LABOR STTHATION OF WIZOONSIN DATRT FARWS, 25 pp. 1042,
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types of farms have led to greater variability in the wage rates
paid individual workers for the same type of work.

Other wartime developments connected with the program of
stabilizing farm wage rates have probably tended to reduce the
variability in rates for crops and areas in which specific wage ceil-
itngssl;ave been set by the War Food Administrator. (See Chap-

er 8.

4. WAGES AS AN EXPENSE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION

Farmers’ expenditures for hired labor or the farmers’ wage bill
have two aspects—one as an expense of production to farm oper-
ators, and the other as income to hired farm laborers. Both the
income and the expense aspects of the wages paid are important
in agricultural problems, whether these problems are considered
on a national or cn a broad regional basis, for farms of a given
type or for individual farms.

Hired Laborers’ Share of the National Farm Income

During the 30 years preceding 1940, the annual wage bill, in-
cluding value of perquisites furnished to hired farm workers, aver-
aged slightly more than 1 billion dollars, with a high of 1.8 billion
dollars in 1920 and a2 low of 0.5 billion dollars in 1933 (table 23).
During the 30-year period, gross farm income averaged 10.8 bil-
lion dollars a year and expenses of production averaged 6.0 billion
a year. The wage bill during these years amounted to 9.5 percent
of gross farm income, In relation to net income received from
farming by all persons engaged in agriculture (operators, unpaid
family workers, and hired workers), wages averaged 17.6 percent
in the period 1910-39.

TanLE 23.—Farm wages in relation io gross and nel farm income, 5-year averages, 1910
38, annual 194043, United States

Wages and perquisites to hired labor

Net Farne inentie
Period t3ro35 Jarm ta ati persons Ax percentage of
LR engaged in As percentage | net faem income
sericulture Amonnd of gross to all perspns
larm incorue enzaged in
agriculture

Million dattars Million dollars AfiiTign dolfars Percent Prrcent

29 738 13,979 1,833
15,474 10,520
13,790 7,500
10,062 B

e

Il el L ok R L.

inbotmininin = eaEAEN
o BT e B =
nmoin Dkt

1 [y addition to cash jocome from furin markelings, the grons income fAgure inclusdes Clovernment paytuents, value of
{ann products consunsed ot howe, and rental value u% dwelling:, but docs not include un adiustment for joventoey chaoges.

% Represents the net after deducting from grosg farin income all produrtion expenses except wages and perquisites to
hired Jahor. ‘Thus it is the net intome from fazming to aperator familica and bired workers.
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By 1943, the wartime rise in farm wage rates had increased the
year's total wage bill to an estimated 1.9 billion dollars, the high-
est on record. Yet in relation to the net farm income of all persons
engaged in agriculture, the total 1943 wage expenditures consti-
tuted a smaller percentage than in any of the preceding 33 years
except in 1917-18 during the first World War, and in 1934 during
the depression. The wage bill absorbed 138.8 percent of the 1943
net farm income as compared with 17.8 percent in 1940, or a low
of 13.3 percent in 1918.

Differences in wage rates and in amounts of hired labor used
in the several major geographic divisions bring ahbout regional
variations in the hired laborers’ share of farm income. As the
value of perquisites comprises a part of the laborer’s remunera-
tion, regional differences in the wage bill are partly affected by the
prevailing perquisite practices in the areas.

Over the span of the last 30-0odd years, perquisites have tended
to comprise a smaller proportion of laborers’ remuneration. In
the period of 1910-14, perquisites made up approximately 30 per-
cent of the total wage bill. Except for the depression vears when
the cash wage bill shrank relatively more than the value of per-
quisites, the relative importance of perquisites has declined stead-
ily. By 1940, perquisites made up only 20.6 percent of the total
wage bill and they continued to decline, the preliminary estimate
for 1943 being 15.5 percent.

Wages as an Expense of Production

Changes in farm wage rates can affeet actual production ex-
penses only in the outlays made for hired labor. ** The effect of
the changes in wage costs on total production expenses depends on
the proportion that wages comprise of all such expenses. The
relative importance of wages as an item of farm-production ex-
penses varies with type of farm, size of farm, among areas, and
over a period of time. So far as costs of production exert pressure
on prices of agricultural commodities through producers’ de-
mands for higher prices to compensate for higher costs, the in-
crease in total production expenses that ean be associated with a
given increase in wage costs is dependent on the ratio of hired
labor costs to all production expenses. For example, if a farmer
has to pay his labor 20 percent more in one year as compared
with another, but if his wage expenses make up only 20 percent, of
his total production expenses, the 20-percent increase in wages
would result in only a 4-percent increase in his total expenses.

From 1910 through 1934, wages showed a steady decline for
each successive 5-year period in the percentage they made up of
total production expenses. The proportion decreased from 20.3

24 In an important sense, the renl cost of production is not red fully by the sum total
af producdon expenses, which #s customorily defined ineludes all direct operating expenditures
and the overhemd expenses for depreciation nnd maintenance of enpital equipment. The total
Iabor input is far greater than the man-houra or man-days of hired lnbor input, excent on the
very smaull proportion of farms which use hired lnbor almost exelusively. Thae input of the
cperator's and his family's Inhor, thorgh not reckoned ng an expense of production, does yepre-
et a "‘real’” cost which the net returns from farming should reward if those engaped in
agriculture are to attain #n adequate level of living ond to moke the meximum contribution to
the war in the 'production of fead. In a atrictly economic sense, howsver, the effects of wage-

rate changes an farm-production costs and farm itcome are limited ta the actuzal wape expendi-
tures for hired labor,
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percent in 1810-14 to 14.0 percent in 1930-34 (table 24). An in-
creasing proportion of expenses, however, went for farm machin-
ery and eguipment (including motor vehicles), which rose from
10.8 percent of total produetion expenses in the period 1910-14 to
17.4 percent in the period 1930-34.

With some recovery from the depression, both labor and ma-
chinery costs showed increased percentages of total production
expenses. Overhead costs, which had lagged behind income
changes during the depression, eventually declined both absolutely
and relatively in the 1935-39 period, when labor, machinery, and’
other operating expenses costs were expanding.

TapLe 24— Disiribution of agricultural production expenses by mejor calegories
Uniled Stoles, 3—year averages, 1910-89, annual 1940-43

Furm inachinety, equipment
Wagrs ad and maoter vehicle costs Selected
peraaisil current
CXPENSES o hired opnrating
tabor Maintenance . costg 1
ait] depre- Operation of
ciation meter vehicles

Produrlion

1
Per- f Per- Ter- Der-
Cenl- 1 s mount | 0= | A pionnt § cont- gent- Amount
ege of age of age of oge of
tatal total total

Milion Mittion Milfion | Per- | Miltion Miiltion Million
dolfnrs dolfnrs deffars § cemt | doftars dalfare daltara

18,6092 K 1,833 - ] 4,882
4 338 . §,a68
7.4 . 1197 .

- 1,343 K 1,000

Averages:

1935-39._| 5,7 . 028
HN0-34 -] i . 136
1925-29___ . 1,280
90-24 § - 1,001
M15-18__ ] 4,2 E 1,138
19i0~14...1 3,833 . 7

Anngal;
19433

=3
-]

7.5
8.5
8.0
5.6
7.9
5.9
3.7
2.2
-5

et LN -

—

! Includes purchused feeds, Rvestack, feriilizer, ime, nnd misccHanesus expenses.

¢ 2 Muintenanes or depreciation of bnildings, taxes, farm-martgage intorest, and rent paid to lendlovds not living on_
arMms,

¥ Data for 1043 are preliminary.

For 1948, the total production expenses absorbed a smaller per-
centage of gross farm income than for any other year on record
except 1917 and 1918, when the percentages were practically the
same as in 1943. This, together with the record gross income
level, resulted in the highest net income to operators ever realized.
Only 47 percent of the gross farm income was required to meet
1943 production expenses, as compared with 58 percent in 1940
and 48 percent during the years 1915-19. Thus the proportion of
the total gross farm income going o pay wages was smaller than
in any of the 5-year averages between 1810 and 1939, despite the
relatively large share of expenses going for wages.

The relative importance of wage costs in agriculture varies con-
siderably among areas and by size of farm business. Available
census and other data provided the basis for estimating total agri-
cultural preoduction expenses in major geographic divisions for
farms classified by total value of products (table 25). Wage pay-
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ments on all farms reporting some production averaged 10.6 per-
cent of the total value of production and 17.5 percent of total pro-
duction expenses for the United States during 1939. In the West
North Central States where general overhead costs and operation
of farm machinery make up a large proportion of expenses, labor
costs represented the lowest proportion of total value of produe-
tion and of total expenses, 6.8 percent and 10.2 percent, respec-
tively. Extensive mechanization of farming operations in the
West North Central States and the large proportion of farms
operated primarily by family labor are both factors in the low
ratio of wage costs to other production expenses.

At the other extreme were the Pacific States with wage costs
showing the highest ratio. The production of crops that have high
labor requirements, the large-scale farming, and the relatively
high wages in the Pacific States led to hired labor costs which were
18.7 percent of the total value of production and 26.2 percent of
total production expenses.

TaBLE 25.—Wages o hired labor as percentage of total value of agriculturel production
and of total production expenses, by value groupa of ferms, United Slates and gengraph-
1ic divisions, 1939

WAGES TO HIRED LABOR A% A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL VALUE OF PROBUCTION
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Estimated from Canaus and Bureau of Agriculturs] Economics data.  Estimates for “all classified farins™ are adapted
froes Noncrosa, 1, C., BTATE EBTIMATES OF EXPENEES aNB KET INCOME PROM ASRISULTUAE, 1928, 193942, Bur. Agr.
Econ., Muy 1944, with niinor modifications to iake them comparahle with the estimatea by value groups of farms,

Within major geographic divisions, the relative importance of
wage costs varies by size of farm business. In the South Central
States there is a steady upward progression in the importance of
wage costs from the lowest to the highest value-of-production
clase ~8 is shown in table 25. In the other divisions the costs of
hired labor are relatively more important in the lowest wvalue
group than in the next to the lowest, probably because the farms
with value of production of less than $400 represent a mixed group
of some bona fide low-income farms, some part-time and retirement
units, and some farms that had partial crop failure in 1939, Be-
ginning with the group of farms with value of production of from
$400 to $1,000 there is a clear upward trend in the relative im-
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and over production class, the southern divisions had the lowest
wage costs, averaging $348 in 1939, and the Pacific States had the
highest, $718. As the estimated man-years of family labor in-
cluding that of the operator was very close to 1.0 on such farms,
the wages for a man-year of hired labor can rotighly be compared
with the average net income from farming received during the
year by the farmers who were hiring the laborers. On these “hir-
ing” farms, the net returns to the farm family in 1939 averaged
$3,138 in the three southern divisions and $4,181 in the Pacific
States. If an allowance is deducted for a return on capital in-
vested, the estimated net returns per farm for family labor and
management on farms with gross value of products of $4,000 or
more in 1939 were $1,668 in the southern divisions and $8,291
in the Pacific States. These figures illustrate for an important
group of farmer-employers ** the wide spread in average net in-
come received by them and that received by their hired farm
laborers—a spread which is greatly understated when all-farm
averages are used to represent the farmer-employer's position in
appraising his ability to pay wages.

Type-of-Farm Differcnces in Hired Labor Costs **

Information on the variations in the importarce of hired labor
costs by type of farm is available only from special studies in
limited areas. The results of certain studies are summarized in
table 27. Costs of hired labor account for more than 30 percent of
the total production expenses on the North Carolina and Virginia
fruit farms, but only 21 percent on the Virginia tobaceo farms and
T percent on the Indiana cash-grain farms.

Tanre 27 —Ezpenditures for kired labor in relation to production expenses, by (ype of
Farm, for selected areas and years

Expenditures for hired Ybor

Type of farm and area
¥ v Dereentage of total pro-

Amounl spont per farm duction sxpenges !

Dallars Prroent

Fruit:
North Carolina—Sand Mill 1933
¥irginta—Athenarle . ... . o.L 1935

Potator

Virginia—Euslorn in2n

rea; .
Virgime—Pitlaylvanin. . __ ... _.o_. 1936

ton:

Texna—High Madns_o . .. ... .. 15306
Dairy:
Indina—Northwest__ . emiman 1939
Virginta—"Tetinessee Valley  Authority 1841
draingge wrea.

Livestock:
Nebraska—Dakata 149
Liinots—Mobean o oremen oo v 11
Gengrat:
Indisns—Northeasl. .o oo oooeoias 1839
lilinols—Enat Central. 1941
Cash Grain:
Indizna—Weatern 193¢ 318

! Production pxpenses ns used in this table include an allowance for net reburna on capital Juvestment.
Dats tuken from farm-income studics by State und Federal ngeicis,

25 Elghty-five percent of the farma with & value of prodocts of $4,000 and grer in 193%, hired
Inbor, paying 54 percent of the country's cash farm wage hiil.
29 This section of the chapter was contributed by 6. T. Barton,
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Several factors accounted for these differences. Variations in
the amount of hand labor required in growing and harvesting the
crop, or conversely the extent to which farm operations have been
mechanized, together with the particular production requirements
of the crops grown, account for some differences in the proportion
that hired labor costs represent of total production expenses. Thus,
Indiana cash-grain farms have been mechanized more than the
fruit farms of Virginia and North Caroling, the Virginia tobacco
farms, and the Texas coiton farms, This is particularly true with
respect to harvesting.

Some of the variations in the relative importance of hired labor
on the farms studied are due to differences in scale of operations,
since & family-gize farm of a given type would have a smaller pro-
portion of its production expenses represented by wage costs than
would a large-scale farm of the same type.

The distribution of man-labor requirements through the year
and the size of the farm business are fundamental in determining
how much of the labor requirements can be met by the farm fam-
ily, and hence the proportion it is necessary to hire. A large part
of the yearly work is concentrated during the relatively short har-
vest of the fruit, potato, and cotton farms. Much hand labor is
required then and most of it must be hired. As labor requirements
for harvesting, curing, and preparing for market on Virginia
tobacco farms are spread out over a longer period, the family can
do more of the work than is possible on other types of farms.

On the general, family-size farms and on many livestock farms
in the Corn Belt, hired labor represents about 10 percent of all
production expenses. Labor requirements are spread fairly evenly
through the year, crop operations are mechanized, and the family
can do most of the work exeept during harvest, Many dairy farms
present a similar picture,.

For each type of farm, however, as the size of the businéss
inereases—in terms of acres of crops, number of dairy cows, ete.—
hired men become necessary and costs ¢of labor assume an increas-
ing proportion of tetal preduction expenses. The range of vari-
ation in the relative importance of wage costs in production ex-
penses is still greater in the case of individual commodities. On
the average, for example, a larger part of the production expense
for tobacco, cotton, sugar beet, and peanut crops are for hired labor
than in the case of grain and hay crops.

The relative importance of the cost of hired labor varies over a
period of time. The estimates in table 28 indicate the changes
during the last three decades on four types of farms. The farms
for which the estimates were developed are considered typical
family-operated commercial farms of the type and in the area
specified. The estimates were developed in such a way as to re-
flect changes over a considerable period in size of farm and pat-
terns of production for family-operated commercial farms.

The wheat farm and the hog-dairy farm present contrasting
pictures of change. The relative impoirtance of wage expenditures
has declined on the wheat farms, as have total hours of labor re-
quired. The size of business, as measured by total output, doubled
on the typieal wheat farm from 1910-14 to 1940-42. This is pri-
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Tasuu 28.—The changing importance of hired-labor costs in relation fo total production
expenses, on four iypes of family-operated commereial farms, during selected periods

Type af farm and item Unit 1910-14 | 1G20-24 1930-34 | 16535-3% | 1940-42

Whest {arm-—Winter wheat area:
Hired lubor cont aa a percentage of total | Percont.___ 8.7 13.0 . . .4
produetion expetiacy,
Total man-hours of tabor, 3,043 4,556 2,012
hlun-honra of hired labor a8 perecitage | Pereent. .- 3.6 2.5 8.8 5.7
of totat hours of laber,
Todex of production (1010~14=100}.. .. 100 AT 5 231
Hog-daity farm—{orn Belt;
Hired Jabar cost a3 a percentage of total | Percento. _ LR 12,4 . .0
mroduction expraimcs.
Taotal tran-hours of Inbar Hours...__. 4,884 5 5,453 5,408
Man-honrs of hited inhor &s porcontage | Percent_ . 13.1 15.% . 22.5 28.
of {atal howrs of lshar,
Index of production (H0-14==100)__ .. 1645 1 15
Dairy farip—New York:
ired lubior coat o4 o percentuge of totel | Percent____ . i1.5 . 3.7 13.3
produstion expences.
Total man-hours of fabor.___ __..____.| Hours. _____ 4,364 4,715 5,087
Muanshours of hired fgbhior na peteetitage | Percent. ... 3.4 .2 0.1
of Lotal hours of lubar,
Index of production (1910-14==100)._._ 109 na 125 158
Cotton farm—Ceorgia:
Uired lubor cost oz a perecutage of tobal | Porecut. . . 12.7 3.9 . 5.8 5.4
prociuction expenses,
Total man-hours of lshoe ... _....| Howrs.____.| 4,185 3,421 3,519 3,568
Man-hour of hired labor as pureemtage | Pereent.. .. 16.3 4.8 7.1 f.1
of total ouss of labar.
Endex of produriion (10M-14=100)__ ., 1 55 H -2

These estimintes relsto bo typioal or “modsd™ conwmercinl, famity-size farms,  For methmds of deriving the estimates
see Qoonaesr, W. D, #ARM ADIUSTMENTS AX0 INCOME ON TYPICAL CORN IELT Fahusx, U, 5. Dept. Agr. Cir. 58, 5%
pp., illus, 1943, Troduction expennes s used in this tabla inclsde an slowanee for net reburns on copital investment.

marily .a result of the almost complete mechanization of wheat
production with inereased production per worker. The typical hog-
dairy farm, on the other hand, has shown about a 50-percent in-
crease in the size of ifs business, but a less than proportionate
increase in total hours of labor required. Both the proportion that
wage costs are of total production expenses and the proportion
that hired labor input is of total labor input have more than dou-
bled over the period.

The importance of hired labor as an item of production expenses
on the Georgia cotton farm has decreased since the 1910-14 period
as have the size of the business and the total labor input, because
of a decline in acres of cotton on the typical farm, brought about
chiefly by the ravages of boll weevil in the early 1920's.

These studies indicate the variability to be found in the effect
of changes in wages on farm production expenses, and on net farm
income. Even a substantial increase in wage rates can have only
a minor effect on total production expenses on farms where hired
labor costs make up only a small fraction of such expenses. How-
ever, on farms where these costs comprise substantially larger
proportions of total expenses, a similar increase in wage rates
could seriously affect the farmer’s net income and his ability to
keep on farming. Farm operators for whom wages are an im-
portant cost item are naturally very sensitive to changes in wage
rates. Parmers on many family-sized farms who need to hire
for only a few days at peak seasons are not appreciably affected
even by marked increases in wage rates.
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5. CHANGES AND DIFFERENTIALS IN FARM WAGE RATES IN
RELATION TO ASSOCIATED FACTORS

The composite monthly farm wage rute for the country as a
whole averaged $65.45 during 1943, and it is still rising. This
figure is low when compared with current wage rates of almost any
other industry, but it is the highest farm wage rate on record and
represents a 114-percent increase since the pre-war year 1939,

On July 1, 1944, the farm wage rate index (seasonally adjusted)
was 318 percent of the 1910-14 average. The previous record high
was in 1920, during the boom following World War 1, when the
national index of farm wage rates was 242 percent of the 1910-14
average.

The rige in farm wages during World War II, which has been
more rapid than during the period of World War 1, invites an
examination of the present and past relationships between wage
rates and factors that normally determine their level. It raises
the question of whether the factors responsible for boosting wage
rates to their present levels are the same in wartime as those
which affect farm wages in peacetime. It calls for an examination
of the dynamics of farm wage rates.

The great differences among regions, States, and areas within
States in their present levels and in recent changes of farm wage
rates likewise give rise to questions of why there are such differen-
tials within our country and whether they are likely to persist.
The recent rise in farm wages, although recognized as a sorely
needed gain for a disadvantaged group in our economy, prompts

immediately the question of whether farmers can afford to pay
such wages. An examination of the current situation regarding
farm wage rates in the light of the past, and an examination of
these related aspects are made in this chapter.

Farm Wage Rates in Brief Review

The course of farm wage rates during the 30 years preceding
the outbreak of the present war was marked by two great impacts:
(1) The first World War and the decade following when farm -
wages were relatively high and (2) the depression during the first
half of the 1930 decade. Although the rates were considerably
higher during the last 5 years than the first 5 years of this 30-year
period, these two phases-—one of relative prosperity and one of
severe depression—completely overshadowed any clear manifesta-
tion of upward trend. Since the outbreak of the present war, how-
ever, the rise which began as a recovery from the depression of
the early 1930's has continued to a level which tops all previous
experience in every area, with the 1943 average monthly wage rate
90 percent above the average rate for the 1210-39 period (table 29).

The current farm wage rates show great differences between
States and regions. The weighted average of day and month rates
prevailing in the Pacific States in April, 1944, was more than three
times as great as that in the East South Central States. Among in-
dividual States, differentials are even more pronounced. Cali-
fornia's average wage per month with board of $128 in April, 1944,
was nearly five times as great as South Carolina’s rate of $27,
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TABLE 29.—Compozile farm wage raies, United States and geographic divisions, 1910—
1938 period and 1943

Number of years during | Highest averzge | Lowest avorage
Composite larm- | Com- 1916~39 when composite £ wage te woge
wage rate 10431 posile Wige rule was: rate during rite during
manthly 1910-302 1910392
Farm-
wage
Percent- | rate, | Within | More { More Percent- Pereent-
Per age of | average | 20 per- | than 20 | than 20| Per ! apeof Per age of
nanth {1910-39 | 1910-3% | cenl of | pereent pereent |omnonth § 1910-30 | month | 1910-3%
average average | below | above . BvErage average
average | averuge i

Fercent Number fiollarxs | Percent | Doltars | Porcent
United States, ... N 180.6 3.5 o 9. 85 3. 21.10 Gl.l
New England . 1508 LA 12 b4 59,50 3. 29.40 a0.4
Middle Atlaudie. . 177.0 . 4. 60 . 9540 a2.0
Epst North . 181.0 T. n 62.50 . 20.80 55.4

Central,
West North . 106,% LT ; y0.20 . 18.20 51.7

Central.
Bouth Atlantic._ . 1540.2 3. 44,60 i7. 15.40 6l.1
Eant Saunth 7. 139.3 . 43.10 . 13.00 538.6

183.4

35.40 . 17.40 60.5

§
5 T3.60 . 25.50 6.3
91 87,70 . 34.90 6.3

Mountatn. . ____ . 1975 .78 a 0
233.1 5.28 11
]

¥ The c?mpositc rute is the weightod average monthly wage of rutes per nonth and rates per day, cotiverted to o month-
¥ equivalent.
2 Yelates to the |2-maonth average of 1920,

3 Beiu:‘rs to the 12-month average of 1933 excepl w New England and Middle Atlsntie divisions where lowest rate
wasn 1810,

while the day rate without board in Washington of $7.20 was four
times as great as the rate of $1.80 in South Carolina.

In the 30 years between 1910 and 1939, the composite monthly
farm wage averaged $34.52 for the United States as a whole. The
most marked regional differences were between the Pacific States
which had an average rate of $54.28 and the East South Central
States with an average of $23.73. In about one-third of the 30
years, rates for the United States and for most of the major geo-
graphic divisions were within a 20-percent range of their average
for the period; in about one-third they were 20 percent or more
above their average; and in the remaining one-third they were 20
percent or more below their average. In every division the peak
year was 1820, when the wage rate for the United States stood at
$59.88, or 73.5 percent above the 30-year average, and in all but
two of the divisions the low year was 1933, when the national
monthly farm wage fell to a level of only $21.10.

Although all regions showed the same general pattern of move-
ment in agricultural wage rates during the period, the swing up
to the 1920 level and downward to the 1933 level was more extreme
in the West North Central States than in any other region and
was least extreme in the New England States. The wide fluc-
tuations in income from wheat and other grains in the West North
Central States as contrasted with the relatively more stable income
from dairy, fruit, and vegetable products are partly responsible
for these and other regional differences in wage trends. During
the years 1939-43, the Pacific, Mountain, and West North Central
States had the highest percentage rise over the 1910-39 average,
and the three southern divisions showed lower percentage in-
creases than the United States as a whole. Thus the divisions with
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the highest wage rates had the greatest increase by 1943 and those
with the lowest wage rates had the least increase.

Farmers, even more than farm laborers, have had marked eco-
nomic gains during the last 4 years. Since 1939, cash income from
farm marketings has risen from 7.9 billion dollars to 19.3 billion
in 1943—an increase of 144 percent as compared with the increase
of 114 percent in the level of farm wage rates (table 30). Ex-
penses of production have risen much less than the gross income
g0 that the net income realized by operators from farming in-
creased from 4.5 billion dollars in 1939 to 12.1 billion in 1943, a
gain of approximately 170 percent. The national net farm income
in 1943, moreover, was received by fewer farmers and farm-fam-
ily workers than in 1939, so that the income per farm or per fam-
ily worker showed even greater increases.

In the Pacific States, the eomposite monthly wage rate nearly
kept pace with the gross cash income from farming in terms of
percentage change from 1939 to 1943 (table 30). In the Middle
Atlantic States wage rates on farms increased relatively more
during this period than did cash farm income. In the East South

TasLe 30.—Composite farm wage roles, percentage increase, and percenlage increase
in cask farm income, Uniled Stales. geographic divisions, end Stales, 1939 and 1843

Composite monthly fure wage 1 Percentoge in-
tteasa in cosh
Iarm income

Ll
1143 ! 1539 Percentage 1039 to {9437
. inercase

! Nallara . Percent Pereent
Upited Stales: 3 30.56 1
New England:
Maibe. ceceaie e
New liampuhire.. ...
Vermottba . veueao s
Massachusells. -
Thode Fatand .
Cannecticut - .
Middle Atlantie:
New York.. -
New Jorsey, o
Pennsylvania__..
Eagt North Cuntral:
Ohio. ..ol
Trufiana.
1llinof
Michi

West North Coutral:
Mipnesota, . e veeieai o an
Inwite e Lo

=]

Marvlumd L.
Viegiia . .o onn
West, Vieginin..-
Nerth (tarplina.
Sonth Carolina.
Girorgia
Floridu, _.
East South (e
Kenonrky -
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TanLe 30.—Composite farm wage rates, percentage increase, and percenlage increase in
%tsh. )_'armd inconte, United States, geographic divisions, and Slates, 1935 and 1948—
ontinue

Compasite menthly farm wage Percentage in-
erease in cush
farm incame
1843 1939 Poreentage 1930 to 1843 2
inereane

Pereent " Pereent
122

West South Central:
Arka

1 Thle -t posite rate is Lhe weighted average monthly wage of rates per month and rates per doy converted to a manthly
equivilent,
% [neome from sales of farm products excluding Governinent payments.

Central division, where rates are generally lowest in the United
States, they increased 91 percent while cash farm income increased
157 percent. In three-fourths of the States, the percentage in-
crease in farm income exceeded that in wage rates between 1939
and 1943. Some of the richer farming States closely resembled
some of the poorer ones in showing a much more rapid rise in in-
come than in wage rates.

Current and Past Relationship of Farm Wage Rates
With Income and Other Factors

Of the various factors associated with changes in farm wage
rates, farm income and farm prices have received the most atten-
tion. Farm income largely determines the farmers’ ability to pay
a given wage rate. It also is closely correlated with other factors
making for changes in wage rates, such as the level of prices re-
ceived by farmers, the wages and earnings of industrial workers,
the level of nonagricultural activity and employment (and thus
inversely with the available labor supply).

The United States index of farm wage rates shows a closer
correlation with farm income (on a gross or net, total, or per
worker basis) than with prices received by farmers. Vields and
volume of sales at prevailing prices also influence the wage level,
The net income of farmers under given price conditions changes
more than proportionately with changes in volume of sales, be-
cause of the high proportion of fixed costs in agricultural produc-
tion. Moreover, as the available wage rate index is essentially a

- measure of the price for a unit of time, whereas the price index is
a measure of price per unit of product, any changes in labor pro-
ductivity which alfered the labor time required per unit of product
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led to changes in the relationship between wage rates and prices
during the 1910-43 period, thus lowering the degree of correlation.

In figure 10 indexes of farm income have been converted to &
per worker basis in order to provide a measure somewhat more
appropriate than aggregate income for comparisons with the index
of wage rates. Because these rates tend to lag behind changes'in
farm prices and income, the price and inecome indexes shown repre-
gent averages of the indexes for the current and preceding year.
The lag may be partly due to the fact that wage commitments in
any year are to a large extent made before the realization of in-
come from that yvear’s production, and the wages are partly paid
out of the preceding year’s income. This 6-month lag appears to
be sufficient to synchronize the wage-price-income changes at
nearly all turning points of the last 38 years.

FERCENT
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FIGURE 10.—Farm wage rates, prices received by farmers, and farm income

per worker, United States, 1910-43. Farm income estimates for 1943 are
preliminary. (Index numbers, 1910-14=100.)

Histerically, changes in farm-wage rates have followed fairly
closely the changes in the lagged farm income per worker on a
gross-or net-income basis, although the relationship was not uni-
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form throughout this period. The slightly higher assceiation of
wage rates with gross than with net farm inecome, probably re-
flects the more immediate awareness of farmers of changes in
gross cash receipts than in the net after subtracting all production
expenses, including noncash and overhead costs.

There are distinct differences in the price-wage and income-wage
patterns of movement shown in figure 10. In the period of World
War I, wage rates rose by approximately the same percenfage as
prices received by farmers through 1919, and in 1920 reached a
peak considerably higher relative to 1910-14 than the price index
reached. Wage rates, however, did not rise so fast or to so high a
legrel as either gross or net farm income per worker in the period
1914-20. .

In the sharp depression following World War I {1921-22) wage
rates on farms did not decline so much as prices received by farm-
ers or as net farm income per worker, but did decline just as much
as gross cash farm income per worker. The major difference to ke
- noted between the wage-price pattern and the wage-income pat-
tern is the fact that in nearly all years since the early 1920’s the
wage-rate index has remained above the price index (relative to
1910-14) but below gross cash farm income per worker.

The wage index stayed somewhat above the lagged index of net
farm income per worker from 1922 through the depression of the
early 1930’s, but has remained below it every year from 1935
through 1943. The disparity between net farm income and farm
wage rates in favor of the former widened considerably between
1935 and 1937; it narrowed slightly by 1939, but with the sharp
wartime rise in farm income by 1943 it has widened more than at
any previous time. .

Farm wage rates tend to lag behind changes in farm income on
both the upswing and the downswing of income conditions. They
lagged behind farm income during the years of the first World
War, but did not start to decline until a year after the 1919 peak
in income was passed. From the depression low, they did not be-
gin to rise until 1984, whereas farm income started rising in 1933.
From 1933 to 1937, and again from 1940 to 1943, they did not
increase so fast or so much as farm income, the lag being more
noticeable in relaticn to gross cash than to net farm income per
worker. Farm wage rates have lagged behind the gross and net
Tarm income per worker more in the first 4 years of this war than
in the corresponding vears of World War L

On the basis of the average relationship between wage rates and
gross or net farm income per worker prevailing during the whole
33-year period for which the information is available, with an
allowance made for the usual time difference of about 6 months
between changes in income and the response in wage vates, the
1943 farm wage level suggested by the income relationship alone
was still somewhat above the actual level reached in 1943.

Wage rates on farms are also influenced by factors other than
farm income or prices received by farmers. The level of nonagyi-
cultural wages, employment and unemployment, and the volume
of rural-urban migration are highly interdependent factors which
affect agricultural wage rates by producing changes in the supply
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of available farm labor. A part of this supply consists of under-
employed farmers and their families on subsistence or other farms
that have inadequate resources.

When changes in the supply of farm laborers proceed in the
same dirzetion over a number of years, their cumulative effect be-
comeg pronounced. For example, the effect of the marked increase
in the supply which took place in the early 1980’s extended through
the rest of the decade, depressing the general level of farm wages,
The effect of the larger supply was augmented by a declining de-
mand for labor on farms as a result of lower farm income and the
increased use of machinery. The resulting increase in the ratio
of the farm-labor supply to the farm-labor demand which occur-
red between the 1920’s and the 1930’s probably had a greater effect
in depressing the average wage level in the latter decade than did
the year-to-year variations in farm income, prices, or iridustrial
wages. .

The course of movement of farm wage rates over the last three
decades gives evidence of the slow but cumulative effect on the
farm-labor supply of changes in volume of nonagricultural em-
ployment, and of farm-to-city migration. Concurrently progress
in mechanization of farming has decreased the demand for farm
labor. Recent trends in these factors have been such as to make
for an inerease in wage rates over and above the increase ex-
pected from the rise in farm income. Despite the influence of
these factors, wage rates in 1941, 1942, and 1943 have been at
levels lower than those expected even on the basis of the 33-year
average relationship with net farm income per worker. The réla-
tively favorable bargaining position of farm laborers which the
reduced numbers have hrought about has apparently not yet
raised farm wage rates for the country as a whole above the point
suggested by the long-time relationship between net income and
wage rates.

Alternating cycles of agricultural prosperity and depression
have been accompanied by varying degrees of disparity betweeit -
farm income and farm wage rates, sometimes relatively more fa-
vorable to agricultural wage workers ag in most of the 1920’s, and
at other times relatively more favorable to farm operators as since
the middle 1930°s. The period 1910-14 has been considered as one
in which there was a fair balance in income position of farmers,
relative to that of other groups in the economy, and the re-estab-
lishment of a corresponding balance has long been the objective .
of public policies regarding farm prices and income. .

In 1943 the level of farm wage rates was still about 20 percent
under that which would have been reached if the 1910-14- ratio of
these rates to net farm income per worker had prevailed in 1943,
even after allowance is made for the usual lag between wage rates
and net farm income. Similarly, the level of farm wages in 1943
was about 25 percent under that which would have been reached
if the 1924-29 ratio of wage rates to net farm income per worker
had held. ** The actual average farm wage rate in 1943 for the

27 The period 1925-29 has been suggested in a recent report ae more appropriate than any
other base wperiod for parity consideration between industrial laber and agricultural, See
BLAgk, éTs. Dé‘nnd GIBRONS, C. A, THE WAR AND AMEUCAN AGRICULTURE. Rav, Econ. Statis.
26: 20, 88, 1944,
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United States was 6 percent below the rate indicated by the
1935-39 ratio of wage rates to net farm income per worker, a period
when farm wages were depressed by large urban and rural un-
employment and by the restricted outmigration of farm people
during the depression.

Despite the sharply rising level of wage rates on farms during
1943 and the first half of 1944, it is doubtful whether the average
rates for 1944 will exceed the levels suggested by the 1935-39 ratio
of farm wage rates to net farm income per worker. The pros-
pective 1944 average farm wage for the couniry as a whole will
fall considerably short of re-establishing the 1910-14 or the 1924-29
ratio. Wage rates of farm workers in 1944 would have to average
approximately 47 to 51 percent higher than in 1943 to reach the
1910-14 ratios of wages to net income per farm worker (family
and hired) or per family worker, and even higher to reach the
1924-29 ratio. Corresponding ratios for 1935-39 would require an
increase in the annual average wage rates of 25 to 27 percent from
1943 to 1944, From July 1, 1948, to July 1, 1944, rates increased
19.7 percent. Under present prospeccts for 1944 farm income level
and other factors, it seems probable that the wage rates of farm
laborers in 1944 may advance over the 1943 level by about 20 per-
cent. '

Current and past trends in farm wage rates in the various major
geographic divisions have followed a pattern with respeet to farm
income which in general outline is similar to the national pattern.
The available farm-income data are more limited for States and
geographic divisions than for the country as a whole. Historical
series are availab! only since 1924 and are limited to gross cash
income.

In six of the nine geographic divisions the wage level in 1943
was 8till below that indicated by the 1924-43 average relationship
between wage rates and gross cash farm income per worker. The
Northeastern, North Central, South Atlantic, and East South Cen-
tral divisions had average rates in 1943 that were 4 to 8 percent
below the level suggested by their respective 1924-43 relationships
with cash farm income per worker. In the South Atlantic division
the actual average rate was farthest below the level so estimated,
8 percent as compared with 4 percent for the United States as a
whele. In contrast, the Mountain, Pacific, and West South Central
divisions had rates 3 or 4 percent higher than would have been
expected on the basis of their historical relationships of wage rates
and cash farm income per worker. This was due, no doubt, to a
relatively more difficuit labor-supply situation, caused by a more
rapid expansion of industrial employment in the Pacific States and
by a larger relative outmigration from farms in the other two
divisions. Not until 1943, however, did the wartime rise in farm
wages lead to a level in any geographic division higher than that
sug’;l;{ested by the 1924-43 relationship with cash farm income per
worker.

There are differences in the historical trends of farm wage rates
and cash farm income in the several geographic divisions. In the
West North Central, West South Central, and Mountain States, for
example, the variations in rates from year to year have generally
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followed closely the annual changes in cash farm income per
worker throughout the 1924-43 period when allowance is made for
a half-year lag in wage rates. In the Middle Atlantic States the
rates tended to be at a higher level during the 1924-29 period and
at a materially lower level throughout the 1985-40 period than the
wage level indicated by the 1924-43 average relationship with cash
farm income per worker. A similar lack of correspondence be-
tween income and wage rates in the 1924-29 and 1935-40 periods
prevailed in the New England, East North Central, and Pacific
States. In the South Atlantic and East South Central States wage
rates likewise moved above the income level in 1924-29 and below
the income level in 1935-40, but to a greater degree than in other
parts of the country.

A possible explanation for this higher farm wage level in rela-
tion to farm income during 1924-29 may be found in the sustained
high level of employment and wage rates in industry along with
the cumulative effects of heavy outmigration from farms during
the 1920’s. A scarce supply of farm labor and relatively high in-
dustrial wage rates thus tended to sustain farm-wage rates during
these years.

The opposite situation prevailed during most of the 1930's;
extended unemployment and a slackened migration tended to de-
press farm wages. In addition, continued mechanization of farm-
ing operations over the several decades had reduced labor require-
ments and aggravated the surplus labor situation.

The relative intensities with which all of these factors operated
in the various geographic divisions produced differences in the
degree of wage-income disparities. In the West North Central
States, for example, where the differential between wage rates and
income was least in the two periods, net migration from farms
declined considerably less between the 1920’s and 1930's than in
the South Atlantic division, where the wage disparities were
greatest.

Changes in Real Farm Wages

Changes in levels of farm wage rates and net farm income per
worker during the last 23 years, which figure 10 indicates are
quite marked, are greatly modified when the wage rates and net
income are adjusted for changes in buying power of the farm
laborer’s or farmer’s dollar. The level of real farm wage rates
has been remarkably stable since 1910 {(fig. 11).

The correlation of farm wage rates with net farm income per
worker is not nearly so close on an adjusted basis. Both respond
to major cyclical changes, although the adjusted rates respond
generally less than the adjusted net farm income per worker. In
the first World War period real farm income per worker rose sub-
stantially above its pre-war level in 1917, 1918, and 1919, whereas
real farm wage rates were above their 1910-14 average only in
1920, and in that year by just 9 percent. After the short depres-
sion of the early 1920’s, when real farm income fell more rapidly
than real farm wage rates, the adjusted wage index maintained a
level during 1923-30 averaging 10 percent above that 8f the 1910-14
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period, while the adjusted index of net farm income per worker
held a slightly lower relative level. After 1929, real farm income
dropped much more rapidly than real farm wage rates, but it
recovered more rapidly and has maintained a higher relative level
from 1934 to the present.
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FIGURE }1.—Farm wage rates and net farm income per worker and per
family worker, adjusted for changes in living costs, United States, 1910-43.
Adjusted by the index of prices prid by farmers for commodities nsed in
family living. (Index numbers, 1910-14—1100.)

The course of real farm wage rates during the 33-year period
since 1910, even on an index-number or relative basis, suggests a
pattern which would be expected of a substandard wage that has
held to a subsistence level practically throughout the peried. Al-
though real farm wage rates showed little variation over the vears
1910-80, they were stable at a level which yielded on the average
. an annual wage income per hired farm worker of only $265 (in
1910-14 dollars), as compared with $§410 net farm income per farm
family worker (see fig. 21, p. 116) and a considerably higher
amount per farm family worker on farms that hire labor. The
fact that farm wage rates have declined in periods of depression
" relatively less than farmers’ income is partly due to the minimum
character of incomes derived from farm wages, which could
hardly have fallen lower and still provided earnings necessary for
sheer physical subsistence.

Evidence of the influence of labor supply in determining the
level of farm wages may be found in the behavior of real farm
wage rates in different periods of the last 33 years. During the
1920’s the heavy migration from farms and the high level of non-
agricultural employment led to real farm wage rates slightly
higher on a relative basis than real farm income. Were it not for
the rapid progress of farm mechanization during these years,
which reduced the demand for labor, farm wages might have
risen to a higher level, When the depression came, the farm labor
supply was greatly augmented by a refurn migration to farms and
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even more by the suppression of the normal migration away from
farms. This contributed to a sharp reduction in real wage rates
on farms. The cumulation of a large unemployed and under-
employed labor reserve in rural areas during the first half of the
1930’s mednt that it was not necessary for farmers to pay much
higher real wage rates when their own incomes began to improve;
hence the recovery in real wages was much slower than in real net
farm incomes.

Not until the period of national defense began and migration
from farms drained off some of the surplus laborers did real farm
wage rates show any marked improvement. Although real net
farm income per worker exceeded its 1929 level by 1936, real wage
rates did not equal those paid on farms in 1929 until the rather
marked rise occurred between 1840 and 1941. The fact that these
rates have at least partially followed the rise in real farm income
since the United States entered the war, in contrast to the situ-
ation in World War I, is probably due mainly to the much larger
migration of workers from farms during World War IL than during
World War 1.

Factors Associated With State Variations in Farm
Wage Rates

The factors associated with the changes in farm wage rates over
a period of time are also involved in explaining some of the differ-
ences in wage levels prevailing in the various States at any given
time. The more important factors are: State differences in in-
come from agricultural production per worker, in the competitive
wage level of nonagricultural occupations, in the labor supply on
farms, and in the degree of dependence upon hired workers.

More than 80 percent of the variation between States in the
July 1942, composite farm wage rates is associated with available
measures of these factors. * A comparison of the actual composite
wage rates in the various States with the rates estimated from a
correlation analysis of farm wages with these four factors is
shown in figure 12.

Tn a State in which there is close agreement between the esti-
mated and actual farm wage rate, it merely means that the State
shows a wage differential in relation to other States of a magnitude
that can be accounted for largely in terms of the State’s relative
situation with respect to the factors mentioned. However, even a
full “explanstion” of existing wage differentials among States
would not prove that the States’ actual levels of wage rates are
necessarily equitable or justifiable, nor would it prove any optimum
relationship fo farm income or other measures of ability to pay.
The underlying pattern of average relationships between farm in-
come and wage rates at a given date may be generally out of line
with ability-to-pay criteria; hence the actual levels of wage rates in
States, even though their variations were explainable, would like-
Hl‘_;h' _Buf.e:‘l 6:1“3 multipie-correlation analysis of July 1, 1942, composite farm wage rntes with
the fotlowing factors: {1} Cash farm income (including Government payments] per farm
worker in 1011 ; {2) hourly entrance wage rates of common laber in industry. July 1942 (3}
rural-farm persons (14 years of age and gver} per farm not employed in nonagricultural

occupntinns,.’ Mareh 1940 (1) proporticn hired workers comprise ol total farm employment,
June 1, 1042,
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wise be out of line. Moreover, an analysis directed toward an abil-
ity-to-pay appraisal of wages would not include the effects on wage
differentials of extraneous factors such as the labor supply and
the wage rates in nonagricultural industries.
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Statea, July 1942,
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If more adequate data were available for measuring the factor
of labor supply and the factor of competitive nondgricultural
wages, it is probable that a still fuller explanation of the variation
in farm wage rates among States would be obtained. This would be
particularly applicable in the case of the Pacific and most of the
New England States where the inflience of competing industrial
wages is not adequately measured by hourly entrance rates of
common labor in industry {the measure used in the analysis). In
these areas the wartime industrial work available to experienced
farm workers includes many kinds of jobs at the semi-skilled and
gkilled levels, which are paid considerably higher wages than com-
mon labor. Moreover, supplementary income of farm operators
from nonfarm work in the New England and Pacific States prob-
ably results in a greater average difference than in other regions
between net income from farming and the operator’s total net in-
come from all socurces, and this has a bearing on the wages he can
afford to pay. .

In general, the observed State differences in farm-wage rates in’
July 1942, corresponded fairly closely with differences in related
factors. South Carolina, with the highest value on the measure
used to indicate the potential labor supply per farm, the lowest
cash farm income per agricultural worker, and the lowest common-
labor wage rate in industry, had the lowest farm wage rate of any
State. In the Pacific States, especially in California, the high
agricultural income per worker, the high level of competitive wage
rates in industry, and the high degree of dependence on hired
workers all combined to produce the highest farm wage levels
among the States.

The supply of laborers actually or potentially available for farm
work or for nonagricultural work has under present conditiona a
pronounced effect, directly or indirectly, on farm wages. Over
wide parts of the South the wages are comparatively low as a re-
sult of relatively large numbers of laborers. On the other hand,
in some States the scarcity of labor available for farm work to-
gether with unusually high industrial wages has tended to raise
farm wages to a level higher than would be expected on the basis
of considerations of farm income alone. For the country as a whole
wage rates on farms during 1942 and 1943 were still below a level
indicated by the 1935-3% ratio of wages to net farm income per
worker, Relevant data for geographic divisions suggest that the
areas where the current farm wage rates are still below the level
indicated by the 19835-39 ratio include Southern as well as North
Central States. In these areas farm wage rates would need to
advance materially to have a higher ratio to income than existed in
the 1935-39 period, when the rates were Tow relative to the levél
of farm income.

Wage Rates in Relation to Farmers® Ability to Pay

The preceding analyses attempted fo appraise current levels £
farm wage rates for the country as a whole and for major geo-
graphic divisions in the light of historical relationships with farm
income and related factors. Determining & “normal” wage-income
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relationship from historical data means, in effect, an averaging
.together of periods that have dissimilar conditions and are charac-
‘terized by varying degrees of disparity between farm income and
. Wage rates. Moreover, it was observed that an appraisal of cur-
" rent wage levels in terms of their relationships to net farm income
for any one of several 5-year periods leads to quite different re-

" sults, depending upon the periods selected.

) Evidently, past relationships of wage rates to farm income do

not tell us specifically what wages farmers were or are now able to
" pay. Although historical relationships are sometimes used as
“norms” in appraising a given wage level, actually the wage levels
prevailing in a past period do not necessarily indicate the levels
which farmers could have afforded to pay.

In no phase of analysis of farm-wage problems is the need for
statistics on “hiring farms” greater than in considerations of
ability to pay. The whole approach to the problem through index
numbers of net farm income based on all farm averages {or on
net income aggregates for all farms) involves two assumptions
which need to be examined. =* One assumption is that net income
per farm on the hiring farms changes from year to year by the
same percentage that net income for all farms does. This assump-
tion probably overstates the favorableness of the income position
of the “hiring” farmer in times like the present, when net farm
income has been rising rapidly and probably by greater percent-
ages on the lower and middle income farms than on the farms of
higher income. Yet the “all-farm™ aggregate income is so pre-
ponderantly from the higher incomie farms that its percentage
change (or the “all-farm"” average percentage change) cannot
differ greatly from the percentage change of the higher income
farms, and therefore the degree of overstatement of the change in
position of the hiring farms cannot be very large.

The other assumption is that recent or current changes in farm
wages can be appraised on the basis of the past relationship with
farm income as to whether or not they are in reality “in balance”
with changes in income per farm or per worker. Such interpreta-
tion tends to place a normative evaluation—a “righthness”—on the
relationships between the two series which have been observed
over a past period. The fact of the matter is, however, that a
wage level indicated by historical relationships with a measure
retated to ability to pay can be characterized as being “in line" or
“in balance” with ability to pay, or as “fair and reasonable” only
on the ground that “that’s the way it was in period such and such,”
or “that’s the way it always has been.” This obviously provides no
answer as to the wage level that could have been paid in the past
or that can be paid currently.

Before judgments could fairly be passed on whether present
farm wage rates equal, exceed, or fall short of farmers’ ability to
pay, comparative statistics are needed on the actual net income of

20 On the other hand, if all-farm averages of met farm income in dollars ‘per unit of time
were substituted for index numbers, and the relntionship with Inrm-wage tniee or wage income
were gauged from such values, err conehis] could easily be drawn because of the grent

differences in avernge income between all farms ond (urms which hire an apprecinbie amonnt
of lnbor.
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the two groups—the employers of hired labor and the hired farm
workers,

The nearest approximations available for a comprehensive cov-
erage of farms are those developed from the special tabulations of
material from the 1940 census for farms classified by total value
of production and from supplementary data. ** Although these
estimates do not permit a separate classification of hiring farms,
their indication of the increasing importance of farms as hirers of
wage labor as we go up the scale in value of production permits
gome inferences as to the income relations of the two groups.

Table 31 shows a distribution of the gross value of agricultural
production during 1939 among hired labor, other production ex-
penses, and the net returns per farm for groups of farms classified
by total value of products sold, traded, or consumed at home, ex-
cluding Government payments. In addition, it shows the average
man-years of labor hired on farms of different size of enterprise
and the estimated wage costs per man-vear of hired labor.

Tanve 31.—Alocation af gross farm income Lo hired labor, all other production EXpenyes
and net returns to fantily labor, copital and management, by value groups of farms
Unitcd Stales, 1939

Net returns ta
Tatal value of Wagns to hired Al ather pro- family lahar, Wage
privlueta labar duelion expenses capital, oud costs

- management  (per man-

Value grovp year af
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Amount |Pereent-d 4 oo | Pereent- Amount [Pereent-l o o0up iPercont-| labar
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Hatimated from Census and Buresu of Agricultural Econowics data.  Government payments, rental value of farm
ibwelling, and inventory chmnges are oot included in the grows-ineomna fipures,

Only on farms with total value of production of less than $400
was the net income frem farming per farm family less than the
estimated annual wages earned by a farm laborer who had 12
months of work on such farms. However, on farms with this size
of enterprise, only about one-tenth of a man-year of labor was
hired on the average during a year, and the average amount of
wages paid per farm was only $15. Not until the average value
of production exceeded $1,250 did average wages paid during the
vear amount to as much as 3100 per farm; not until it exceeded
$2,250 did they amount to $200; and not until it exceeded $3,000

40 See Ducoff and Hogool, feotnote 8, p. 10, Tables 31 amd 32 are derived from estimates
preacnted in this report,
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did they amount to $300. Only for farms with total value of pro-
duction of $4,000 or more, did the average wage costs, including
value of perquisites, absorb more than 19 percent of the value of
products sold, traded, or consumed at home.

On farms with a value of products of $4,600 or more in 1939,
wage expenditures and perquisites during the year required 15.7
percent of the total value of products ang paid for an average of
2.7 man-years of hired labor at a cost of $521 per man-year. (See
table 26.) The total wage bill on these farms averaged $1,404
compared with an average net return to family labor, capital, and
management of $3,248. When an additional allowance iz deducted
for a net return on fixed capital investment and on investments in
livestock and machinery, the net return to family labor and man-
agement per farm was $2,305 per farm. When related to the an-
nual average number of family members working on these farms,
the net annual returns to labor and management per farm family
worker is estimated at $1,663 and at $2,193 on a “man-equivalent”
labor input basis. ®* The latter figure may be compared with the
annual average wage income of $521 for a laborer working 12
months on farms with total value of products of $4,000 or more in
1939,

Thus hired labor on these farms was remunerated at a rate
approximately one-fourth {23.8 percent) as great as that for work
done by the farmer and members of his family. A man-week or
manp-month of family labor, including the management of the
operator, resulted in a labor return 4.2 times as great as the
amount paid for a week or month of hired work.

If the lahor of the farmer and the man-equivalent work of his
family members is evaluated at the same rate of pay as his hired
workers, the profit the farmer realized is estimated to have aver-
aged in 1939 approximately $2,000 per farm for farms with a total
value of production per farm of $4,000 or more. On the average
this amount was cleared over and above all production costs, in-
cluding an allowance on invested capital and an allowance for all
work performed hy the farmer and his family on the farm. It is
obvicus that on such farms in 1939, farm wage rates were not
anywhere near a level approaching the maximum ability of the
farmers to pay wages.

Most family-size commercial farms in 1939 had a total value of
agricultural products of less than $4,000. The lower down on the
value-of-production seale, the less frequently is hiring done, the
smaller the average amount hired during a year, and the smaller
the fraction that wages comprise of the total value of production.
Application in the lower income groups of an ability-to-pay meas-
ure similar to that used for the farms in the category of $4,000
and over becomes less meaningful in the progressively lower value-
of-production classes of farms. If very little hiring is done, even
high wage rates can have little effect on the net income of the
farmer.

81 The “man-cquivaient” is defined a8 the worker who in work capacity and labor-time input
equnis the avernpe farm operator who is under 65 nnd dows wot work off the farm more than
160 days of the year.
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A comparison of the net returns to family labor and manage-
ment on farms in the different value groups with the hypothetical
annual earnings of a laborer who worked 12 months at the average
wages prevailing on these farms is shown in table 32. This com-
parison might also be considered as a comparison of the rates of
return per unit of time input of operator or family labor with the
wages paid for an equal time unit. In each of the value classes
of farms from $4,000 down to $600, the ratio of net returns for
family iabor and management to wages paid per unit of time ex-
ceeded one, but by a progressively smaller margin.

In other words, even farms with as low a gross income as $600
to $750 averaged a rate of net returns for operator and other
family labor per week, month, or year which exceeded the wage
earnings of hired laborers for a comparahle period of work on
such farms. The fact that hired laborers in 1939 were paid an
average rate about equal to that for family workers on all farms,
although much lower than that for family workers on farms that
hired them, illustrates the inappropriateness of ali-farm averages
in considerations of ability to pay.

Tasue 32—Ratio of annual nel refurns lo Jamily labor and management per worker to
wage cost per man-year of hired labor, by value groups of farms, United States, 1939

Net returns to lanily
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! The worker who in wark eapacity tnd bibor-time input equals the average farr operator wha is under 63 eul dots
not work off the farm ware than 10D days of the year.
3 The wage cost shawn would resalt only il s fuil veur of hired fabor were used and paid for at the rates piid for the
hired lalior setully used.  See tabic 31 for estimates of man-yenrs of labor hired on the various valve groups of fnrms.
3 This parizon i3 more appropriate that onc basel on coluinn (1) and {3} heeause it approsimately equates the
Iabor-time inpd of the fanaly worker with thet of the hired worker.
Estimated from Census and Borcun of Agrievdture! Econontics dutu,

There are differences among geographic divisions in the magni-
tude of the ratio of average rate of net returns for family labor to
that for hired labor. However, in 1939 all geographic divisions
showed the ratio to have been preogressively greater than one for
farms in the value-of-products classes beginning with those where
the hiring of Iabor becomes of some importance. In the South,
where comparatively more Iabor is hired in the middle and lower
value-of-products classes of farms than in other areas, a ratio

greater than one is found in all value classes above $250.

32 For peographic divisions cstimntes of net income from farming for farms classified by
total value of products in 1939, sce Ducolf and Hurood, footnote 4, p. 16,
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Ability to Pay on Selected Types of Family-Operated
Commercial Farms *

In planning farm operations, & prime consideration of the oper-
ators of many family farms is to organize the size and intensity
of the farm business in such a way that family workers will have
relatively full employment through the year. But because of the
seasonal nature of farming, such a farm organization may involve
labor requirements which cannot be fully met by the operator and
his family at certain peak seasons. Operators of these farms can
afford to pay seasonal hired workers wages that exceed the annual
average returns to all Jaber per hour or day. By so doing, they
maximize the yearly labor returns of the family labor force.

Thus with respect {o the factor of ability to pay, operators of
medium and smaller-size farms often find it advantageous to pay
wage rates to seasonal workers that are higher than the average
returns for the labor time of the family. Such considerations do
not apply equally to operators of larger farms which require hired
men in addition to family workers throughout most of the year.
Freguently, too, the prevailing wage rates for seasonal jobs are
higher than general farm wages at the same or other times of the
year. Factors accounting for this situation inciude the greater
demand for laborers in peak seasons, and the fact that seasonal
wor}}i is more difficult or must proceed at a faster pace than regular
work.

On the other hand, from a production standpoint, larger farms
are usually more efficient in the use of labor because they are
more completely mechanized and because of certain efficiencies
associated with a larger scale of business. As workers on larger
farms are usually more productive, the operators of such farms
on the average can afford to pay higher wages than operators of
smaller farms. Such wage differentials seem fo be reflected in
the estimates of wage costs per man-year of hired labor shown in
table 31 which, after the two lowest class intervals, show a regular
upward progression on farms with higher value of production.

One approximation to the amount of wages farmers are able to
pay in particular areas and types of farms is the value of the out-
put attributable to hired labor. Such an approximation assumes
+hat the farmer is able to pay what the laborer’s time is worth te
him. Determination of the value of the output which ean be
attributed to hired labor is a difficuit problem for it involves dis-
sociating the actually inseparable conivibutions fo production of
land, labor, capital, and management.

But if the assumption is made that all labor—family and hired-—
contributes to the net returns obtained from agriculiural produc-
tion in proportion to time input, then a measure of the ability to
pay wages is provided by the “returns to labor” per hour or day
of work—the net value of production left after all costs other than
labor are dedueted.

3§ This section of the ¢hnpler wus eaniributed by G, T. Boarion who used estimntes of farm
income ind cxpenses developed by W. D, Goodsell,
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In the following section, this method of appraising ability to
pay the prevailing wage rates by comparing them with net re-
turns from farming to all labor (or to operator and family labor)
is illustrated for several typical farms of specified types. The
comparisons are made on an hourly-equivalent basis. The esti-
mated income of these farms relates to an average family-operated
commercial farm in counties where the specified type is prepon-
derant. Because these farms are manned primarily by the fam-
ily, any hiring is limited to relatively short periods. Estimated
net returns from farming are therefore compared with prevailing
wage rates more nearly appropriate for seasonal labor. Such rates
are at somewhat higher levels than the yearly average.

In the case of the New York dairy type of farm, for example,
the estimates relate to a farm organization which in 1939 utilized
89 man-days of hired work out of a total labor input of 500 man-
days. The typical wheat farm in the winter-wheat area required
only 17 man-days of hired work out of a total labor input of 293
man-days. The size of farm business in these two types of farms
is suggested by the estimated value of products sold and consumed
by the farm household, which was $2,821 for the New York dairy
farm in 1929 and $2,374 for the winter wheat farm.

In 1942, all types of farms studied showed net returns per hour
to all labor greater than the prevailing wage rates per hour {table
33). % Such a situation did not hold for alt types of farms in all
years, as is indicated by the figures for the year 1939 when pre-
vailing wage rates exceeded returns per hour on 3 of the 11 types
of farms. The association of low returns per hour with low wage
rates, and vice versa, is also upparent for these types of farms.

Changes from 1910-14 to date, by 5-year periods, in farm-wage
rates, ability to pay, and related factors for four types of farms are
shown in iable 34. Marked differences are found in the relation
between wage rates and return per hour to all labor among the
four types of farms. Average wage rates exceeded average re-
turng per hour—hence the farmer and his family received re-
muneration for their labor at less than prevailing wage rates—
during 4 of the 7 complete 5-year periods on the hog-dairy farm.
On the wheat farm, however, average wage rates were less than
the average returns per hour in every b-year period.

When individual years are considered, the differences among the
four types of farms are even more striking. Wage rates were
greater than returns per hour for 20 years out of 83 on the hog-
dairy farm, 17 cut of 34 on the New York dairy farm, 10 out of 34
on the Georgia cotton farm, and only 4 out of 34 on the wheat
farm.

On all of the types of farms, wage rates in 1942 and in 1943 were
much lower than returns to labor per hour. In the case of typical
wheat farms in the winter-wheat area, returns per hour to all
labor were $1.65 and $1.91 in 1942 and 1943, respectively. The
prevailing wage rates in the winter-wheat area on an hourly-

34 In addition to the reterns for lnlior mnd management, operatory were allowed s return on
their capital investment in the estimates.
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TYaBLE 33.—Farm wage rates and nel refurns Jrom farming to' all labor per hour, se-
lected types of farms, 1539 and 1942

1639 1942

Arca and type of farre Returns toall | Wagorate per | Boturastosll | Wage mte per
1sbor per hour 1 hour2 bor per hour ! hour T

Centr Cents Clenty Cenis
40 21 185

Dairy—Rew York dairy.
y——Wiscnasin dairy_.
LCorn Belt—hog-daity,
Corn Belt—hog-beef raiaing. .
tton—-Mmim(gpi Dalta
Cottan—2.mule Georgia__
Cotton—Biack Wazy Texas

L Net farm income after dedusting alt production expenses except wages to hired fari labor and after aliowing a return
on zanital investoent,

2 Based oo the rate por day without baard,

a -tisk aren; comparafively low vieldsin 1038,

Tasre 34—Farm wage rates and net velurns from farming to all Inbor and fo operalor
and family labor per hour, specified types of farms, 5-year averages, 1910-41, annual
1942 and 1943
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Retuﬂ;ls tozoperalar aod family labor 25 .85 .41 Bt 24 Rl LR I
pet honr

Cotton Farm—CGeorgia:
Wage rate per hour, without board. . __ .09 13 Ry .13 .08 K1) T . .18
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per hour.

Hog-Dairy Farp—Carn Balt: M
Wage tate per hour, withoub board.___{| .17 20 .3g .28 AT i AT 3]
Returns to all labar per hour__ .18 25 2000 B0l i 23 221 45| %
R.etun;: to operator and famnily Iihor .iE .25 .18 A0 K .28 L2081 (@

- r haur,

Dairy E:m—-b{ew York: ’

Wage tate per hour, without basrd___.| .17 .25 .38 ] 85 .23 25 .37 45
Returns £o a¥ Isbor per hour.. 7 B .32 .23 .23 .28 (4% .62
Returrie to operator and fasmily lahaor W17 27 27 2 L34 25 20,52 .86

per bour.®

i Prelimitary,
2 All nonlabor casks pHlus wuges paid o hired tabor weore Aubibracted from total farm income and the resulting net figure
was Bl\;ided by to%a}l”haurn worked by operator aud unpaid facily workers to abtain this fgure,
atn nob avsliable,

equivalent basis were only 37 cents and 46 cents in 1942 and 1943.
On the New York dairy farm the estimated net returns for ail
labor were 49 cents and 62 cents in 1942 and 1948, compared with
wage rates of 37 cents and 45 cents. On the cotton farm in Geor-
gia, returns to all labor per hour in these 2 years were 24 cents and
27 cents compared with hourly-equivalent wages of 12 cents and
16 cents,

The changing relationships among wage rates, returns per hour
to labor, and related factors since 1910 can be seen more clear-
Iy for two of the type-of-farm situations in figures 13 and 14. The
New York dairy farm and the Corn Relt hog-dairy farm were
. chosen for illustrative purposes primarily because hired laborers
- are relatively more important in their operation than they are in
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the case of the wheat farm and the Georgia cotton farm. Figure
13A and figure 14A show a comparison of the prevailing wage rates
on farms and returns per hour to the farmer and his family for
their labor and management, and the returns to all labor. On the
New York dairy farm, the returns per hour to the farmer and
his family have been above the wage rates paid to hired hands

CENTS T
PER _ ial returns to opergtor aad family l B
HOUR for labor and meragemant N
! refurns lo
50 Farm wage ‘ [ e ]
rale® I all labor .."
A | T

25
0 Lo
PERCENT [ H
Mot returas per hoor |
300 to alf labor / .
; , ]
200
I 4
B / i
100 -
F Priges recaived m——y J F ‘"p“; rwhﬂoguar ;m‘e
o (DTN T U W A T T T T (T VT AN S U O IO A A T S A M R
1912 1315 1820 1925 1930 1935 1940 1845
CAVEDAGE DAY AATE WITHOUT 30ARD FOR COMN BELT STATES DIVIDED BY THE AVERAGE NUMBEN OF HOUAS WORKED PER DAY

BAE43T12

FIGURE 13.—Estimated returns per hour of man-labor on typical commer-
cial family-operated New York dairy farms, and related factors, 1910-43.
(Index numbers, 1910-14 = 1040.)
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FIGURE 14.—Estimated returns per hour of man-labor on typical commercial

family-operated Corn Belt hog-dairy farms, and related factors, 1910-42,
(Index numbers, 1910-14 = 100.}
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since 1935. On the hog-dairy farm, returns per hour to the farm-
er and his family were above wage rates in 1935 and 1936, below
them for 1937 through 1940, and again above in 1941 and 1942,

Figure 13B, and Figure 14B show the movements in the index
of wage rates, returns per hour to all labor, and prices received.
As might be expected, the index of returns per hour to labor fluc-
tuates much more than do the indexes of wage rates and prices
received; this is particularly so on the hog-dairy farm. On both
types of farms the level of wage rates is more stable than the
level of prices. The tendency for wage rates to lag behind changes
in both returns and prices is evident for most of the period, how-
ever. Although prices have not risen so fast as wage rates in the
present war period, returns have risert more rapidly than either,
as a result of favorable yields and inereased production.

During this war, prices received by farmers have risen con-
siderably but net farm income has risen even more, as a result
of the extremely good yields and the fact that expenses of pro-
duection increased much less than the inereases in prices and gross
income. In other words, farm wage rates, at least for the type-of-
farm situations under consideration, can rise at a faster rate than
farm prices and still be well within the limit of farmers’ ability to
pay during a period like the present.

6. WAGE RATES IN AGRICULTURE AND INPUSTRY

Entirely aside from the question of whether farm wages are in
balance with farmers’ income 2s judged by past relationships, a
very practical problem faced by farmers is that of obtaining labor
at wages that are satisfactory to the workers and within the farm-
ers’ ability to pay. In doing this farmers must compete with non-
agricultural employers as well as among themselves. The leve! of
nenagricultural wage rates thus influences the prevailing level of
farm wages. Moreover, wartime problems of stabilization of non-
agricultural rates tie in at certain points with changes in level of
certain agricultural rates. What the relationship between agricul-
tural and nonagricultural wage rates is and how it has changed are
considered in this chapter.

In examining this relationship, there are no precise criteria by
which to judge what the differentials should be between farm-wage
rates and wage rates in industry. Some of the factors offsetting
lower cash rates in agriculture as compared with industry are the
receipt by some farm laborers of other remuneration {housing,
room and board, garden facilities, or other perquisites) in addition
to cash wages, and a lower cost of living in rural areas. However,
many farm workers receive little besides their cash wages, and
some live in urban areas, paying the same prices for commodities
as industrial workers. Indusirial workers, in turn, usually obtain
or have access to more and better public services and facilities
Jhospitals, schools, libraries, and other educational facilities, rec-
reation facilities and transportation). Bevond these are intangible
values of the rural or urban environment for which individuals
may have preference.
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Even if the net balance of these facters should favor the agri-
cultural workers, at most that would warrant only a small differ-
ential in wages for work that calls for comparable effort and skill.
The presence of wage differentials much beyond any reasonable
allowance for these factors must have other causes, such as the
labor supply-demand ratio, the residual character of the agricul-
tural labor market, the weak bargaining position of farm laborers
and their relative immobility. The conditions of full employment
in wartime have done much to lessen these disadvantages so that
the relative wage differentials between agricultural and industrial
workers characteristic of pre-war years and pre-war unemploy-
ment have narrowed.

Farm Wage Rates and Hourly Earnings of F"actory Workers

Hourly earnings of workers in manufacturing industries aver-
aged $1.01 in the middle of April 1944, as compared with the farm
wage per day (without board) of $3.58 on April 1, 1944, and $3.50
on January 1, 1944. At these rates, hired farm workers averaged
approximately 37 cents an hour in April, 1944, but about 40 cents
an hour in January, when the workday is somewhat shorter.
Equivalent hourly earninpgs of farm workers paid by the month
without board in April, 1944, were approximately 32 cents an hour.
The rate per day without board is probably the most appropriate
of the available agricultural wage series for comparisons with
hourly earnings of nonagricultural workers. It is the most com-
mon mode of payment in agriculture, and it partially reflects
hourly earnings of piece workers and of workers actually paid by
the hour.

It should be recognized, however, that for certain groups of farm
workers, particularly workers in some truck and fruit crops who
are paid primarily on a piece-rate basis, the day rates may not fully
reflect equivalent earnings per day.

The course of change in agricultural wage rates was roughly
similar to that for industrial wage rates from 1910 to 1920, but
departed greatly from it in years after 1920 (fig. 15). Desgpite the
depressions of the early 1920°s and 1930’s, hourly earnings of fac.
tory workers have shown a clear-cut upward trend, with each year
since 1936 setting a new high record. % In contrast, hourly earn-
ings of farm laborers computed on the basis of day-without-board
wage rates had a much steeper drop in 1921 and 1922: they im-
proved only slightly in the generally prosperous period following,
fell further than industrial wage rates during the depression, and
recovered at a much slower rate. Although the rate of increase of
daily farm wage rates has been very rapid since 1940, by 1943 the
equivalent hourly earnings were still below those of 1920,% where-
as average hourly earnings for factory workers in 1942 were 66
percent higher than they were in 1929,
mminm of faetory workers are derived fraym weekly carninga and hours worked
during lhe week., Heuce vompensntion for overtime at premium rates of pay iz included in
the sverage hourly eutnings.

30 The Index of al! furm wage rtates {per day and per month) increased somewhat morte
rapidiy after 1940 and in 1943 exceoded the 1820 level.
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When hourly earnings are adjusted for changes in prices of
goods used in family living, the steady upward trend in real wages
of factory workers and the absence of such a trend in real wages
of farm laborers become more apparent (fiz. 15B}. In very few
of the years since 1913 did real hourly earnings for factory work-
ers fail to show a steady increase, which amounted to 107 percent
over the 1913 level by 1939 and to 149 percent by 1943. Except
for the single year 1920, however, real hourly earnings of farm
workers in no single year hefore 1941 exceeded the 1913 figure by
more than 2 percent and in all years of the 1930's they fell far
below.
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FIGURE 15.—Hourly earnings of hired farm workers and of factory workers,
United States, 1910-43. (Index numbers, 1910-14 = 100.)

Comparison of the relative changes in agricultural and indus-
trial wage rates during corresponding years of the World War I
and World War II periods show that farm wage rates have ad-
vanced more rapidly during World War II than they did during
World War 1. Hourly earnings of workers in manufacturing in-
dustries, on the other hand, have increased more slowly than in
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World War 1. In 1943 farm wage rates per day without board
(and their equivalent hourly earnings) averaged 110 percent
greater than in the first year of this war (1989) as compared with
an increase of 78 percent from 1914 to 1918. Hourly earnings in
manufacturing industries, however, increased by only 49 percent
from 1939 to 1943 as compared with an 83 percent rise from 1914
to 1918. Because of the importance of overtime rates of pay in
this war, the percentage increase in basic wage rates for factory
workers is smaller than is indicated by the change in hourly earn-
ings.

Differences between the two wars in their demands upon the
Nation's resources and in the resulting effects on the agricultural
economy must be taken into account when these comparisons are
being interpreted. Also important is a recognition of the de-
pressed level of farm wages prevailing in 1989, both in absolute
amount and relative to industrial rates. Thus while hourly earn-
ings of workers in manufacturing industries in 1939 were nearly 3
times as great as in 1914, farm rates per day without board were
only 10 percent greater in 1939 than in 1914. (The composite farm-
wage rate index was 22 percent higher.)

In 1943, the annual average hourly earnings of farm laborers
were approximately 38 cents, or only 34 percent of the average
hourly earnings of 96 cents for faciory workers (table 35). Al-

Tapre 35.-—dAverage hourly earnings of farm laborers, workers in manyfacturing in-
dusiries, canenon labor in indusiry, end common labor in road building, United Siates,
selected periods. 19810-44
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though this ratio of farm to nonfarm wage rates is higher than
for any year since 1930, it is substantially lower than for any
period before 1930 for which data are available. The comparable
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percentages were 41 percent in the 1925-29 period, 62 percent in
the 1914-20 period, and 67 percent in the 1910-14 period. Thus, if
farm wage rates had borne the same relationship to hourly earn-
ings of workers in manufacturing industries during the year 1943
as they did during the World War I period, they would have had
to average about 80 to 85 percent higher than they actually did in
1843.

Farm Wage Rates and Wages for Common Labor

Farmers do not generally have to compete with all grades of
wages in manufacturing industries. Although wartime demands
for labor and the progress in simplification of industrial jobs have
widened the range of occupations open to farm laborers, the in-
dustries that have always been important competitors (and still
are} consist largely of a group which hires a high proportion of
unskilled and semi-skilled workers. _

Considerable supplementary employment for farm workers is
provided by common-labor work in construction, fransportation
and other public utilities, and in various departments within the
manufacturing industries. The labor supply customarily used
by farmers is often shared by the industries that process or
handle agricultural products. A special survey made in Janu-
ary 1944, showed that of all persons employed at nonagricul-
tural work in that month approximately 21/ million had worked
on farms for some time during 1943. ¥ Nearly 70 percent of these
214 million workers were at work in the following groups of indus-
tries: Manufacturing, 87 percent; construction, 8 percent; trans-
portation, communication and utilities, 7 percent; and retail and
wholesale trade, 17 percent. The manufacturing group included
approximately one-quarter of a million workers who had worked
on farms in 1943, but were employed in food, clothing, textiles, and
leather manufacturing industries in January 1944.

Hourly earnings of farm laborers comprise a somewhat higher
percentage of earnings of common labor than of all factery work-
ers. In 1943, for example, hourly earnings for farm laborers were
46 percent of earnings for common labor in road building (table
358). Just as in the case of the comparison with all factory work-
ers, this percentage represents an increase over that in the de-
presgion years of the 1930’s, but is lower than the corresponding
percentage for predepression years.

Although there have been marked advances in both farm and
nonfarm wages in every area since war began, there have been
considerable regional differences in the degrees to which relative
increases in farm wages equaled or exceeded increases in nonfarm
wages. In 7 of the 9 major geographie divisions, hourly earnings
of farm workers showed a greater percentage increase from 1939
to 1948 than did hourly wage rates of common labor in road build-
ing. For the country as a whole hourly earnings of farm workers
inereased 110 percent compared with 69 percent for common labor
in road buildingz (table 86).

47 Ducoff and Hagood. See footnote 16, p. 17,
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In the New England and the South Atlantic States wages for
road building increased more rapidly from 1939 to 1948 than did
farm wages per day without board. In both of these divisions the
increase in daily farm wage rates was much lower than the United
Sfates average, whereas the increase in wages to common labor in
road building was above the United Siates average.

Tapne 36.—Changes in average hourly earnings of hired farm workers and of common
labar in road bwiliding, United Stafes and geographic divisions, 1829, 1939, and 1948
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The improvement in farm wage rates in all of the major geo-
graphic divisions during the last 4 years appears great because
farm wages were at a depressed level in 1939. If the comparisons
between farm and nonfarm are made with respect to percentage
change since 1929, the picture is reversed. For the United States
as a whole, 1943 average hourly earnings of farm workers repre-
sented only a 4b-percent increase over 1929, whereas 1948 hourly
wage rates of common labor in rocad building were 82 percent
higher than in 1929. Although there was considerable variation
about these percentages, the increase in common-labor rates from
1929 to 1942 was greater than the increase in farm rates within
every geographic division.

Despite the upward trend since the depression in the ratio of
hourly earnings of farm workers fo hourly rates of common labor
in road building, the ratio for the year 1943 was not so great as
that of the 1925-29 period in any geographic division; in most of
the divisions the 1948 ratic was substantiaily under that for
1925-29.

The level of farm wage rates during the first half of 1944 was
substantially higher than the average for the year 1943. The
United States average farm wage per day without board was $4.06
in July, 1944. Hourly earnings of farm laborers at this rate were
50 percent of the average hourly earnings of common labor in
road building. In the Pacific States the July farm wage rate per
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day was $7.39, or the equivalent of 70 percent of the hourly earn-
ings of common labor ($1.13 per hour) —the highest ratio in any
major geographic division. In three divisions—the South Atlan-
tic, East South Central, and East North Central—the ratios were
substantially under the national average of 50 percent. Relatively
high common-labor rates in the East North Central States and
relatively low farm wage rates in the two Southern divisions
account for these differences.

Persons who leave farms for work in urban areas frequently
take jobs in construction and manufacturing industries that pay
unskilled, ecommon-labor rates. Data by States on hourly entrance
rates of common labor in 20 industries (including 16 manufac-
turing industries, 3 groups of public utilities, and building con-
struction, are indicative of the competitive wage situation which
farmers face. Comparable information for a more recent date than
July 1942, is not available. At that time, the farm wage per day
without board, $2.45, was only 52 percent of the average entrance
rate of commeon labor of $4.68, when converted to an 8-hour day
basis (table 37). In the New England States, the percentages
were much higher than the United States average.

At the other end of the scale, 8 Southern States and Missouri
had farm wage rates which were only 37 to 44 percent of the

Tame 37.-—Wage rates of farm workers and of common laborers in indusiry, by States,
July 1942
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entrance rates for common labor in industry. Execlusion of Ne-
groes from many industrial jobs in the Bouth means that the
Southern farmers have not felt local industrial competition so
keenly for a great part of their labor supply. This has been a fac-
tor in the much lower-than-average ratio of farm wage rates to
rates for common industrial labor in these Southern States.

Farm Wage Rates and Wages of Workers in Industries that
Process Farm Produects

Because many establishments that process farm products (or
prepare them for market) are located near the source of the prod-
ucts, these industries are likely to compete with agriculture for the
workers available locally. The degree of competition is accen-
tuated when there is coincidence in the demand for laborers for
field and plani work and when the types of labor used are some-
what interchangeable., The competitive labor situation is common
in the case of perishable crops which require rapid harvesting and
processing, such as fruits and vegetables, sugarcane and sugar
beets. Cotton ginning and crushing of nil-bearing seeds present
a somewhat similar situation.

But many types of processing operations in the manufacture of
foods and textiles are rather eveniy distributed throughout the
year. Flour milling, slaughtering and meat packing, and dairy-
products manufactures are examples of industries that provide
alternative employment opportunities in rural areas, although
they do not present the same labor competitive situation that is
found in highly seasonal processing industries.

Comparisons of agricultural wages with wages paid in process-
ing or other industrial establishments should be made for locali-
ties in which the two actually compete for labor. However, only
national comparisons are generally possible because most indus-
trial rates are available only on an industry-wide basis. National
comparisons are limited in value because farm wage rates are much
more heavily weighted by the low wages in the South than are
most industrial rates. About half of the Nation’s hired farm
workers are in the South, while even such widely distributed
processing indusiries as canning and preserving, flour milling, or
all the food industries as a group have much less than half of their
workers in the South.

Some individual types of industries are concentrated in partic-
ular areasg, as sugar-beet factories in the Mountain States or cot-
tonseed and other vegetable-oil extracting establishments in the
Southeast and Southwest. Differences in the geographic distrib-
ution of establishments need to be recognized when farm and non-
farm wage comparisons are made for selected industries.

The over-all figures on average hourly earnings for selected pro-
cessing industries may first be examined for broad differences in
trend and level relative to farm wage rates, before State and area
differentials in farm-nonfarm wages are considered. The United
States average farm wage rate and averages for two geographic
divisions which roughly indicate the range of farm wage rates
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are shown in table 38. Average hourly earnings of workers in
all food industries combined were 85 cents in April 1944, as
compared with approximately 87 cents for farm workers. Al-
though this spread is exaggerated by the heavier weighting of
the South in the farm wage rates, the average for food industries
was net equaled by the farm wage rates even in the Pacific divi-
sion, where farm wages are highest. Average hourly earnings in
cotton-goods manufactures, an industry heavily concentrated in
the South, attained a level of 62 cents in April 1944, as compared
with the United States average hourly farm wage of 37 cents, or
27 cents in the South Atlantic States. Workers in tobacco manu-
tacturers as well as in sawmill and logging had higher average

earnings in April 1944, than workers in cotton-goods manufac-
tures.

JTasLe 38.—Average hourly earnings of farm workers, United States and selected re-
gions, and hourly earnings in indusiries processing agricultural or related producly
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The ratio of hourly earnings of farm laborers to those of work-
ers in these several processing industries was higher in 1948 and
in 1944 than during the years of the 1930’s. However, the figures
on all manufacturing industries suggest that the corresponding
ratios in predepression years probably equaled or exceeded those
of the present, although data on separate industries are not avail-
able for years before 1933.

Average hourly earnings of workers in six of the important
types of food industries over approximately a decade are shown
in table 89. The much lower wage level in cottonseed crushing
{52 cents an hour in April 1944) than in any other of the indus-
tries was still considerably higher than the United States average
farm wage rate, 37 cents on an hourly basis. In flour milling, sugar
refining, and sugar-beet factories, the wages were 80 cents an hour
or more in 1948, and have increased since then. In the case of but-
ter production, and canning and preserving, average hourly earn-
ings in Aprii 1944, were 70 and 78 cents, respectively.




WAGES OF AGRICULTURAL LABOR IN THE UNITED STATES 81

Before the war there was a considerable differential between
farm wage rates and the higher rates paid in industries that pro-
cess farm products. The wape differential existed even in the
case of industries that perform first processing operaticns, such as
canning or packing of fresh fruits and vegetables, eottonseed
crushing, and butter making. The spread between farm and pro-
cessing labor wage rates in 1939, as throughout that decade, was
especially wide in many States because of the generally depressed
level of farm wages. In other Stafes relatively low wages in pro-
cessing narrowed the spread between the two types of rates.

TasLe 3% —Average howrly carnings of workers in selecied food and processing tndus-
tries, Uniicd States, 1982-44
1

Year Coaning and | Flewr milfling Butter Sugar Beot-sugar Cottonseed
prescrving production refining mmrtfacturing crushing

Cents Ceata : Cendz Cents
’ 7.5 82.8 . $2.5

G g 7

e e e i 7 T G G AT
BaBENinZRBIIES
BERSSodhamhs
AC DO h DG

S5t ieinin s et
B 1D R DG L S G

Burenu of Labor Seatisiles.

Since the cutbreak in Europe of the present war, farm wages in
general have climbed from their low level more rapidly than have
wages of workers in processing industries. As a result, the large
differential in wages between farm and processing labor that
existed in 1939 was considerably narrowed by October 1942, Aft-
er that the exteniion of controls on nonagricultnral wages by the
National War Labor Board, together with the continued upward
movement of farm wage rates, brought a further narrowing of
the spread between farm and processing labor wages in some
States.

In California, for example, the ratic of hourly earnings of farm
workers to those of workers in the canning and preserving indus-
try climbed from (.63 to 0.85 from October 1939, to October 1948,
as farm wages rose from $2.85 per day without board to $6.90, and
as hourly earnings in the canning and preserving industry in-
creased from 50 cents o 90 cents (table 40}. In Indiana, the ratio
increased steadily from 0.52 in October 1939, to 0.67 in October
1943. In Maryland, the ratio increased from (.64 in October 1939,
to 0.88 in October 1942, buf declined by Oectober 1943. Farm
wages have also risen somewhat more rapidly since 1939 than
wages in other types of processing such as cotionseed crushing
and butter production. Nevertheless, a fairly wide spread between
the average farm wages and the hourly earnings in such indus-
tries continued as recently as October 1943,
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TasLE 40.—Average hourly earnings of hired farm workers and of workers in specified
processing industries, sclected States, Ociober 1939, 1942 and 1848

i Hanrly eutnings ‘Hourly earnings of farm
Stote sl yeur Houely carnings of in specified witkerd na preeentage of
farm woekers 1 {processing industriea ] honrly earninga fnt apeci-
fied processing industries
Conix Cenle Pereent
CANNING AND PRESERVING
Californin:
Qeotaber 1943... 8T 9.2 85.4
Qctober {942, 1.1 7.2 9.1
Qctober 1935, .. 31.7 h0.6 3.4
Maryland:
Oetober 1843 .. 4i.¢ 5.4 7#4.0
Jetaber IH2_ .. 378 42.4 384
Octobor 1939 ... ... 16.5 30.4 4.1
Iodiana:
Qctober 1943, 10.5 el | [T ]
(etoher 1042, 4.6 4.0 61.6
Ortobar 1039, 20.0 38.5 51.9
COTTONSEED CRUSHING
Texun: .
Cetober W43 ... L. 34,0 421 45,2
Qetober 1942, _ ... . 26.0 41.0 3.4
. Dctaber 1630, - 13.9 0.9 42.1
Mizmizmppit
Getaber YM3. s 0.5 4.9 13.7
Cletoher Y2 .. o 6.8 R4 4.0
Oetober 1939 ______ . . .. aaes 2.3 28.0 33.%
BUTTER PFRODUCTION
Wisconsin:
Octolrer 1943, 4.0 695.4 7.8
Cictober 1942, 7.5 5.8 8.3
Getaber 1533 0.5 46.8 43.8
Towu:
Qutober 1943 . ..... ..ooo. 52.0 0.6 85.8
Qclaber 1842___ s - 41.5 A48 Vil
October 1930 oo 23.5 46.3 58.8

1 Rased on State average frrm wege rate per duy without board, using & Hihour day in Stetes uther than California
where & B-hour day was used.

2 Digta for Cafiforia Fram Californta Labor Slacistics Bulletin, Div. of Labor Stulistics am! Law Enforcement, State
of Califoroia; dats for other Stalen furnished by Buresy of Laboer Statisties, 1. 8. Departient of Lubor.  Changes in
the rommpeeition of the reporting sumple lrow one period to anether huve rome inflwriee on nverage bonrly earnings.

Data compiled by State agencies on average hourly earnings of
workers in processing and other manufacturing industries are
brought together in table 41. These illustrate State variations in
levels of farm and nonagricultural wages. The data from Cali-
fornia are of special interest because farm wages there have been
greatly affected by the intense competition for labor in war and
other essential industries. Partly because of this, the program of
stabilizing agricultural wages has been especially active in Cali-
fornia.

The average farm wage per day without board in California was
at a level of approximately $7 from October 1943, {o the middle
of 1944. At this level the hourly and daily earnings yielded by
the general farm day wage are not materially different from the
earnings of California seasonal workers in specialized crops paid
at piece rates. For some individual crops, as asparagus, the earn-
ings per day in the 1943-44 season averaged higher, whereas in
other crops, such as cotton, they averaged less. Daily earnings
per worker in the 1943 season of $7 to $2 are reported for workers
in tomatoes, grapes, oranges, olives, walnuts, potatoes, other vege-
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tables, and hay and grain work, In cotton picking, which requires
many workers, daily earnings for the 1943-44 season in California
are reported to have averaged only $6. Thus the average hourly
earnings from the prevailing farm day rate in California appear
to be appropriate for comparison with the average hourly earnings
of workers in nonagricultural induastries.

TasLe 41, —Average hourly earnings of hired farm laborers and of workers in selected
tndustries nnd States for specified months, 1941-44

. mi4 LTV LIt 1941
State s industry

April | Qctober] Jnuly April | Octaher | July | Gcloher

Dallars | Dofinrs { Palfars | Deflars | Dotlers | Doallara
ulifornis;
Aericulture 1___ - . 077 .64 0,06 a.61 0.48 |,
All masufactyring industries 2. . . 117 14
Food and kindred praduct . . AIg L85
Sugar brets - - . L5 1.02 .
Cupning snd  proeserving . . 38
{ruits and vegetahles,
Fish eanning and packing .. . . 07
Dairy products
Meat products
Cirain milt products_.
Toiwero manufuctores
‘P'extile milla—fubries. . . _
Ligging and awmills_.
Adrcralt and parts.....
Shipbuilding and repairing____.
indi.l:‘uu:

Trairy produe
Slaughtering, meut pack
Tebarer manulactures. . .
Flaning and sawmills
Feansylvania: )
Lot

¢
Al maeufacturing industrica® ..
oo prod

Wiscongin:
Apricalture I
.\ﬁ menufacturing induatries 2.
Foeud and kindred products_
Textile will products
Korth Carolina:
Apticulture 1
All imanufacturivg industriea?. ..
Lumber  ucluding  planing
mills,
Toleeo produrts_ ..

! Buged on Siute wverage furn wage raies per day without hoard using a 10-hour day for Stales other than Californis,
wmi a 9 to 9.5 hour work day for California. K .

2 Nonagticulteral hourly earmings compiled from teports issued by State agencies. Data for Wiscousin exclude can-
ning uod preserving.

In October 1943, a time of peak operations both in field work and
in processing establishments, the hourly earnings of farm workers
in California averaged approximately 77 cents as compared with
an average of 90 cents in fruit and vegetable canning and pre-
serving, 89 cents in dairy produets, and 98 cents in beet-sugar
manufacturing. Average hourly earnings of California workers in
all food-manufacturing industries were 98 cents in October 1943,
and $1.02 in April 1944. Hourly earnings of California farm
workers in April 1944, continued at the same level as in October
1943.

Because the hourly earnings of workers in food and other pro-
cessing indusiries include payment for overtime at premium rates,
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the actual spread between farm wage rates and basic or straight-
time rates in these industries is narrower than indicated by the
figures on hourly earnings. It is probable that hourly earnings at
straight-time rates in fruit and vegetable canning in California in
October 1943, may have been approximately equal to the average
hourly earnings indicated by the farm wage rate per day without
board. A similar relationship between farm and processing wages
probably held with respect to dairy products, tobacco manufac-
tures, and textile-mill products (fabrics).

Although a substantial differential continued in California be-
tween farm wages and wages in al! manufacturing industries com-
bined, the differential has disappeared or has greatly narrowed
with respect to basic wage rates in the types of industries clozely
allied to agriculture which utilize similar types of labor.

Comparative hourly earnings from farm work and agricultural
processing and other industries are also shown in table 41 for four
other States, Indiana, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, and North Caro-
lina. In each of these States, and for every date shown, the aver-
age hourly earnings obtained from farm day rates are substan-
tially lower than those from any of the industries shown, aver-
aging about cne-half in most cases. Unlike the situation in Cali-
fornia, the differentials in these States between farm wage rates
and wage rates in processing establishments have apparently not
disappeared, even when allowance is made for inclusion of earnings
at overtime rates.

Wage Rates of Seasonal Farm Workers

For comparisons with hourly earnings of nonfarm workers, earn-
ings of farm workers kased on farm wage rates per day are not
entirely satisfactorily in representing seasonal farm laborers who
work in specialized crops at piece rates, The reported day rates
may not fully refleet the equivalent daily earnings of workers in
certain fruit, vegetable, or other erops where piece rates prevail or
where employees are hired through lzbor contractors.

Data for several States where the production of fruits and vege-
tables is important suggest that under recent conditions the hourly
earnings from piece rates of workers hired for short periods in
perishable, seasonal crops have averaged higher than the earnings
from the prevailing day rates. Comparisons of hourly earnings of
farm workers housed in labor-supply centers maintained by the
Farm Security Administration with the average day rates in sev-
eral States are shown in table 42. Practically all of the workers
in these centers were seasonal workers whose earnings carr e main-
. ly from specialized fruit and vegetable crops, much of thw work

being paid on a piece-rate basis. In many of the States, the hourly
earnings of these workers in October 1942, were from 20 to 40 per-
cent higher than from tlie prevailing day rate, with the differences
in hourly earnings narrowing somewhat in 1943,

Prevailing piece rates paid for seasonal operations in sugar-
beet work have also yielded average daily earnings higher than the

A8 HALE, R. F., ond GASTINEAU, R. L. RELJIARILITY AND ABEGUACY OF FARM WAGE RATE DATA.
U. 5, Agr. Market Serv, {70] pp. 1840, {Processed.)}
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average rate per day without board in principal sugar-beet produc-
ing States (table 43).% This was generally true in 1943 as well ag
in 19239, although in the former year the differentials were less
than in a prewar vear like 1939.

TapLe 42.—Comparisons of hourly earnings of seasonal warkers in Farm Securily Ad-
ministration labor-supply centers with equivaient hourly earnings from prevailing farm
wage rales per day wilthou! board, selected Slales, July and Oclober 1542 and March
1848

Hently eatninga | Houely carnings | Hoorly carninez | Hoarly catnings of workers
Mupreh {643 1 Cetohor 1442 July 1042 it FEA contors ag
pereentage of hourly
carnings from rates por
Boseil on Hased on Dased on day without !mzmiJ
Wozkers| rate per {Watkers| rate per [Workers| rate per
in FSA | diny |im FBA day n FSA By
conters | without | echtern | without | centers | withnut | March | Qetober | July
board 2 board 2 board® | 1843 1042 1942

Cenls 2 Cunts Pereent | Perceat
441 43.0 3] 3R.8 a7 132

Virginia. . W . .
Washington . . . 48.5 102

1 The April | farm wage rate per day withont hoatd was used for Mareh 1943,
2 Using & 1-hour day for States other than California, Arizona, Oregon, and Florido where a - to 8.5-hour day waz

used,
Burean of Apricultvre] Economies and Farm Becurity Administration,

TanrLe 43.—Comparison of estimated average earnings per day in sugar-beel work for
summer and fall operations wilh average farm wage rales per day without beard, for
selected Stales, 1939 and 1943
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 Reeause in some stess higher woge rafes were pald in 143 for sugar-beel work than ninimws rateseet by U, 8. Dept.
Agr., the daily catmings of sugar-bret workers were higher in relation ta the genern! farm wape rate por day without board
than the nbove figures sugzest. O the other hund, dally earnings From sugar-hent work relate to experienced aduib work-
ers, whereas the wage rates per day without board are a\'crngnaﬁr all types of workera.

2 Enrnings per worker per doy in the specified sugre-hect operations are estimaten prepared by she Sugar Branch, War
Food Adminiatration, U.'S. Deph. Agr.  These estimatos are based on the average performances 1t & 30-hour day of ex-
perienced adult workers uoder normal ficld conditions, ond the wape rates For sugar-boot work set by the Dept. Agr.

5% Wage rates for sugar-beet work referred to here are thoze set by the Department of Agri-
culture under the provisions of the Suger Act of 1837.
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There are indieations, however, that under conditions of a plenti-
ful labor supply the reported day rates may average higher than
daily earnings of some workers from piece rates, while under con-
ditions of labor scarcity the reverse may be true. The relative per-
ishability of the crop and prevailing price conditions also affect the
relation between daily earnings from the two types of wages. For
example, in 9 of 13 important cotton-producing States, the esti-
mated average daily earnings from cotton picking in 1948 exceeded
the farm wage per day without board prevailing at cotton-harvest
time (table 44). In 1939, however, when the available labor supply
far exceeded the demand and when cotton prices were much lower,
the average daily earnings of cotton pickers were lower than the
prevailing day rates (without board) in 9 of the 18 States and were
equal to the day rates in 2 other States. Apparently the shorter
labor supply in 1943 and the need for picking the eotton crop with-
in a limited time to assure retention of quality in the lint have
caused cotton-picking rates to advance more rapidly since 1939
than the wage rates for the type of workers customarily hired by
the day.

Annual Wage Earnings of Furm Laborers and Industrial Workers

Comparisons over a long period of wage rates or of hourly earn-
ings in agriculture and industry do not fully reflect changes in
average weekly or annual wage income per worker because of
changes in the length of workweek of industrial workers which
have occurred over the last 33 years.

Tanre 44.—Comparisons of average esitmated daily earnings in collon picking with
average farm-wage rafes per doy without board, in principel colton States, 1939 and
1848

14938

Dhily Daily
earnings X carnings
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picking daily [ Earm wage | cotton picking daily  faem wage| cottan
100 posnds{ earniogd | rate per picking {100 pownds| eacnings | rute per picking
olgned | per ndult | day with- | expressed of serd | per ndull | day with- [ expressed
catton picker U (nut bourd 2las pereent- | rotton picker ! foud bBosrd 2(as percent-
nge of aee of
ilay rate duy rate

Lothers Percent Dallure
Missouri 2.00 3.50 Ji.ijg 106 6.73 Bl 1.45
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South CGirolina, 5
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An approximation of wage income per worker for a given period
is afforded by dividing wage bill or pay-roll totals by the average
employment for the period. Estimates for 1943 indicate that the
annual average wage income of workers in manufacturing, mining,
and railroads was $2,156 as compared with an average of $803
(including the value of perauicites received) per hired farm work-
er. Relative changes in the annual wage income of industrial and
farm workers gince 1910 are shown in figure 16.
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FIGURE 16.—Annual wage income per hired farm worker and per industrial
worker, United States, 1910-43, (Index numbers, 1910-14 = 100.)

The two indexes show the same general pattern as those for
hourly earnings, but with less disparity between the two since
1920 than in the case of hourly earnings. Because of reduced
length of industrial workweeks during the depression, annual
wage income for industrial workers shows a steeper decline than
do hourly earnings during the 1930’s, with a more gradual recovery
to 1940, With the lengthening of workweeks since war began,
however, wage income to industrial workers has shown a steeper
inerease than hourly earnings. In the case of farm workers, the




88 TECHNICAL BULLETIN 895, (. . DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE

annual earnings showed a more rapid recovery from the 1933 low
than did hourly earnings, and also a more rapid rise since 1949.
Nevertheless, in 1943 the hired farm worker’s annual real wage in-
come was only $472 in terms of 1910-14 dollars (or in terms of
1913 dollars), whereas industrial workers' real wage income was
$1,238 in terms of 1913 dollars. (See fig. 21, p. 116).

The measure of income parity specified in the Agricultural Ad-
Jjustment Act of 1938 aims toward a re-establishment of the
1910-14 ratio of the per capita net income received by persons on
farms from farming to the per capita income of- persons not on
farms. Although this parity measure includes the wage income
of hired farm workers who live on farms, it is almost entirely a
measure of the comparative position of the farm income of oper-
ators and their families as against the income of the nonfarm
population (in terms of the 1910-14 situation). Farmers’ net in-
come has exceeded the “parity” level since 1914 only in the World
War 1 period (1917-20), and in the years 1935, 1937 and 1941-43
(fig. 17). In 1942, the per capita net farm income was 35 percent
above the parity level, and in 1943 it was 43 percent above. (These
figures include revisions which have not been incorporated in fig.
17.) In the long stretech between 1920 and 1935 and again from
1938 to 1940, income from farming stayed below the parity level,
and dropped precipitously in the depressions of the early 1920's
and 1930’s.
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FIGURE 17.-—Parity income ratic and ratios of wage income per hired farm

worker and net farm inecome per family worker to wage income per indus-
trial worker, United Siates, 1910-43. (Index nnmbers, 1910-14 = 100.)

No “parity” measures exist for comparing the relative income
position of hired farm workers with that of nonfarm wage work-
erg, Data are not available for developing a parity measure for
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hired farm workers that is strictly comparable to the farmers’
parity standard. However, the degree of disparity between the
average annual wage incomes of hired farm laborers and the cor-
responding average for industrial workers may be roughly meas-
ured by their current relationships in terms of the 1916-14 situ-
ation. ** With the average income per industrizl worker used as
a standard, a similar comparison may be made of the average net
income from farming per farm family worker. The courses of
these two measures from 1910 to 1943 are shown along with the
parity income index in figure 17.

For the index relating to hired farm workers, a value of 100 in
a given year would mean that their average wage income bore the
same relationship to the average wage income of industrial work-
ers as existed in 1910-14. In the period 1910.14, however, wages
of farm workers averaged only 46.5 percent of industrial workers’
annual wages. Since the base period 1910-14, the ratio of the index
of annual average wage income per hired farm worker to the index
of average wage income per industrial worker has gone above 160
only in the one year—1917. Despite the sharp improvement in
farm wage rates during the last several years, the ratio in 1042
was still only 72 percent and for 1943 only 80 percent.

In other words, to have reached a “parity-period” balance with
industrial wage income, farm-wage earnings would have had to
be 25 percent higher in 1943 than they actually were. As for
farmers and their families, the ratio of net farm income per fam-
ily worker to income per industrial worker in 1942 was 94 percent
and in 1943, 105 percent of its 1910-14 value. To have reached a
similar index in 1943, farm laborers would have had fo receive
wages 30 percent higher than they did. (The 1942-43 figures in
this paragraph include revisions that have not been incorporated
in fig. 17; except for 1943, all of the revisions were very minor.)

7. EARNINGS AND WELFARE OF FARM WAGE WORKERS
AND THEIR FAMILIES

For & seascnal industry such ag agriculture, in which the num-
ber of laborers hired in a peak month is about double that hired in
a slack month, information on time worked and annual earnings is
especially important. Many hired farm laborers do not have year-
round work and must supplement their earnings by working at
nonfarm jobs. Under wartime conditions jobs are generally easy
to get during the part of the year when farm work is slack. In
more normal times to find work during the off-season is a major
problem.

The data on annual wage income of industrial or farm workers
referred o in the preceding chapter are in terms of wages received
by the average number of persons employed in the course of a
year. As the number of different persons working during a year
is much larger than the number in the annual employment aver-
age, the average wage income actually received by individual work-
muf the index of wage income per hired farm worker to the index of wage income

per induatrin] worker {emplovees in railroad, mining, and manufaciuring industries} with
1910-14 as base paericd for both indexes.
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ers is a lower figure. The annual wages of industrial workers or
of farm workers derived from pay-roll or wage-bill estimates, in
conjunction with estimates of annual average employment are, in
effect, estimates of wages per man-year of work.

The amount of wages per man-year of work is not a completely
satisfactory substitute for average annual earnings of individual
workers, since a man-year of work in any given industry may rep-
regent the work of more than one individual, depending on the
duration of employment. In agriculture especially, the irregular-
ity arising from the seasonality of work leads to actual annual
earnings that are considerably lower than the amount of wages
per man-year of work.

No historical series exists to provide a basis of comparison of
average annual income actually received by farm laborers with
that of nonagricultural workers over a period of vears. The in-
formation on average wages per man-year of work in industry and
agriculture (table 45) only approximates such a comparison.

Tanre 45.—Comparisons of wages per man-year of work for industrial and agriculfural
workers, Uniled Stales, 5-year averages, 1910-39, annual 1940-483

Hiredd farmn workers 2
Industrial Farm wages as
Perio i workers 1 . Pereentage of
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! Includes fnctory, miniug, and ratlroad employces; estimates bused on Bureay of Laber Statietics and Tnterstate Com-
merge Comntission data on avernge ctaployment and pay rolls.

2 Total farm wagea divided by nonual average hircd farmn employment,

 Prelimtosry.

The comparison indicates that the farm laborer has fared much
worse than the industrial worker during the last 84 yvears. In the
peried 1910-14, farm wages per man-year of labor were only 46.5
percent of the average wages for industrial workers and the per-
centage declined steadily to a low of 27.6 percent during the
1930-34 period. Since then, the relative position of farm laborers
has improved somewhat. Not until the year 1942, however, did
farm wages per man-year of labor exceed the average for the
1925-29 period of 32.9 percent of average industrial wages. Even
though the percentage increased to 37.2 percent in 1943, this was
stiil Jower than that prevailing during the 1915-19 period.

In this comparison, no significant overstatement of the spread
between farm and industrial wages per man-year can be attributed
to the value placed on perquisites furnished farm hands. Although
farm products furnished to them have been evaluated on the basig
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of prices received by farmers for farm products, the proportion
that such perquisites comprise of the total wage bill is very small.
The bulk of the perquisites is in the form of board, lodging, and
heusing, and it is not possible to learn whether the valuation is on
the basis of the cosl to the farmer or what might be the cost to
the laborer were he to provide himself with similar accommeda-
tions.

The striking feature about the figures is that even though em-
ployment for 12 months of the year is assumed, the resulting
hypothetical annual earnings for farm laborers have been and still
are so low. In the 30 years preceding 1940, the average farm
wages per man-year of hired labor amounted to only $368, inciud-
ing $271 in cash and $97 in perquisites. The amount has increased
markedly since the war began in Europe, but the average wage per
man-year of hired labor was only $616 in 1942 and $803 in 1943,

Daring the decade 1230-40 several sample studies of earnings
of farm laborers were made in selected loecalities,** but differ-
ences in the methods used prevent national summaries or even
regional comparisons in most cases.” The nearest approach to a
national survey was 2 study made during 1935-36 in 11 counties
representing the principal type-of-farming areas of the country.*
When the resuits from these 11 counties are roughly weighted to-
gether, they show an average money income per farm-laborer fam-
ily of about $268, including $227 as earnings from farm labor and
$85 from nonagricultural work (table 46). The annual money in-
come of farm-labor families included in the I1l-county survey
varied from an average of $127 in Fentress County, Tenn., a sub-

TasLE 46 —Average money income of farm-loborer fomilies by source of income, 11
sample counties of the Uniled Stales, Seplember 1985 o August 1956

Average moncy income per family

County and State Type-of-larming Nonagri-
cultyral Relief
earnings

Agricultoral
COFIES

s| P
Weighted average 1 . . R LB 91,92
Wayne Co., Do by 5,31 285.56
Livingstan Co., Il 74 280.3§
Hamilton Co., lowa. . . 292.57
i.ae Qui Parle Co., Mian. . X . 185.26
Karnes Co., Tox, .} Cotton ... 142,13
Placer Co., Calif___ Dectduous Frait_ . 580,75
Concerdin Ce., Lo 3. 1G0.04
Tadd Co., ¥y Tobacen. ... . 108,60
Tawnee Co., Han. o Wheat. ... N N2.05
Archuieta Co., Colo_ | Stack Ruawe._ ‘ 22412
Tentress Ca, Temia .- __| Seli-Sufficing... . 69,08

1 Estimated by weichting county dila In proportion bo the total number of hired farn workers in the United Statcs
in each $ype-of-farming aren represented by # coundy. . . L

Based on at 17-county sirver of agriceliural labor condifions Ly Tom Vasey, U. 3. Fann Scenrity Adminiatration
and Josiah C. Folsom, Bureau of Agrienitwral Beonomics (see foctucte 43, 1 01); adupied from stateinent of Pani 8,
Tayior in REARINGS, EPECIAL COMMITEEE TO INVESTIAATE UNEMPLOVMENT AR fELEF, United States Benute, T3th Cong,,
83'&-3&, Febraary 28-April 8, 1938, Vol. 2, Heins 701-722.

41 For = list of studies and o summary of results sce Honcoms, H, J, INCOME AND EARNINGS
OF FARM panosmus., U. 8. Bur, Agr. Econ. 1040, {Proccssed.)

42 The Consumer Purchase Study of 1035-36 classiffied farm laborers and their fomilies in the
rural-nonfarm populution nnd did not make separate tabulations of their inecome and
expenditures.

15 Vasgy, T. and Fousox, J, G, SURVEY OF AGHICULTURAL LANOR CONDITIONS. (for esch of
11 counties.} U. 8. Farm Security Admin, and Bur. Aunc Eeon. 1837, (Processed.)
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sistence-farming area, to $572 in Placer County, Calif., a deciduous-

fruit area. In Wayne County, Pa., a dairy area, total annual money

garnings of farm-laborer families were second highest, averaging
355.

Census data relating to the year 1939 provide for the first time,
on a Nation-wide basis, information on annual income and amount
of employment for individual farm laborers and on income and
other indications of level of living for farm-laborer families.
For a more recent year, 1941, special tabulations of data gathered
in the study of Family Spending and Saving in Wartime also pro-
vide some information on the annual earnings and value of family
living for farm laborers, with comparable information for farm
operators.* :

Individual Laborers’® Incomes, 1939

The 1940 census information on wage and salary income of in-
dividuals is tabulated by the industrial or occupational classifica-
tion of the individuals during March 24-30, 1940, the week imme-
diately preceding the decennial census. Thus the 1939 income data
to be presented for farm laborers relate only to persons who were
actually working as paid farm laborers during the census week, to
persons who had jobs as farm laborers but were not actually work-
ing because of sickness, weather, etc., or to unemployed persons
(excluding those on public emergency work) whe were seeking
jobs and indicated that their last occupation was that of a paid
farm laborer.

Distribution of these farm laborers by annual eash wage and
salary income is shown in table 47 and figure 18, with a similar
income distribution of all other laborers (except mine) for com-
parison. Persons in nenagricultural occupations classified as labor-
ers by the census are primarily persons doing common or un-
skilled labor in industries other than agriculture. The income dif-
ferences between farm laborers and laborers in all other industries
are striking. Nearly 75 perceni of the male farm laborers earned
less than $400 in cash Quring 19389, while only 87 percent of the
nonagricuitural male laborers earned as little as $400. Only 1.5
percent of the male farm laborers earned as much as 31,200 a
year, compared with 15.1 percent of the other male laborers.

In the case of females, the diserepancies are much greater.
More than half of the female farm laborers earned less than $100
during the year as compared with about 15 percent of the non-
agricultural female laborers.

Several explanations should be made in interpretation of these
comparisons. The first is that farm laborers often receive food,
housing, fuel, ete,, in addition to money wages. The estimate of
mm:s Dureaz of Censea. 1Gth Census, 1249, Population and Housing Bulletins ws
indicated in sopree notes of tables. Information on wage and salary income was obtzined from
ali individusls, Lut some of the more deteiled {nbulntions were mude by the Burepu ef the
Census for only o representgtive sample of the census returne.

15 Study of femily spending and saving in wertime, conducted by the Bur. of Humen
Nutrition and Home Beon., Agr. Research Admin., in cooperation with the IJ, 8. Bur. Labar
Stetis. The special tabulatione on farm lzborers in thia chapter were made by the Bur. Age,
Econ, from the original schedules, through couperation of the Bur. of Human NWutrition and

Home Econ. . .
44 Bee table 8, Chapter 2, for the ber and composit of this group,
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FIGURE 18.—Distribation of farm and nonfarm lahorers by wage or salary
income, United States, 1939 (From Population Censns, 1940.)

Tanre 47 —Distribution of farm and nonfarm laborers, by sex and by wage or salary
tneome, 1939

Mapie Famale

Farm ? Nonfate 2 Farm § Nonfarm 2

Wago ot salary iocomne chuss
Pereent- Percent- Pereent- Percent-
Yo Bt of oee of age of
Laborers | those | Lsborers | those | Laborers | thoa | Laborars |  those
reparting reporting reporting reporting
ot on ineome on income

Number 1 Percant | Number v Number Number
Totad o ceeemmvme e |2, 112,800 3,784, 250 114,352 118,013
Not reporting on 1430 04,815 80,307 .. ... 4,264 &,462]
ingome .
Haporliog on 1930 inoome 2,648, 056

$0-  $90 360,370/

013,713,943
342,056
245,719
421,286
536,897
514,977

119,618
58,165

. :—luﬁﬁ:a:d—»—-—l-'a

Nhbkmmbo R o

157,404

t Wage workers,
2 Exciuding iaborers in mincs.
Based on dada from United States Bureau of Consas, 16th Census, 1040, Poyelation, Vol. 151, The Labor Foree, PL. It

Bummary, Table 72, The distributions shown are for cxperienced laborers in the Marel: 1940 Inbar [aree {exeept pera
2008 0T ownergeney wark), by monsy wage ated saliry ncome reccived dering 1939,

the Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the money value of per-
quisites to hired farm laborers during the year 1939 amounted to
200 million doliars, or about one-fourth as much as the total cash
wages of 782 million dollars. However, if an allowance for per-
quisites is estimated as one-fourth of the wage and salary income



http:llurr.au

94 TECHNICAL BULLETIN &5, U. 8§, DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE

shown, the marked differentials in favor of the nonfarm laborers
still remain. Thus, for example, by a 25-percent allowance for
perquisites the medium total income for male farm laborers would
be raised to $325, still only 56.1 percent of the male nonfarm labor-
ers’ median income.

The income comparison for farm and nonfarm laburers provided
by these data probably understate somewhat the actual occupa-
tional differential. The group of persons classified as farm labor-
ers in March, 1940, received some of their 1939 earnings from non-
farm work, while the group classified as nenfarm laborers received
some of their earnings from farm work, although in neither case
is the amount known either for individuals or for the groups of
individuals. The differential would be larger than it is if it were
possible to subtract from the farm-laborer group the earnings
from nonfarm work (which were probably at a higher rate of pay
than their farm work) and to do a corresponding subtraction of
the earnings from farm work received by the nonagricultural
laborers,

Because the 1940 census classified workers according to their
status during the last week of March, a large, although unknown,
number of seasonal farm laborers who worked in 1939 are not
included in the farm-laborer group for which income information
is available, and are not identifiable in other groups. On the basis
of related census data and comparisons of the estimated aggregate
earnings of the farm laborers enumerated with the estimate of the
total farm-wage bill for 1989, it appears safe to assume that the
farm laborers in table 47 comprise at least half of the total number
of different persons working at farm work for wages in 1939.
Moreover, they probably accounted for as much as three-fourths
of the total time worked by all hired farm workers, since the ex-
ciluded groups were mostly seasonal workers who averaged less
time at farm labor during the year. Although it is diffienlt to
appraise the effect of the partial coverage on the average level of
annual] earnings of farm laborers, the excluded groups probably
had 2 lower average level of annual earnings than the lahorers for
whom information is available. _

From distributions similar to those shown in table 47, median
wage and salary income of farm and nonfarm laborers by sex have
been computed for each major region (table 48). To provide some
control on differences in income arising from differences in length
of time worked, similar medians are alse given for farm and non-
farm laborers who worked 12 months in 1989, These comparisons
are shown for male laborers by regions in figure 19. In the West
and the Northeast the median income for male farm laborers was
just over half of the median income for nonfarm lahorers; in the
North Central region and in the South it was somewhat under half
of the median for nonfarm laborers. For 12-month workers, the
median income of male farm laborers represented a Iower per-
centage of the median income of nonfarm laborers than in the case
of all laborers. '

Regional differences in medium income of farm laborers and of
nonfarm laborers are great. Half of the male farm laborers in the
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FIGURE 19.—Median wage and salary income of male farm laborers and

other male laborers who worked 12 monihs in 1939, United Siates and
major regions, (From Popalation Census, 1540,)

TasBLE 48 —Median wage and salary tneome reccived by farm and nonfarm. laborers,
by sex, United Stafes and mojor regions, 1938

Medinn wage om! salary incoine

All lnborers E Lzborers wotking 12 monthe in 1539

TRegian and sox of worker

P . . . Farm ns . . Farm as
arm Nonfarm * | wrecotage Farm Nonfarm ® | percontage
of navfurm of nanfarm

. Dolary Dolfars Bereent Daltars Duotlnrs Pereent
Uniled Stoles;
Malea 200 570 W di6 1]
Females.. - . . ciiiuas 95 450 . 160 720
Nottheast: !
ATl 689 . AN 1,145
334 520 . 378 Tl

234 670 . 35 1,003
18 530 . 266 778

180 405 . 202 549
58 310 . 143 571

e A 740 St Gl 1,106
Females.. - 184 408 . 404 529

1 Wage workers, i
2 Fxeluding laborets in mines,
Tased on duts from United States Burraunl Census, 16th Census, 1040, Population, Yol 11T, The Lubor Foree, Bt 1,
Summary, Table 72, Mediang were computed from distributions for sll experienced wage or salary workers lnthe Mureh
1040 labor force (exerpt peraons on emergeney work) reporling on mnougy wige aid slary inenme ceceived during 1939

South who worked 12 months in 1939 received annual wages of
less than $262 while in the West half received more than $646.
For females the regional differentials are even greater, the median
earnings for the 12-month farm laborers in the South being only
29 percent of the corresponding median for the West. Thus among
laborers, the occupational group with lowest wages, the spread in
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annual earnings is still wide, with marked differences between
agrieulture and industry, between the sexes, and among the major
regions. The lower incomes for farm laborers of both sexes in the
South, but especially for femasles, reflect race differentials as well.

Part of the differential in wage income between farm and non-
farm laborers is due to the fact that a greater proportion of farm
laborers than of nonfarm laborers are in the South, where wages
are generally low. In the case of females this is very important;
it explains why the percentage which female farm laborers’ median
wage income comprises of that for nonfarm female laborers is
lower for the United States as a whole than in any major region.

The income information in table 48 for laborers who had worked
12 months during 1938 indicates that the length of time worked
does not vitiate comparisons of income made earlier. The median
income for male farm laborers who worked 12 months in 1939 is
only 35 percent of that for nonfarm male laborers who worked 12
months, as compared with 45 percent for all laborers, regardless
of time worked. For female laborers, the median income for 12-
month farm laborers is 22 percent of that for nonfarm laborers
—almost identical with the corresponding figure for all female
laborers, 21 percent.

The relatively low level of annual earnings of farm laborers is
even more apparent if comparisons are not restricted to the laborer
group in nonagricultural occupations. Table 49 gives comparisons
of median income for all wage and salary workers employed in
agriculture and for all wage and salary workers employed in non-
agricultural industries. The agricultural workers for whom the
medians are shown are mainly the farm laborers for whom data
are given in {able 48. ** The medians indicate that agriculture as
an industry in 1939 paid its wage and salary workers a median
money income only about 30 percent as great as that paid by non-
agricultural industries. Thig relationship was fairly constant for
malis and females and for 12-month workers as well as for all
workers,

TauLe 40.-—-Median wage und salary income received by agricultural and nenagricul-
tural wage and salary workers, by sex, Uniled States, 1839

Median wage wnd aalary incolne of workers , Agricultiwal ae
Type of worker o percentage of

) ' . ponagricultnral
Agricuftural ! 1 Nonagrieaitnral

Doffars Pereent
258 a31

: ) : . 9.8
Y 8; w0.o
Workens employed for {2 months e 2035 ______ AT § 3?3
he
Femalo_._._____ ... .... .- R CL T 32,7

! In addition to hired faem Inborers, this granp incheles farn gers am] approxinately 130,000 other wage snd
sudory workers classified by the census ns in agricalture.

Bazed on data from United States Bucesy of Consus, 16th Ceoses, 180, Population, The Labor Foree (Bample Sta-
tietics), Wnge or Salary Ineome in 1530, Tables 8, 5. Medians were computed from distributions for all experionced wage
ar zalary workers in the March 1240 tabor foree {exeept personr oo emergentey work) who reportail receiving some money

wages or salary during 20349,

47 The agricnitural workers for whom medions are shown in table 4% differ from those in
table 48 only by Inciusion of farm manuzers and other wame nnd salary workers in agrieuliure
and exclusion of porsons reporting &0 income in 1939, This has the offect of reising the
median income from $269 to $28%,
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Family Income, 1939

The census material on 1939 income from wages and salaries has
been compiled in such a way as to afford comparisons for families
by occupation of head of household in March, 1940. The figures
for family income do not represent solely earnings from the occu-
pation indicated except in those cases where the head of the house-
hold was in the same occupation for the entire year 1939 as he
was in March, 1940, and was the only wage or salary earner of the
family during 1939, or in cases where all earnings from other fam-
ily members came from the same occupation as that of the head of
household.

In table 50 and figure 20 data are presented on family income
from wages and salaries, with distributions for certain occupa-
tional-residence groups. Information regarding families who have
a farm laborer as head of the household is available enly for rural-
farm resident families, The occupational classification of heads of
nonfarm-resident households does not show farm and nonfarm
laborers separately. Bach group of families includes only those in
which all workers were wage or salary workers.

SOUTH - TOTAL

SOUTH - WHITE

e T T DR

340 i.200 1.500
DOLLARS PER YEAR '
Rural-farm lamilias with farm laborer as head of household
NMonfarm famiites with @ Jaborer as head of household
Nonfqrm fomilies with heod not a loborer or domestic servanf
BAR4{3556
FIGURE 20.—Median wage or salary income for familiea of wage and salary
workers by occupation of head of household, United States and major re-
gions, 1939, (From Population Census, 1940.)

In terms of family income, only domestic servants fare so badly
as farm laborers, and in their case the value of food and housing
received is probably greater than for farm laborers. The median
money income from wages and salaries of farm-laborer families is
ontly 43.5 percent of that for laborer families who do not live on
farms, and only 22.9 percent of that for nonfarm families who do

Eoltdhave a domestic servant or 2 farm laborer as head of the house-
old.
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TanrLe 50.—Comparisons of wage and salary Jamily income of rural-farm families wilh
Jarm laborer as head of household and of nonfarm-resident families, for the United
Slates and major regions,. 1939

Ttural-ferm fnmifios Nonfarm femiites with head of houschold
with farm Iaborer ex
bead of househald

Laborer ¢ Domestic servant All ather

Arez end race

Percentage Percentage Percentage Pereentuge

with income with income | Me- | wilh incoms with income
inrzy than lesathan | disa | less than torn than
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@,
3.
4.
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c:ca:af-?émae_
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1 Encluding urhan and rural-nonfarm fawilies with a [arm laborer gs head of household.
Based on élata frobs United States Hurean of Cenaus, 16tk Census, 1940, Population, Families, Characteristics of Rural-
-Farm Familiss, Table 8; Famiy Wage or Salsry Incomein 1039, table7, Monlarm families include urban-farm families.
Wage and salary income figures relate only to money income.  Medians are for famibies in which all werkers in Mareh
240 were wage or galary workets and who reparted some wage and salary income far 1930,

Again the regional and race differentials are striking within the
farm-laborer group. More than 40 percent of the nonwhite farm-
laborer families in the South had family wage and salary incomes
of less than $200, whereas only 4.8 pereent of farm-laborer fam-
ilies of the Northeast and only 6.0 percent in the West had family
incomes this low.

In only the Northeast and the West did as many as about 20
percent of the farm-laborer families have a wage and salary in-
come as large as $1,000. Even if a value of perquisites estimated
at one-fourth of the income from wages and salaries be added to
the medians shown, the resulting figures would indicate that in no
region was the median family income of farm laborers sufficient to
?rovide what would generally he considered an adequate level of
wing.

Housing Facilities of Farm-Laborer and Farm.Operator
Families, 1939

Figures on wage and salary income are not appropriate for com-
paring income of farm operators with income of other groups, since
the income earned from operating a farm is excluded. Therefore,
the census information does not lend itself to comparisons of the
two main occupational groups within agriculture—operators and
members of their families as against hired farm workers. How-
ever, material on housing and facilities is available for rural-farm
families classified by occupation of head of household in March,
1940. The 4,487,120 rural-farm households in which the head was
classified as a farmer or farm manager during March 24-30, 1940,
represent the farn:-operator families, and the 567,940 in which the
head was classified as a farm laborer or farm foreman represent
the farm-laborer families.

Comparisons for these two groups of families with respect to
several housing items are shown in table 51. Almost without ex-
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ception in every region the homeg of farm operators are beiter
than the homes of farm laborers. On imost of the items the oczu-
pational differentials are not great, however, and they are over-
shadowed by race and regional differentiails. It must be remem-
bered that these occupational comparisons are not clear-eut em-
ployer-employee comparisons. The farm operator families include
many more of the 2.4 million tenants and croppers than of the 0.9
million operators who were hirers of farm laborers in March 24-30,
and possibly. even more of the small ewner-operators who did not
hire. Undoubtedly, similar comparisons of housing of farm labor-
ers with that of their employers as a group would show much more
marked contrasts.

TasLE 51.—Houstng facilities af rural-farm families with farm laborer as head of house-
hold and with farut operaior (farmer or farm manager) as head of household, Uniled
States and major regions, 1940
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: Major occupation during werk of March 24-30, 1940,

2 The incluaion of shareernppers in the " farmer or farm-manager”” elassification is largely respansible for the reversal
smong nenwhites in the South of some of the diferentisls in housing facilities prevailing in all other regions between [arm
laboress and farmers or (arm manages. o

Compiled from United States Bureau of Censua, 16th Census, 1840, Populalion snd Housing, Families, Sharacteristics
of Rural-Farm Familics, tables 2, 10, 11, and 13.

Eaynings of Farm Laborers, 1941

By 1941 farm wage rates had increased 25 percent over their
1939 level. Relative to conditions prevailing throughout the 1930-
1940 decade, the year 1941 was by no means one of low farm in-
come or low farm wage rafes. War had already substantially re-
duced unemployment and had raised the general level of wages,
prices, and income among all groups of the economy. Farm wage
rates were 81 percent above their depression low in 1933 and 31
percent above their 1935-39 average. Furthermore, when allow-
ance is made for changes in the price level of goods used by farm-
ers in family living, the adjusted index of farm wage rates was
higher in 1941 than in the previous peak years of 1920 and 1929.
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Although it cannot be predicted what farm wage conditions ‘may
obtain in the years following the conclusion of the war, it is net
likely that wages will remain at the peak war level attained later,
Hence information on the 1941 situation may afford some bagis for
post-war thinking. :

Special tabulations from the Study of Family Spending and
Saving in Wartime have been made for a national sample of 228
farm laborers.** This sample does not represent all types of farm
laborers working for wages, as it excludes those who are urban

residents and those who are farm operators or members of a farm

operator’s family. Although the sampie represents the most im-
portant segment of all farm laborers, it does not represent the
entire group of farm laborers in the United States. Interpretation
of the material mnst be qualified in the light of this fact. How-
ever, the results obtained are consistent with independent national
estimates relating to farm-wage rates and farm employment for
1941. Moreover, the figures on individual laborer and family in-
come for 1941 appear to be in reasonable agreement with the re-
sults of the more coninarable studies for past years, when allow-
ances are made for the changed wage levels and amount of employ-
ment provided,

The average amount of cash earnings per worker from farm
labor during 1941 was $287 for the group studied. The average
number of weeks worked in farm iabor was 31, or 60 percent of
the total weeks in the year * (table 52). An earnings figure very
close to this is obiained from the average farm wage rate of $38.14
per month reported by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics for
1941, and the time reported worked by the laborers in the sample.
At a monthly wage rate of $38.14, the annual earnings for the
laborer working 12 months would be $458, but only $275 for the
laborer working approximately 80 weeks. For the farm laborers
included in the sample of workers who reported amount of time
worked and earnings from farm labor, the average cash farm
wages during 1941 was $9.65 per week worked. When allowance
is made for the value of perquisites received by these farm labor-
ers *°, the average total wage rate for this group was $10.83 per
week actually worked. A comparable figure derived from the
Bureau of Agricuitural Economics estimates of the total farm
wage bill and the annual average number of hired workers em-
ployed is $9.10 per week.™

4% The tabuinticns presented on farm laborecs invalve all farm loborers included in the group
désignated as “‘rurzl-nonferm™ families in RURAL FAMILY SPENDING AND SAVING IN WARTIME.
U. 5 Dept. Agr, Mise, Pub. 520, 162 pp, The “rural-nonfzrm’ group on a residemce basis
excludes the "wrban' group of families (families living in incorpovated places of 2.500 or more
population}, and on &n occupationul ‘basis excludes families receiving any entreprencurial
income from operating a [arm during 1941 (designated ay “rural-farm" (amilies in the citeg
publization}. As of April 1940, urban residents comprized only 7 percent of all farm Inborers
in the United States.

40 Timé worked in farm labor was reporied in “weeks"™ without indication of the length of
worliweek, ) - .

50 Allowanee for pernuisites derived from datn on ‘perquisites received by families of farm
lzborers related to number of farm workers and time worked.

il The total farm wage bill (including perguizites) of 1,197 million dollars divided by the
annual average number of hired workers, 2,582,000, provides an estimate of 3470 ns the wages
for 12 montha of farm labor, or $2.10 when cxpressed As the wage cost por man-week. The
higher average wage income of $10.83 may be due to the biss intreduced through failure of
mure of the lower paid form laborers to report both time and earnings or to exclusisn from
sample of farm laborers wha live in ecitics or in inrm operator’s households,

WA L
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Tapse 52 —Length of time worked, yearly earnings, and weekly wage rales of 228 farm
inborers by sex, 1941

Unit Total Malea Ferales

tudied - Number.eeaa-..
Percentage who arc heads of houscholds
Mean
&vcrag“e n:i.lmhcr'of weeks minployed in farm laber during | Weeks
g1

Aversge umount of mozney earnings from farm labar dur- | Dollara
ing 1941 2
Average smount of cash farm wages per week worked | Dellars.o... ..
during 15443

1 Baged on information from nginber reporting weeks worked ob farm labor In 1941 s folows:  Total, 19); male, 158;
fetnate, 35. )

2 Based ap informaticn from nember reporting amount of catnings from fann labor in IM1: Tolsi 212; male, (715
fumale, £1. .

* Rasndd gn informalion from aumber reporting both weeks worked and ainonnt of earnings in 1841:  Total, 188; male,
154; femaie, 34, . .

From special tabulstions nade by Lhe Bureau of Agrienltural Bronaunies of dada from the Study of Family Speading
and Saving it Wartinte, through cooperation of the Fuiily Econciies Division of the Boreau of Hinan Nutrition and
Home Ecoromics, U. 8. Dept. Agr.

If the average number of weeks worked in farm labor during
1941 by the sample of laborers studied is used as an estimate of
the average time worked by all farm laborers, the annual average
number of 2,582,000 hired workers estimated in the Bureau of
Agricultural Economics series on farm employment actually repre-
sents 4,247,000 different individuals who worked at some time dur-
ing 1941 as hired farm laborers. This estimate is consistent with a
similar estimate for the year 1943 made on the basis of a Nation-
wide enumerative survey. Because on the average the hired farm
laborer was employed in farm work only about 60 percent of the
year, on the average, the number of different workers {(exclusive
of dependents) uffected by farm wage rates and by other factors
influencing their welfare is much larger than any number reported
as currently employed.

Both in proportion of the year worked and in rates of pay, there
were marked differences between male and female farm laborers
in 1941. The female laborers covered by the survey worked on the
average only a little more than one-third as long as males and dur-
ing the weeks actually worked they received only slightly more
than half as muech pay. ©° Thus the annual eash earnings from
farm work for females was only $64 compared with an average of
$341 for males. The females were younger on the average than
males, their mean age being 26.7 years compared with 35.0 years
for males. They were less frequently heads of households—in
only 11 perecent, as compared with 62 percent for males.

When the farm laborers are grouped aceording to the net annual
money-income class of their families in 1941, differences in age,
weeks worked, earnings, and wage rates are evident among the
severz] income classes. Male farm laborers in families where the
net nioney income was less than 3500 in 1941 were generally some-
what older, more often the head of a household, employved for a
greater proportion of the year, but at.a much lower wage rate than
were male farm lahorers in the higher family income groups.

52 Their lower weekly wago is probably due partly, but not whaolly, o a shorter workweek,

The average length of workweele for ol females working on farms in (08 was if hours as
comparett with 5% hours for mules. See Ducofl and Hagood, footnote 16, pn. 17,
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Among women the same differences generally held except with
regpect to age—the younger female farm lakorers were found in
the groups of the lowest family incomes,

The implications of the data on the amount of annual earnings
for the level of living of workers and their dependents are made
clearer when this information is presented on a family rather than
on an individual-laborer basis. A distribution is shown in table 53
of the 134 families which included the 223 farm laborers by net
money income of the fomily in 1941, along with the average value'
of family living. For comparison, similar information is shown for
farm-operator families covered in the same survey.

Of the farm-laborer families surveyed, 81 percent had annual
net money incomes during 1941 of less than $1,000, as compared
with 59 percent of the operator families. This comparison under-
states the relative position of the laborer families, for they had
less than half as great an average nonmoney income as did the
families of farm operators. The value of family living of operator
families, inclading both expenditures for family living and the
value of items obtained without direct money outlay, exceeded that
of farm-laborer families by an average of $434, or 48 percent.

Tanwe 53.—Distribution of a sample of farm-laborer and farm-eperator Jamilies by net
money income class, 1941

Farmeluborer familiea Farm-opeeator familjes

Average valuo Average value
Per- per faquily Valua | Num-| Per- per family
ccm.-r ¢ 0 ) ber of
aze o Non- |Evnily| fun- Non- |
total | Tatal }Moncy momey | 1¥ing | lies 2 Total [Money money|

Annual net money
income cluas

Dallars| Dotlors Dollars Nitsmber [DaMars| Dollars| Dofiore
914 G75 . 782 |100.0 |1,655 |1,134 521
475 257 | 3. G35 | ATl | 417
4a2 5 193 | 25.3 1,268 LN
71,417 RIE 110 -4 1,782 (1, 356
L . . 51 . ana
§2.000-%2, . 63 E; . 025
$3,000-§4, 990 . 23 T [4.401 3,7 715

! The vatlue of Family living is the sum of setual expanditures for family living plua the value of items abtsined without
direct m:}?ey outlay, suel as foed produced for family nse, volue of occupancy of onned homes, and value of fuel, per-
quisites, ete, ) )

* Total! includea a iew Familics with nerative ingames and incomes of mors than $5,000,

Information on a sample of 134 farm-faborar Families from apecial tabulationn made by the Burean of Agricultural
Eeonomics of data from the Study of Family Spending and Suving in Wartiine, through cooperation of the Fahily Eco
nomies Division of the Bureas of Human Nutrition aod Home Econornics.  Information en a sample of 762 farm-operst
familiva adapted from Rural Fawmily Spending ant Saving in Wartime. Ses fogtnote 15, p. 92,

In the case of farm-laborer families, the average value of {amily
living almost exactly equaled the average total income in each
income class, whereas in operator families the total income ex-
ceeded the value of family living by an average of $311 per family.
Although the families of operators in the sample achieved an aver-
age net saving of $294 during the year, ** living expenditures
absorbed practically all the money income of farm-laborer fam-
ilies. Nearly one-fourth of all the sampled families received relief

5% The difference of 317 between $311 and $294 is accounted for hy the cxcess of expendi-
tures for gifts and welfare over the value of inherilances and gifts received,
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in some form during 1941, but only about half as great a propor-
tion of the operator families did so.

Differences in the soureé of income fhat is not in the form of
money are striking. TFarm laborers’ families produced hardly a
third of the quantity of food for home use which was produced on
the average by operators’ families. Even when the value of food
received as pay is eombined with the value of home-produced foed,
the average annual value per Iaborer family of food consumed, al-
though not purchased, was only $142 as compared with $335 per
operator family, The laborer families also averaged a substantially
smaller nonmoney income in the form of housing owned or received
as pay than operator families. Since this kind of income of farm-
laborer families represented a smaller proportion of the total value
of family living than in the case of operator families, cash expen-
ditures had to take care of a larger part of their cost of living,
Thus money expenditures had to provide for 74 percent of the fotal
value of family living for laborer families, as eontrasted with only
81 percent in the case of operator families.

Differences in percentages of farm-laborer and operator families
reporting various items used in family living are generally in line
with the average differences in income, However, the difference
between the percentages reporting expenditures for reading—30
percent of the farm-operator families as compared with 56 percent
of the farm.laborer families—is probably higher than would be ex-
pected solely on the basis of higher mean income. Expenditures
for automobile transportation were reported by 693 percent of the
operator families but by only 51 percent of the laborer families.
Somewhat higher percentages of operator families than of laborer
families reported expenditures for such items as mediesal care,
recreation, formal education, and miscellaneous family expenses,

In general, the patterns of consumption for the farm-operator
and farm-laborer families are similar, as indicated by the percent-
age distribution of the value of family living among the major
categories (table 54). Food comprised only a slightly higher per-
centage of the total value of family living for laborers, 45.5 per-
cent as compared with 43.8 percent. However, cash expenditures
for food were 89.0 percent of all expenditures for family living in
the laborer families but enly 80.4 percent in the operator families,
even though the mean size of family was practically the same in
both groups. This is more in line with the differences in propor-
tion of expenditures going for food generally observed between
groups of different average-income levels. Thus it is the higher
value of home-produced food which brings the total value of food
for operator families up to a percentage of total value of family

« living nearly equal to that for the laborer families. The average
value of each specified item consumed is higher for operator fam-
ilies than for laborer families except for the minor items of to-
baceo and transportation other than by family-owned automobile.

Sources of the total family money income during 1941 are
shown in table 55 for the farm-laborer families. More than two-
thirds of all money income was received as earnings from.farm
labor of one or more members of the family, only 8 percent from
relief, and nearly 30 percent from other sources, mainly from work
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-away from the farms. The proportion of total money income re-
ceived as wages for farm work comprised 72 percent in the lowest
income class, but only 61 percent in the class with incomes from
$1,500 to $2,000.

Taere 54—Comparison of value of family lving by major calegories, farm-iuborer
families and form-operaior families, 1941

Farta-Takorer fawiliss Farm-operator families

Ttem

Average Percentage Average Percentage

vahe Iner of total value per of tatal
family value family value

"Dollars Pereent Doffars Percent
"o |ﬂl_} . 1,34 ;!' 160

43. {
147

1 B5
34
72

— .
il L O g

PN
£33 & 800 520 T £ e =3 e i 1 0 A0

% 275 € B Bt e 10 53 £ 5 e En B

Fuel, light, cte

Other bousehold operations_
Furnishing and equipment..
Clothing

Lt

B I 0 et s 51 € e b

Other transporiation..

ot a3

Forma! edueation.
Miscellaneous lamily expense.. ...

-

1all y value of houacheld operation'asstmed to be fuel, lipht, and refrigeration.

Infecmation on 2 sample of 133 farm-iaborer familics frotm apecial tabulations wade by the Bureau of Agricultural
Econcmica of datn from the Study of Family Bpending and Suving in Wartine, through cooperation of the Family Eco-
pomics Divisfan of the Bureau of Human Nutrition and Homa Lronowies.  Information on o sainple of 762 (arm-operator
faroilies ndlapted (rom tursl Family Spending aod Baving in Wartime. Seo footnote 45, p. 92

TanLe 55.—Distribution of money income of 134 farmn-labarer families by source and by
nel monegy income class, 1941

Maoney income

Aunual nct inoney .
ineame rlass Tatat Farint labor Relief Ciher 1

1
Per  {Vergentage{ Ter  |Peroentage|  Ver  |Peresntage|  Per Percentage
Tamly of iotz family of total Tuinily of tuta Gunily of tatal

Ballars Percent Dﬂjf!irs Percent Hm‘{::rs Fereent Daltare Prreent
I 2 3.1

Allclasses.____ ... L 104.0 Hi. 201 M8
- - 405, 2m 100.1) . ER 72 24.3
$500- $908_ 72 100.0 ! 5%, 4. 197 27.3
$1,000-§1. 490, . 1,188 100.0 7 . 2 . 413 AR
$1,600-%1,900 . 1,771 100.0 1,073 . . 415 34.7

I Income from nll other sources, lneluding vacnings ‘fr_mu nonfarn work. . §
From apecial tabulslions made by the Bursan of Agricuitural Economies of data from the Stud}‘i of Family Spending
-and Saving in Wurtime, through cooperation of the Family Ecanemics Division of the Buresd of Human Nutrilion and

Home Econoumies.

Nearly 70 percent of the farm-laborer families produced some
food for home use, with an average for all families of $114 worth
during the year. About 40 percent of the families received hous-
ing in addition to cash wages, and about 22 percent received food
as part of their pay. For those who received these perquisites the
average value of housing received was $83 and of food received as
pay was $127. But the total value of perquisites averaged only $61
a year for all farm-laborer families surveyed.

Selected information on such items as race, residence, size and
number of workers of the families of farm laborers in the sample
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is given for each income elass in table 56. Although 70 percent of
the families produced food for home use during the year, only 52
percent of them actually lived on farms. Nearly 19 percent of
the families were nonwhite, and those tended to be concentrated
in the lower income classes. Nearly one-fourth of the families had
received some relief during 1941, either direet or work relief,
although the average amount received was very small.

The positive correlation of family size with income is striking.
The highest income group had a mean family size of 6.67 family
members and an average of 2.89 farm laborers, as contrasted with
the lowest income group with an average of 2,75 family members
and 1.20 farm laborers. The dependence of the level of family
income on the number of potential workers in the family and on
the availability of jobs is cbvious.

TabLE 56.—Selected information on 184 farm-laborer families, by net money income
class in 1841

Dergentage of all families Average auraber Average number ol
in intome cliss of peraons weeks worked
per family in farm labor

Incopme claes Families
Working
Living Raceived as farm Per Der farm

on farms | Nonwhite relef laborers family labaret
during

Number Bercent | Numbea
13 5221 - 187 23.9 3.00
25.5 2175
$500- $09% . . 26.4 4,75
$1,000-41,4090___ . R 17.46 .18
$41,500-81,099. .. . . 1.1 67

From epecial tabulations made by the Bureau of Agticultural Econemics of dats from the Study of Family Spendin
llnid Bl\;aing in Wartime, through. eoopezation of the Family Beonomics Division of the Bureau of Human Nutritioo an
ome Economirs,

For the group of 134 farm laborer families sampled in this sur-
vey, the average money income of $675 during 1941 had to support
four persons. More than two-thirds of the money income was
received as earnings from farm labor, with an average of 1.66
farm laborers per family, working an average of 31.8 weeks each.
The fact that the average value of family living falls short of the
average total net income by only $4 shows that practically no sav-
ings were made on the average by these families during 1941,

This study indicates the change in economiec circumstances of
farm laborers accompanying the very substantial improvement by
1941 in general economic conditions. The significance lies in the
portent for the economie improvement of farm laborers that a
progressively higher level of national ingome and employment
could achieve.

This is suggested by a comparison of the average earnings of
farm laborer families as shown in the 1941 study with the average
for the 1985-36 studies, ** The 1935-36 studies showed an average
money income for farm-laborer families of about $268, as com-

54 Vasey and Folsom. See footnote 43, p. 21, Although the methods employed in these

atudies differed somewhat from those of the 1941 study, the money income results mre
roughly comparable.
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‘pared with $675 in the 1941 study. Annual earpings per family
from agricultural work were $227 in 1935-36 and $453 in 1941.
Earnings from nonagricultural work averaged only $35 in the earl-
ier study and were in the neighborhood of $200 in 1941.

The increase of 48 percent in the agricultural wage level be-
tween 1985-86 and 1941, together with a similar increase in weekly
earnings of workers in manufacturing industries, can account for
a substantial part of the changes noted in the average family in-
come of the groups studied. Yet the major part of the increase is
probably due to the fuller employment of heads of the household
and the emplovment of more members of the family for lonper
periods. For example, the 1935-36 siudies showed that only about
28 percent of the families had more than one worker contributing
to the family income, while the 1941 study showed 32 percent of
the families with two or more workers in agricuiture alone. The
propertion of families with two or more workers in all occupations
would be higher.

The marked correlation evident in 1941 befween the size of fam-
ily and number of workers was probably not present to the same
extent in 1985, when some 10 million or more unemployed were in
the country. The need of maximizing family earnings makes the
economic welfare of farm-labor families especially sensitive to em-
ployment. conditions which restrict or increase the extent to which
family members can have gainful work.

An important implication of the data is that even in as favorable
a yvear as 1941, farm-laborer families generally had a substandard
income level, as did a large proportion of the farm-operator fam-
ilies. The $914 average total income {money plus nonmoney) of
farm-laborer families was still insufficient to provide a budget at a
“health and decency” level for a four-person family under the pre-
vailing price conditions.

Living costs increased in 1942 and 1943, but income and wages
of workers in agriculture and industry increased more, so that by
1948 substantial gains over 1941 in the family-income level of farm
laborers and other groups had occurred. An indication of the trend
in the average weekly earnings of farm laborers from farm work
is provided by the following estimates derived frem other data of
the Bureau of Apricultural Economics. The average wage cost per
man-week of hired labor {including the value of perquisites) in-
ereased from $9.10 in 1941 to $11.85 in 1942, and to approximately
$15.40 in 1948. The increase of 69 percent by 1943 over 1941,
when adjusted for changes in living costs, represented a gain of 30
percent in the purchasing power of the weekly income, By 1943
there probably also occurred some further increase in the number
of weeks worked per year by farm laborers. Despite these improve-
ments, it is probable that a large proportion of farm-laborer fam.
ilies in 1943 still lived and worked under conditions which cannot
be considered as adequate.

66 A rainimum “heallh and decerey™ budiet bosed on the sindies of the Heller Committee for
Resenrch_in Scejal Keonomies was estimuted by the Slate Relie! Administiation of Californis
ns requivim: $972 for a dependent family of 4.5 persons (C’!]ifo’mm State Relisf Admlmstmtmn
Migratory Labor in California, 193G). ’I‘I'us budget estimate is based on 1336 prices and, if
allowance is made for changes gince 1935 in prices Nymers pay for commodities used in hvmg
the estimate would be raised to $1,027 in 1041 and $1,333 in 1943,
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8. WARTIME REGULATION OF FARM WAGE RATES

Unprecedented demands for manpower by war industries and by
the armed forces, together with expansion of agricultural produc-
tion, have necessitated numerous adjustments in the wage and
working conditions of hired farm laborers. Mobilization of the
Nation’s rescurces for total war set in motion a variety of man-
power controls generally, and special measures in agriculture,
tlzlilt;ected toward siabilizing or maintaining the supply of farm
abor,

Thege measures included deferment of certain agricultural
workers from military service, conirols on job shifts from agri-
culture to other industries by the War Manpower Commission,
importation of farm workers from Mexico, famaica, and other
countries in the Western hemisphere®under international agree-
ments, transporiation of domestic farm laber from surplus to
shortage areas, the use of war prisoners, and the detailing in
emergency situations of some units of the armed forces for farm
work. 1In the absence of such measures, particularly the defer-
ment of farm workers, the situation would have been more @iffi-
cult and its effect on farm wages more pronounced.

Farmers in general have responded to the combination of high
farm income and high competing nonagriculfural wages by in-
creasing wage rates, granting more housing and other perquisites,
and making other attempts to atéract and retain laborers. The
upward movement of farm wage rates has been a factor in the
successful achievement of wartime food production goals by the
Nation's farmars.

In some areas adjacent to war industry centers or dependent
upon nonlocal sources of labor for seasonal operations, the com-
petitive demands for labor have necessitated special measures to
minimize any ill effect on production of unrestricted wage com-
petition among farmers.

Geovernment intervention in agricuitural wage matters through
1943 was kept to a minimum, although regulations for controlling
farm wages had been instituted and specific wage ceilings had
been set in designated areas for several crops in California and for
citrus fruits in Florida. In the early part of 1944, wage ceilings
were set for additional erops in California with the prospect of
extending the program of stabilizing farm wage rates to other
crops and areas.

Compliance with the agreements negotiated with the countries
from which workers have been imported has also required official
determination of “prevailing wage rates” for particular crops and
areas in which foreign laborers and other special groups of work-
ers were employed.

.Many problems were presented in determining the form war-
time regulation of farm wage rates should take, the areas and
crops in which such controls should be applied, and the factors to
be considered in setting the rates. The nature of some of the
problems has been indicated indirectly in the preceding chapters
dealing with differences among areas in wage levels and in em-
ployment practices, the relationship between agricultural and non-
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agricultural wages, the factors making for changes in wage rates,
and the differentials found among secters of the agricultural econ-
omy with respect to the labor supply and ability to pay wages.
All of these have a direct bearing on the need for any wage regu-
lation or the type of regulatory action required. In this chapter,
developments in wartime regulation of farm wages are briefly
reviewed in the light of experience with stabilization of farm
wages,

Stabilization of Farm Wages

The outbreak of the war in Europe and the resulting upward
movement of wages and incomes led to the application of wage
controls in industry as a Bart of a program for controlling infla-
tionary movements in prie¥s and the cost of living. Because agri-
culiural wages had started their rise from a very low level and
were considered substandard, it was considered necessary, in order
to maintain an adequate supply of laborers to produce the record
volume of food and fiber reguired, that these wages continue their
upward movement.

Near the close of 1942, authority to control agricultural wage
rates was delegated to the Secretary of Agriculture and later to
the War Food Administrator by the Director of Economic Stabil-
ization. Under the terms of the regulations issued, no employer
could decrease wages or salaries paid to agricultural laborers be-
low the highest salary rate or wage paid for such work between
January 1, 1942, and September 15, 1942, without the approval of
th: War Food Administrator. But farm wages and salaries could
be increased up to the level of $2,400 per year without the ap-
proval of the War Food Administrator unless otherwise deter-
mined by the Administrator in the case of particular erops, areas,
or classes of employers.

Thus the program of stabilization of farm wages and salaries
has consisted of thyze parts: (1) The setting of a minimum level
below which wages and salaries of agricultural laborers may not
be reduced; (2) general control of agricultural wages and salaries
at or above the level of $2,400 per annum; and (3) the setting of
specific maximum wage rates for particular erops and areas. Up
to June, 1944, the War Food Administrator had set maximum
wage rates for several erops in certain areas of California and
Florida.

Siandards for Determining Wages Subject 10 General Control

The controls on industrial wage movements were appiied on the
general principle of holding wages and salaries at the level attained
by September 15, 1942. Departures have heen permissible only
with the approval of the War Labor Board. In contrast with this
“freeze” method, agricultural wages were aliowed to be increased
up to the $2,400 per annum level without approval unless the War
Food Administrator had set a specific wage ceiling. This exemp-
tion of agricultural labor from the general ware and salary sta-
bilization order was stated in the regulations of the Director of
Economic Stabilization to be based on the following considera-
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tions: *“That the general level of salaries and wages for agricul-
stural labor is substandard, that a wide disparity now exists be-
tween salaries and wages paid labor in agriculture and salaries and
wages paid labor in ofher essential war industries, and that the
retention and recruitment of agricultural labor is of prime neces-
sity in supplying the United Nations with needed foods and
fibers, ... "

Sinee the formulation, in Oectober, 1942, of the original regula-
tions of the Director of Keonomie Stabilization relating to agricul-
tural wages, certain modifications have been made affecting both
the jurisdiction over agricultural Iabor and the wage level at which
control is operative. These amendments mark a basic change in
the criteria and standards for general wage stabilization in agri-
cuiture. Initially, the program was guided by an annual-earnings
standard of $2,400 a year. This was a much higher level than
that actually attained by the great majority of agricultural work-
ers. In retrospect, it appears that the major intent of this stand-
ard was to permit the degree of flexibility of movement in agri-
cultural wage rates necessary for the retention and recruitment of
the laborers required for meeting war food-production goals. Ex-
cept in'the case of a relatively few year-round workers whose
earnings approached this standard, the implied stabilization policy
required little in the way of administrative implementation.

The amendments, however, redefined the $2,400 a year standard
to mean “3200 a month, or the equivalent weekly, hourly, piece-
work rate or comparable basis.” This redefinition did three things:
(1) 1t substituted a rate concept for the previcus earnings-per-
vear concept; (2) it set $200 a month or the equivalent thereof
in shorter time units or in piece rates as the level at which general
control of farm wages should begin; and (8) it made the general
wage regulation applicable to seasonal workers as well as to reg-
ular farm workers.

The nature of the amendments indicates that no serious con-
sideration was given to the retention of the annual-earnings
standard, since a conversion of $2,400 a year to $200 a2 month
disregarded the faet that the majority of hired farm laborers work
on farms less than 12 months during a year and that their annual
earnings from agricultural work are penerally not evenly dis-
tributed in the different months. Available data indicate that a
per annum wage standard of $2,400 which gave effeet to the aver-
age duration of farm employment in 1943 would show a straight
monthly equivalent of more than $300. The same data indicate
that a conversion based on the total number of days worked on
the average by hired farm workers in 1948 would be equivalent to
nearly $14 per day.” The wages of many year-round farm labor-
ers are lower in the slack part of the year than in the busy months,
while in the case of seasonal workers there is much more of a lump-
ing of earnings.

The Administrator’s regulations governing general stabilization
of farm wages provide no indication or guidance as to the basis to
be used for converting the standard of $200 per month into equiv-

60 For relevant data on duration of farm employment, see Chapter 7 and Ducorr, L. J. snd
HacooDb, M. J. THE FARM WORKING MOKCE oF 1048, DBur, Agr. Econ, 15 pp. 1944,
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alent, daily, hourly, weekly, or piece rates. " The individual farm-
er who pays his laborers on a nonmonthly basis must ascertain for
himself whether the rates he is paying, or contemplates paying,
are equivalent to more or less than $200 2 month. If the rates
{inclusive of perquisites, bonuses, ete.} are equivalent to more
than $200 a month and if these rates are higher than those paid
by him during the year preceding December 9, 1943, until approval
is obtained these rates will not be lawful. By varying for individ-
ual crops, operations, or enferprises, any one or more of such fac-
tors as hours worked per day, days worked per month, the
valuation placed on perquisites, the amount credited ag overtime
payment, and in the case of piece rates the additional factor of the
worker’s performance per unit of time, the employer may arrive
at almost any daily, hourly, or piece-rate equivalent that he wishes.
The possible range in “equivalent” rates is so great that wage
stabilization could be made guite ineffective.

The wide latitude now possessed by the individual employer of
farm laborers in determining the equivalent of $200 per month
makes enforcement of these regulations exceedingly difficult. It
is anticipated that the program as a whole will place greater re-
liance for effectuating wage stabilization on specific wage ceilings
for crops and-areas than on the administration of the general wage
and salary regulations.

Operation of Speeific Wage Ceilings

In Aprii 1943, the War Food Administrator for the first time
exercised his authority in setiing specific maximum wage rates.
He issued a wage-ceiling order relating to cutting and boxing of
asparagus (for canning} covering five counties in California. Since
then and up to June 1944 10 other wage-ceiling orders have been
issued. These 11 orders affected nine crops in California and citrus
fruits in Florida.

Under the procedures used, the State Wage Board, appointed by
the Director of the Office of Labor of the War Food Administra-
tion, holds public hearings and makes recommendations to the
Director regarding the wage ceiling to be set by the Director or the
War Food Administrator.”® In the case of all specific farm wage
ceilings set to the end of the fiscal year 1944, War Food Adminis-
tration officials have followed a policy of establishing a wage ceil-
ing only at the request of the growers concerned. Provisions in-
corporated by the Senate and House in the bill that appropriates
funds for farm wage stabilization for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1945, specify that wage ceilings be set only if a majority of the
producers of a commodity in the area affected request such action
on the part of the Administrator.

7 The WFA Wage Bonrd for the State of Cplifornin, io whom complete nuthority for the
administration in that State of the genersl wige and salary vegulntions wis delegated by the
‘Wer Food Administrater (Fed, Register $: 60560), has isswed geners! instructions for trans
Iating the 3200 n month inte equivelent ratea {California War Heawl, War Letter No. 38Z).
But these inatructions do not provide a imsis for meeting the difficulties discussed in this text,

48 Par a deacription of the funciions znd responsibilities of the® Stnte Waor Food Administra-
tion Wage Boards, sec ThmiTan STATes Waun Foou ADMINISTRATION, QFFICE OF LAROR, HANDIOOK
PO STATE WPA WAGE voanws, May 3@, 1044, See glgo United States War Food Adminiatration,
Oftice of Lator, Memotnndum o, 26, & pp. Jan. &6, 1044, See pp. 6-8,
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FExperience in ‘California with the wage-ceiling -orders of 1943
has been =et forth in a series of reports issued by the Bureau of
Agricultural Economies. * These reports indicate that the ceiling
orders have assisted in stabilizing wage and employment condi-
tions in connection with the erops affected and to some extent in
other crops. Operation of the wage ceilings was more successful
in regard to some crops than to others. Factors influential in de-
termining the degree of success included wage level set, wage dif-
ferentials among various operations in a erop, and degree of flex-
ibility in policies followed with respect to wage adjustments above
the ceiling rates.

In the ease of some of the erops, the successful operation of the
ceiling order was promoted by a satisfactory labor-supply situation
and by the efficient operation of the farm-placement system of the
Agricultural Extension Service.

In Florida growers of citrus fruit were apparently satisfied with
the operation of the wage ceiling during the 1943-44 season, judg-
ing by the number of requests from growers for the issuance of a
ceiling order for the 1944-45 citrus-fruit harvest. But the wage
order mei with criticism from some worker groups. *

Initial experience with wage ceilings in California and in Flor-
ida indicates that there is no substitute for full, factial informa-
tion as a basis for appraising the effects of a contemplated eeiling
on all groups concerned—large and small farmers, owners and ten-
ants, workers and labor contractors. Difficulties arise if the in-
formation which the State Wage Board needs as a basis for recom-
mending a ceiling rate and for guidance in administration of the
ceiling is unduly weighted by the views and interest of one group
as against another. These difficuities may take the form of in-
adequate compliance or an artificial shortage of workers.

Exiension of Farm Wage Stabilization

The program of agricultural wage stabilization was heing ex-
tended during 1944. It is not pessible to foretell yet how the agri-
cultural wage stabilization program as a whole will work out. Much
will depend on considerations of policy, administrative procedure,
educational measures, and research and enforcement facilities that
remain to be developed. The program must be soundly conceived
and selectively. applied to situations in which there is a real need
for stabilizing agricultural wages if it is to accomplish its two-
fold obJectwe of contributing to (1) the Nation’s efforts to stabil-
ize prices and wages and (2) the maintenance and efficient utiliza-
tion of the supply of workers required to produce the food and
fiber called for by wartime goals.

Of even greater weight in the success of a program of stabiliz-
ing farm wages will be the exfent to which adwministrative policies

3% These atudies were made by Williamn H. Metzler of the Bureaw of Agricultural Economigs,
Berkeley, Californin, who hes followed closely the operstion of wapge ceilings sinee they were
placed in force, The following processetl reperts were izsped during 1942 and 1844 : aMaLYSiS
OF 2'HE QGPERATION OF WAGE CEILING IN THE ASPATAGUY INDUSTRY, BACHAMENTO-3AN JOAQUIN DRLTA,
1843, 56 Dpp.: ANALYSIS GF OPERATION OF WAGE CEILING OBDER FOR IIAKVESTING GANNE?Y TOMA-
TOES, CALIFORNIA, 1943, 406 'pp.; ANALYSIS OF THE CQUERATION OF THE WAGE CEILING OM PICKING
SUN-DMED RATELN GRAPES, CALIFORNIA, 1043, 46 pp.

10 The Floride Citrus and Allied Workers Union Lecal 4. UCAPAWA, CIO, protested the
woge seale set in the order jsaued by the Administrator.
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at all levels steer a balaneed course toward these. objectives, un-
hindered by pressures from organized groups whose gelf-interests
may lead them to attempt exploitation of the program for their
own economic advantage.

In agriculture there is no tradition of collective bargaining bhe-
tween employers and employees as there is in industry. Hired
farm workers are generally unorganized and inarticulate, At-
‘tempts at general wage stabilization may have quite different
effects in agriculture than in industry. Effective representation
of the point of view of industrial workers by strong unions, to-
gether with the tri-partite functioning of the War Labor Boards,
facilitates the operation of wage stabilization in nonagricultural
industries. Wage Boards appointed to adjudicate agricultural wage
problems, consisi of public officials who are not appointed on the
basis of iri-partite representation. It is most important therefore
for such boards to sift and weigh carefully the evidence and facts
brought before it so that its decisions and recommendations may
not be influenced by one-sided evidence.

Wage Boards in agriculture face extremely difficult tasks be-
cause of the lack of standardization in this field of jobs, operations,
and employment practices, and the real dearth of factua] informa-
tion on agricultural and competitive wage rates, conditions of
the labor market, cost, income, and other types of data that are
bagic to its decisions. These difficulties are further complicated
by weaknesses in the regulations regarding farm wage stabiliza-
tion, which on the one hand may make sfabilization difficult to
achieve and on the other for stabilization at too low a level,

Other Forms of Wartime Regulation of Farm Wages

DETERMINATION OF PREVAILING FARM WAGE RATES

Under the terms of the agreements negotiated by the United
States Government with the Governments of Mexico, Jamaica, the
Bahamas, and Newfoundland, workers imported from these coun-
tries for wartime farm work in the United States are to be paid the
“prevailing wage rates” in the crops and areas involved. Pay-
ment of prevailing wage rates is also required in the case of
domestie farm workers transported by the War Food Administra-
tion from one State to another."

The War Food Administration prescribes the procedures by
which determinations are made of prevailing farm-wage rates for
the crops and areas where such labor is used. Although involving
a form of governmental supervision over farm wage rates paid to
special groups of workers, the determination of prevailing wage
rates is basgically different from the type of Government regulation
of wage rates represented by the wage-stabilization program or
any other wage-fixing program. The issuance of findings with
respect to prevailing wage rates for particular crops and areas is
incident to the reeruitment, transportation, and placement of for-
eign and interstate labor.
mof “preveiling wage rates” js also required in counties where prisoners of war,
snldjers ansigned in units by the War Drepartment, and Jepanese evacuees on War Food Ade

ministration contracts are employed in farm work. Payments by farmers for the work of war
prisoners and assigned acldiers js made directly to United States Trepgury.
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The Congressional Acts appropriating funds for this program
placed certain responsibilities upon the State agricultural exten-
gion services for all phases of the intrastate labor recruitment and
placement program and for the placement of interstate and foreign
workers. Procedures for making such wage determinations in-
clude the setting up of County Farm Wage Boards which are re-
quired to hold a public hearing, to make such further investigation
as the Board may deex appropriate, and to make findings and rec-
ommendations as to the prevailing wage rates. Such findings and
recommendations are transmitted by the County Wage Board to
the State director of extension, who, in turn, “determines” or issues
the finding as to the prevailing wage rate. The County Wape
Board is composed of the county agricuitural agent, who serves as
chairman, and four other members (from the County Farm Labor
Advisory Committee) appointed by the County Agent. Hearings
held by County Farm Wage Boards are informal and consist main-
ly of growers’ testimony as to what they consider to be the “go-
ing” wage rates paid in the county fer particular crops and oper-
ations.

From May 1948, when the Farm Labor Program under Publie
Law 45 began to operate, until the end of 1943, 1,020 County Wage
Boards were set up in 42 States, and 1,398 hearings were held.
During 1943, approximately 50,000 Mexicans, nearly 9,000 Jamai-
cans, and 4,000 Bahamians were imported for agricultural work.
From January 1944, to the end of May 1944, approximately 47,
000 foreign workers were in this country available for or actually
engaged in farm work. '

FARM WAGE REGULATION FOR WORKERS IN SUGAR BEETS AND
SUGARCANE

Minimum wage rates for farm workers employed in the produe-
tion of sugar beets and sugarcane were set up in 1937, when the
Sugar Act was passed. This act provided that the receipt of bene-
fit payments by producers of sugar e¢rops be made conditional upon
the payment to labor of wage rates not less than those determined
by the Secretary of Agriculture to be “fair and reasonable.”” The
establishment of such rates is in effect a form of wage regulation,
and it represents the only instance in which minimum wages have
heen provided by Federal tegislation for farm workers in the Unit-
ed States. This regulation was not inaugurated as a wartime
measure, but it has continued during the war and has recently been
prolonged by the extension of the Sugar Act.

In peacetime, the determinations made by the Secretary of
Agriculture of “fair and reasonable’” wage rates for sugar-heet and
sugarcane operations generally became the prevailing wage rates
for the season. In wartime, the shrinking of the labor supply re-
sulted in the payment by some growers of wage rates that were
higher than the minimum specified in the wage determinations of
the Secretary of Agriculture. Situations in which this has been
the case probably cccurred more frequently in 1942 than in 1943-—
partly because of the rapid depletion of the labor supply during
1942 and its relative stabilization in 1943 following various man-
power measures for maintenance of the agricultural labor supply.




114 TECHNIGAL BULLETIN 805, (. &. DEPT. OF AGRI( ULTURE

In general, the wage determinations for sugar crops have been
guided by the customary relationships between wages and prices
or income from sugar crops and, in recent years, by the principle
that these determinations should not be unduly influenced by the
pressure of a short labor supply on the wage-rate level. Partly be-
cause of these considerations the upward trend in general farm-
wage rates between 1939 and 1943 has greatly exceeded the rate
of increase in sugar-beet wage rates set by the Department of
Agriculture, since the general farm wage rates have heen affected
by the reduced labor supply.

9. CONSIDERATIONS FOR POST-WAR AGRICULTURAL
WAGE POLICY

This report of agricultural wages has examined the funectional
role of hired farm laborers in our economy, the rewards received
by them for their labor, and their changing welfare in times of
war and in times of peace—through periods of depression and
years of prosperity. It has described the group of people who
work for wages on farms, their numbers, their composition, their
status, and their distribution.

Various aspects of the analysis can now be synthesized from
the standpoint of their possible implications for the future wel-
fare of hired farm laborers. A major purpose of the study was
to previde a basis for understanding how the various wage condi-
tions examined have affected, and may in the future affect, the
lives and functioning of farm laborers as a bedy of people—a
productive segment of our citizenry.

It is also in order to indicate more explicitly the interacting in-
fluence of factors within and outside of agriculture which deter-
mine in large part the economic conditions for both farmers and
farm-wage workers.

Post-war social and economic policy affecting agriculture will
no doubt be influenced by the twin objectives of full employment
in peacetime and a progressively better balance in agriculture be-
tween population and resources. The keystone of post-war policy
may become the conversion of wartime achievement of full em-
ployment into a peacetime reality.

To the extent that such goals are not achieved, there will be
present the dangers of the recurrence of past conditions of un-
employment and population pressures with their depressing effects
on the wage and income conditions of all groups, and particularly
on the level of living of farm laborers and of farmers. In the for-
mulation of post-war social and economic policy, it is important
that farm laborers do not again become the “forgotten men.”

The Record in Brief Résumé

Agriculture includes around 4 million people who work for wages
on farms during at least some part of the year. These workers
and their families comprise a group of 6 to 8 million persons who
are wholly or partially dependent on agricultural wages for their
income. A majority of the hired laborers are to be found on a
small proportion of the farms, but it is on these farms that the
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bulk of the country’s food and fiber is produced. Hired laborers
make up one-fourth of the farm working force, but as they are so
heavily concentrated on the larger and more productive farms,
their work makes possible much more than one-fourth of the total
farm production.

People recorded in our statistics as hired farm laborers are in
reality a mixture of lowsr income farmers, members of farmers’
familieg, people who work part-time in towns aud cities, and youths
who attend school in the winter, as well as migratory workers who
follow the crop harvests and year-round hired men. Hired farm
workers are thus a broad segment of our population whose eco-
nomic and social interest tie in at numerous points with those of
the rest of the population.

Only in a period of national crisis brought on by war, however,
has there been a recognition of the identity and importance of
farm laborers in our economy. The changed conditions from those
of a few years ago are epitomized by some marked contrasts. Gone
is the spectacle of unwanted migrants travcling in jalopies from
State to State in search of farm work. Instead, it has been neces-
sary for the Government to bring in thousands of workers from
foreign countries and to provide free transportation for them and
for many domestic farm laborers in order to help meet seasonal
needs in important production areas. Likewise, the inadequate
wages of pre-war years that seemingly could not be raised to a
minimum subsistence level may be contrasted with the rapidly
climbing wage rates of certain farm workers on which ceilings are
now being placed.

From the standpoint of public policy, the record over the three
decades preceding this war is one of neglect of the interest and
welfare of farm laborers. Despite their progressively rising level
of productivity, their real wages and income were at a dead level
in practically all years from 1910 to 1930 (figs. 21 and 22), aver-
aging $265 a year in terms of 1910-14 purchasing power-—an
amocunt far helow that required for a level of living consistent with
health and decency. The ground lost during the depression in the
real] wage incomes of farm labarers was finally regained and a
moderate improvement was recorded during the last few years
before this country entered the war.

The absence of any substantial gain in the real wage income of
farm laborers in the three decades preceding 1940 contrasts sharp-
ly with the trend in the average wage income of industrial work-
-arg, which rose progressively despite the depressing effects of mass
unemployment in the 1930 decade. Real wage income per indus-
trial worker climbed from an average of $600 in 1913 to $739 in
1930, to $857 in 1939, and to an average during the 4 years
1940-43 of $1,064 {(in terms of 1918 dollars).

During the first World War farm wage rates rose to unprece-
dented heights but the cost of living climbec. equally, so that farm
laborers were no better off than before. Thus far in the present
war, measures for controlling inflation are being applied more suc-
cessfully. . Consequently, real farm wage rates and wage income
per hired worker have shown improvement. But wages of indus-
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trial workers, which had been steadily rising since the years be-
fore World War I, have also improved. Therefore, the gap in real
wages between farm and industrial workers is wider during this
war than ever before.
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FIGURE 21.—Wage incomes of industrinl workers and of hired farm workers
and net farm income of furm family workers, adjusted for changes in living
costs, United Stales, annual averages per worker, 1910-43. Income per indus.
trial worker adjusied by the Burcan of Labor Statistics index of cost of living;
income per hired foerm worker and per farm family worker adjusted by the
Burean of Agricultural Economics index of prices paid by farmers for com-
modities used in fomily living. Estimutes for 1943 are preliminary,
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ed by the index of prices paid by farmers for commadities nsed in family
living. (Index numbers, 1919-14 = 100.)

Although the average real net farm income per farm family
worker (in terms of 1910-14 dollars) has fluctuated considerably
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in the period of 1910-39, it declined to approximately the hired
laborer’s ievel only in the depression years of 1921, 1931, and 1932
{fig. 21). ¥or the whole period 1910-39, real net income from
farming per farm family worker averaged $400 while real farm-
wage income {(including perquisites) per hired worker averaged
$263. In the last four years, 1940-43, the averages have risen to
$700 for all family workers and $398 for hired workers -(in terms
of 1910-14 dollars).

In the various measures of social legisiation enacted in the Unit-
ed States to protect workers from the hazards of accidents, old
age, and unemployment, and to protect wage-and-hour standards,
farm laborers have been execluded. Agricultural conditions are
characterized by certain differences which would call for adapta-
tions in the form and content of social legislation, but these differ-
ences have not prevented the extension of such legislation to agri-
culture in other advanced countries. In our own country, the va-
rious agricultural programs designed to improve the economic lot
of farmers have given no explicit recognition of the rights of the
wage workers to share in such benefits except in the single case
of the Sugar Act, where the payment of fair and reasonable wages
was made a prerequisite to receiving Government benefit pay-
ments.

Scientific and technological advances of the last three decades
and diffusion of educational opportunities have manifestly im.
proved and enriched the level and content of living for the pop-
ulation at large. The rural population, however, has shared less
than proportionately in these national gains. Hired farm laborers
and their dependents on the whole have benefited the least. By
whatever criferia the comparative position of farm laborers is
measured—in terms of housing standards, health standards, edu-
cational levels, or income levels—the resulis of the comparison
testify to the disadvantaged position of t{hese people In our econo-
my. Moreover, that traditional hope and incentive of the hired man

who in years past usually looked forward confidently to climbing
up the ladder through tenancy to farm ownership—seems to have
been impaired rather than improved with the increasing commer-
cialization of our agricultural economy.

Some Underlying Conditions and Post-War Implications

Mobilization of the national economy for war has transformed
it within a few years from a condition of operating much below
capacity to one approaching a maximum,. Manpower surpluses have
been replaced by manpower shortages and a depressed agriculture
has become prosperous, according to all past standards. But the
present situation carries no guarantee against the return of those
conditions which have for so long resulted in the disadvantaged
position of farm laborers. Wartime experience by contrast under-
gcores the basic nature of past maladjustments within our genersl
economy and their effect on agriculture—that is, the under-utiliza-
tien of our human and physical resources.

The crux of post-war problems is the question of whether full
employment will be maintained when the Nation’s productive
capacity is turned to peacetime uses. (Guidance is needed in im-
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plementing a post-war program that will provide some degree of
assurance of improving the economic welfare of farm laborers.
Most relevant are the underlying factors that have played im-
portant roles in determining the economic welfare of tarm laborers
in the past.

From charts depicting the comparative economic levels of dif-
ferent segments of our economy, it is clear that the pattern of
conditions for hired farm laborers is closely related to the pattern
for farmers (fig. 10), and that both are dependent upon the level
at which the rest of the economy is functioning. Maintenance
of farmers’ income at satisfactory levels is a prerequisite to estab-
lishing satisfactory farm wage levels in the post-war period. The
welfare of both farmers and their hired workers isg closely tied to
general economic conditions in the colintry as a whole (fig, 23).

2,50 —— [ res s s T

-
=]
[}
I
=3
v
z=
=
L=}
=]
[
w =
o
w
w
=
b E]
ne
o
[
=g
Em
E
<
=
[

UNEMPLOYMENT (MILLIONS 14

|

HET FARM INCOME IN 1940
DOLLARS { BILLIONS Y *

i . :
28 az 38
EMPLOYEES IN NONAGRICULTURAL ESTABLISHMENTS (HILLIGHS) S

* ADJUSTER FOP CH4MGES 14 RuRal COST OF LIViag BY THE B, A K. IaDEX OF PRICES
PAID BY FSRRLRS FOR CoMSCDITIES USED 14 LIV|4G.

+ FoR 1980-13, HUREAD GF THE CERSUS ESTIMATES: FOR 1929-3%, BYFEAUCF FORETGH
ANQ DOSESTIC COMMERCE ESTINATES alfuSiCO [9 REYISED 1980-43 LEVELS.

A BUREAY GF LEBOR STATISTICS; ExCLUOES SELF-EMPLATED AND OOMESTIC SERVAMTS.

DAEL3TAE
FIGURE 23.—Reclation of real farm wage rales aud [aem income to unem-
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Real net farm income rises with increases in the volume of non-
agricultural employment. In times of extensive unemployment,
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farm wage rates are low both because of the pressure of a surplus
labor supply and because of reduced farm income. Thus mass un-
employment of more than 18 million persons during the depression
was accompanied by farm wage rates of approximately $1.25 a
day (in terms of 1940 dollars), and a very low level of real net
farm ineome. Farm income climbed out of the depression and rose
to successively higher levels with progressive increases in non-
agricultural employment. The recovery of farm wage rates, how-
ever, was much slower, for considerable unemployment prevailed
as recently as 1941. Farm wage rates atfained a level of $2.356 a
day {in 1940 doliars) only when unemployment was reduced to
almost a minimum level. The significance of full employment to
both farmers and hired farm workers is evident rrom the reilation-’
ships shown in figure 23,

The interdependence bhetween farmers’ income and income re-
ceived as wages by hired laborers means that the two change in
the same direction. National and regional figures on farm income
and farm wages indicate that this has been the case over the whoie
period for which information is available. Data are net available
to indicate how close the relationship is in the case of those groups
of farms which mainly comprise the employing sector. Although
there is reason to assume such a relationship, the changes in net
income for family labor and management on such farms and in
annual wage income per hired worker occur at absolute levels
which are greatly different.

It should be recognized that the comparative economic conditions
of farmers whe do the bulk of the hiring and of the workers they
employ eannot be correctly appraised from farm-income data based
on totals or averages for all farms. The all-farm average farm in-
come reflects the depressed or impoverished conditions of a great
mass of people who subsist on farms and who contribute very little
to commercial production. 1% does not fairly represent that sector
of our agricuitural economy which furnishes the bulk of our agri-
cultural production, the sector in which the problems of farm
wages and wage workers are heavily concentrated.

The fact is that the major share of agricultural production and
agricultural income is produced and received by only a small frac.
tion of the farms and farmers. In 1929, it is estimated that the
upper 10 percent of the Nation’s farms produced 47 percent of the
marketed products, while in 1939 the upper 10 percent of the farms
accounted for 54 percent of the Nation’s sales of farm products
(fig. 24).

The concentration of hired workers on a small proportion of the
farms is even more marked. In 1939 more than two-thirds (68
percent) of the cash wages was paid on only 9 percent of the farms
in the United States. There are no comprehensive data to show
the changes over a period of years in the amount of net farm in-
come of the groups of farmers who are important employers of
hired laber. That there is a big spread between the average net
income of such farmers and the average for ail farms is suggested
by available data for 1939. In that year, the estimated net retusns
for family labor and management of farms with a gross value of
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production of $4,000 or more, averaged 82,305 per farm as .cova-
pared with $350 for all farms.
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FIGURE 24.—Distribution of marketed agricuhinral products by farme elansi-
fied according to total value of products, United Siates, 1929 and 1939,
(Estimates based on datu from Censuses of Agriculture, 1930 and 1940,
respectively.)

Because agricultural wage problems affect primarily a speeial
sector of agricultural producers, the essential nature of these prob-
lems cannot be brought into sharp focus until the conditions of
farmers who in the main do the hiring of labor are disentangled
from the conditions affecting the mass of low-income farmers.
Formulation of sound agricultural wage policy requires such dif-
ferential analyses in order to fit programs affecting apricultural
wages to the problems peculiar to the employing sector of the agri-
eultural industry,

But national policies with respect to post-war agriculture cannot
afford to overloock the pressing problems of low-income farmers,
with due recognition of the indirect effeets of such problems on
wage conditions. These indirect effects have two sources. On the
one hand, because the demand for agricultural products under
given conditions of national income is relatively inelastic, even the
small production contributed by the mass of noncommercial farms
tends to depress farm prices. On the other hand, a large under-
enziployed populatien on farms tends to depress farm wage stand-
ards,

That the conditions of low-income farmers are similar to those
of hired farm workers is suggested by the fact that in 1939 the
average net returns for family labor and management for all farms,
which is heavily weighted with low-income farms, was almost iden-
tical with the average wages of the hired man who worked za full
12 months.
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Two aspects of the interdependence of agricultural income with
nonagricultural income have a bearing on post-war policy regard-
ing farm wages. The aspect usually considered in interpreting the
relationship between the farm and nonfarm parts of the economy
is that the greater purchasing power accompanying higher levels
of employment in industry gives rise to an increased demand for
farm produets and thus produces a rise in agricuitural prices and
income. Another important aspect of the interrelationship, not
always so explicitly realized, is the opportunity that expansion in
nonagricultural employment gives to the farm population for johs
and improvement of their income, with or without migration.

During the 23 vears since 1920, the farm population has had an
average annual rate of natural increase of approximately 430,000
persons a year {from the excess of the number of births over
deaths), and an even greater yearly increase in the number of per-
sons of working age. Employment in agriculture has been de-
creasing as technological and other factors have stepped up the
average productivity of farm workers and as certain processing
functions have shifted from agriculture to manufacturing. Main-
tenance of the level of living of farm people has therefore been
dependert upon 2 continual drawing off of the excess population
each year. A sustained migration from farms has fended to miti-
gate the depressing effect on farm wages of an excess supply of
labor,

Migration from farms is closely correlated with the available off-
farm occuiational opportunities. Since the amount of natural in-
crease in the farm population changes only slightly from year to
year, in comparison with the change in net migration from farms,
the size of the farm population has varied inversely with the level
of nonagricultural employment. This relationship iz clearly indi-
cated in figure 25, which shows high levels of farm population in
vears when nonagricuttural employment was low, and low farm
population when nonagricuitural employment was high.

The pressure of farm population on agricultural resources has
such a continuing influence on agricultural wage conditions that it
constitutes another major factor to be considered in post-war agri-
cultural wage policy. Areas of low farm wage rates frequently are
areas in which the number of young people on farms reaching ma-
turity each year is much greater than the number of jobs that be-
come available for them.®® The areas of low farm wage rates and
high population pressure are also frequently aveas in which the
level of living is low."

Slackening off of urban employment or the presence of large-
scale unemployment in the non-farm population immediately
slackens the rate of migration from farms. This, in turn, causes
surplus population and labor supply to accumulate and aggravates
the more-or-less chronic conditions of excess labor supply in areas
of population pressure. The presence of a large unemployed and

vz This is supggested hy compurison of B, 8 . M3 with & map shown in: Tasuese, C. RE-
PLACEMENT RATES FOR RUTAL-FARM MALES ACED 25-63 YEBARS, BY COUNTIES, 1040-50. Bur. Agr.
Econ. 3¢ pp. Hlus, 1845,

03 A map showing county vaviation in rural level of living appears in Hacoop, B J. kumaL
gi?mlt;ial.nrmc INDEXES FOR COUNTIES OF THE UMITED 3TaTES, 100, Bur, Agr. Econ. 43 pp.,
itius, X
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underemployed farm-labor supply has exerted a persistent down-
ward pressure on farm wage rates in the past. In addition, farm
wages have been highly vulnerable to the recurring cycles of masy
urban unemploynient.
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FIGURE 25,—Farm popuiation in relation to nonagriculiural emplsyment,
United States, 1920.44,

Even though migration from farms proceeded at a fairly rapid
rate during the 1920's, it did not greatly relieve the pressure of
popuiation upon resources, for this factor was considerably offset
by the high rate of natural increase. During the 1930 decade,
migration from farms was offzet completely by natural increase
in the farm population. The number of people of working age liv-
ing on farms inecreased even though the number actually working
on farms was smalier at the end than at the beginning of the de-
cade. As a result, when the 1940 census was taken about a million
farm residents were unemployed, including persons on relief jobs.

There has been an unprecedented migration from farms during
the present war. The current level of farm population is even
lower than that which would have resulted if the 1916-30 trend
had not been interrupted by the depression of the 1980s, By Jan-
uary, 1944, there were 15.7 percent fewer persons living on farms
than in January, 1940. With this reduction of farm populat.on,
a better balance of population to rescurces has been established
which has brought about a rise in the level of living of both farm-
ers and farm laborers.

Should the movement back to farms after the war be great
enough to bring the farm population up to its pre-war level, there
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is little doubt that farm wage rates would fall sharpiy because of
the pressure of the resulting surplus labor supply. The effects
of this pressure would be intensified by the reduced demand for
hired help that is likely to result through extensive post-war
buying of new farm machinery. Regardless of what agricultural
programs are fostered to maintain or improve the income of farm-
ers, wages will be depressed if there is a large return of persons
to subsistence farming who will be readily available for hire on
farms or in local industries.

Even if there should be no extensive return to farms after the
war, to achieve a desirable balance between farm population and
resources in all areas of the country will require many years. It
will require a long-time process of readjusting and absorbing of
perhaps several millions of families from marginal subsistence -
farms into areas and occupations that will give them a better
chance to develop and use their abilities.

In the years following the war, agricultural wage conditions will
continue to be affected by the fluctuations in general economic
conditions that are likely to mark the transition from full employ-
ment in wartime to a peacetime economy. So long as there is any
prospect in the post-war situation of a farm-labor supply in excess
of requirements, farm wages will inevitably be exposed to the
harsh workings of competitive conditions, which will tend to de-
press them.

Under such conditions, farm workers will not be in a position to
resist the downward pressure on their wages, partly because of
the lack of effective organization among them and the inherent
difficulties of organizing. Employers who may wish to maintain
adequate wage standards, consistent with farm income and price
conditions, may be forced to lower wages of their employees by
the competition of other producers. It may be desirable, therefore,
as a part of post-war agricultural wage policy, to invoke legislative
support in behalf of farm wage standards. The Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938, which establishes wage standards for industrial
workers in the United States, and the Agricultural Wages {Reg-
ulation) Act, in operation in Great Britain, may be helpful as
guides in formulating legislation for the protection of agricultural
workers in this country.

Although legislative measures can furnish some protection to
wage standards in agriculture, other measures are needed to
cushion the economic insecurity of farm workers—operators and
wage hands ziike. The extension of social security legislation to
{farmers and farm workers and of unemployment insurance to wage
workers continue to be important post-war objectives.

Experience gained to date in the efficient routing and placement
of farm workers, together with the wider use by farmers of Gov-
ernment employment services, will tend to facilitate the effective
functioning of such services after the war. An adequate system
of farm placement services can help to lessen the periods of un-
employment of hired workers and of underemployment among
some groups of farm operators. Similarly, guidance offered pros-
pective migrants from farms, and assistance to some groups in
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relocating in promising areas and occupations would help in achiev-
ing a better balance between rural population and resourees.

The major task for post-war agriculture is to see that living
levels are raised for millions of low-income farm people—farmers,
tenants, sharecroppers, and hired farm laborers. This ean be done
progressively. Policies to achieve this will involve measures di-
rected toward increasing consumption of agricultural preducts and
toward making agriculture more efficient and better able to pro-
vide an adequate level of living to farmers and hired farm workers.
The range of measures must be broad enough to deal with internal
agricuitural problems and external conditions affecting agrieulture.

Any statement of national agricultural policy after the war may
well incorporate the principle that such policy is directed toward
furthering the welfare of all the people engaged in agriculture,
... Those who #ill the soil for hire as well as those who cultivate
it as tenants or owners.” ** Post-war objectives for farmers of real
parity with nonfarm people—parity of income, of public services,
of housing, of health facilities, of security—must also embrace
the principle of parity for hired farm workers.

Realization of parity objectives for agriculture with other in-
dustries should also imply a parity of responsibility to pay and
maintain adequate wages and other conditions of employment.
Only in such a course ean the best interest of agriculture be fur-
thered since it will provide the incentives and opportunities for
young peocpie and workers to choose or continue in an agricultural
occupation.

G4 Tn his Annusl Report for 1937, p. 36, the Secretary of Agricnlture‘enunciated this prin-
ciple in defining the functiona of the United States Department of Agriculture,
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