
 
 

Give to AgEcon Search 

 
 

 

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library 
 

 
 

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the 
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search. 

 
 
 

Help ensure our sustainability. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AgEcon Search 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu 

aesearch@umn.edu 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only. 
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright 
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C. 

https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu


Million 

~ GRICULTURAL LABOR STATISTICS 
wr nt SPECIAL REFERENCE TO THE NORTHEAST STATES 

FARM EMPLOYMENT 

Northeast 
Workers 1 ..-..---

1950 1955 1960 1965 

Source of data: Statistical Rep9rting Service, USDA. 

1970 

James S. Holt, Reuben W. Hecht and Neil B. Gingrich 

~tment of A ricultural .Economics and Rural Sociology I 
--..;;;:::: The Pennsylvania .State University' ~ -

P~epaJLed Und~ Con:tta.c.t No. 81-40-68-12 
066.-l.c.e 06 Manpow~ RueaJtc.h, Ma.npow~ Acfm.i.nl6.tJr.a,tlon, 

Un.lted S:ta..tu _Vep~~ 06 Labo~ 
· · ht Con J Llnc..tio n W.i.:th · · 

Reg.-l.ona.t Ru~h P~ojec.t NE-58 · 
Noll:thea.6.t Ag~c.ultwi.a..e. Expelt-imen.t st.a.:ti.on6 

August 1970 



I 

AGRICULTURAL LABOR STATISTICS 

WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO THE NORTHEAST STATES· 

James S~ Holt; Reuben W. Hecht and Neil B, Gingrich 

Department of Agri cultural Economics and Rura 1 Sociology 

The Pennsyl,vani a State University 

PJr.epevted Un.de.Jr. ContJta.c.t No. 81-40-68-12 
06 fi,lce. o 6 Ma.n.powe.Jr. Rv.i eevtc.h, Ma.n.pawe.Jr. AclmlrU.6tfc.aUqn, , 

Unkted S:ta,tv., . Ve.pCVttmen:t -o 6 Labo Ji · · 
In Co n.j unc;tlon WUh 

Reg-i.on.ai. Ruea1t.ch Ptr,.ojeci; NE-~8 
N0Jr.the04:t AgJvl~i.yetwr.ai: 'Expvvi.men.:t Stat{.oYL6 

August 1970 

( 



I 

I . 

PREFACE· 

. Tq.e qtlestion,; "How many farm workers are·there?"- seems 'on:. the 

surface to be a. reaso,p.abl~ questic;>I1i capable of a, reasonably. simpl.e .:and 

straightforward answer. Up.for;tunately ~ it is ·not. '· The an~wer to the • 
. . . . . . . - . . : 

quest,ion dep~nds pn hciw you_d~.fine "f~rm", how y0u .·define "farm ¥1'.o:i:-k:.er", 

whe-a,, artd .how y<:>u ·count t~em and·· a variet;y ·of addit,ionl:ll cons.:iderai;:ions '.· 
. . ·- " . . ' '. ' ' . . . 

Be(;!.aµse pf thfs div:ers.i,ty, .1;b,e agric41tur,al lqbor st;atist:ic;:s · c;9J..lect;ed 

~d disseminat~d py variom:i .:agencies must be use.d ·and. compared with, great 

care• - \ 

This re.port descripes the major -series of ·agricultur~l labor data 
. . . 

and· their sourc~s~ with parti.cular .·reference to the ~ortheast states •. 

De£initions of.relevant: terips; _samp·lip_g and'esti~ation procedure~, geogra­

phi_c ·. anci · Eleasoria.J,., ~ave.rage., ··arE7as SJ1d ti'!lle pe:dods for _which '!=he data al;'e 
- . . '. .. . .. . . . 

avai~able ~ and other . aspeC;ts of tI:t.e esj:imates are presented ~d compared •. 

E~p~a~is ,is placed on tlie, feat4res, of each se.ries that affect c9mparl:).bility 

or -interpr~tat.ion; !;!()mp.let.er discuss~pn of all deta,:i,ls in the construction 

ari-d use :of ,each series could not; of course, be .included. The a~tual 

-~stimate8' _frpm malo; ~-sources are compared. for ye~rs. s:i,nc~ 19,50. Finally; 

suggestions are m.ade; for _improving agriculturq,l _labor st;:~tistic_i;; reported 

in the .·Census~s •of _Population ail.d Agri~ult;ure since ~950. . . 

Oµl~ continu:i,.ng se~ies ·for which comparaJ:?le .,data are avail.able 

natfonal.,ly a~e •dis,cus~.ed~ .-· Sedes that inci.ude, a:gricult;ura,l worl~ers -as 
p~:.r:t of ·a la~ger total o;- do not set out agri~ult11ra+. information separate-:" 

ly are not included, •. · In addition. to .the data •discussed, some states· 

pub_lish_ se;-:t,es for their individual jurisdicti:ons '·on-a continuing basis~ 

Some. of ~b:ese .. esti~tes are ,based on tl;le secondary sourc:e~, with Cens\is. 

or.dther:pata.serving as. benchmarks~ Othei;'s'ar~ l?ase_d on,p.rima,ry dat;:t. .... 

colle,cted by st.ate agencies·: In addit:i,pn, numerous speci'al surveys .li.ave _ 

been ,,made by governmental, academic. ai+d other organi~ations ,in which a,gri-. 

-cultu,;-al w6rk ,forc:e, data wer~ collected on, a nan~continuing basis to serve 

a, .. speciJic-need~. Diff,erences.in definitiops, coverage; sampling.an.d 

,estimating procedures, .path temporal -and geog.iaphi.c, are so gl;'.eat that 
' . ~ . . . . .. ' ' . ~ . ' . . . . . ~ . 

lit~le ·c~ ·9e ddrte ~O aggrega,t~ these dive'J:"s.e sources ip.to aq ac:cu:i:-ate 

·and ·meaningful statistical picture of the agricultural.!!o.rk force. 
. \ . . . ' . 



This , is a companion publication t6 a fo~thcoming report entitled · 

Agrieult:ural Labor in the ·Nort~east. Stat:es ,, a description and analysis of 

th,e farm la~or .force and farm labor problems based priI11ar:j_ly on data dis.., 

cuss.ed herein. Botq publications ·were ·developed in conjunction with Pro- .. 

ject NE-58, "An Econotiiic. and .Soci9JogicaL.Study of Agricultural Lal:>or in · 

the, Northeast StaFes, l' a cooperative regional resear_qh pro~ect of the , 

Agricultural Experiment Station~.. For pi.p:•poses .of regional agricultural 

·re.search- t~e N~r.t:heast Region includes. ~aine, New Hampshi.re, Ve'rmont, , 

Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connef,tic;\,lt, New York, New Je;-sey, Peµnsyl~ 

van:i,.a, pelaware, Maryl,and,and West Virginia~ 

THIS REPORT' WAS PREPARED UND;ER A CONTRACT WlTH THE MANPOWER 

ADMINISTRATION; U. S. :DEPARTMENT ·OF -LABOR,: :JJN:OER THE AUTHO,RITY OF THE 
. ... ' : I . , ·. • . ' 

MAN.POWER DEVELOP~NT. AND TRAIN.lNG ACT·. RESEARCHE.RS UNDERTAKHW SUQJI 

PROJECTS UNDER TELE GOVERNMENT SPONSORSHIP ·ARE ENCOURAGED TO EXPRESS THEIR 

OWN JUD(jMENT. INTERPRETATIONS AND VIE~OINTS ·STATED· IN THIS DOCUMENT, no· . . . . ' ' •. ' 

NOT NE,GESSARILY RE~RESENT THE OFFICIAL POS_IT·ION OR POLICY OF THE DEPART­

MENT' OF· LABOR. 
. . ' 

Numeroµs· persons as~isted ·the au th.ors; in the preparation of· this 

report ,by supplyip.g: da'!:a, answering· questiOJ:!:S and reviewing ·m.;inusc;ripts. · 

Although the numb~r of such persons .is·too g!e~tfor individual acknow;l.­

edgemerit, our appreciation tc;:i all of them is nonetheless. genuine~ 
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AGRICULTURAL LABOR STATISTICS 
with Special Reference .to the. Northeas.~ States 

SECTION I. SUMMARY·· . 

Farm· labor force statistics are chiefly derived.from samples of 

two kinds of respondents. Household. surveys es~entially count .. workers, 

and establishment s11rveys ·count jobs~ Statistical programs under the two 

headings.vary in many respects including data gatgerip.g procedure,, sample 

design, method of expanding the sample .estimates into aggregates~ relia..,. 

bility of the data, time period to which: the data refer and· geographic . 

·coverage .• 

The most complete count of people and thei.r occupations is made 

by· the decennial Cens_uses of Population. This inventory and descript:ion 

of people in the far)ll work force is detailec:l arid complete enough,· to . 

present relial?l,e information for counties and other small areas. Howeyer, 

tqe time of. enumeration. means that IBany ~eas,onal farm workers .a,re· not· 

classified as such• Other short~omings of tqe Census of Population are 

its infrequency of enumeration arid to a lesser extent its failure. to 

enume.rate the rela,tively small numl:>er of employeq individuals of less· 

than 14 years of age. The present;ation <Df the potential •Supply of· fartii 

workers and their location and· characteristics at a particular point iri 

time with a .relatively .high degree of re.liability are desirable aspects 

of the.data. 

The.infrequent.reporting of themore .complete counts·is overcome. 

somewhat by the series of labor force estimates which are based. on the 

Current Population Survey (CPS) condl!cted by the Bureau .of the Census, 

U. S. Department of . Commerce (USDC) • The data published by the Burea,u 

of Labor Statistics (BLS}, U. S. Department of Labor (USDL). The estimates 

measure.and describe components of the non-institutiona,l population of 

working age during a specified week each month. The BLS month:ly ,report·•· 

contains data dealing chiefly with the total and tqe nonagricu],tural · 

lab,or force, but provides .estimates of the size and compositi.0n of the 

agr:i,cultural work force at the nati.onal level for indiyiduals whose major 

activity is farm work. 
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Hired farm working force di:ita are also collected by the. CPS for' 

use by .the Economic Research Servi~e (ERS), u. S.· Department of Agriculture 

(USDA) • . They iden~ify workers who did any farm work for wages during the . 

year by kind and amount of work, color, age, migratory statt.is and sex. 

Earnings from far:in and non-..farm work are available for each worker cate­

gory. Reliability of the data could be influenced by the long time 

interval between employment and en.umer.ation. 
' - ' ·- ' . . . . ·, 

Establishment surveys obtain job counts from the, employer or place 

of employment. The quinquennial Censuses of Agricult:ure acc;omplish this 

task with the greatest accuri:i.cy. The representative sample used for· 

es~imating the labor items is one of the more desirable characteristics of 

these data.< Earlier agriculturi:il censuses contain considei;-ably more 

detail on farm labor than recently• This has been offset by special sur­

veys that cover. farm labor. Such surveys are being conducted as part· of. 

the · 1969 Census of Ag.riculture ~ 

Data on farm wOrkers .developed by the Statistical Reporting Service. 

(SRSO, USDA and· the Far.m Lab pr an~ Rural Manpower Service, U. S. Training 

and Employment, Service (USTESI), Manpower Administration, USDL supplement 

those in the Agricultural Census• However, estimates of·the former agency 

are derived from a sample that is less than representative. The USTES 

data. are for seasonal hired worke+s only, and in some instEUicet? do not 

cover.the entire state. Estimates are reported only when seasonal employ­

men.t ·req.ches a certain number in an area and data ·collection procedures 

are informal. Neither agency includes information on characteristics .of 

the . farm work force other than numbers of worke.rs by kind or origin, wages, 

and length of work week. 

Indexes of farm labor productivity developed by ERS and BL_S a.re. 

similar ,in that they are .derived, from basic indexes of farm production and 

of labor input. There the .similarity ends; the underlying indexes di.ffer 

in basic concepts, geographic ai;-eas and time periods for which they are. 

available, and in other respects~ Each hasadvi:intages depending on the .. 

phenomep.ori under .consideration. 

Agencies producing labor force. statistics and users of the dat? 

continually seek .methods of improvi-ng the estimates. They have been 

aid,ed by a number of ad hoc groups who .made many remedial suggestions. 

To date_, few of the recommendations regarding farm labor statistics have 
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- been cqmpletely it11ple-~n:t~d 'chiefly besa:ti~_e «~f buci~et rest'i;aint.~ and 
·'·.·.,._·\ 

- - -

Farm labor data ~re used by a wiqe variety of persone1 ''ilrid for manr _ 

_ purp:oses ~'·• Th~ :~p'ecf.fic _data_nee"<le.a·-~an4· the-. forni.'.iri_- whi,ch: they· ai;e --n.ee.ded.· 

·varies wi.thuser;ahd•·use~ · Act~al.~nd _pot~nt:ial.:work~rsne,~a· daF-a f()r -­

makin,g~labot:--force decis:i.otis~ 'rites~ in~J_udedat~.onjob va~anci~s_,<wage. 
- _rate~' fringe ben~fiteh working~ cortdit_:i,ons and require~P:ts -for; •employment~ 
'for both lOcal and rion"'.'.lQaalJqb~ .- - Actµa;l and poteqti<~l ·•employers ~equi:re -
·data •fo~ ~-1,lsin;ess ·planning purposes~- - ' They need inf o-~inat-io1( ori· laJJ~~ . •-

-- -mark~t ~conditioI).s. in th~ir ~u:ea·: and ind:ust-ryi and on spec:i,fi.c ,worke:rs . 

-- qualj,.fied.for.emplpy~ment ·"in_'their, opeta~iqns if :t}\ey hcive. jobi:'va.~iancies. 
P~b.J.i.c ··poliay-makeis~:~¢ed farm labor. data to •id~rltify: e_nie.r~tn'g ·pro~lems -- -_ 

and f6· plati ~d ·implem~~t: soiution~ ,, · These. d~t* ·.are, ne~ded fct:r both mic,ro- _ -

'. !·,. 

The u. ,s, :Tr~inin:g and .Empl9yine:nt- Se_rvice._ and. ·its affi;lfat¢d .-
. _., . .·· . : , . ." . , .. I : . ·. . . · .. 

. _-- - state . ~geri.cies. have the ;p+inc'.Lpal resp·onsib$li ty for .fa~i;l::i t;atiri.g the 

fl~~ of· la~or",market .info'rmation between, empleye':r;s. and_ wo~kers}---Thi·s. -. 

fµnction :Ls difficult .in agriaultur~ fo~ a vari;ety .of reason~~.;geographi~ 
c~l dispersioil' 'lack; bf effect~_ve channel,s. of' communicatioil,, .\~~a]:'ep._ess o:r; 

- r_esponsi;veness o-Q: th(:?: part :of wo:r;kefs_, :e1np;oy~rs (.an4 :othect~.- J;>rop,leme .--

··- iny()lved in ._.S1:1PPl.)1J;ng data· to ;_tid._grari.~ ··walfkers, -:and';tqe±~. einplqyers ·~repres~nt 

-_ tin:Lque pi;9bletnS:.· · - iechn~q,ties _-.aimed at obt:~i~·d.ng data f~om,,. ;and. su:PJ?lytng .. : . . . . . " ,·. ···· .. ·- .· .. : .· : . . . . . '· ' ... , 

it to specif:!,¢ target g:i:oupi:r that are appr·apri~te; fq:c: rur.al a:i;eas· .wd .--

_- seasoq.al ernploy~~n~ .-7hanges ·-must ,,pe·· dev:eloped'and ·implementeq~ 

Inform~ti~i needed fq_r· cieve1op_;i.ri~f publ:i,c pollcy ·is .presently t]le · 

.,;_ -..... : 

res.ponsibility of:sever!ill.• agerictes~ · N~e~·ot.is dpportW\it·ie:s- ~exist _for. 

s:tre,n~:tlie~irig an'd stan4ardi.~itJ;g the :wor~ .pf ·these agen~~e~ so. that; ·the:lr 

effort$. at'~; cutiiul,.~dve n~ther Jhan repetitiy'e;. There .iS·'a s,pecr:la.l'.rie~.d · 

-for: d~ta that- disa.ggr~ega~e~ tq.e agr;l~ult;.µr~i. tridt4S,t:cy: in~c; _:its, -c:Qm~tn~erp:: -
par,~s and in to .functi<;>naf;.'.g~ographi~ ar~as. . _ --. -

.• . . :.·. . , .: '· '. . ~ 

-: . ' 

.. ,, >-

''. ~ .. ' . .. :. 
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SECTION II. SOURCES OF AGRICULTURAL WORK. FORCE STATISTICS 
,i. .•• 

National ~ources of agricultun,Vwork.. f.or.ce. d~ta_ ,fal.1 il11(:_o two 

classes; thos¢ ba~ed on surveys of hou.seholds a,11d . tb.ose based on surveys 

. of. hrms or establis~ents. EstaJ:>lishment surveys generally provide data 

on .the cha.r.acteristics 0£ jobs while ·household surveys gene:i::ally provide 

dat;a on .the characteristics of workers .. Unfortunately, .. it hai:; seldom 
. . 

proved pos~ ii;> le to link th.e two: a 1though much important manpower policy 
. . . . . 

req,uires essentially that; kin4 of in:l;orm;:ition. 

The major houipehold Stfrveys of the agricultural work force are 

the decennia 1 Census of Population and the monthly Current Population 

Survey. The latter is conducted by the Bureau of the Census· and serves 
. .. 

· as the basis for the hou·sehold data rele~sed niorithly by BLS and the Hired 

. li'arm Working Force (HFWF) ser:(.es published annually by ERS. There ·are 

.several ~a jor est.!!blishment series gathered by various agenc;i.es. These . . . 

inchide the Census of Agriculture taken every five years, a inail survey . 

. conduc.ted monthly. by SRS ~ quarterly sqrveys made by the same $ge.ncy, and 

· a series maintained ·by USI;ES and publisped irreg4larly;. 

The series. ,ba i!;ed on household surveys ht;ive similar objec ti'ves ~ 

ri.a,mely to prpvide an estimate of the numbers of per sens in the agricul­

t.ural work force and to errnmerate certain characteristics of them .and 

their households. The. surveys differ largely. in the chara_cterist_ics 

enumerated and .in .the size of the sample, and therefor_e.,, the geo!Haphic 

.;:ireas for which. reliable estimates can be made. 

Pro'Qlems in comparability ex;ist, prtncipally involving time . 

periods to which the es·t;imates refer. Great seasonal variation in size, 

composition .and Mcation of the agricultural work force tencls to it,ei:J.sify 

.thiS problem. The ERS Hired Fa rm Working For c7 s er ie~ :report th,e tota 1 

number of persons who did fa:i=m wo.rk for wage.s any time during ,the year. 

The BLS labor force data report the number o:J: persons doing farm work 

primarily during a reference week each month. 

1950 Census of Population. The Census of Population ~onsitutes 

the only attempt' to make a complete enumeration of the natiom~l popula­

tion ( 7),1/ Information is also obtained regarding size, residence, and 

general characteristics of the labor force and non-labor force populations. 

1/ . . 
- Ita lie m1mbers in parentheses refer to items in Literature Cited, p. 72, 

J] 

' ' 
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It is us'eful in this ·review as ·a source··p.f data on ·actual and potential. 
. . 

members of the farm.labor force. Data are.availal;)le for:states, counties, .. ·. .. ·-. . . - . 

arid other ·areas within ·sti:ltes •• Urban are·as are. r~ported by va.rious size 

of population categories;. RuraT places are subclassified: into farm and 

.. non-farm. 

The 1950 Census was taken in April as mandated by law ... Enumera-
.. 

t.ion actually started on the first of the month. It was twa-thitds 

c'ornplete by mid-April in the Northeast and nine-tenth complete by· the · 

end of the month.-

. Although.the Census attempts to obtain.a questiarinaire from every 

household, some data are estimates based.upon a 2.0 percent sample. Data 

on employment status, occupaticm grpup, indust:i::y: group~. income.of persons 

and families; and .other items are sample based. Aggrega·tes of these 

d_ata were derived by multiplying the. sample re.sults by five. In practice, 

these estimates are. obtained by designating every fifth line-. on enumera­

tive lists.as a sample. line.··.The personsenumera~ed on these sample 

lines· were <asked the sample quest:iona. · Although t~h procedure d.id not 

completely fulfill the requirements o:f a 20 percent sample,. the validity 

of the method is indicated by the·achievement .of a 19.94 pe~cent :sample 
··. ·.. . .·-·.. ·: : . '• .· .· 

:;in the .Nqrtheas t. - - · ·· . · ·-· · · · 

In addi:tion to s~all errors·- introduced by sampling and enumerators, 

some error from under-enuaiera tion is also present. . Ori the· basis of 

quality. checks, un,der-enumeration for the en,tire United States was es ti;. 

mated to be 1.4 percent or 2,100~000 persons (wi'th a standard err~r of .2 

percent)~ However, the net error for under-enumeration for .the ;Northeast 

was only .8 percent. 

The ,data regarding employment. status. were for. the calendar week 

precedfng enumeration .. - Therefore, the "census week'' varied somewhat 

among individuals; 

Several other general definitions a'isa .have l:>ra:ad relevance· to 

interpretation. For example~ only those indiv.~duals 14 years and older 

were i.ncluded in the.labo:r force. Their pll)ce of residence was where 

they slept and llved mo'st of the time .. If individuals br families were 

temporarily away frc;im this place'. in.form~ tion was obtained from µeighbors . 

. This included some migrantworkers; they were not enumerated in the area 

where they :were working tin.less they hac1.rn;,. ~s~~ 1, place of ~esi:denc~' .. 

' ·1 .. ' ~ • 
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If a worker was employed on more than one job, the job at which 

the individual worked the greatest number of hours during the ''censu.s 

week" was· reported. The experienced 4nemployedwere classified according 

to the last job held. Other explanatory definitions are listed below. 

L Labor force status 

A. Employed -·civilians who: 

1. Worked for pay or profj_t, or on their own farm, or worked 
15 hours or more without pay in a family enterprise. 

2. Had a job from which they were temporarily absent. 

B. Unemployed - Civilians who.did not work but either looked 
for work or would have looked if able to do so. 

G. Total Labor Force - All persons classified as employed or 
unemployed and meµibers of the armed forces. The "civilian 

· . labor force" excludes the latter:. 

D. Experienced Civilian Labor Force - Employed and. unemployed 
who had previous work experience. 

E. Not in the L~bor Force .. All civilians not classified as 
employed or unemployed includipg persons doing only 
incidental unpaid family work, inmates of institutions 
and st;udents. 

II. Residence 

. II! .. 

A. Rural - Farms and other places having fewer than 2,5PO 
inhabitants. 

B. Urban ~ Incorporated and unincorporated places having 2,500 
inhabitants or more. 

C. Rural Non .. Farm - Places outside urban areas that were not 
farms. Farm definition agrees with that used in the 1950 
Census of Agriculture. 

2/ 
Occupat;ionS"'."' .. 

A. Farmers and Farm Managers .., .. A farmer is· one who, as owner 
and tenant, and a farm manager is one who, as a. paid 
employee, operates a farm for the production of crops, 

!/In detailed prese~tatioris, data pertaining ~o ~armers and f~rm managers 
are often reported separately. Data on ·other farm occupations are often 
combi.ned under the. heading Farm Laborers and Foreman, Farm occupations 
were last defined for the 1940 Census ( 2) and those listed are adapted 

. ftom these definitions except for Farm Service Laborer: Self-employed. 
This definition is adapted from a catalog of occupations. (3) 
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plants, vines, and/o:i;: trees (forestry operations excluded)' 
and/or for the rearing of ap,imals ~nd the care of their 

. products. 

B. Farm Foreman -.., One who directs farm laborers, under the 
supervision of a farmer or a farm manager~ 

G .. Fai;m Laborer: Wage Worker -- One who, as a hired worker, 
works on a farm at one or more of the. processes involved in 
the productio[l of crops, plants, vines, and trees (forestry 
operations excluded), or in rearing animals and caring fo.r 
their products. · 

D. Farm. laborer: .Unpaid Family Worker _.;. One who, .as an unpaid· 
member of a farm operator's family, works on a fal'.'m at one or 
more of the processes involved in the productiori of crops, 
plants' vines, and trees <forestry operations excluded)' or 
i.n rearing an_imals and caring for their products. 

E. Farm Servic.e Laborer: Self-employed -- Operates or manages, 
with or without addit;iona 1 workers,. a_ w:Lde variety of machines 
on a toll basis for farmers.. J;>urchases equipment and st,Jpplies 
and hitesworkers if needed. Arranges custom jobs, compute 
charges, collects payment for services tendered, and keeps 
records Of financial transactions; 

Data in the 1950 Census does a sketchy job of describing the farm 

work force. The.10-year span of time between censuses and_ the early 

season time of enumeration tend to lessen usefulness of the data for 

describing characteristi.~s of people who reside on farms or in rural 
. . . 

areas. Information on th.e' residence and general characteristics of the 

experienced unemployed i.s helpful in assessing a potential source of 

workers. 

1960 Census of Population. The data gathered and published in 

thel960 Census were similar to those for· 1950-. However, there was 

considerable difference- in enumeration procedures, The 1960 Census was 

largely seif.,.enumerated; approximately 80 percent of the data were 

gathered in this Ill.anner (4) ~, Advance Census Reports were sent to every 

household in the country the ia.s t week in March. These reports, a 1 though 

not eliminating the need for house-to-house canvas to collect and edit 

responses, resulted in lowering the work~load of enumerators: This 

accelerated the actual data gathering process so that 85 percent of the 

enumeration was completed by April 15, The comparable figure in 1950 

was 67 percent. These procedures may have had spme effect upon the 

·nature and extent of the errors found in the 1960 Censu~ .. A more detail-
- . 

ed discussion of the collection of data is available (5 ) .• 
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Considerably; more data in the 1960 Census, than previously, 

consisted of estimates based upon a sample. Statistics on social and· 

economic characteristics of the population such as ,emp.loyment status, 

occupation, industry, and earnings were based ·on a .25 percent sample; 

the former rate was 20 percent. 

The enumerator assigned each housing unit or· person a letter key 

(A; B, C, .or D) upon his first visit. to an address. Starting letters 

were selected at random but each "A" unit or person was in the sample 

and answered the sample questions. This procedure resulted in a high 

degree of. sampling efficiency which was estimated to be 25.07 percent of 

the population and 24.95 percent of th~ housing units. 

The system for expansion of sample info.rmation employed in 1950 

was replaced by a ",ratio estimation" procedure in 1960. Basically, this 
. . 

method involved the s tra tifica ti on of the sample data by sex, age, color, 

tenure and relationship to household head. The ratio of the complete 

count to the sample count for each staie was determined a~d an expansion 

factor calculated for each group. The improved method resulted in less 

sampling error and bias. 

Under-enumeration wa.s estima tedas 2. 0 percent, or in absolute 

terms about three and a half million people. 

Definitions of labor force status were similar between the 1950 

and 1960 Censuses.· Labor force information was again for the week pre­

ceding enumeration. Individuals 14 years or older were includ.ed in the 

labor force and at the "usual place of residence." If after several 

attempts, information at the usual place (!)f reside.nee was unavailable, 

data were gathered from neighbors, Double counting of workers wa.s avoid~ 

ed by classifying them in the activity at which they spent ''the greatest 

number of hours" during the week.' Information regarding the experienced 

unemployed was referenced to t;he ·last job held. Definitions of employ­

ment and related items are listed below. 

I. Labor force status. 

A. Employed - Civilians who: 

1. Worked for pay or profit, or on their own farm, or · 
worked 15 hours or more without pay in a family 
enterprise. 

. . . 

2. 'H~d ~·job from which they were temporarily absent. 

' 
\ I 
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B. Unemployed -"" Civilians who: 

1. Did not work but were looking for work or had made such 
an effort within the last 60 days.or would have looked 
except that they were ill or believed no work in their 
line or community was available . 

.. 2 .. Were laid off or furloughed and waiting to be called back 
to a job or to a new wage or salary job . 

. C. Total Labor Force -- All persons classified as employed or 
unemployed and members of the armed forces. Civilian labor 
force excfod.es the latter. 

D. Experienced Civilian Labor Force -- Employed·and unemployed 
who had previous work experience. 

E. Not in the Labor Force - Persons not classified as members of . . . 

the labor force including those doing only incidental (less 
than 15 hours per week) unpaid work. Examples: Students, 
housewives, and seasona 1 workers enumerated in an off season 
who were not looking for work. 

II. R.es idence 

A. Rural _,~Farms and other places having fewer .than 2,500 
inhabitants. 

B. Urban - Incorporated or unincorporated places having 2, 500 
inhabitants or more. (Changed from 1950 to include. urban 
towns in New England and urban townships in New Jersey and 
Pennsylvania which are not incorporated.) 

C. Rural Non-Farm·- Rei;;idences that did not meet.the acreage or 
sales requirements of a farm or rent was paid for a house 
but not for land. Farm definition agrees with that used in 
the 1959 Census of Agriculture. 

III 0 . . . . 3/ 
. ccupat1ons-

A. Farmers and Farm Managers. 

B. Farm Foreman. 

C. Farm Laborers:· Wage Workers. 

D. Farm Laborers: Unpaid Fa~ily Workers. 

E. Farm Service Laborers: Self'-employed. 

3 /D f' . . . 1950 6 - e 1n1t1ons same as in , see pages . and ], 
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Comparatively few detailed demographic tabulations relative to 

farm workers are presented in the 1960 Census of Population.· Furthermore, 

the seasonality associated cwi th agricultura 1 emplqyment precludes an 

accurate appraisal of the size or composition of this work force by using 

a point in time, particularly the first two weeks in April. Large in­

creases in the agricultura 1 work force during the relatively short grow­

ing season which follows the enumerative period in the Northeast GOntri"". 

b1.1tes to this understatement. The Census accurately reflects the number 

of farm workers nationally at the time of enumeration as migrant workers 

are counted at their 1.1sual place of residence. B1.1t few of these workers 

are included in the Northeast. AJ_so not counted are short-time and under­

age workers who enter the farm work force later in the year. Furthermore, 

with agricultural technology changing rapidly, the la'ck of currency in 

Census data requires that its use in assessing the size and character of 

the farm work force be specific and qualified. 

BLS Labor Force Estimates. The Current Population Survey upon 

which these series are based is conducte4 monthly by theBureau of the 

Census. Labor force statistics from the CPS, along with other informa-
4/ 

tion based on data from establishments, are published by BLS (6) .-:-

Although this publication includes more data on the total labor force and 

on nonagric1.1ltura 1 sectors, nationa 1 estimates of many aspects of agri-

cultura 1 workers are reported. Statistics descriptive of the employed and 

unemployed members of the current labor force are also provided. Conse­

quently, knowledge of both the demand for and supply of certain workers 

can be gained from the information. The following general review of the 

s~ries places emphasis on their value as a source of data on, the agri~ 

cultural work force. 

Data are gathered by personal interview, although if households 

prefer telephone interviews are arranged. About 60,000 households are 

designated for interview each month, of which about 50,000 consisting of 

about 105,000 persons, finally are included in the monthly sample. 

The week of the month including the 12th day is the reference 

week. At the present time, the actual interviews are usually conducted 

the following week by about 950 specially-trained and closely-supervised 

4/ 
- The labor force data first appeared in this publication in July 1959; 

from then until July 1969, its title changed somewhat. Previous to 
July 1959, the labor force estimates were published by the Census 
Bureau{7). 



11 

enume.:rators. Various techniques ;:ire employed to reduce or. eliminate 

er:ror$ attributable to poor interviewing procedure~ A detailed explana­

tion of these techniques as well as other sources of sample errors and 

the methods utHized to minimize them are published. (8). Additi<:>nal 

explanations of all aspects of the Current Population Survey are also 

av13Hable (9). Other technical reports discuss the accuracy of the pub­

lished, data ove:r longer periods of time employing various checking 

techniques. In general, these investigations ag:ree that the employment 

estimates are reasonably accurate. Budget res.traints enforce some trade..; 

off bety.7een cost and.accuracy, particularly at the margin. 
. . 
Definitions of the statistical i;tems are. published monthly. The 

following summarizes those tela ted to agriculturi;il work force information. 

I. Employed 

A. Person$ 16 years and older who during the survey week did 
any work at all as paid employees, in thei:r own business, 
profession or on their own farm, o:r who worked 15 hours 
o:r more as unpaid workers on a' farm or in a bu~iness 
operated by a member of the faI!lily. 

B. Persons who were not working but who had a jol:) from which 
they were temporarily absent because of illness' bad 
weather, vacation, labor-management dispute, or personal 
:reasons, whether or not they were paid by their employers 
for time off, and whether or not they were seeking other 
jobs. 

II. Unemployed·-- Persons who had no employment during the survey 
week, bµt were available for work and had actively sought 
work within the past four weeks, or were waiting to be called 
back from la yo ff or had a new job waft i11g. 

III. Total Labor Force _...; Employed and unemployed in accordance 
with the previous definitions, including members of the armed 
fo.:i;-ces, The "civilian labor force" excludes the latter . 

. IV. Full- and Part-Time Labor Force 

v. 

A. Full-time :.. Worked thirty-five or mo:re hours a week or 
involuntarily worked fewer hours during the week or 
unemployed but seeking full-time work. 

B. Part-time - Worked fewer than 35 hours vofontarily and 
unemployed but seeking part-time work. 

Not in the Labor Force -- All persons not in above categories, 
such as: 
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. . . 

A. P~rsons. e'ngaged in housework~··in own home. 
·.'\. .. , 

B. S,tudents. 
·~ 

c. Persons doing incidental unpaid family .wark (less than 
. 15 h_ours in. the specifieq week). 

D. Persons .unable to work. 

E. Seasonal workers for whom· the: survey feU in an •off­
seaso.n. 

· ... VI. Occupation, Industry and Class of Worker 

·• 

' •· 

A. Employed - Job on which the person worked the most hours. 

lL Unemployed - Last full-time civilian job lasing two weeks 
.or more. 

In January 1967, the minimum age for inclusion in the labor force 

was raised from.14 to 16 years of age .and other concepts.were changed 

(6, Fehr: '67). Estimates. for most major series 'were revise¢! back to 
. . . 

1947 on an annual basis_ and for 1966. on a, monthly basis to reflect the 
'·. 

new age floor. However, data on the employment status of 14-and lS-year-

oids are published separately each.month which permits:·converstion .. O:f current 

estimates to the 14 and over basts. 

At the same time, the. quantity of current data published were 

enhanced by adding information on employment status for a more detailed 

breakdown of characteristics 0f p•ersons such as age and color, including 

acti~ity ofth,ose · r:i:ot in the labor force. In. ~ddition·, data based on 

hours :worked during -the. survey week such as full- ang part-time status 

were added. Publication of :.hours worked by class.es of ~gricultural 

wc;>rkers ceased·but-they.are available on reques,t. In.June.1968, data 

published were again' i~creased 'by adding' information i:>n ·reasons for 

being unemployed. 

The survey provides information at the national level for useful 

class ificatio03 of .farm. wqrkers: (1) wage and salary workers' (2) self-. . ' . ,. 

employed workers, and (3) unpaid family workers .. Another classification 

for occupations are: (1) farmers and.farm manage~s, and (2) farm 

laborers and foremen: with the latter often .subdivided into paid workers 

and. unpaid family workers .. Data on the_ agricultural work force by age, 

i;;ex, color, hours worked per_ week as well as some c;:las,i;;ifications of the 

unemployed for the survey week each month are.published. 

, I 
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· The BLS labor force data are use-ful p-rincipally in giving an 

ind:LCat;Lon bf the size of the adult agricultural work force an a national 
• • • • • : • • ' ••• • • ;< 

· ~l;ls·;i.s ~- J>a-ta on ch~racteristics of workers by m_on,th can be used to deter­

i;nitie to som~ extent how· the .size aod composition of this work force 
. I . . . . 

' ' 

changes seasonally.' Iri addition to in,fotmatioo released by BLS each 
., ' 

motjth, supplemeots are a'dded to· the. CPS questionnaire ·for: ce:i::tain months• 
' ' ' 

Varriou-s sabJects are. covecre.d in the supplementa 1 qqesti?ns such as migra-
. . . . ·. ' . 

tion,, income by source, marital status, educational attai~ent, work 

While many of J;:hese supple@ents- he],._p 
' ' 

describe th~ farm labor force,' they are not.detailed.herebecause of 

·· • spac~ limitat.ipns. 

ResultSc of supplemi:mtal questions on multiple job1:\oldingo, which 
' ' ' 

e;µt':i;ently f!te' asked it1 May of certain years, indicate that an ip.creas;i.ng 

•proportion- of people who 'work on farms are classified as nonagricultural 

'Workers by Bl..S (fQ, May. '63, 'Mch. '64, Moh .. '65, F~br. '66, Oct. '67 and 

Aug. '70}. -This results beea,use: ( 1) employed persons are. counted only 

once and are cl~ssified according to industry in which they worked the 

gteates~ number bf-hours, (7) the strong tendency to work the s·taridard 

40 ham:s a week in nooagricultural jabs, and (3) the iricreasin,g tendency 

ta, c0mbJ:ne part-time farming'' with a rionagrieultural jab.' 

The f<;>llowip.g aspects af t:he survey al.so limit usefulness ef the 

infQrmation with particular reference. to agriculture. 

L Youth·und~r 14 yearit of age a_r,e pot cov~red. 

2. Unpa-id family members who work fewer than -15 hours during 

the weelc' are n9t. included. 

3 .. Chara~terisHcs of employing farms. such as type and size 

-~;re nqt obtained, 

4. Unava;Uability of information ori a :iregular moothly baitis 

for areas smaller than the nation .. However,. ann1;1a,J Q:ata 

for 1968. for two types of geographiC areas were released 

recently (10, Oct. '69 and Jan, '70). ThE;!y consist of 

employment status and other information :for persons by 

(1) major type of residence (essentially, large metro­

politan areas, small cities and towns, ·and farms), and 

(2} nine regions and ten large states. 
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ERS Hired Farm Working Force~ This body·o·f data is based on in­

formation obtained for the Economic:: Research Servieeand ptedecessor 

agencies by the Bureau of the Census through supplementary' questions on 
S/ 

the Current Population Survey for one month 'each year . ..,.,· Beginning in 

1961, the supplementa 1 questions have been asked each December. Certain 

previous years, they were asked in January or February. Tf an affirmative 

answer is received to a screening question de~igned to identiff persons 

who did farm wage wo~k during the year, additional questions are asked 

relating ·to days of farm wage work and farm wages, migratory or nonmigra­

tory status, non-farm wage work and associated wages, chief activity 

during the year and other characteristics (77) and (12}.&/ Thus, the 

number of people who did any. farm wage work ,during the, year are estimated 

·along with their characteristics and earnings .. Estimates are made for the 

nation and in less detail for four regions.· The Northeast region contains 

the New England and Middle Atlantic States. 

Persons who did farm wage work during the year but who died, 

entered the farmed forces, or were otherwise removed from the civilian 

noninstitutional population before the survey are not counte.d. This 

means that foreign workers who did farm wage work in the United States 

but had returned to their homes pefore the survey was conducted were not 

included. The total number excluded probably does not exceed 400,000 in 

any year and m,any fewer than this number in recent years. Other defini­

tions of significant items are listed below. 

I. Employment 

A. Farm Wage Work.ers - Persons 14 years old a.nd over in the 
civilian noninstitutional population at the time of the 
sµrvey who did .§.QY farm work for C~f3h wages or Salary 
during the year. 

B. Farm Work for Cash Wages: 

1. Work done on l!!!Y farm for cash wages in connection 
with the production, harvesting,. th:reshing, prepara­
tion for market, or delivery to market for agrl.cul-' 
tural.products. 

S/ .... 
- See the vrevio-us section for a· descrip-t:ion of the sample~· estimating 

techniques and other a&pe~ts ~f the CPS. 

_§./Since 1963, the annual reports have been in the USDA, Agricultural 
Economic Report series and for most previous years were in the Agricul­
tural Information Bulletin series. 
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2. W9rk done off the farm, but involved in running 
the farm business. 

3. Repair of farm buildings if done along with other 
farm work. 

C. Types of Workers 

1. By duration. 

a. Casual Workers .. Persons who did fewer than 25 
days of farm work. 

b. Nqncasual Workers - Persons who did 25 days or 
more of farm wage work, inc1udirig: 

(1) Seasonal Workers - Persons who did 25-149 
days of farm wage work. 

(2) Reg~lar Workers - Persons who did 150,..249 
days of farm wage work. 

(3) Year~round Workers - Persons who did 250 
days or more of farm wage work. 

2. By migratory status. 

a. Migratory workers. 

(1) Persons who left their hemes temporarily 
overnight to do farm 'lo,lage work in another 
county within the same' state or in a 
different state with expectation$ of 
eventually returning home. ·~ 

(2) Persons who had n0, .. u,s,ual place of 
residence, if they did farm wage work 
in two or more cot,mties during the 
year. 

b. Nonmigratory workers. 

(1) Persons who worked in home county only. 

(2) Persons who worked in one county for 
part of the year and made a more or· 
less permanent move to another county 
and also did farm wage work in the 
second county. 

(3) Persons who commuted daily across the 
county or state line to do farm wage 
work and returned home each night. 
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II. Chief Activity 

A. F~rm Wage Work - Reported if a perirnn spent most of 
. his time at farm wage work. 

:S. Non- farm Work - Reported if a person spent most of his 
time in his own business or profession, working without 
pay in a family business, or working for pay in any 
non-farm activity. 

C. Unemployed - Persons who spl:!nt most of their time 
without employment, but actively looked for a job. 

D. Other chief activity included other farm work (operating 
a farm and unpaid family labor), and not in the labor 
force (keeping house, going to scho_ol and other). 

·III. Residence 

A. Farm Residents - Persons living in rural terriitory at· 
the time of the survey on places of 10 acres of more 
that had $50 in sales. Places of less than 10 acres 
are included if sales totaled $250. 

B. Non-farm Residents - Persons living in urban places, 
rural towns or villages, or in open country on places 
that are not farms. 

IV. Earnings from Farm or Non-farm Work "." Total cash wages 
or salaty received for farm work or non-farm work. Per­
quisites or frin~e benefits are not included. 

The data are published annually. The report is chiefly devoted 

to information for the current year but some historical data are·included. 

Ann.ual estimates of farm wage workers by various combinations of age, 

sex, color, migratory status, place of resid~nce and length of employ­

ment are presented. Days worked and wages earned on a daily and annual 

basis for both farm and non-farm wage work ate shown.for these and other 

characteristics of workers. 

The data provide unique information regarding the size, composition 

and mobility of the hired farm labor force. The· information on duration 

of and earnings from farm and non-farm work provides insight into the 

tenure of farm employment and the characteristics of workers of various 

tenure classes. 

Despite the versatility of the data, they also have limitations. 

The accuracy of information gathered once a year from individuals about 

periods of farm and non-farm employment and earnings throughout the year 

is open to question. In depth interviewing techniques are used to 



I ' 
i 
I , 

~ ' 

17 

stimulate memory but biases resulting from lack of total recall probably 

continue to ·ex:Lst as it does in all enumerations containing questions 

about the past. The age categories, although useful and finely delineated, 

provide no indication as to the number of farm wage workers under 14 years 

of age. Comparison of data from this survey with those on monthly employ­

ment from the Statistical Reporting Service suggest that the number of 

workers. just under this cutoff age is substantial, particularly among 

short-time or "casual" workers. The survey sample yields reliable esti­

mates only for the nation and large regions. Information is not obtained 

about when the work was performed or its geographic location. While farm 

wage workers who were also farm operators or unpaid family workers are 

identified and described, information is not collected on type of work 

done. 

Establishment Surveys 

The various establishment series have somewhat different objectives. 

The USTES estimates of seasonal workers are primarily concerned with 

source and migratory status. The principal objective of the SRS monthly 

mail survey is to provide estimates of farm employment and wage rates. 

The SRS quarterly survey has the same general objectives but differs 

greatly in several respects. The sections of the U. S. Agricultural Cen­

sus devoted to farm labor also seek to estimate th.e siz.e of the agricul­

tural work force along with characteristics Qf farms on which they work. 
' . 

The establishment surveys .generally include all employees, includ-

ing part-time or short-time workers who are working at the time of the 

survey. The following discussion presents information on the outstanding 

features and contents of each series. 

1950 Census of Agriculture. This was the last Agricultural Census 

enumerated in the spring. The average dates of enumeration for the North~ 

east states were April 15 to April 28. A continued awareness of the enu­

merative period is necessary when interpreting the dqta on far~ labor (73). 

Information was obtained through the mailing of questionnaires 

addressed to rural box-holders. They were completed by enumerators who 

. also obtained information required for the .Census of Population and Hous­

ing. Statistics regarding number of fartn workers and wage rates are for 

the week preceding enumeration. 
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Some of the information, including th.iit on the farm work force, 

is based on a sample of farms. The· sample contained all large farm$ and 

20 percent of the remaining farms. Large farms in the Northeast (large 

Western farms were defined differently) were those which had 1,000 acres 

or more of all land, 750 acres or more of cropland, 200 or more cattle, 

500 or more sheep, or sales of $70,000 or more. Nationally, large farms 

numbered about 60,000. 

Samples were subject to adjustments to improve the reliability 

of the data. and reduce enumerator bias. Farms included in the sample were 

adjusted. to conform to the distribution of all farms by size and economic 

class. These adjustments were small, averaging three percent eliminated· 

and two percent duplicated for all areas in the United States. 

As in indication of reliability, chances are two out of three that 

the farm labor es.timates from at least 2 ,500 farms vary from complete 

counts by less than 4. 4 percent. Estimates involving pay arrangements 

and wages, however, may be in error by a slightly higher .percentage. 

Deviatipns from actual counts will naturally be greater when estimates 

are applied to a smaller number of farms. 

Age limits did not apply to the farm labor q'ues tions which were 

designed to obtain number of worke.rs employed "on this place~" Items 

tabulated include operators, unpaid family labor an:d hired labor; both 

regular and seasonal. Hired workers were tabulat.ed by pay arrangements, 

wage rates, hours worked and kind of certain perquisites received. Infor­

mation relative to the above items is available by states, counties and 

economic areas within states. Economic area tabulations contain some 

information not available for individual counties. 

The followii;i.g are brief definitions of some of the more. pertinent 

items: 

I. Farm - A place of three acres or more and value of production of 
$150 or mote. Places of less thaii three acres were·counted as 
farms if sales amounted to $150 or more. 

II. Farm Operator - One wh.o operates ·a farm either performi,n.g the labor 
himself or directly supervising it. 

III.. Unpaid Family Labor - .Members of the operator's faml.ly .who w9rked 
15 or more hours during the specified week. 

IV. Hired Workers - Persons who performed any work for p11y·during.the 
reference week. Regular hired workers worke.d 150 days or more on 
this place and seasonal, workers worked less than 15p days. 

\ ) 

J I 
L.~ 
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Data obtained describe rather thoroughly the number of workers .on 

farms during the reference. week by tenure, type and size of farm as well. 

as 10cation. C0nsiderable deta:i,.l on wage rates, hours worked, pay arrange­

ments and perquisites furnished is induded. Additional demographic 

character:i,stics of the farm labor force and a finer classificati9n of 

farm workers by length of employment :would have been of va:Lue. Unf9rtu-

" nately, the reference. week is not appropriate .for counting the seasonal 

component of the farm work .force. in the Northeast, which increases several­

fold in. the months following the enumeration period. Howeve.r, counting 

all workers regardless of age reflected more accurately .the ac.tual size 

of th.e farm work force. Differences in definition of items and design of 

questions complicates the proqlem of comparability with dat.a obtained in. 

other censuses. 

1954 Census of Agriculture. This Census was taken from October 18· 

to November 8, 1954 which represents a considerable cqange from 1950 ( 14) • 

Farm labor information was for the week of September 26-0ctober. 2 in tqe 

' New England .and the 1'iiddle Atlantic states and for October 24-30 in Dela­

ware, Maryland, ·and West Virginia. These reference weeks .have special 

implications concerning size and composition of the farm work: force and 

questions of comparability of data with those from other sources. J;n 

general, they are weeks of greater agricultural,activity than the spring 

enumeration period in 1950. 

The economicdata gathered in 1954, including those on farm labor, 

are estimates based on a sample. ' Similarly, .111 data for State Economic­

Areas and Sl,lb-areas are sample-based estimates. Farms includ.ed in the 

sample were selected by . the enumerat0rs by assigniri:g letter. codes, to 1=he 

schedules and obtaining answers to all questions on designated schedules,. 

Far:tnS with 1,000 acres or more were included in the sample in all states., 

and those with 70,000 or ·more·chickens sold in Delaware, Maryland, and 

West V:i,rginia. 

As in the 1950 Census of Agriculture, adjustment of the sample 

was necessary to make the farms selected conform more closely to .the 

actual size distribution of all farms. The net· result of this adjustm,ent 

resulted in 3.2 percent of the farms being eliminated and 4.0 percent 

being duplicat'ed for the United States. This produced .a 22, 5 percent 

sample. Expanded estimates were obtained by multiplying the sample .data 

by five and adding the totals for large farms. 
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Structuring the sample as, above resq.lted in data, .of a reliability , 

such· that the chances were twc> out' of. three of having estiI11ates with an 

error of less th.an 5 .3 percent for total, and regular hired wo.rkers and 

for ,unpaid· family. workers, and 7 .1 percent for seasonal ,workers with a 

base of 2. ~,500 or more farms. Correspondingly greater •deviations ,exist for 

estimates with a smaller base .• 

As in the 1950 Census, farms were defined ,as places of three or 

more acres ,with $150 or ·more agricultural production. Places of fewer· 

tha:p. three acres were considered as. farms if $150 or more of agricultural 

products were sold. Farm workers consis.ted of opel;'ators working one or 

more hou:rs,per week, unpaid family members working 15 hours. or more per· 

week and hire.cl workers, or those who had performed any wo.rk for pay during 

the calendar week~ Hired worke,rs we.re subdivided, into regular hired-­

thpse who worked or would }'lork 150 days or more on this farm--and seasonal 

hired--"th.ose who workeq or were expected to. work fewer than 150 days. No 

age restrictions were established fo,r any type of worker. Only those 

hired workers working "on this pla,ce" during the week were counted. Fur­

thermore, only cash wages were reported. 

Data from this census are neither as numerous nor as comprehensive 

as for 1950 either at th~ county; area, or •state level. Of particular 

note is the absence.of tables reporting perquisites. As in prior Agricul­

tural, Censuse5,, a count.,of number ·Of workers and wage rates at a point 

in time were determined. - Thus~ the composition and demographic character­

istics of the farm work, force at other points in time are unavailable 

from this source. 

1959 Census of Agriculture. In 1959, starting dates fo_r the 

enumeration .were between October 21 and November 11 .for the Northeast 

states (75). Questionnaires were mailed to. rural box-holders and collected 

during personal vis,its by enume,rators. To enhance coverage, enumerators 

were provided lists .of certain kinds of farms and those in certain areas. 

As in, prior years' labor data were. obtained on a sample basis. 

The sample. consisted o.f all large farms and 20 percent of all other farm8. 

Large farms were .those .c0ntaining 1,000 acr,es or more or which had sales 

of $100 ,000 or .more. 

To increase reliability of the sample, the nation was, divided into 

areas of such size that one enumerator could .contact all farms in. them in 

I I 
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three to four weeks:.· ·En~mer.ators were instructed to· list and number· all·· 

farms and to a,sk the sample,.,quest.ions Of> those whose, iiti!Ilb:ers: ended in "2" 

or "7" (information was gathered fro:m al1 large farlll$) thereJ>y making a 

sample .of. rpughly 20 p.eteeI1t~ 

'As in, previous years' adjustment was' made to improve J:'eliability 

of .. estimates. based on, the s.q.mp·le and r~duce possible bias fr~m enwnerators 

who devi.a~ed;fromp~esc::ribed procedq.res in sel,ectingthe sample- farms. 

Totals were c'?nstructe,d b_y 11mltiplyi:ng s.ample. dat~ by five an;<l--addi:ng· 

tota:L.~ ;for· large farms •... Reli.abili.ty checks, indicated that when the es ti­

.mated number. of :,farms ·was 2 ,500 · t:>r Illore; the. chances are two out of, three.· 

that the number of. regulil,r hired, wO-+~ers .would vary by· less than 4 percent 
., . . . . . ·' -. 

8Ild liired labor-~xperiditu,res byless ·than 9.;6 per~entfrolll::C?inplete.counts 

iµ. .the Nortq. · 

· Despite ,adoption of·procedures to ass.pre :coverage .of f11rms, esti:; 

mates· of under...:enunieration of farms were •.as. high as eight; pe+c;ent •. How ... . . . . . . ' . . ' . 

ever, a high: proportio!l of undercounting wB:s. farms .of less than· 100 acres 

an~ :non~pinille,rcial operati-Ons ;, ~otk force ·inforin.;ltioq.' ther~fc:~:re' wptilc;l 

. not ;·be · great:;l.y af-fecte4 .• 
' ' 

A major chang~ in .the def:i.nitiot?- of- a £atm.was made in 1959. 

Place,s :conta;Ln:f,.n,g ten acre~ or more.~hic~ had sales of $50 o:i; _more.were 

counted as farms; place~ .0.f. +.ess .than .ten acres were included ·if ··sales· 

we.re $250 or more• Th~s in¢rease in .acreage in the ,definition of ,.a farm 

reduc::ed. the number, of fa,rms riatiqnally by apprqximately , 232 ,000. · ·Most 

places tij.~t; did ·not qualify as :·:t;a:rpls in 1959 ·were oper.ated either by· 

+eti-red: people or ._by :Lndi vidu~ls( wor~ing off their .,place_s • Nevertheless, 

cansiderable; effort was exp~ndE;!,d 'i~,deteoriinin$ the effects' of this 

· defiµ.itional change OP,· the agricultu+q,:J- info.rmatiOJ?. reported .• ' 
.. . . . - . . . 

Fa:rm 'lal),or int'.ormat::Lon>relate .to ·operators, unpai.;d fa¢ly .workers 

and'hiredcwprkers regardless of.age, Hired,labor is stibclassified into 

regular workers,·· those employed .150 da,ys· or. more ori this farni, and sea..-. 

so~al workers, . those. emplpyed. less than 150 days. Operators wer.e counted 

as in the w~rk ,fore~, ·i.f they ~pe~d one or, more hou+s· at :farm :wo+k .or · 

· ell.ores during the weekl· . Unvaid .family workers. are tb:o111e working a minimum 

of 15. hours. , 

Data were obtained regard_ing wages, bas.is ef payment. ap.d hours 

worked •. J:nfo~ation was not ob~ai~ed on perquisi~es~ Labo:r information 
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pertC!-ined to the week ·pr~ceding enuril:er~tion •rather _than .two spedfic 

·weeks .as· in ;,1954.· ··This· proqedure was. adopted to increase ac:c1:1ta.cy ·although 

the data. are .. fa.r di,fferent .weeks. on different .fa~.·· 

Data• are reported for states arid countiei;r :I?ut~ n,at:. fo,r economic· 

areas as. pr~yiqusly. · Howev7r, .tabulations by 99 major ·econoinic .~ubr~gions ~ 

c.onst:i;ucted wi t,hout regard, for ·state boundaries., ·a.re avai.lable .·in .unpub-.' . . ' . .. . " ' ... . ' . ' -· . - . , ... _ -._. . .' 

·. lis.hed Jorm_., Est~ma.tes for state ·par~s of these subregions ·aie also · 

flVailable. 

The tw:o ma.jar diffe+en:ces bet:ween th.e 1959 ·and priO-r -:Agricultural .. 

. ·censuses was the chang~ ·in definition of .a .farm an-d t.ise· of a variable .. 

ref.erence week: ... Effec;t of. the c9..anged definition on the couQ.~ of hireq 

fa~ wor1'ers was ·Pr()b-ab,ly slight~· The use of the ·vat:iabl,e reference week 

increased .the po_ssibility-·of multi.ple :.couuting of so~ workers,.· Howevei::, 

the e!luineratio11 period, (!hos en principally ,because i~ was. -conducive. to 

tqe acc.ura.te de!:erminati_on of, crop produeti.on .y~elds, occtir:t;'ed sufficiently 

.late in the fall that· the agricultural wo.rk f(i)rce. in ·the Nort,heast ·was 

appr<;>a(!Q.ing its- .seasonal low point •.. 

19-64 Cens-us of As:riculture.~ This C~nsus, was taken during the 

la.tter :Part .of Noy~mb~r and th~ , firs.t days pf pe,c;:ember· in the 12 states 

incl,ude4. in this study .(7 6)~ 

A ·.significant differenC!e in farm labor. data. in -t11.is ·census :was 

the. la.ck' of ·,_a. count ·of worke;rs on farms ·other than those in the· farm 

oper,ator's: househplc}.. To _compe:nsate. for thii;s laC!k, and.to.estimate hours: 

of w6rk,~ two special s-;:unple surveys were ··undertaken. They were ini.tiated 

in, March 1965 and covered ;a pei-iod of 52 weeks. Ori:e survey ·was des:i,.gnec,l, 

to cover farms on wh.ich the farm _qperator aI,J.d mem'Qers_ of hi,s ·f~tµily ._did 

a.majo,r .pa:r;t 'of -the :earm.wqrk. The secon<;l war:L-designed -to pro:vid~. data. 
.. ' . . .. . ' . . ' '· . . 

for: farms on wl:t,itq. hired wo.rk,.7rs did, a major part. ()f ·the »work; Informa-

. tion OIJ.. the._ samples·, ques t,.ionnaires ~ collection ari.d: .. sUiiun~rization tech- ' 

n:f_ques and result:i,.ng data are available (77}.· The surveys are-nor 

descril?ed her.e .becaus~ Qf their non+eoc(;!urring nati.lre~ 
.•· ' . ' 

. Althc;,n,igh there -.we,re.51 verejions:of :tq.e regular schedule, questions 

rel:ativ:e .to· farw.'labor we.re .identi:ca:I., for all states. · Que.stionna:i.:i:'es 

were mailed to . rural, ~ous_eholds ab.out twc:i weells .. p~ior to enµmerati(,ln. 

This· pro~edure was. adopted to low.er costs and increase accuracy of the 

. respondent's answe,.rs-~ .. En~iner_ators were r~s<ponsible, however' fer comp let-: 

ing ~d- checking the s phedules ~ 
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Farm labor data are estimates based on a sample of farms. The 

sample consisted of all large farms (those having 1,000 acres or more or 

with sales of $100,000 or more) and 20 percent of all remaining farms. 

Sample farms were designated by census .enumerators by determining which 

places qualified a9 fartll$ and then assigning each a number in consecutive 

order. All questions were asked on farms having numbers ending in "2" 

or "7". 

Estimates for .items using sample-based information were derived 

by adding the totals for large farms to totals for all other farms which 

had been inflated using a ratio estimation procedure. The reliability 

of the estimated totals are indicated in.the published reports~ Chances 

are two out of three. that hire.d labor items would vary by less than four 

percent on a national b~sis from complet;e counts when the base was 2 ,500 

or more farms. Expenditures for hired labor would vary by a so.mewhat 

larger.percentage with the same base, depending on type, size and economic 

class of farm. 

The use of com:puter techniques had someinfluence on the definition 

of a farm in this Census. More criteria could be programmed into the 

editing and selection .system than previously. Places of ten or more 

aores were counted as farms if a minimum amount of certain criteriq. was 

inet, such as $50 of farm products sold• Places of fewer .than ten acres 

were included if $250 of farm products were sold or if other criteria were 

met. As in all agricultural censuses since.1950, places which did not 

meet the production or ~ales requirements but normally would have quali­

fied were included as a farm. In 1964, some 166,000 such places were 

cot,mted as farms.. Comparable counts for previous years are not available. 

Due to the limited amount of farm labor data g~thered in 1964, 

few additional items require definition. Regular hired labor were defined 

a$ persons "who worked or would work 150 days or more on this farm in 

1964" even if they were not working at the time of ,enumeration. Members 

of the operator's family were inc],.uded if they worked for pay. Expendi~ 

tures for hired labor included cash pay.ll1ent~ and social security taxes. 

For the members of the operator 1 s. household~ data were obtained 

on age, sex, and relationship to head. For members ten years of age and 

ove:i;, additional information was obtained, including hours worked on this 

farm last week, days worked and wages ·on other jobs, and other· income by 

source during 19&4. 
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A farm operator was defined as an individuaL who operated a farm, 

either doing the work himself or directly supervising the,work. Only one 

operator is counted per farm even in the caseof partnerships; consequent­

ly, the number of farm operators is the, same as the number of farms. 

Data were published for counties, states; three regions and the 

United States. Some data are available for agricultural subregions in 

published form. These subregions, however, do not respect state boundaries~ 

The data had some serious shortcomings. Chief among these was the 

omission of seasonal hired workers unless they lived in the same house 

as, the farm operator at time of enumeration., Even if they had been in­

cluded, the data obtained in the Northeast would have been of limited 

usefulness because of the late fall enumeration period. The wording of 

the question on regular workers complicates the comparison of the regular 

worke,r data with those from previous Censuses. Previously, regular 

workers were those employed during the reference week and was or would 

be employed for 150 days or more while in 1964, all persons who. worked or 

would work on this farm 150 days or. more during any part of the calendar 

year were counte,d. This increased the count of,, regular.workers obtained 

in 1964. However, it also itensified the problem of memory bias, since 

'it required the respondent to recall information about workers who may 

not have been employed at the time of enumeration. It also raised the 

potential for double-counting workers. Another .uri:desirable feature was', 

the failure to enumerate the number· of worke.rs employed under various 

hiring arrangements and actual wage rates paid. 

1969 Census of Agriculture. This Gens us was enumerated during 

the first part of 1970. Farmers received the questionnaires by mail in 

January and were asked to retµrn them by February 15. 

Questions on farm labor were changed considera,bly from those asked 

in 1964. Numbers of both regular hired workers · (150 days ·or more on this 

place during 1969) and seasonal workers (fewer than 150 days) were obtained. 

In addition to the usual inquiry regarding expenditures for hired labor 

(cash plus Social Securit:y taxes)~ a.separate question on.expenses for 

contract labor .was asked.. It was. to im:lude expenditures primarily for 

labor, such as harvesting of fruit, v~getables or berries performed on 

a.c~ntract basis by a contractor, crewleader, cooperative or.,similar 

entrepreneur. Questions.· regarding wor.kers on farms, family .or hired, at 
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time of enumeration were not included but such information was obtained 

by the 1970 Census of Population. 

In.addition to the regular 1969 Census of Agriculture that covered 

all farms, sample. surveys of specialized types of farming are planned 

covering the 1970 operations. Information ori labor to be obtained from 

the sample farms include ·the following:· days worked on this place by the 

operat:or .·and each unpaid worker; numbers of regular hired workers, broken 

into those working 150 to 249 days and thoi:;e working 250 days or more, 

aqd their total wages (cash plus So.cial Sea.i rity taxes); total wages of 

part-time wod~ers' broken into those working fewer than 45 days and those 

working 25 to 149 days, and of contract workers; and total man-days worked 

by hired wo.rkers during the year and during the highest calendar quarter. 

SRS.Monthly Mail.Survey. The series reviewed here consists of 

monthly estimates.of farm employment and hours worked, including members 

of the family and hired workers and quarterly estimates of wage rates (1.8). 

Although the series have been revised from time to time, procedures for 

gathering the information and definitions have remained largely unchanged. 

In contrast: to Census data, which are derived mostly from a sys­

tematic sample of farms, data reported by SRS are exp.anded estimates based 

on volUI1-tarily submitted reports from 22 to 26 .thous.and farm operators 

who als.o report on many other aspects of farmd.ng. 

The survey is conducted by mail by the Federal-State Crop Report­

ing Service offices located in states. Upon receiving the completed 

reports, state office personnel edit and summarize the reports and forward 

the results on special forms to· the national office, This editing at the 

state level consists of examining schedules chiefly to confirm reasonable­

ness of figures. Descriptions of procedures for editing and summarizing 

the sample data are available (19}. Number of farms are the primary data 

used in expansion of sample information into aggregates. Other data are 

also. used. in preparing .and adjusting the es.timates prior to finalization. 

Definitions of. important items applying to farm employment are: 

. L Surv:ey we.ek - The last full calendar week ending at least one day 
day before t:he end of the month. 

II. Family work:.ers: 

A. Operators. - Operators who work one or more hours during the 
survey week at the farm business. 
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B. Operator's family - Members of the· operator's family who .work 
15 or more hoµrs without pay during the survey week regardless 
of age. 

III. Hir:ed wo-rkers - Persons doing one .or more hours of work for, pay 
during the survey week in chiding paid members of the operator's 
family .• 

Employment data .are published monthly for each 9tate, nine major 

geographic divisions and the Nation)./ Ftom time to tiI\le, the estimates 

are revised .because of new benchmark. information, particularly the com­

pletion of an Agricultural Census. The revised estimates with explanation 

of the revision procedure are published (20) and (21). Monthly estimates 

are now available for the 48 states back to 1950 and for geographic divi­

sions back to 1940. In addition? annual averages for geographic divisions -

are available back to 1910. 

Cash wage rates per month~ week, day or hour without or combined 

with common perquisites are estimated for states. each quarter. Composite 

rates per hour are derived by computing a weighted average of. all rates. 

The· rates are based on farmers' reports of average wage rates paid in.· 

their localities. Piece rates are not reported because of the great 

diversity in kinds of rates involved. In computing the composite wage 

rate~ an attempt is made to offset this shortcoming, at least in part, 

by _applying the estimated weight for piece rate workers to the hourly 

rates without room.and board on the assumption that of the rates avail­

able, this rate is most nearly comparable to returns from piece rate work~ 

State estimates are also made of hours worked during the reporting week 

by five classifications of workers: ·farm operators, other family members, 

all family, hired workers. and the average for all workers. 

The major portion of each issue of Farm Labor is devoted to pre­

senting numbe·rs of workers, lengj:h of work week and wage rates for states, 

regions and the United States. However, comparative data for previous 

mpnths and years are included. 

The SRS series is the otily source of state estimates by months of 

family and hired workers and length of >york week, and quarterly qata on 

1/ Es tiinates for the 48 .conterminous s.tates only are included in the U. S. 
total. Estimates are not prepared for Hawaii. and only quarterly for 
Alaska. n 

i I 
I_~ 
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wage rates for hired workers. The regula:dty of publication and long­

time uniformity in method of gathering data and procedure for deriving 

the estimates makes historical comparisons feas.ible. 

These desirable features are offset somewhat by the type of 

universe sa.mpled-.-establishmehts or farms. This means that a person who 

worked on more than one farm may be counted more than once. In addition, 

a .worker could be employed more at nonagricultural than at. agricultural 

work but still be counted as an agricultural. worker. 

A major weaknes.s of the data is the unrepresentativeness .of the 

sample. Because it is not on a probability basis but rather includes 

only crop reporters who are willing to Sl.lpply information, substantial 

·biases exis.t in the raw data. Adjustments are used in attempting to 

correct for them. An.other source of possible bias in wage rate data is 

'the type of inquiry; it requests reporters to supply "average wage rates 

being paid to hired farm labor in your locality" rather· than on his farm. 

Thia raises the question of the respondent's knowledge of rates in his 

area. The lack of piece rates is also an undesirable characteristic. of 

the estimates. 

SRS·Quarterly Survey. Following the stimulus provided by the 

report of the President's Committee to Appraise Employment· and Unemploy- · 

ment Statistics (22), SRS was able to secure funds with which to strengthen 

its faJ1ll labor statistics program. As a result, a series of Quarterly' 

Sl.lrveys--January, April, July and Oct.ober--have been inaugurated, with. 

the week of reference being that containing the 12th of the month. This 

is the same as the CPS reference week. 

The sample .frame for these surveys consists of: (a) an area seg-. 

ment sample by which every agricultural.;..;land area in the U. S; can be 

sampled at a known probability, and {b) lists of large users of farm 

labors, which are also sampled at determined rates. The latter lists 

provide a more efficient means than the atea sample· for gathering data 

from large users of hired labor. Certain technical problems of ov~dap 

must be handled, but these are surmottntable. 

A developing problem in measurement of farm labor is being 

attacked in the Quarterly Survey. It relates to the increasing use by 

farmers of "agrioultural service firms'' on a. contract or fee basis to 

perform farm operations that formerly were done chiefly by farm workers. 
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Various operations are done by these firms such as corn shelling; hay 

baling; threshing or combining small grain; harvesting, sorting, grading, 

packaging, packing and shipping many products but usually fruits and 

vegetables; spraying agricultural chemicals with airplane or ground 

machine; hatching poultry eggs; and boarding and breeding of livestock. 

Usually, pay for both equipment and labor is included in the fee. Workers . 

. employed by.these firms are largely excluded :;i.n current estimates.of both 

SRS farm employment and BLS nonagricultural employment based on reports 

from establishments~ These .firms are being brought into the sample for 

the SRS Quarterly Survey. 

The survey uses several different questionnaires, each tailored 

to the particular list to which it is addressed. The questions are 

directed to collecting the following basic information: 

I. Unpaid family workers, including operator:· number and hours worked. 

II. Hired workers, including paid family members: number and hours 
worked. 

III. Agricultural Services: number; type of service, . employment, and 
method and rate of pay. 

IV. Wage rates for hired. workers: amount·. and method of pay, such as 
per month or per hour, with or without perquisites. 

V. Data for classifying farms by type and economic class. 

As this statistical program is still in the development stage, a. 

regular schedule for publication.of the estimates has not been developed. 

To date, none of the estimates of .farm employment have been released. 

However, wage rates for the first two quarters of 1970 in California and 

in the United States as a whole have been published (18, Apr. 170 and 

June' 70). ·They consist of .average hourly rates for: (1) all hired 

workers, (2) five groups of workers based on method of payment and per­

quisites, such as those receiving cash wages only,, and those paid piece 

rates, and (3) six groups of. workers based on type of work performed~ 

such as machine operators, supervisors, and maintenance and bookke~ping 

workers. 

The sample upon which these estimates were based was relatively 

small--:about 2, 800 employers in the nation and 365 in California; But, 

they are averages of rates paid on the respondent's· farm and thus are 
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more precise than those· b.ased on tlie ·. S;RS' .monthly mail survey. In the 

lat~er' r'e._spondents .report. average. rates paid. in: their. loca,].ity .. · 

The Statistical Reporting Se·ryice also conducts,. as part of its 

general progr.!llll of. colle,cting data on~ crop and l:Lvestock, a· June survey, 
.· . ·. ' .. 

addressed pri.martly t:.o the area. sample ·mentioned earlier• In thi~. survey, 

SRS has · collected. ce.rtain · infqrmation regarding· fat'µl: labor· for tqe Wage 

,and Hour and·Public Co:ci.tiacts Divisions,. USDL '(23L and also for,ERS; 

USDA. 

USTES Seasonal-.Worke,rs. Thii? ·series is ·:maintaip.ed by· tq.e. Fa:pn 

Labor · and. Rural Manpower ·Service, US TES , Manpqwer: Admin:i,:s tr ation;. USDL, 
' . . . . . ·. 

and consists of estimates of n':lmbers of. se~onal farm wotkers by crop 

aat-iyity and origin 'of workers. f.or qualifyi:p.g agricultural report,ing_,areas,. 

states'· and tqe u~ S. The es t.imates are published at: various .times du,r::i,ng 

th,e yea;- although data for all. months are included (24). Estimates .. of 

prevailing time and piece wa,ge . rates paig · for selected· crop and 1i ves t.ock 

activities in .speci.fied areas are inc.1,uded .. · 

~e ptibl:i,:sq.ed data. are froin monthly. iri..;.season reports submit,t~d 

't'? the Manpower Admip.istratipn .bY its .·affiliated State Agc;ricies in states 

employing seasonal labor.. The estii!lates relate· to the 15th of· the month~ 

RE!.po~t:.s are req1;1ired for each .month for each .o.f 261 agricultural reporting 
. . . 

a,,::eas in'which 500 or .more .seasonal .workers pr any. forei:gn work~rs were. 

at work dlJ.rin,g tl1e ·period. ·only those. parts of: stat.es no.rinally usJng. 
. . . 

seasonaLworkers are include,d in. agdc:ultt1:ral repqrting areas. Therefore~· 

state e~ti~tes may not be for the entire state~ A- detailed explanation 

of the •methods. usecl, in making the· estimates is available (25)~ 

Definitions useful in interpreting the data are: 

I. Agri.~ultural Workers - Persons engaged· in the prod:ucti9ri. 
of agricultural crops or livestock and· in closely re~ 
lated. on-fB;rm activities which· do not. materially change 
the product from its· original.· f()rm., There are no age.· 
requirements~. 

II•' Seasonal Hired. Work.e,rs - Persons who are' hire_d or assign,-. 
ed to work on any one farm or establishment for less. 
than a· continuous 150:...day per:i:od in the cqurse .of a 
year. Family. or:.unpai,d work~rs are ript inciuded~ 

III. Migratory Workers _- Persons who leave their home tempo­
rarily overnight· to do farni work· in another ~qunty 
within the sai:µe state or in a different state. Wo.rkers · 
from Pue,rto .. Rico are included·; · · ' . . · 
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IV. Foreign Workers - Foreign na:tionals legally contracted 
for farm wor:k, in_ the United St~tes, 

These series are an imp9rtarit source ()f data. on season,;Ll fa:rm labor. 

They are the only data on prigin arid activity of -.workers by state or, month. 

Da,tfi 'On prevailing wage rates arid piece rates are also useful, althoµgh 

they cannot -be translated into, earnings. 

The usefulness ·of the data aµd its comparability from-month to 

month and year to year are limited by the coverage criteria. There.are 44 

- agricultµral reporting areas in the Northeast region, including 172 

counties, Table 1. These areas includ~ a sµbstantial pr0porti.on of the 

value of agricuJ.tural sales r although coverage varies by conµnodity, Table , 

2. In_five state~; al_l counties and sales are covered. C0verage iriothe+ 

states varies down to 48 perc~nt of the value of fa.,rm products in Connecti..;. 

Ct!t ap.d 23 percent in West Virginia~ Labor Market Reporting Areas inc_lude , . . ' . 

substantially higher pfoporti0ns of the value of crop sales than of· all 

products. 

A greater: prqblem thaI1 coverage by ciounti_es is wor;er cr.itei::ion. 

Data are reported only for months and areas with 500 or more seasonal 

wprkers or any foreign workers. Areas .not required to_ report may in . the 

aggregate, be employing a sizeable number of seasonal workers. 

Meth_ods of· obtaining data reported dn the in-season reports and 

the manner in which workers are allocated among crop activities arid places 

or origin lack,s precision. In mo,st Northeast;: States; local .Employment 

Service personnel designated _as fa:qn labor representatives file -the reports 

with their central offi,ces :where data from several offices are aggregated 

into area totalp. However, procedures used by local personnel in obtaining 

data vary wide],y within aµd among states; Most local representatives rely 

on an informal canvas-of_major employers or derive estimates from crop 

production statistics. Activitiep used in reporting are not staridardized 

and the defi,nition of ''local" varies fro_m state to state. Dat:a on prevail­

ing wage rates are collecteci from an organized sample by field enumeration. 
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Table· 1. Agricultural Reporting Areas,· Northeast States, December 1968. 

I• 

Agricultural Counties .. 

Reporting Areas Included I c Excluded 

Number Number Number 

Maine 5 16 0 
Connecticut 1 3 5 
Vermont 1 14 0 
Massachusetts 5 10 4 
New Hampshire 1 10 0 
Rhode Island 1 5 0 
New York• 9 35 27 
New Jersey 8 17 4 
Pennsylvania 7 37 30 
Maryland 3 18 ·. 5 
Delaware· 1 3 0 
West Virginia 2 4 51 

Northeast 44 172 126 

Source.: Farm Labor and Rura 1 Manpower Service, US TES, Manpower Adminis.,, 
tration, USDL. 

Table 2. Value of Agricultural Sales: Total and in Agricultural 
Reporting Areas, Northeast, 1964. 

Value of Sales Percentage 
Commodity Total· I In ARA in ARA . 

Million Million Percent 

All Farm Products $2,950 $2;364 80 

All Crops · 953 845 89 

Field Crcips 468 419 89 
Vegetables 122 115 94 
Fruits and Nuts 146 139 95 
Forestry and Nursery Products 216 172 80 

All Livestock. and 
Lives.tock Products 1,998 1,519 76 

Pciultr:y 585 478. 82 
Dairy 1,135 831 ··. 73 
Other Livestock and 

Livestock Products 278 209 75 

Note: Detail may· not add ·to totals becam~e of rounding. 

Source: (16). 
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SECTION III. FARM LABO:R PRODUCTIVITY 

A broad spectrum of labor productivity measures have a long history 

in 'far,m labor and farm management .research and education. In this context, 

l~bor productivity refers to production or performance per unit of labor 

or the reciprocal, unit,s .of labor per unit of production. The .measures 

of labor productivity described. here. are .ratios of farm .production to 

labor input of all persons working on farms in a region or the nation. 

The indexes of production per man-hour do not re.fleet the unique co,ntribu­

tion of labor. Rather; they measure the joint effect of all factors ,that 

affect either farmproduction or, labor input. These inclu,de such influ­

ences as skills of workers, advanpes in technology and mechanizat,ion, and. 

yields of .crops and livestoc~, Both ERS, USDA and BLS, USDL publish 

indexes of fa:rm production per .man-hour., However~ they differ in several 

respects. ·To understand them, it is necessary to understand the under­

lying meai;;ures. of production and labor input used· in their construc;tfon,. 

ERS Farm Prpduction per Man..:.Hour' 

The ERS indexes of farm production per ·man-hour are avai,;i.able for 

the. United States since 1910 and .for 10 fa.rm production regions ,for years 

S, i·n· ce 1939·, Bf Th · d l' d · 11 f · · · · f e in exes. are re ease .•. annµ.a y . or nin,e groups o crops 

and all crops, for three kinds of livestock ,and all livestock and liye-' 
. . ·.. 9/ 

stock products, and for t('>tal, farm output (~6) ,-

The ERS produ~tion indexes are calculated by the familiar constant 

price-weight method, which requires two distinct, steps. Quantities of 

each· col!llllbdity produced each year are multiplied by weighted average 

prices received by farmers during, the weight base period. · The quantity­

price aggregates thus, derived .are expressed as per,centages of ·th.e average 

qual\,tity-price aggregates in the reference bas.e period. The basic produc-

8/The· Northeast farm production region includes 11 .of the 12 stat.es cov­
ered in this study;, West Virginia is excluded. ,, . . . .. . 

-.- The 1964 issue c()ntained .the indexes -for allfiyears; more· recent issues 
includ~ five-year averages for early periods. The detailed regional 
indexes are released in annual supplem17nts :· 1-:-Farm production, II-Crop-. 
land used. for crops, III-Man:--hours of farm war~, and IV-Prodt,tction per 
man-howr ~· 
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tion a11d price data are fronl SRS. Indexes for the United States since 

1939 are bas.ed on the.sum of the regional quantity-price aggregate,s. .The ... · 

same appli,es to the years 1919, to 1939 except that a different grouping 

of. stat:e$ was used. Indexes for 1910-18 were developed only for .the 

United St.ates a.s. a whole. 

The weight base period is. 1957-59 for the years since 1955, and 

1947-49 for the years 1939 to 1955. In indexes for years preceding 1940,. 

average 1935-39 prices were used. 

The reference, base. period currently used .for th.e indexes is 1957'-

59. As mo.re than one set. of price-weights was used. in computing the in­

dexes, splicing was necessary. to convert the indexes based on the various 

sets· of price-weights to one final series of index numbers. Splicing i!;i 

done •by overlapping i::omputations for a year aqd ·computing a percentage 

cliange between the.respect~ve indexes for that year. The indexes were 

spliced at 1955, and the ·United ,States series were also spliced at 1940. 

In the total measure of farm output, only net livestock production 

or product added .by liv;estock is. included.• This is done to ·avoid double 

counting of farm-produced feed as part of both crop and livestock produc­

tion. Other products having the nature of producer goods a+e likewise 

excluded. Examples are eggs used for hatching a.nd certain seeds~· Produc,-

. tioJ:L ·of horse.s ·and. mules and feed for them are also excluded from fa.rm 

output. · Thus, farm output measures, the annual volume .of farm production 

available for eventual humar:t use. through sales• from fa.rms or consumption 

in farm hc:iuseholds.101 
The ERS series of man-hours of farm wo.rk measure the labqr input 

in farming. They are ,built up from data. on individual farm enterprises. 

Regional average man,.-hoJJ.rS per acre of crops and per fiead or per .. unitof · 

productiqn· of·.livestock are·applied to the official estimates of acres 

and numbers .repbrted by SRS. Time for farm maintenance or general· over­

head work' is .calculated separately and added to the direct labor for crops 

and livestock in i'lrriving at total man,-hours of all farm work; .. 

10/ ... 
-·· A more detai~ed discuss.ion of met:hodsused, in constructing the indexes 

of farm pr:odilction' farm inputs' and productivity is available (2 7) • 
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Estimates of man-hours per acre or per head for current years. 

are made by modified extrapolations from. benchmarks. For crops, .the 

extrapolations are modified by such items fiS, yield per acre, utilization 

of th.e •crop anq method of harvest. For lives tock;. the modifiers include. , 

such factors .as size of enterprise, production per animal and extent of 

different methods and practices followed; such as. use. of self...;.feeders and 

milking parlors. 

Benchmark estimates of man-hours per acre and per head in each 

state are developed every fifth year. They are developed by states to 

enhance accuracy; They are·then weighted into· regional averages, which 

are inserted into the series with a modified interpolation from the 

previous benchmark; Many- agencies, but. chiefly State Agricultural Experi­

ment Stations and the U • S. Department of. Agri~ulture, have collected· 

and published considerable data on labor requirements (28) ~- These are used 

in developing the state averages~ Several sets of related data also are 

used., including those previously used to modify the. extrapolations. Some 

of the benchmark estimates. are released in separate publications • (29); 

(30), (31} and .(3Z). 

The total _man-hours of farm labor input thus developed are con"'.'" 

yerted to index numbers whiqh are. divided into appropriate indexes of pro­

duction to arrive. at indexes of _production per. man-,.hour. 

As the ERS indexes of farm labor productivity compare total pro­

ducti.on with labor input only, they· are partial measures of efficiency 

and less desirable than one that compares productio~. with, the• combined 

. U$e of all resource,s • However, as labor ·is one of. the more -important 

input:s, . the indexes are fair approximations to more comprehensiv!=! cindexes 

of efficiency. 

As · the ERS indexes are . <level.oped. for regions and for groups of 

products;, they have real advantages over "more aggregative m~asures. The 

subindexes permit a more thorough .analysis of factors responsiple. for 

current and hi~torical changes in farm ·prpduction per man-hour .. -

The labor -requirement measure of labor input is in standard units 

of labor time and includes. little, if any, standby or nonproductive time 

which may vary over time or among prodt,icts .and regions~. He.nee, the 

measure of labor input used by ERS has desirable. characteristics for indi­

cating labor .productivity. 
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BLS Farm•P:roduction.per Man-Hour 

The Bureau .of La.Qor Statistics publishes two indexes of farm pro­

duction per. man-hour. The s,am,e production da,ta and in<lex are 0use.d for 

both series but the denominator .of one ratio is, based on man-hours worked 

·.and the other on man-hours paid~ ·They are available for the United States 

only and-are currently published for the years 1947 to date. However, 

the ·indexes have been, linked to comparable series back to 1909 ~ In addi­

tion to. agriculture, series are ·developed for the total private economy 

and for other sectors (33).. 

The productio)'.l index for the private economy measllre·is developed 

by the O.ffi(:le of Business Economics, U. S. Department of Commerce, and is 

based on gross natfo!lal product (GNP) •.. This represents·· the tota,l national 

output of goods and servi~e,s at. current market prices •. To develop. the 

production index, GNP is "deflated" to real product, that is expressed in· 

· dollars of constant purchasing power. The general procedure, is to. divide 

components .. of the current dollar GNP by appropriate price· indexes, uti­

lizing as .fine .a prod,uct pre.;ikdown as possible, and then to sum the com­

pone11ts ·to obtain· the constant dollar GNP. 

Agriclllture' s ·real .p~odllct is derived by deflating. components of 

farm. income and expenses for material and service inputs. The difference 

between sums of the two is rea_l product ?rig.inating i)'.l agriculture. The 

ba,sic receipt and expe!lditure data are from the farm income estimates of 

USDA. (34Jll/ but are adjust,ed· for c.onsistency with GNP concepts •12/ 

The total vallle of output in.eludes:.· (1) cash receipts from farm 

marketings and gov~rnment _payments; (2) farm home consumptio~; (3) net 

changes iri inventory; and (4). gross ·rental_ value of. farm homes. The 

interµiediate inputs cqver,such _items as feed, .fe!;:r:tilizer, seed, gasoline, 

insurance and veterinary services. · Payments· .for fartll labor are not 

ll/A. det"·~" 1-ed d" · · · · f · · · · f d t d th d d. · d 1 · a.. iscussion o sources o · a a an me o s use in eve op.ing. 
the estimates' of farm ini;ome .. and production expenditures. is available · 
(35). ' .. 

12/ 
-. - For discussion of deflation methodology see, (3.6, S.ept. 151 and O<;t. 158). 

For historic!'ll data see (3°7) and current estimates (36). 
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deducted as interrµediate inputs as labor paymen;ts a::i::e parj:- of value add.ed 

of the farm _sector. Gross rents paid to non..;..farm landlords are deduct.ed 

as they represent· part of value added· of non-farm sectors· of the econ_omy. 

The detailed categories within total.ou~put ·and input are deflated 

by conipc;i.rable price indexes, for ·the most part from USDA .. The price in­

dexes currently used.are in i958 prices. The constant dollar .net farm 

output estimates thus developed are then conver:ted· tq indexes with 1~57~ 

59 ·~s the. reference base period~ , 

The BLS :j..abor force estimates are desc;:ribed elsewhere in this 
. . "• 

report~ Data from this body of statistics are utilized in developing 

estimates of farm labor input, _as follows: (1) the annual average number 

of persons "at work" on farrµs is multiplied by weekly hours per wo.rker; 

converted to. an annual basis, to arrive at aggregate hours worked; and. 

(2) the same hours per worker are applied to the annual p,ver~ge number 

of persc:ms '"employed" on· farms in computing aggregate hours paid. The 
. ·~~. . 

latter computation assumes that workers temporarily abs.ant from their job 

because of illness, 'vacation, bad weather, "etc. were paid for the.same 

number of h(mrs as those at work~ The total hours .thus -developed are· 

converted to indexes wit~ 195.7-59 as the reference base perio.d. · These 

data are then divided into the.indexes of farm output to derive indexes 

of output per man-hour. 

These indexes of labor productivity, lik,e those of ERS, are .only 

partial measures of efficiency and less ·desirable than one .;in which ail.1 

resources ar.e included in the denominator •of the productivity ratio. The 

B~S farm output index has advantages for labor produc.tivity me:_asurement 

because it is a net measure. Th1.s means that materials' fuel,. services 

and othei;- intermediate produCts from other sectors of,the economy are.suh­

tracted from gross farm output.· Net output .thus _recognizes the contribu,.. · 

tion of non-farm secj:-ors to agricultural proquction and is more .. the.result 

of the applica,tion of farm labor and farm capital. 

The BLS hours of work include all workers·· 14 years of age and: olde,r 

and is. assume.d to be hom0geneous. ·No allowance is made for changes .ih com­

positic;m of .. the employed labor -force. nor fa~ ··changes in the quality of labor:. 

The BLS indexes permit interindustry comparisons of labor-produc..­

tivity as comparable measures· are available .for the total economy and for 

certain non;.,.farm sectors~ However, the comparisons must be national in 

~cope·and between broadly defined industrie,s, 
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SECTION IV. COMPARISON OF MAJOR AGRICULTURAL LABOR STATISTICS. 

In the preceding sectio~, the major statistics on farm labor are 

discussed. Definitions, sample designs, enumeration and expansion pro­

cedures, coverage and other features of each set of statis.tics are listed. 

In this section, the actual estimates of selected components of farm 

employment and other data f:rrom the major sources are compared and reasons 

for differences examined. However, insufficient information is available 

to reconcile the various .series .completely. One cannot always be certain 

of the magnitude of the effect of a variation in·concept or procedure, 

or in some instances, of even the direction of the expected effect. 

Farm Employment 

SRS Monthly Mail Survey and BLS Labor Fo.rce Estimates. Annual 

averages of total farm employment and its components bas.ed on monthly 

estimates are available_ only from SRS and BLS. The SRS annual total is 

consistently higher than from BLS, Table 3. The former imposes no age 

requirement to be counted as employed on farms, but the latter has always 

excluded persons under 14 years of age from estimates of the labor force 

and iI} addition, since 1967, has excluded 14- and 15...;.year-olds. This 

variation in the definition of employed persons is one obvious reason 

for differences between estimates of the_ two agencies. However, it and 

other reasons have had varying effects on the estimates during the last 

two decades. 

During the early 1950's, BLS annual estimates of total ·farm 

employment 0c based on the 16 and .over age criteria, were from 70 to 72 

percent of SRS. Naturally, the difference was less with the BLS younger 

age· limit; based on it, percentages of SRS were from 74 to 76 percent. 

Recently, however, the percentages of SRS were from 78 to 80 percent if 

the younger workers are excluded from the BLS figures, and from 83 to 

85 percent if they are included. These rising percentages mean that the 
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Table 3. Total farm employment: Annual average number of workers, SRS 
and.ELS estimates, United States, 1950-69 . 

. · ... 

BLS 
SRS 

. Year Number Aged 16 and over Aged 14 and over 
of 

!Percentage 
Workers Number Number Percentage of of 

Workers I of SRS Workers of SRS 

1,000 1,000 Percent 1,000 Percent . 

1950 9,926 7,160 72 7 ,497 76 
1951 9 ,546. 6 '726 70 7,048 74 
1952 9,149 6,501 71 6, 792 74 
1953 8,864 6,261 71 6,555 74 
1954 8,651 6,206 72 6,495 75 

1955 8,381 6 ,449 77 6' 718 80 
1956 7,852 6,283 80 6 ,572 84 
1957 7,600 5 ,947 78 6,222 82 
1958 7 ,503 5 ,586 74 5, 844 78 
1959 7,342 5,565 76 5,836 79 

1960 7,057 5,458 79 5 '723 81 
1961 6,920 5,200 75 5,463 79 
1962 6 '700 4,944 74 5 ,190 77 
1963 6,520 4,687 72 4 ,946 76 
1964 6 ,111 4,523 74 4' 761 78 

1965 5,610 4,361 78 4 ,585 82 
1966 5,214 3 ,9 79 76 4,206 81 
1967 4 ,903 3,844 78 4,075 83 
1968 4,749 3,817 80 4,038 85 
1969 4,590 3,606 78 3,813 83 

Source: (6) and· (18). 
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ANNUAL .FARM EMPLOYMENT - TOTAL .WORKERS· 

United States 

OL-..1--1-..:.....i.--.i.....,...~....L.~--J..-~:--l-_.,1.--~~.:.,..J...~-:--"'"---'-_.__.....'":-:""'" 
1950 1955. 1970. 

Source of data\: (6} crnd,(7 8): ·. *14 years of age and older. 

FIGURE 1 ... 

. SRS estimate of to.tal. farm employment has drppped more ,than either BLS 
i ' > '-. - ', ~ ' -, • - - • ' • 

13/ series, resulting in a narrowing of tl;le difference ,between them, Figure 1.-· .-. 

13/ .· . > .· . ; .. 
-· - The BLS estimates based on 14 years and older a]'.'.e cliarted for compara-

bility with historical estimates of number~ of f~ly wprkers (sel:f­
emplpyed and unpaid family) and hired workers (wage and· salary). In 
1967, when BLS converted to the 16. and over age concept, historical 
estimates of classe~ of workers were n.ot revised b,ecause:, 11Most of the 
detai:j..ed series showed very small differences· which were within samplipg 
'error. Even where significant differences did occur,> however, it was . 
not considered .feasible to revise two decades of hi$torical stat;is.,-
d cs ... 11 ( 6 , Feb . ' 6 7) . · 
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The same general pat;tern has existed for estimates of both family 

workers and hired worke.rs. During the early 19 50 's, the SRS estimates 

were higher than those develop.ed by BLS but have decreased .mpre' since. then~ 

In fact, the drop in SRS ·numbers _of hired workers was sufficiently greater 

th t h . BLS ' . . . h' h ·F' . 2 l 4/ a ,t e . estimates now average ig er, .. iguI'e .-.-·· 

Concept:ual and other variations largely account for the generally 

higher SRS estimates but the ·na17rowing of the difference, particularly in 

J, 4/BLS estimates are those bas.ed on, the l~ years and over age limit· as are 
all statistics presented hereafter unless otherwise. indicated. 

' :· . •· . . - ' 

ANNUAL· FARM ·EMPLOYMENT· - FAMILY,. AND HI R~D WORKERS 
. ! . '< . 

United States 

Mi 1. 
workers -

...... , ____ _ 

~ -----··------ .. BLS family.* ' ' ...... 
' .... ...... 

4 ~----1--~.......;..----~~--~--lf-----~~~~~· ...... 
-----~ ..... ...... .... __ _· -----.. ... ._. ...... 

~-------SRS hi-~ed 

2(=::::::::~~~~-1.---.--;;;;;;;;;;;-.~ .. --~.~-~-~~~~:::::::. ::~--t--~~~_...~~~-- ' ·_ ----------------- -------- ................ __ _ -----·~-~---' '• .,... - } 

.... ____ _ 
. BLS hi red* 

Source of data.: (6) and· (18). *14 years of age -and older. 

-FIGURE 2 

I 
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hired workers and .the current•greater BLS estimates of them as compared 

with SRS raises· certain questions. In addition to the age factor, the 
. ' ·. . . ' - - . 

variation in method of counting farm-non-farm multiple jobholders explains 

part pf the difference between the estimates. The SRS series of farm 

employment includes all persons who did farm work irrespective. of their 

other activities. The BLS series, on the other hand, classifies persons 

according to their major activity. Thus, a worker engaged in both farm 

and non-farm work during the week is classified as a non-farm worker if 

more time was spent at the non-farm job. This was the situation for 

. 666 ,.000 workers during the BLS survey week in May 1969, Table 4. This 

kind of multiple jobholding explained 61 percent of the difference between 

Table 4. Comparisons of multiple jobholders with a primary nonagricultural 
job and. a secondary agricultural job ~ith the differences be­
tween SRS and BLS estimates of farm employment, United States, 
May. of indicated years 1962-69. 

Year 

1962 

1963 . 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1969 11 

.. SRS 

1,000 

7,332 

7 ,036 

6,704 

6,124 

5 ,586 

4 ,989 

Farm employment 

BLS Difference 

1,000 1,000 

5 ,428 1,904 

5,178 1,858 

5 ,007 1,697 

5,128 996 

4,292 1,294 

3 ,894 1,095 

Workers with a primary 
non~farm job and a 
secondary farm job 

Percentage 
Number of· difference 

1,000 Percent 

504 26 

685 37 

664 39 

649 65 

601 46 

666 61 

_!/BLS estimates npt strictly comparable with previous years because 14-
and 15-year-old workers are excluded. However, it is .believed that· few 
workers of these ages hold more than one job. 

Source: (10, May '63, Mch. '64, Mch. '65, ·Febr. '66, Oct. '67, and Aug. 
'70) and (18). 



42 

BLS and SRS estimates of total farm employment for that month. However, 

results of surveys of multiple j obholding conducted in other recent years 

indicate that variation in method of classifying non-farm workers who· 

moonlight on a· farm job was not a. factor in the narrowing of the difference 

between estimates of total farm employment from the two agencies (10, May 

'63, Mch~ '64, Mch. '65, Febr. '66, Oct. '67 ahd Aug. '70). 15 / 

Another reason for· the higher SRS estimates is the multiple count"""' 

ing of persons whp work .on more than one farm during the survey week. 

This occurs, of course, because .SRS estimates are based on a sample of 

farms or establishments. The BLS. surveys of multiple jobholding includes 

information on the extent of this kind of moonlighting, also. Multiple 

jobholders with both primary and secondary jobs in agriculture are less 

prevalent than the farm-non-farm job .combination and thus, a,ccount for a 

lower. proportion of the difference between SRS and .B:{ .. S estimates. However, 

the number of workers with· more than one farm job during th.e week decreased 

from May 1962 tp May 1969, and contributed to the narrowing of the dif­

ference between estimates from the . two series. 

Other characteristics of the farm employment series should tend 

to pr()duce higher BLS estimates relative to SRS.. The latter excludes 

persons who did np work but BLS includes . those with a job but were not at 

work during the reporting week. Farm jobholders in the no-work group 

averaged .130 ,000 during 1969 or 3. 6 percent of those classified as employed 

on farms by BLS. Since .1960, numbers of farm workers who were ill, on 

vacation or for other reasons were· temporarily absent· from their job have 

decreased in proportion to those employed~ They have not, therefore, 

-contributed perceptibly to the narrowing of the difference between SRS and 

BLS estimates. 

Since 1960, BLS estimates include farm workers in Hawaii and 

Alaska but SRS estimates continue to be for the 48 conterminous states · 

only. 

There is. now apparently little variation between SRS and BLS in 

the kinds of jobs or occupations that may be considered as work on farms. 

151 This conclusion assumes that May is a representative month for multiple 
jobholding and for indicating differences between annual averages .of 
estimates of to~al farm employment. 

._"\ 

/\. 
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Earlier, a variation was. recognized~ A 1957 publication of the USDA stated 

that "persons with non-farm occupations who are working on farms, such as 

bookkeepers and typists, are considered as employed in agriculture by the 

Bureau of the Census (estimates now published by BLS) but are not included 

in AMS (now SRS) estimates of agricultural employment" (38). The Gordon 

Committee, reporting in 1962, mentioned this conceptual variation in 

explaining statistical differences between the estimates (22). An updated 

version ( 11) of the USDA 1957 publication indicates that SRS used the 

Census of Agriculture's definition of farm work which in both 1959 and 

1964 included as a farm activity "keeping farm or ranch records" (15) and 

(17). According to BLS, numbers of farm workers doing non-farm-type jobs 

rose as a proportion of total farm employment from 2. 6 percent in 19 5 7 

to 9 percent in 1968 and 1969. To the extent that they are not currently 

included by SRS, they account for part of the narrowing of the difference 

between SRS and BLS estimates. 

As the conceptual and other variations between the two series 

exert a differing magnitude of influence seasonally, .their effects. on 

the estimates of total farm employment are more striking in the monthly 

data, Table 5 and Figure 3. Differences are significantly greater during 

the summer and early fall peak of farm work when many youth and moonlight­

ers are employed on farms and included in the SRS series but exclu.ded by 

BLS. 

This means t;:hat the SRS series continues to show a greater seasonal 

swing despite a marked reduction in seasonal variation during the las.t 

tw:o decades. In 1950, seasonality of employment, measured by peak month 

over January, was 82 percent but by 1969 was down to 64 percent. The BLS 

series now peaks at about 50 pel'.'cent .over January and was not greatly 

different in 1950. 

It was indicated previously that BLS annual estimates of hirep 

farm workers for recent years are higher than those of SRS and that this 

situation was difficult to understand, given the respective definitions 

and concepts. In 1950, the SRS estimate was about 600,000 high~r but in 

1969 the BLS estimate was more than 100,000 higher. The monthly estimates 

for those two years are shown in Figure 4. It may be noted that in 1950 

BLS estimates were higher in January, November and December but in 1969 

were higher in each of the first six months plus November and December. 
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Table 5. Total farm employment: .. Monthly number of workers, SRS 
estimates, United States, indicated.years 1950-69. 

SRS BLs.!/ 
Month. 

I I I I I 1950 1960 1969 1950 1960 

1,000 1,000 1;000 1,000 1,000 

January 7,144 5,064 3,404 6,198 4,610 

February . 7' 716 5,318 3,605 6,223 4,620 

March 8,637 5 ,942 3 ,984 6,675 4,656 

April 9,821 6 ,970 4,552 7,195 5 ,393 

May 10,847 7,568 4,999 8,062 5 ,837 

June 11,260 . 8,233 5,23~ 9,046 6,856 

July 11,311 8,391 5,581 8,441 6,884 

August 11,573 8,300 5,427 8,160 6,955 

September 13,006 8,909 5 ;394 7,511 6 ,588 

' 
Oct.ob er 11,67$ 8,272.· 5,147 8,4~t 6,248 

November 8 ,9 77 6,542 4,255 7,551 5,666 

Decemb?r 7,138 5,188 3,488 6,~34 4,951 

Peak month--
p~rcent of 
Janµary 182 176 lp4 146 151 

.. ·:.,;' 

1/ - 14 years; of age and older. 

Source: (6) an~ (18). 

and BLS 

1969 

1,000 

3,264 

3,377 

3,455 

3, 779 

4 ,086 

4,837 

4,5~9 

4,~55 

3 ,~01 

3,f'.!83 

3,445 

3?073 

148 

-

.:::::;~ 

11 

fl u 
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The higher estimates of BL.S do not se.em to be in line with variations in 

the main concepts and definitions. About all tb,at can be said with cer~ 

tainty·concerning.the consistency of the two series of estimates of hired 

farm emp1oyment is that both· exhibit a secular. decline and that the SRS 

series sontinues to show a greater seasonal variation than the BLS series. 

Census of Population· and BLS Labor Force Estimates. 'I'he ··estimates 

of farm empl'?yment made. by BLS and the. Census of Population are both. based 

on a sample of households, on nea,rly .the same concep~s and have other 

dimil~titied yet differences exist in the actual numbers reported: . 

SEASONAL .FARM ··EMPLOYMENT· - ·TOTA~ WORKERS 

·United States 

Mil. 
workers 

..-----~.....,...-....--------....,...,,~.....,..~.....,......-~........, ,..-;.~...,...~ ....... --...--...----r------...--..,...,.--...---. 

12 

10 

2 

0 · .. .__....__..... _____ ....___.___...__ ____ _ 

Jan, July Oct~ 
1969 

Jan.. Oct. Apr. July 
1950 

Source.of da~a: (6) and (78), *14 years of age ~nd -0lder 

FIGURE 3 
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Farm workers, 14 years old and over 

BLS, BLS as a 
Year Census April percentage of census 

1,000 1,000 Percent 

1950 6, 723 7 ,195 107 

1960 4,079 5,393 132 

Reasons ·for these differences and those in other components of .the labor 

force and population have been the subject of considerable research. (22, 

Appendixes J and K). Briefly, it indicates that: (1) unpaid family. 

SEASONAL FARM EMPLOYMENT - HIRED WORKERS. 

United States 

Mil. 
workers · 

..-~~~-----~~--.~~--~...-~__... ...... ~~~--~~-----..--~~~..,.-~---. 

1••-.•••4lllii· I 
-- ... -1--+--• 

SRS ~ ,' "' . .. I ,, 
,/ BLS* · , ,, ____ , 

Jan. Apr. July 
1950 

OcL 

Source of data: (6) and (18). 

3~0 

2.0 

BLS* -

LO 

0 
Jan. Apr. July Oct. 

1969 

*14 years of age·and older. 

FIGURE 4 
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workers were the largest contributors to the difference in total farm em­

ployment in. both 1950 and 1960, (2) difference in farm employment was 

greater in both years than for most other components of the labor force, 

(3) contrary to farm employment, the differe;nce decreased from 1950. to 

1960 for most components, . particularly for the unemployed, and ( 4) the 

differences were due ,to many factors, including inconsistent reporting 

to the two enumerations by individuals regarding their labor force status. 

SRS Monthly Mail ·Survey and Census of Agriculture. Data on farm· 

employment .from the 1959 and previous Censuses of Agriculture were used 

as benchmarks for the SRS series. The procedure included a reconciliation 

of·the actual estimates and accounted for the differences (20) and (21). 

Chiefly because of under-enumeration of farms, the Census count .of farm 

workers is lower. than SRS. However, the extent of incompleteness. is deter-:­

mined and appropriate adjustments are made~ As indicated previously, the. 

1964 Census of Agriculture did not produce.data on total farm employment 

nor of any of the components of the farm work force except operators and 

regular hired workers. 

SRS Monthly Mail Survey and USTES Seasonal Workers. As the es ti""'. 

mates made by USTES are for se.asonal hired worke.rs only and do not cover 

all areas of the country, they are obviously lower· than estimates of .all 

hired workers in the nation made by SRS, Table 6. Also as might be ex""'. 

pected, they show a greater relative seasonal variation as few seasonal 

hired workers are employed .during the slack winter season. This applies 

particularly to the North.east region where winter employment o;f seasonal 

worl<.ers is negligible, Table 7 • 

During the active season in 1969 in the Northeast, SRS estimates 

exceeded those of USTES by 70 to 88 thousand workers while during the less 

active months the difference was about 50 thousand workers. These types 

of differences are not unexpected since the active farm worl<. season in 

the Northeast is long enough that some seasonal workers are employed more 

than 150 days and are .ther~fore not counted by USTES and yet, are not year­

round workets and at work durihg th.e December·· through February sl,ack 

period• 

In 1969, the difference between the two series for the United 

States was 374 ,.000 workers during the December-:-January slac~ months, and 

increased .tp 876 ,000 in July. It is unlikely that .all these are regular 
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Table 6. Hired farl!l employment: Monthly numbers of workers, . Sl,lS anq 
US TES estimates, United States, indicated years 1959-69. 

SRS-- US TES--
Total Hired Workers Seasonal Hired Workers 

Month 
1959 1964 1969 1959 1964 1969 

1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 

January 971 809 629 2W 255 

February· 1,086 887 696 275 270 

March 1,363 1,077 807 .294 287 

April 1,651 1,419 1,053 380 362 

May 2 ,078 1, 793 I 1,312 748 621 

June 2 ,930 2,412 1;579 1,222 1,069 970 

July 2,731 2,542 1,856 1,238 1,293 980, 

August 2 ,780 2,268 1,689 1,207 1,119 988 

September 2 ,840 2 ,136 1,500' 1,398 1,061 780 

October 2,470 1,987 1,330 1,384 1,025 666 

November 1,732 1,175 968 823 571 373 

December 984 784 659 399 352 285 

Peak month-,-
percent of 
January 302 314. 295 --- 4153 387 ·. 

source: (18) and (24). 

worker;:;. +hey probably represent seasonal workers in areas for. which .USTES 

reports are not· required or may be due to sample or proce<;:lure inadequacies 

or differences in reference date during periods of rapid change in farm 

employment. 

The two. series are not consistent with respect, to seasonal d1anges · 

in farm employment over time. In the Northeast, both series peak in 

August, but .the SRS series shows a steady decline from the peak whHe the 

USTES series shows seasonal employment remaining at a high level through 

October. SRS :·estimates indicate that October employment in the region 

declined more. that). 50 perceqt ·from 1959 t.o ,1969, while the USTES series · 

show little ;change for. the same period. It. is unlikely that 1=here was 
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Table 7. Hired farm employment: Monthly numbers of workeri;;, SRS and 
USTES ~stitiiates, Northeast, indicated years 1959-69. 

SRS--
Total Hired Workers 

Month 

US TES-­
Seasonal Hired Workers 

1959 1964 1969 1959 1964 1969 ... 
r ,ooo · l;,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

J.uly 

August 
.. 

Septetnber 

114 

130 

151 

177 

221. 

27'1. 

292 

317 

293 

. 214 

159 

122 

82 

85 

103 

134 

174 

227 

236 

220 

220 

140 

99 

85 

56 

57 

64 

79 

105 

135 

156 

166 

148 

96 

66 

58 

75 

126 

151 

125 

92 

19 

6 

5 

5 

5 

5 

48 

70 

119 

124 

115 

91 

20 

7 

2 

1 

1 

6 

33 

47 

79 

93 

78 

85 

18 

4 

October 

November· 

December··. 

Peak month-'"'.' 
percent of 
January_ 278 288 296 2,480 4,650 

source: (:7:8) and (24)! 

such .a precipitous ,decline in employment of regular workers during this 

period without s.ome corresponding decline in seasonal employment. It is 

also unlikely that ~his decline occurred in parts of the.region outside 

of USTES agriculturalreporting areas. Two plausible explanations for 

th~se statistical results are: (1) a great deal of double counting of 

workers _in the USTES ·series, or (2) inadequate rep.resentation of large 

fruit .and vegetable farms in the SRS sample. Seasonal workers on Maine 

po~ato farms acc;ount for _a substantial portion of· seasonal employment in 

the Northeast. Differences between the two ser.ies in estimates of employ­

ment for Maine are large. As potato employment is highly seasonal, a 

small variation in·. the time of counting can have a significant effect on 
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the estimates. Although less pronounced, the two series· show substantial 

differences in the rate of decline during the last decade in Junt?, July 
_J 

and August employment for the United States as a whole. In these types of 

situations, different conclusions about changes in seasonal farm employ­

ment would be drawn from the two· series. This emphasizes the fact that 

users of farm employment statistics must be selective in their choice of 

data and cautious as to the meaning attributed to differences among sta­

tistics from various sources and from the same source over time. It also 

emphasizes the need for greater uniformity in· concepts and procedures 

and more detail in the collection and dissemination of farm labor statis­

tics. 

ERS and BLS. Labor Productivity 

Conceptual differences between the ERS and BLS measures of farm 

labor productivity result in somewhat different .trends in the series. 

From 1950 to 1969, the BLS indexes rose 185 percent while the ERS index 

increased 210 percent, Table 8. This differential .relative change result­

ed from a greater increase in farm output as measured by ERS. 

Material and service inputs used .in farm production have increased 

mate.rially during the.last several years. The netting out of these inputs 

in the BLS produc.tion index has limited its upward climb. For example, 

use of fertilizer on farms has risen significantly and has contributed 

to greater production. The added product is included in the ERS produc­

tibn index, but in essence; is not in the BLS index. The inclusion in 

the ERS index of add,itional production resulting from application of 

greater .quantities of material and service inputs means that it is a more 

gross measure~ The BLS index, .on the other hand, is a more net measure 

because inputs of intermediate products are subtracted from production in 

arriving at farm outpuL There are other differences between the produc­

tion in.dexes but they are minor. 

Although there are great conceptual differences between the ERS 

.and B:I;.s measures of farm labor input,. they exhibit about the same tr.end. 

Therefore, the differences are an unimportant·factor in the variation in 

trends between the ERS and BLS indexes.of farm output per man-hour~ How­

ever, differences in concept are reflected in the level of estimates of 

farm labor input. . For 1969, the ERS estimate was 6. 8 billion man-hours 

' I 



I ' 

51 

Table 8. Index numbers of farm output, labor input and output per man­
hour, ERS and BLS estimates , Uni t.ed Stat es , 19 50-69. 

(1957-59=100) 

Farm Output Man-Hours Output per 
of Labor Man:-Hour 

Year 

I I BLS-!.f I ERS BLS ERS ~RS BLS 

1950 86 93.7 142 146.2 61 64.1 
1951 89 88.9 143 138.3 62 64.3 
1952 92 91.8 136 :J,.31. 3 68 69.9 
1953 93 96.6 131 122.1 71 79 .1 
1954 93 98.6 125 118. 3 74 83.3 

1955 96 101.0 120 120.3 80 84.0 
1956 97 100.5 113 114.9 86 87.5 
1957 95 98.1 104 105.2 91 93.3 
1958 102 100.5 99 97 .5 103 103,l 
1959 103 101.9 97 97, 3 106 104. 7 

1960 106 105. 8 92 95.6 115 110. 7 
1961 107 107.2 88 89. 4 122 119.9 
1962 108 106. 8 84 87.3 129 122.3 
1963 112 110.1 81 82.5 138 133.5 
1964 111 107. 7 77 79. 3 144 135. 8 

1965 114 114.5 73 77.2 156 148.3 
1966 113 108.2 69 70.2 164 153.7 
1967 118 114.5 68 67.8 174 168.2 
1968 120 l.12.6 66 66.3 182 169 .1 
1969 121 113.5 64 62.0 189 182.5 

1/ - Hours worked, based on labor force data. 

Source: (26) and (33, plus recent releases). 
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and the BLS estimate of hours worked on· farms was about 8 billion. As 

the ERS estimate is based on· the labor requirement concept, it incl.udes 

little, if any, nonproductive or standby time while some of this kind 

of time is inherent iri the BLS measure of hours worked and more in the 

hours ;paici measure. In addition, the BLS treatment of multiple jobhold­

ers in counting farm arid non-farm workers and their weekly hours under­

states farm 'man-hours and, therefore,. overstates farm qutput per man­

hour. There is evidence .that this phenomenon is increasing~ 

The ERS technique of interpolating and extrapolating man-hours 

.-per acre or other production unit result in normalizing the estimates. 

To illustrate, time to perform more than the usual number of cultiva­

tions of a crop, due to more frequent rains, may not be fully reflected 

in the estimates. 

There is also an element of adult male equivalency or standard 

labor requirements in farm labor input as estimated by ERS. Respondents 

often report in these terms rather than actual .achievement of all woJ;"kers 

involved. 
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SECTION v, TMPROVEMENT OF AGRICULTURAL WORK FORCE STATISTICS 

Historical Review 

Employment statistics have been part of Census enumerations since 

the latter part of the 19th century. Since that time the increased 

complexity of the economy created by the transition from an agricultural 

to an industrial nation has focused attention upon the individual's 

increasing dependence upon continued gainful employment. The essentials 

of life which must be pµrchased directly rather than being home-produced, 

as was formerly the case, make regular money income vital. The dire and 

unfc;>rtunate conditions which result when thi!:l complex earning process is 

interrupted remains vivid in the minds of all who experienced the Great 

Depression. This period also underscored the need for more sensitive 

statistical measures for gauging the detailed composition and trends of the 

various compqnents of the labor force. 

With the harsh and unfortunate realities of the Depression but some 

ten years rem.oved, there was substantial effort expended at the national 

level in the middle forties to prevent.the possible recurrence of these. 

conditions as a result of an anticipated decline in economic activity 

following World War II. The Employment Act of 1946 was the culmination of 

these efforts. In essence, this legislation mandated the Government to 

maintain economic conditions conducive to a high rate of employment, 

production and purchasing power within a framework of free enterprise. 

Implementation of this mandate created a need for more precise statistics 

to monitor employment conditions than had previously been available. In 

addition, increased involvement 9f Federal, State and local government in 

various employment stimulating programs established an administrative need 

for data forstates and local areas. 

Agricultural work· force information, as an important "component of 

general labor data, has benefited from the attention and concern given to 

the state of our employment statistics• Various agencies of government 

have on several occasions .in the past conducted inquiries for the purpose 

of improving the quality of agricultural work force data; The conclusions 

of these investi'gations will be reviewed briefly. 

In November of 1955 hearings before the: Subcom~:lttee on Economic 

Statistics included a report commonly referred to as the Palmer Committee 

Report (39). It discussed shortcomings of various labor force series, 
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including USDA' s farm employment. estimates_, then compiled by the Agri.,.­

cultural Marketing Service (AMS), and resulted in the following recommenda­

tions (much condensed): 

1. The AMS (now SRS) should request funds to develop further its 

work on agricultural employment statistics so as to permit 

the regular publication of state estimates relative.to labor 

inputs including data permitting subgroupings by type of farm 

and other pertinent characteristics. 

· 2. Efforts should be made to develop periodic measures of the 

amount of multiple job holding by farm workers and of the 

numbers.of farm workers primarily engaged in non-farm.work 

(reference to the double counting problems inherent in the 

SRS ···series. ) 

3. So as to increase the comparability between the SRS and BLS 

series, periodic checks of workers under 14 years of age 

should be made. 

4. SRS should explore the feasibility of changing the reference 

week to mid-month instead of the last of the month. 

5. Agricultural Censuses should continue to gather information 

on farm employment and wages to provide reliable data for 

benchmark use. 

Following these Congressional hearings, several farm labor data 

gathering agencies published reports aimed at improving or revising their 

individual series. 

In July, 1955, the Bureau of Employment Security (now USTES) 

conducted a study directed toward improving the information submitted on 

its pre-season and in-season farm labor reports. The study reviewed the 

various methods used·in completing the report.forms (25). Major emphasis 

of recommended improvements was in the area of .collecting and estimating 

farm labor use more systematically and uniformly. 

Data from the 1954 Agricultural Census served as a benchmark for 

revision of SRS estimates for the years after 1949 (20). For the first 

time, estimates of numbers of farm workers in most.states were released, 

Particular emphasis was placed upon comparability of SRS and Census data. 

The use of almost indentically worded questions and siniilar reference 

weeks facilitated this objective. Quality checks made on Census data: 

indicated that the number of farms had been und·ernumerated by about 8 .1 

' I 
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percent. Adjustments·to this condition were incorporated into the SRS 

revisions. In general, the revisions.were small at the national level, but 

were relatively larger for parts of the country. 

Similar revisions.for the yearsl954.and after were made following 

the 1959 Agricultural Census (2 7). In these revisions, June enumerativ.e 

sm:;vey data were considered ai:; weil as the seasonal worker estimates made· 

by USTES. As in earlier revisions, national estimates changed only 

slightly. A majority of the st.ates had more sizeable revisions. 

The continued.involvement of the Federal Government in the role of 

·influencing national growth and the general welfare through the.maintenance 

of high lev(;lls of employment has placed labor statistics increasingly in 

the ).imelight. ',['his was reflected in the appointment of tb,e President '.s 

Committee to Apprais;e Employment and Up.employment Statistics. This group. 

published a•report in September~ 1962 (22). The following recommendations 

for improvement in farm employment estimates reflect deficiencies.requiring 

remedial action based on st:atements. to the. Committee. 

Regarding the BLS labpr force estimates, the Committee felt that 

additional emphasis should be devoted to: 

1. Tabulating the amount of work done on farms by unpaid. family 

· workers who work less than 15 hours per week. 

2. Periodic collection and tabulation of data on hours worked on 

e.ach job by multiple jobholders. 

3, Experimentation with the use of a special schedu:Le for house­

holds including one .or more·farm workers which would emphasize 

unpaid family workers especially for women and f.or children 

under 14. 

The Committee proposed that SRS estimates should be.improved by one of two 

ll!eth,ods: 

1. Strengthening the present system by improvement in a number 

ofway9, including e;:i. substantial expansion of annual enumerative 

surveys for more adequate benchmark data. 

2. Developing a multi-purpose probability sample to provide 

improved information on farming· activities, including employment, 

hqu,rs, wage rates and related information.· 

The second. alternative was f ayored by tl:le Committee. 

Although the Committee .did not procl.uce a detailed plan for the 

implementation of·these recommendations, it did encourage the departments 
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concerned tb make a determined effort to effect the propos.als ''with. rea­

sonable promptness." It also indicated that "a majOr effort to improve 

the farm employment·series is required." 

In response to a request by the Senate Committee on Appropriations, 

the Economic. Research Service, .USDA in· 196 7 prepared a comprehensive in-. 

· quiry into many. facets of the farm labor situation (40). In addition to 

detailed study of .many other aspects of farm labor, .the report included. 

definitive sugges_tions to .fadlitate improvements in farm labor statistics~ 

Among_ these recommendations were. specific proposals to: (1) improve esti-. 

matiIJ.g procedures and methoqs •of gathering data; (2) tabulate data for 

smaller areas than are now provided; (3) provide data relative to workers' 

characteristics and use· by regions and comma.di ties. An extensive list of 

· prop.osed, research which might aid in impreving other· aspects. of the far111 • 

labpr problem was also includedo · 

These recommendations ·would result in. s:i,gnificant improvement in 

farm labor statistics .. Although it is too early _to ascertain the deg.ree to 

which they will be implemented; past results _have not peen encouraging. 

Agricultural Work Force Data Needs 

Society's cognizance· of its need for knowledge about itsel,.f, and· 

public responsibility· for. developing this knowledge, are attested to by 

the massive public resource; expended annually. in the collection and dissemi-

. nation of statistics. In agriculture in particular, an appreciation of the 

value of sound.statistics has given rise to .the exteri.sive agricultural data 

collection and estitnati.on activities of the U. S. Departrp.ent of Agriculture 

and other Federal agencies; the.Federal-State Crop Report:i.,ng Service, and. 

the. Census of Agricultµre., 

In examiµing national .sourc.es of economic and spcial statistics, one 

is struck by th~ magnitude of data available cm .almos.t every aspect of agri­

cultural,. inputs and products. One is also stru.ck by the magµit\ide of the 

data available on almost every aspect .. of employment and the lab.or fo.rce. 

In both cases, however, agricultural labor stands ,_in ma.rkeq contrast to the, 

general .picture. Agricultural labor is given scant attention in general 
. ' 

labor force and agricultural statistics. The result ts ·that. we knew rela-:-

tively 1i ttle about the agricultural labor force, its c9mposi ti en or its 

employment. There is a dearth of·knewledge of, and sophisticati<i>n a]:)out 

agricultural employment among actual and potential members Qf the Jaber 
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force, agricultural industries, and public policy-makers which has rebound­

ed to the detriment of workers, employers .and society. 

Labor data should be funct.ional; that is, the collection and dissem­

ination of data should arise out'of specific needs and be collected and 

disseminated in such a way as to fill these needs. Thus an assessment of· 

farm labor dat:a needs, and reconunendations for their. improvement:, requites 

an assessment of th.e ·potential users .and uses of such data. · 

Ref.erence has been made throughout this report· to the need for agri..,. 

Ct!ltural labor data .for functional geographic units. For many purposes 

functional geog+aphic units are quite small. It has been pointed out th.at 

the only· labor data uniformly available on uni ts smaller than states are 

those reported by t;he Censuses of Agriculture and Population. 16/ These data 

ai:e ·.too infreqµent and too limited. to serve the needs of agricultural em­

ployers or workers. Thus the first reconunendations made below discuss data 

needs not presently filled by any. sources dis cussed in this ·report'· 

Workers' Labor Data Needs, Labor data of all types, including farm 

labor data, ·are needed by actual and potential members of the labor force as 

a basis for individual .. dec:Lsions about 'labor force participation. ·.Decisions 

of labor force· participaqts are· affected only by those realities of which 

they are aware. Temporary and marginal workers, who constitute an important 

part· of . the seasonal agricultural labor. force., are particularly likely· to 

make, decisions' about whether· and how to pa:i,ticipate in the labor force based 

on the infor.mation most readily at hand, Thus, the ftinctioqing ,of the labor 

market can be affected by the availability of data. for decision-making . 

. Actual, and potenti~l farm worl~ers need information about job open­

ings and th.e "(age ·rates, fringe bep.efits and working condit:ions prevailing 

in these j 9bs. They also need to know the qualifications necessary to·. 

ol?tain these jobs. Ideally, workers shoulci have access to such information 

about ,local and non-local. jobs. Migratory farm workers in particular, need 

a · reliable and current source: of information on non-local job vacancies. 

The loca.l offices of the various State Employment Services are. man­

dated tp provide such information. One of the basic functions of the Em-' 

ployment Service is to ·serve as a· clearin,gh<J>use of data between emp;Loyers 

16/ 
-· -·. Regular estimates of· total agricultural employment ~n agricultural re-

porting areas are made by St.ate Employment Services. These estil.nates, 
however, are pased wholly on secondary rather than on primary· da,ta. 
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and poteptial workers. The agricultural industry, characterized by a •. 

large number of small employers, is particularly dependent on a centralized 

labor market information clearinghouse to give collective visibility to its 

.job opportunities o. 

In order to function as an effective source of job market data to 

potential workers, Employment Service offices mu~t be accessible.to workers> 

workers must know about and seek the service of the office, and employers. 

must list j9bs. with the Employment Service; Thus, the question of the 

adequacy of labor market data for individual worker decision-making 

concerns the.organization and operation of the Employment Service. 

A substantfa.l proportion of temporary farm workers are obtained· 

for seasonal farm jobs through .local offices of the State Employmen~ Service. 

Penet;ration of the permanent farm job market is relatively low. Most 

permanent farm workers and many seasonal workers rely on i:p.formal channels 

of job market information. It is likely that many prospective agricultural 

workers are without access to these informa~ channels of farm labor market 

information or that the information they receive is inaccurate°' 

Recommendations. If the public Employment Service is to fulfill 

its role as a clearinghouse for the. ga.thering and dissemination of labor 

market information for agricultural workers, it must expand its penetration 

of the agricultu,ral labor market; especially that for permanent and long';'" 

term seasonal workers. The.Employment Service cannot effectively fulfill 

its role serving merely as a passive intermediary tr.'imsmitting data between 

workers and employers. It must actively seek to acquire data on farm job 

openings and actively disseminate this information among all·potential 

worker~. This will require emphasis on solicitation of job orders _and active 

worker recruitment progra,ms. 

Active solicitation of job orders.would be facilitated through the 

maintenance of up-to-date files of employers in each local Emp].oyment Service 

office and regular canvassing of· this list.. Such lists would also be 

beneficial in the dissemi:p.ation of labor market information to employers . 

and the collectio:p. of statistical data suggested in the following sections. 

The acquisit;i()n of job vacancy dat.a is. an essential first step in servicing 

the data needs of actual and potential farm workers, 

It is sometimes claimed that the relatively small proportion of 

permanent farm job openings handled through the Employment Service is 

related to the unattractiveness of these jobs compared to othe.r openings 

I I 
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list:ed and the consequent poor .. record of the Employment Service in filling 

farm job .orders. While there is probably a con.sider able element of truth 

in such claims, the fact that many of these jobs are eventua+ly filled 

indicates that some potential f.arm workers arE: not being reached .by the 

Employment Service through its .usual means of communication in rural areas. 

There are elements of the potential and actual rural labor force for which 

farm jobs and othE\r similar employment wouJ,4 represent attractive opportu'."" 

nities. 

Many of the actual and potential membe.rs of the rural labor force 

are not conditioned, by attitude or experience, to make use of the Employment 

Service. Those persons not now being reached by the Employment Service must 

be identified and vigorous efforts to reach and service them must be made. 

This will require the identification of operational target groups and the 

development of .informational channels appropriate to reach thesegroups 

where present methods are ineffective. 

Communication of agricultural labor market information is hampered 

by the absence of a system for effectively classifying and describing 

agricultural job v11cancie.s and the past experience of agrictiltural workers. 

Such a:,syst;em is essential in an industry of as widely diverse skill re­

quirement.s and leyels of responsibility as agriculture. Inability to 

di$tinguish among various qualities of jobs.leads to frustration in job 

seeking·ancJ the mismatching of workers and jobs. Current efforts to define 

·agricultural occupations more precisely must be .continued, and the resulting 

classifications implemented. Job descriptions will have to be accompanied 

PY suitable instruments or techniques for classifying job vacancies and 

employment records. Such a classification scheme could itself help .. to 

effect an improvement in the quality of agricultural jobs if vigorous 

educational efforts among.agricultural employers accompany the implemen-
, 

tation of the system. It would provide employers seeking to upgrade their 

jop opportunities with standards for comparison, and provide means of 

assessing the quality of potential workers. 

The merging of farm and noI).-farm placement activities in rural areas, 

as recommended in the recent report of a Task Force constitut~d to study 

the functioning of the Farm Labor Service,. would facilitate the flow of 

complete job market. in.formation to workers. In the Northeast, the unique 

character of the "farm labor market" has all but disappeared, if in fa,ct 

it ever existed.. The merging of farm and non-farm placement activities 
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should serve to focu.s attention on the problems of the collection and 

dissemination of labor market information in rural areas. These problems 

prevail for all rural workers and employers. 

Migratory farm workers have a special need for rapid access to 

reliable labor market data ou.tside the immediate labor market area. At 

pr.esent there is no central clearinghouse for such information, Valuable 

days of work-can be lost while crew leaders and Employment Service local 

office personnel seek work for crews encoi,mtering unforeseen delays or 

changes in schedule. A central location for reporting crews and work 

opportunities in each of the major migrant streams coµld help to-streamline 

the job search and reduce frustration and uncertainty among workers. 

Industry's Labor Data Needs. Actual and potential.employers are 

a second important class of agricultural labor data users. Employers need 

labor market data for sound business planning. Improved knowledge of 

present and expected labor market conditions will enhance economic 

efficiency, ultimately benefiting not only the employer but_workers and 

society generally. 

Dat_a needed by employers for business _planning purposes relate 

to the quantity and-quality of labor resources available in the labor 

market, and the wi:tges, fringe benefits and conditions of employment_ 

necessary to obtain a specific, quantity and quality of-worker. Most farm 

employers have had little experience or training in labor market and 

personnel practices. They are active in the labor market only infrequently, 

They cannotaccumulate for themselves the knowledge and experience of local 

labor market conditions of a large employer with a _-trained personnel 

department who is frequently or continuously in the labor market~ Thus, 

farm employers are nearly totally dependent on secondary sources for 

their labor market information. 

Data on nonagricultu,ral employment, unemployment and earnings are 

available for many labqr markets, but little data on agriculture is included 

in such statistics. Farm employers have_ little way of knowing about 

agricultural employment, wages or earnings, or about agricultural job 

openings ancl ,_their charact:eristics in their area. 

In addition to general labor.market information, employers seeking 

personnel also need data on specific workers available, their skills and 

experience and the_ c,onditions under which they are available. Again, 

lapge employers can determine_, through.test:ing and evaluation, the data 
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relevant for their purposes~ Smallemployers, .including most farme:i:-s; have· 

limited experience and ab.ility a:t .. evaltiating prospective wo.1;'.'kers and requir.e 

more . detailed prior kt'\QWledge Of indi Vi dual WOrkerS I Charac teriS ti CS• 

Employers· of. seasonal. labor in areas where seasonal. farm labor 

demanc:l ·;ls· high relative-· to the s~ze of· the. local labor force face tl;ie. 

adqitioD,al.problem that many employers are-seek:Lng seasonal workers at 

t,he same. time. The _magnitude of this tot:al demand will have: consid.erable · 

impact: on labor '!!lark.et c.ondit;i.ons guring t;he season i:p. wh.ich workers are· 

required. I:p. such areas producers need information on t;l;ie likely.magnitude 

of t;;ot;al -. demand ·· s·o that adeqµate preparation to. obtain the required workers 

can be made •. · 

· Recol!IIIiendations. The prJmary . source of local labor market ).nforma­

tion foi: farm employers ... is again the local ·off_ice of the. State Employment 

Service... The Employnw~t ServiGe -is . gearecj. more toward. provid,ing data 

about. potential jobs tq workers .than provid,ing data about workers to 

empioyers. Strong emphasis is placed on i::ef errals and placements, .while 

. relatively l,ittle effo.rt is expended at disseminating general labor- market 

information to tbose,actt,tally or potentially participating in the labor 

market:. 
. . 

Regular periodic repOJ;ting by _local offices of . the number and 

select;ed chara~terisUcs of job applica:p.ts and job openings would proviQ.e_ 

local employers with general ii:tformation on.local labor inarket_activity. 

The more. significant tlie volume of activity perform~d by the local qffice,. 

the mq>re useft,tl such data woµld be~ In addition, periodic data on employ'."'. 

ment, hourly earnings and average weekly hours by non.,..supervisory employees, 

suchas_are.currently reported for manufactur:;ing inc:lustries in some of the_ 

larger labor markets, sQ:ould be gat;hered an~ disseminated.· Though th.e. 

cost of collecU:p.g these data from non-ma.nufactµringemployers would be 

substantial~ many of t~ese eI!J.ployers are among those most in need <;>f them. 

Making labor market d'ata available is not suffi_cient, however. 

Ed,uc;:at,ional ~nd equnseling programs: for ag:ricultural employers, should be .. 

given serious ,.consideration by· the ~p+oyment Service as. a means of·. 

increasing penet;;-ation of: the farm labor market_, improving the quality ·of. 

· agricu;l.t;uraL jobs, ·and· educating small employers on the operatiop. of the 

local labor market, Gr(;mp educati<mal :qieetings and clinics should be held 

(i)n a regula,r basie by: local empl,qyment office personnel spec;i.f;i.c~illy 

trained .;i.nd detailed to undertake such activities., Thi·s should be 
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supplemented by_ individual counseling with employers in the preparation 

of j.ob orders and in the applicant .referral pr:ocess. St'D.C!l],er_ em,plo.yers 

with less skill and ability inevaluating potent;i..al em,ployees ne.ed to 

be provided with more informat;ion about. job ,applica.nts than other_ employers, 

an4 with assistance in interpreting this informat:i-on. . Education and 

counseling programs for small erp.ploye_rs, · leci.ding to improvement in. employ-: 

ment opport'(lnities .;ind a better matching of workers and jobs, would benefit 

both' ~m,ployers _and workers_. 

In areas of intensive seasonal farm labor demand, the estimation 

-. -of ,seasonal labor requirements. and labor supplies needs to be refined. At 

present, pre-season job orders are placed by employers based largely on 

planting intentions and expected yieldso These orders m~y or may not 

repr~sent. the bulk of actual expec.ted :seasonal employment in an·area. The 

orders may.or may not be revised as the season progresses. Actual labor 

used can vary widely from i~:tentions. ·Last; minute additions and. reductions 

of-orders are a cpmmon occurrence. 

In areas of high seasonal labor-demand, estimates of total.labor 

demand and stlpply should be prepared and revised as t;he season progresses 

as a labor market monitoring activity apart from the servicing of job 

o-rders. This should-begin with estimates of crop production, based on 

plantings and expected yield and estimated number of workers per unit: 

reqtiired to perfo+m season~l labor activities. Estimated local recruit;meµt 

re1:?,ponse and est;imated non-local labor needs·· should then be. prepared. 

These estimates should be·revised periodically as.the- crap progresses and 

·economic conditions in the labor market change. As historical data is 

accu,mulated, the ac~uracy of these estimates can be expected to improve .. 

In this way, planning for the acquisition of sufficient seasonal labor_ 

·could proceed, on a more rat;ional basis. Again, a central c~earinghouse 

for such-information would facilitat;e more rapid and accurate appraisds 

of areas oLlabor surplus and sbort;age and_ result in more ef~icient utilL­

zation of the avfl,ilable manpower Sl,lpply _and increased .employment fb.r wor~ers _ 

than-now occ.ur. 

Pata.Needs for Public Policy Formulation •. In addition to workers_ 

and employers, public poli9y makers· are' important users _of ·farm labc;:>r da,ta. 

Society places on t;:he public policy maker the ·responsibility_for monitoring 

the ;public- welfare., He must; _be aware of changes taking place ;i.n t;he economy 

.;ind labo.r market and-un,derstand ·their ill).plications so that measures c.an be 

pli:i,nned to identify and avert; potential problems.· 
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Data on jemployment, unemployment and job vacancies are necessary 
I . 

to measure t.he adequacy of the work force and to plan for the maintenance 

of full employment. Knowledge of wage rates, actual earnings levels, fringe 

benefits and working conditions are necessary to assess the welfare of 

individt,ial workers. These data should be comparable among farm and non­

farm jobs. Data on units of work to be done by commodity and location and 

worker productivity by type of worker are necessary to indicate t;he direc­

ticm and magnitude of fluctuations in labor demand and supply. Finally, 

knowledge of the char~cteristics of workers over time is necessary if public 

policy makers are to be. able to understand the implications of economic 

growth and change and operate effectively on targ~t labor force groups in 

implementing solutiorts to problems. 

The data needed to monitor the public welfare and plan tlie broad 

outlines of national manpower policy are gross in nature. In monitoring 

more local problems and in implementation of public policy, labor data 

needs are.likely to be somewhat more refined and specific. These data 

must relate to specific commodities, types of workers, time peribds and. 

geographical areas. 

In considering farm labor data needs and making recommendations for 

the imi;>rovement of agricultural work force statistics, one must Tue candid 

about the problems involved. "Agriculture" is no more a singl~ i'fldustry 

than is ,''manufacturing." It is a group of industries producing fuany 

different products, ui;;ing different production techniql).es, and requiring 

different skills. It is a spatially extensive grc;mp of· indl).str:L~s composed 

of many small producers. This particular characteristic poses !ll~vere 

problems in data collection. The fact that most branches of agriculture 

are subject to great seasonality compounds problems of labor data collection 

and interpretation. Under these circumstances, the cost of coliectihg data 

can quickly become prohibitive and some trade-off between econothy and 

completeness is necessary. 

The need for improvements in general agricultural labor data has 

been attested to on many occasions. Unfortunately, the cost of iilaking 

improvements has often proved prohibitive. This has resulted partially . 

from characteristics basic to the nature of agricultural productioj:l and 

the structure of agriculture, and partially from the exclusion of agri--. 

cultural workers from much general labor legislation. This latter factdr 

has not only reduced the apparent need for such data, but has resulted in 
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the exclµsiori of agriculture from data collected as a by-product of 

program administration. 

Recommendations. Because of .the high cost of obtaining agri­

cultural data, the specific suggestions and recommertdatio;ns made here are 

aimed principally atextension and refinement of existing data collection 

efforts and the aggregation and dissemination of existing data not pre­

sently generally available. In the longer run, if society is seriously 

committed to better understanding the nature of the agricultural labor 

force and labor m?rket, and solving some of the morefundamental problems 

affecting agricultural labor and the rural.economy, a more ambitious 

program of data collection and research than that outlined here will be 

required. This will have to be accompanied by a greater .awareness of 

rural manpower problems among public officials and social research 

·workers and a higher leve:J.. of support for research in this field. 

1. Employment and Wage Rates. One of the most basic statistics 

for labor force analysis is employment. There is an urgent present need 

for farm employment statistics by functional farm types and geographic 

regions. There is presently no source of labor force statistics which 

disaggregates the agricult;ural industry into its functional parts or thilt 

yields statistically reliable estimates at.the state or smaller levels. 

Th,e SRS mail survey data and the BES seasonal workers estimates approach 

what is needed, but neither source has much statistical precision nor 

includes sufficient significant detail. Furthermore, the two series are 

not sufficiently similar in coverage or concept that they are additive. 

As noted earlier, the Statistical Reporting Service, USDA presently 

has an experimental plan for replacing its voluntary mail survey with an 

enumerative survey to provide farm employment and wage data. This enumera­

tive survey can provide considerably more reliable data on farm employment 

and earnings than are provided by the present mail survey. Careful selec­

tion of four survey months will probably provide: as inuchuseful data as the 

present less accurate monthly estimates. At least once a year the survey 

sample should be sufficiently large to provide data for functionally useful 

geographic areas and farm types. 

In addition to providing data on total farm employment, the enumera­

tive survey would provide an opportunity to collect a modest amount of 

data on characteristics of farms and workers. Surveys to date.have.con­

tained data on farm type (that is, major commodities sold), amount of 'sales 
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and amount of paid and unpaid family labor. Worker data collected includ­

ed type of worker, wage rate and meth.od of payment, total hours worked 

and wages .earned. ··Other characte:ristics ·of farms and workers could also 

be enumerated. 

The enumerative. st1rvey wot.lld also serve as a source of benchmark 

data fq:r an improved se.s.sonal fa:rm labor data series.· Such a series would 

still provide a use~µl source of data o:ri monthly changes in farm employ­

ment·' and on t.he soµ.rce and ac ti vi ty o;E workers ~ However, to improve the 

µsefulnef?S of the B_ES seasonaLfcjrm labor series a number of improvements 

s.hould be maf!le :i.n ciata ~ol::I-ec tion procedures. 

B~S season.a+ farm worker estimates are pn~pared from data reported 

by local.empl9yme11t service personnel on Form ES-223. At present, proce.,. 

dur.es µE,led l?y local off :ice personnel in obtaining the data for ES-223 

fo:rms are ;nearly .as .11umerous as the individ-µals d9ing the job., . Further­

m()re, there is 11ot: complete agreement on the definitiqn of various worker 

sO\lrCe.tenns pr OI). the precise reference period to which the data should 

apply~ There is no stanciardized list of work activities, so that the 

degree of detail reported is left: enti:rely to the discretion of.the person 

filing the repprt. 'l:.'he resul,t:i:ng problems encountered in aggregating 

reports .. frqm s;everal :L:r;i.dividu~l,s are obvious. A further source of uncer.,. 

tainty i!:j il1.trc:>cil1ced PY tpe arbitrary excltlsion of all labor market 

:i;eport:ing areas from the data series in any month in which 500 or fewer 

seasonal fa:rµi wo:rk.e:rs §1.p.d no foreign worke:rs are employed. 

Standard procedures for the collection of BES seasonal farm employ-: 

ment data ::;hol,lld l?e followed. These procedures should be·standardized 

with respect>to the metl;iods that are followed to obtain employment data 

and .the reference period to which dat<?: apply, A standardized list.of 

terms shoulcl be used ::Ln reporting activities and sources of . workers. More. 

complete coverage <;>f employers outside the fruit, vegetable and nursery 

indust:ries must be obtained •. The arbitrary 500 worker criterion should 

be dropped. finally, local o:t:fice personnel must be provided with the 

time anci inc:.entive t:o do a good, job of obtaining and reporting this data. 

W:age rates and earnings data are another group of basic. labor force 

stat:i,.s.tics. · W:a,ge rates and; hours of work in an industry are indicators 

of the welfare. of workers in that industry and the coµipetitive po,sition 

of employers in the labpr market. 



66 

. Measurement and interpreta,tion of wage :rat~· and .ea:rp.ing~ c:lata in 

agr;i..c:ult;ure, are complicated by several characteristics of agricµltura'.l 

employment: 

a. 

b. 

d. 

e. 

numerous methods of:c:payment and combinat~ons of.cash. 

wages and .p~rquis;i..tes·, 

flOS~nce of a specified work day or.work week in.m?ny 

permane~t ~obs, 
- 1:-

prepon,de:rance of piece rates in seasonal jobs-; 

the ex1:r¢m~ly wide r;3.nge in composition of·. th~ hir.17d 

f-?rm work' force wit"h;:respec;.t to age~ ~kill :Le.vela and 

.othe.r charact~rist:ti~ affec"ting pr~du~HiV~ty~: an~· 
the ~id~ r.;inge in skl;n r~quirements aliid _de~isllpb: 
makiµg re~ponsibiliti~s required of the· hir~d ~iitrt!i i · 

work fotce. 

These ch~ractlar;i..sticE{make. 1:he .calculation of. ~verage wag~ rah~s·· and .. 

earhin~s ;art~ the interl?retatiori, of .such d.ata !iearly meattin~ie~~ ~- · On; the 
. I '·. . . ; . . . ~ , . . -. . i ,'. ' . ·. . . ; ·,- ' , , . . . : 

other'.haJ:\d, r~porti:p.g wage c:lataa~d earnings of agricultural -Workers by 

ni~ani~~fdl .· j~b ,descriptions, and worker characb~ristics would b~ pr9hfb...; 
. ' . ' . . . . . . ; . \· . ' . . ! •' .• 

. itiyely expensive. Valu:ing of !perqqisitEl..s iE;, i:}1so ex;t.i;:e~ely ciif~icult. 

·.'Wage ;·rates, collected by. a~ enumerative_ surye~ ;of e~pfdyers as 

r~c~mmen~ed abov~, for specific char,act~ristics of workers .and. farms;, ' 

wo~ld fmproye th~ accurapy ancL,µsefµlness of such data. Earrtin?~ of, 

j>iece' '.rat:e WO'r~ers, not -:prese~tli included, in tl).e S~S· C:i;:ep Reporting 

Surverj sh9uld ;:ilso be included. ·. Alth;ough this would p.ot ~lim:tri.ate all 

probl~ms in il:1terpreting. W{lge rate ·data, such $.s the combiin:;i..ng of varioµs 
• • • • • ,! • - ' • • ' ' ' 

payttient a:rra-Qgeinertts, i1: Wotil<;l greatly increas.e the· utility of; such,data. 

· P,revailing wage· ~ate da~a co.llected by: th~ JlE:S ~til~ni§ ·.an . 
• . . I , . . , • . . • 

imp9rt{lrlt . need in prdvicti.n~ a rneasure of earni~gs df s~aspnaJ,. wor~ers 'in 

.· areas Qf high seasoti~l labb:r d~tna:ild. The data. usuatJ..ly relate to a spec::i..fic 

actiyity,and geographic area thus controlling location; skill requirements 

anQ. to ~ome ·.extent wo~ker characteri~tics. However·, colle~ti~n prpcedures 
. ' . 

.fire not precise ·Or u:ii1£orm, thus undermining the value Of the resulting 

data..· 

Even. tinder th~ best of cirCU!IlStances the. corltpari$on of farm and 

~on'""farm wage 'i;-ate <;lat8: is hazardous :because of the difficl:llty: in relating 
. ' ' ' 

farm wage .data to ho'l;lrs of work, the valuing. of. perquisites and. the'. 
' r • 

t;remendous range in ._characteristics ;:ind pro~uctivity of individual. ·workers. 

[l 

1-, _J 
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Annual earnings of individuals and households provides·amore meaningful 

basis for comparison.of the economic;: welfare of agricultural and non­

agricultural workers, National data for broad occupational groups are 

reported in' the Current Population Reports of the U. S. Department of 

Commerce. More detailed data by region, characteristic of workers and 

labor force participatioriare reported in the ERS Hired Farm Working Force 

Reports for hired farm workers only. Since the Current Population Survey 

is the data.source for the.Hired Farm Working Force Reports, the collec­

tion and reporting of comparq.ble non-farm data would be possible. The 

reporting of comparable data on non-farm workers and the pairing of earn­

ings data of farm and non-farm workers with comparable characteristics 

·would provide a far better basis for comparisons of farm worker·earnings 

and the relative level of farm wages than are afforded by the present 

dat;:i.. 

2. Composition and Characterist:i.cs of the Farm Work Force. A 

more sophisticated knowledge of the composition of the farm work force 

and the char.;tcteristics of its members than we presently possess is re­

quired to properly assess the welfare.of agricultural workers and the 

adequacy of labor supply, as well as to serve as a basis forprogram plan"" 

ning and implementation. As in the case of employment statistics, the 

most pressing need is for data disaggregated into meaningful units. The 

agricultural labor force .inch.ides workers with widely .different skill 

leyel5.working at a wide variety of jobs. It includes many workers who 

are not in the labor.force.most of the time or who are prifuarily engaged 

in.other activities. Average characteristics of such a deverse grot,tp 

probably do not describe any component of.it accurately. 

Unfortunately, the cost of obtaining data on char.;tcteristics of 

the agr:i.cultural work force on a regular basis in meaningful detail would 

be prohibitive. From a practical standpoint, the data.obtained in the 

Census of Population and. the ERS Hired Farm Working :!force Survey are 

about all th.;it can reasonably be obtained. However, the utility of 

the data from the latter source is impaired by the.lack of comparable 

data on non-farm workers. 

Special topics are included in the Hired Fa.rm WG>rking Force Survey 

from time to time. These have included detailed enumeration of seasonal 

work patterns of the hired farm working force, detailed socio-economic 
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characteristics of workers, and special studies of migratory w.orkers. 

This survey presents a unique opportunity for .. e4ploririg, special topics 

·which should .. be continued and expanded. Subjects .which especially merit 

additional study are: (1) the multiple jobholding patt;erns of migratory 

artd farm-non-farm workers, (2) the stability of multiple jobholding 

patterns, · (3) the location of residence and work of the temporary farm 

work fo+ce, (4) labor market information channels used by hired farm 

workers, and· (5) skill levels or activities performed by hired farm. 

workers. In addition, consideration should be given to reporting more 

data b~ class intervals rather·than averages in order to ascertaip. how 

'tepresentative average data.actually is" This would be an especially· 

useful way of reporting total employment and earnings data. 

Because of the infrequency of enumeration and the problem of 

seasonality of.· agricultural employment, the Censuses of Population and 

Agriculture are useful chiefly to provide benchmark data for the more 

frequent but·. less complete enumerations and as a source of data on. more 

refined geographical units. The amount of labor data collected in the 

Agricultural Census has diminished considerably in the course of the 

past several enumerations. With the increasing importance of labor in 

agticultute~· the Agricultural Census can and should include benchmark 

data on this input. In particular, each Census should pi;-ovide for the 

enumeration of: (1) the annual cash wage bill, (2) number of permanent 

full-time (300 days or more) workers employed during the. year, (3) number 

of long-term seasonal (150 days or more) workers employed during the 

year, (4) number of .short-term seasonal (less than 150 days) workers 

employed during a reference week, (5) total number of workers employed 

at peak employment; and (6) farm and non-farm work of the farm operator 

and unpaid family workers. 

3; Farm Labor Productivity. Productivity enters virtually 
' . 

every broad economi.cproblem as. it affects costs~ production, prices, 

profits, investment and other economic phenomenon. The way tO more 
' ' ' . 

~ffective economic policy would be clearer if productivity' of·labor and 

other resources were.more.precisely and accurately established~ 

·A wi.de range in kinds and sets of statistics are used in developing 

the previously d~.scribed estimates of farm production per unit of. labor • 

. On the output :s:i.de, .these chiefly involve data on quantities and 

qualities of goods and services pr9duced and prices but also.include 

I l I . u 
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information on amounts and grades of intermediate resources used, their 

efficiencies and other items. Much remains to be done in improving these 

kinds of statistics but that is outside the scope of this inquiry. 

Recommendations regard:j.ng improvement of sta~istics on farm 

employment and characteristics of_workers have been listed previously. 
' ' ' . . 

These improvements would facilitate more accurate measurement of farm 

_labor input. and thus i.ts productivity. For_ example, the BLS measure of 

man-hour.s worked on farms assumes that all -farm labor is homogeneous. 

That is, time worked by person!jl of different age, sex, skill and level 

of education is treated as though equivalent. Data on farm workers of 

c;lifferent;: characteristics, the time they work and their earnings could 

be weight;:ed into a 111ore Pli"ecise measure of _labor input than is n.ow possib;t.e. 

As indicated previously, 't;.he BLS p:r:ocedure il,l handling farm­

non-fal;'m multiple jobhol,de:rs results in understating. time worked on farms. 

Number of workers holding both a farm.and non-..,farm. job and the hours. 

worked on each job should. be determineci more frequently. Such data are 

essential for; accurate est:imation of all hours of work contributing to 
' 

farm production. 

Currently, few resources are devoted to collection of data on 

labor requirements-such.as those by ERS in estimating farm labor input. 

Yet, farm production methods continue._ to change rapidly. More, resources 

should be utilized in collecting and-analyzing these types of data, 

pa:i;:ticularly fol;' labor intensive products and fo-r new and perspective 

labor-af fee ting technology. In addition, the. amom;1t of _overhead work. 

performed on farms, suet as machinery and building repair and management 

activities, should be determined more precisely, 

4. The Farm Labor Market. Reference has been made iri previous 

i;;ections t:o .the ut,:ility of local labormarket data for workers and 

employers. Aggregation of this data into st:ate, regional and national 

totals would also be useful to. public policy makers in assessing the 

adequacy of-. supply of farm labor~· Data on selected characteristics of 

job applicants, job openings and placements tabulated by local Employment 

Service offices should.be aggregated at the state·and national levels. 

Important characteristics of job openings and placement data to be 

considered would pe the industry, occupation and expected duration of the 

job. Information' on expected duration would permit the separation of the 

large anmfal :volllme of agricultural placements reported by the Employment 
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Service into short-term recurr:i;ng placements and·p1acements in more. 

permanent farm jobs. An important characterist.ic of applicants would. 

be industry and occupation of previous employment. The value of this 

data would be limited by the extent of Employment Service pen.etration of 

the farm labor mar~et, but even with limited penetration, .it should se,rve 

as a barometer of the supply.and demand for workers. 

Data of thi$ type would not answer one of the critical. farm labor 

market·data needs, that of an advance·assessment of tqe adequacy of supply 

of seasonal workers for peak demand period. . Pre-season iab\:ir demand and 

supply estimate!'! such as r.ecommended in tfie preceding section should be 

·channelled thro:ugh a central agency which would aggregate them and make· 

initial assessments.of the adequacy of labor supply and demand. As the 

season progressefi and local estimates are revised, revised state, regional 

and national estimates should be>prepared. These. estimates of labor 

supply and demand would provide a basis for determining a need for. policy · 

decisions and the time to weigh alternative courses of·action and implement. 

the policy selected. 

5. Expanding Farm Labor Knowledge .. Hired labor and the 

1:1.cquisition and management of th.e labor input: .have, until recently, 

.received scantattention from agricultural economists, farm management . 

. spec:i,.ali$ts, agricultural engineers and ot;hers; The reasons for thi$ 

have been numerous, but c,hief amon,g them was the prepondenance of labor 

supplied by the farm operator and unpaid·members cif his family, This is 

still the major source of agricultural labor ... · 

A captive local pool and sources of supply of migratory and 

off-$hore workers provided a reasonably reliable source of seasonal· 
' - -·' ·' 

workers.for t:hose,tyJ?es of farming which requifed them•. In .this environ .. · 

meq.t;; proplems of labor.acquisition and management·w~re of little 

importance. Haiweve1;', advancing agricultural t~chnology has led. to farm 

enlargement and pressures .tCJ iJicrease the farrii. labor ~orce at the same 

tillle thatnon-:farfu employment opportunities in rural areas are increasing, 

the. supply of foreign workers has been ~early halted and re,habi1itation, 

welfare and anti-discrimination programs are being vigorously pursued 

among, .traditional .soµrces of seasonaLand migratory workers. This has 

led to. :i,.ncr.Eiasing nebd for and acceptance of the value of expertise .in the 

'(;arious a spec ts of agricul tm::al labor management. 
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These developments have created a !1-eed for knowledge in many 

fa.cets of agricultural labor. Farm operators need to learn the rudiments 

of the operation of the labor market and competition with non-farm 

employers. E:f,'.fective methods of recruitment and evaluation of potential 

workers need to be developed. ·Agricultural work routines need to be 

developed and effective training techniques devised. The most effective 

techniques for remuneration and management must be discovered. Farm 

·employers must develop expertise in labor management. 

In many cases, the knowledge and experience acquired in :non-farm 

industry can probably be adopted to the agricultural environment. In 

other cases, new research will have to be undertaken, Many agencies 

share respons;i.bility fqr developing and disseminating this knowledge, 

including the agricultural research and extension agencies of the agri­

cultural colleges, the federal Departments of Agriculture and Labor, the 

state Employment Services, and the agricultural industry. In the long 

run, the "solution" of much of the farm labor problem rests on the 

. development of this type· of knowledge. 
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APPENDIX 

The following is a brief tabular guide.:to data on agricultural 

labor reported .in the U. S. Censuses. of Population and Agricµlture for 

indic;;lt,ed years. Table numbers~ titles and contents are consist:ent, state 

by state, as presented :i,.n each State Part of yolume I (Volume II of the 

19.50 Census of Population) . Other volumes of each Gens.us present data• 

chiefly by subjects. Tables in these volumes are not li.sted as they 

mostly duplicate state totals in listed tables. They also Jnclude data 

for regiens and the United States. In addition, under certain conditions 
. ' ' ., ' . 

ether ta~ulations of da.ta are available o:r can be obtained or purchased. 



A. U. ·-s ~· Census of Agriculture 

1. Operator characterii:itics 
(number, age, color, tenure, 
residence, farm-:- and off-' 
fa:rm work) 

a. by type .of farm•. 

76 

b •. · by ec<;>nomic class of farni 
c. by tenure of operator 
d. •· by size of farm·. 

large-scale farms 

2. Other income earned by­
members at .operator house:-. 
holds · · 

a. by type of farm 
b ~- l:)y econom;ic class of farm 
c •. • by -tenure. of ·operator · 
d. by .size of .farm. . 

3 .. Unpaid family worker13 
(number, hol,lts ·worked) 

4. 

5 •. 

a. by type of farm 
b. by economic. cl, ass of farm 
c. · by -tenure of operator · 
d ~- by size of farm · · 

E;xpenditures for hired farm 
workers·.· 

·(farm!:! reporting, expenditures) 

a.. by type of· fa,rm 
economic class of farm 
e:icpendit,ure~ per. farm. 

b. by economic!. c1asi:i .. of farm 
c. by tenu:r:e of operatpr 
d. · by -size of .farm 

large-scale farms 
e • by· age of operator . 

2/ 
Regular hired workerlil__. 
(farms reporting, numhe,r) 

. 19.50 

3,. 5 
(1, 2, 6)' 

13. 

5. 
(i, 6) 

9 
(3' '6) 

9' 22, 23 
(3' 6) 

21 

22 
20 
19 
13 

9' 19' 22 
(3, '6) 

a. by type of farm 21 
economic ·class of fa:rm 

b. by. ec~n()mi<;! class of farm 22 
c. by te11ure of op~rat:or 20. 
d ~ by .size of farm.. 19 · 

large,...scale farms 13 ··· 
e. by age .of operator· 

. 1/ 
Table Numbers-i:-

1954 

3' 4 
(2-' S) 

4 
(5) 

4 

4, .7 
(6) 

8 
(6) 

10 

8 
9 

8 
(6) 

10 

8 
9 

1959 

~ 
(4; 5) 

19 
17 
21 
20 

4· 
(5) 

19 
17 
21 
20 

5 
(4, 6) 

19 
17 
21 
20 

14, 17 
(4, 7) 

15' 19 
19 
18 

14, 17 
21 

16 ,- 20 

14, 16 
(4, '6) 

15, 19 
18 
14 
21 
16 

1964. 

3' · 17 
(6, )) 

22 
17 
18 
20 
23 

17 
.· (7) 

22 
17 
18 
20 

17 
(7) 

22 
17 
18 
20 

17 
(5' 9) 

22 
22 
21 
17 
18 
20 
23 
19 

17, 20 
(5' 8) 

22 
21 
17 
18 
20 
23 
19 

f 

)-1 

' 
-1 

I I I . 
! _J 



.. ·!. ·. 

B. ·. U; .s. ·Ce:i:i.sus .of .Po~ulat::ion 
I 

1950 .1960. 

· • 1. · Em:pl0yed persons 

a, by sex· 29' '31, 74 :. : : 
b ~ · • by _pla:C~ of residence. 

by ·in~U:stcy c. 
30, 3L, 35 (48, 49) ·,. ; · 

30' 31 (43} : . 

56 
56 .. 

, .. 5~ 

d. 
·class of worke,r 

by occupat;ion 
•color··· 
. age 
· class . of worker. · 

2 • · Expe rien:ced . unemp loy;e,d 

a. by sex .. ·. . 
b. . by P.lace of residet1,ce 

occupation 
· color.···· · 

3 ••. EJ1:perienced civilian labor 
force 

· a •. by ·sex . 
b. by· occ.u,pat:i,.ori: .. 

· ei:np!Oyed 
earni:q.gs . . . 
hpu51ehol~. income 
c9lo+. of head 

· C.· · by indus.try 
··.earnings. 

. . 
.. 

.. ;'-;. 

74 .·, 
28, 35 (43} .·.·.·· ... 

76.,·77.·· 
·76 

77 . 

(48, 49) 
2$;, 35 (43) 

75 
·za,ZJ,75·· 

28 
78 

86.··· 

~/ . . . . 
-...: .Taples giving county d~~a sh,own ;in parEmt;heses ~· 

' .. ·.··.· ,$6 
. 57 (84, 91; 12:1) 

··-. ,·1;; 

-:··. 

• ' 58· 
. i23:·. 
84. (84) 

. 60 (85) 
60 (85) 

·. 60' (85) 

. . ~-~' 

·.60 

12Q ·. 

lZO 
124 
145 
;l.45' 
130 
l~O 

2/ . . . . ·. . . ' . ..· . . · .. 
~Much of• these da,ta are reported for seasonal hi;i:;ed w~·tk.ers, al~o, in addition, · 

dat;a on hours. woJ;ked; .wage ranes and.bas:J.s of pay. r~ported :for all P.ired 
w&rk~rs e~cep1;: i):l 1964. For addft;ional ·explai:iatio~ see '.t;eit. 




