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The Purpose of the Martin and Holt Report.
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the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Quarterly Survey of Farm
Employers.

Appendix A pf this report describes how the data on farm
labor costs as presented by Martin and Holt is erroneous. (See
Table 4.) Inexplicably, the figures they present are $972
million less than the actual total of hired and contract wages
reported for U.S. crop farms in the Census of Agriculture.

1. Census of Agriculture Enplovment Expenditure Data.

Contrary tlo Martin and Holt's assertion that "(n)o other
farm labor data source has the detail and reliability of the
Census of Agriculture . . ."(7), there is substantial evidence .
that the Census of Agriculture systematically understates the

aid to farm workers. For example, in California,

reported $2.2 billion in farm employee and labor

nses. In contrast, the state's Unemployment

reported $3.8 billion 1in agricultural wages were

e year. (See Table 1 below.)
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Recent QALS reports provide wage rates only on a regional

with state by state detail for just California,

Hawaill.

B. Number of Seasonal Jobs.

Florida,

The second ellement in the Martin and Holt preferred

is the number pf seasonal jobs reported by

formula

sSurveys

agricultural

Agriculture. Again, since the Census of Agriculture
farmers, but not the non-farmer employers of
workers, it missjes many seasonal workers. Another problem

this data is that a worker who works 5 days for a farmer

State with a short growing season counts just as much as a worker

who works 130 days in another State with a long growing

Season.

States with mahy short jobs, or many small farmers,

artificially high numbers of seasonal workers,

caused by

double counting | of workers who must move from farm to

find enough total employment to be able to support themselves.

The count of seasonal workers as defined by the

Agriculture excludes from consideration migrant farmworkers

are employed for 150 days or more by a single employer;

multi-establishment farm employer. This creates an intrinsic bias

against states |with long growing seasons which

"

considered as "base"” states for migrants.

generally

An important problem associated with reliance

particular data item is the fact that the Census of Agriculture

has discontinued |collection of all data on the number of workers

hired by farmers, effective with the current (1987) Census.




C. pistribution of Migrant Farmworkers.
The final elenment of the Martin and Holt preferred formula
is the use of data from the Hired Farm Working Force (HFWF)

statistical serie

1. The H

Sy

ired Farm Working Force Series.

adjusted by the use of data on crop sales.

This series 1S

based on a
Population
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gathered for
relevant data on
not

are also

approximately 58
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4
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employed in farm work are relatively small.
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Hispanic
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as also high. For example, the 7,000
e northeastern states from-
Pennsylvania northeastward have a standard
e 95 percent level of 16,500. Migrant
rs in the smaller regions are usually egual
than the estimate.” (10)

state that data on the regional

farmworkers 1s exceedingly unreliable, and

at the regional level,

can. equal or exceed the migrant estimate

(11)
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Lo
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For this reason, regional distribution data were

the 1981 HFWF report, nor will they be published

brt. (12) In future vears, regional distribution
available. Due to the small sample size of the
is considering excluding all information on the

f farmworkers in the HFWF report in the future.
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assigning to e
migrants Dbased
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on each State's share of the region's total crop

ahre several reasons why this 1s an unacceptable

¢ migrants among regions.

foremost 1s the fact that the HFWF data is a

migrants to the various to
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living in the month of December rather than where

ed, for example, in July.

data are evidently offered as a
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no reason exists to assume that enployment ‘is
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ue of crop sales varies with the of

price the

in many cases is totally independent of levels

g., low prices are often correlated with high
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The three el
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the emphasis as
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the

basis
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equal weighting
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weighting of the e

"standardized

equal weigh

weilghting the

for their c¢

Holt's

ements described -above are weighted  such.. that

farm employment expenditures” are given twice

is given to the other two elements, which are

t. Martin and Holt offer no Justification for

vy have selected because there 1is no scientific

hosen differential weighting of the elements.

y different weighting system been used, such as

of all elements, then

very different results

btained. Table 2 contrasts the results using

weighting with the results found using equal

lements in the formula for selected states.
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Table 2

Effect of Element Weighting
bn Migrant Activity Distribution

Weighting Equal Change in %
by the Weighting Distribution
Martin-Holt to the Caused by
Formula 3 Elements Change in Weighting
(2:1:1) (1:1:1)
Alabama 1.61% 1.88% 16.59%
Georgia 3.53% 3.97% 12.56%
Kentucky 3.27% 3.59% 9.80%
Wisconsin 1.30% 1.22% -6.15%
New Jersey 0.72% 0.65% ~9.57%
Arizona 1.86% 1.64% -11.41%
Arkansas 1.70% 1.44% -15.29%
Hawaiil 1.08% 0.90% ~15.97%
E. Updating the Martin and Holt formula.

As previous
of the formula
Farm Working For
ution of migrant
no longer collec
farmers. In ad
Quarterly Agric

These changes me

and Holt cannot

I11I. Vali

The Martin
distribution of
only by comparin
provide 1indepern

migrant workers

ly indicated, data for two of the three elements

will not be available in the future. The

Hired

ce series will no longer report regional distrib-

farmworkers, and the Census of Agriculture will

t data on the number of workers directly hired by

dition, the USDA nc longer reports data from the

ultural Labor Survey on a state by state basis.

an that the preferred formula proposed by Martin

be updated.

dation of The Migrant Distribution Formula.

and Holt preferred formula for the state-by-state

migrant farmworkers could have been wvalidated

g 1its results with separate data sources which

dent verification of the relative proportions of

in several states. Such wvalidation 1is not
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of fered by Martin and Holt,

instead, without any citation to existing literature or
presentation of their own unpublished data, they simply state
that:
"preliminary |analysis of 10 and 20 percent samples
of UI covered farmworkers in Washington and Idaho...the
nunbers of migrants in these states appears to validate
the preferred formula.” (14)
This kind ©of sophistry is unacceptable. No scholarly
journal in the flield would permit the publication of assertions

of this kind. That serious policy decisions could be based on

such unsupported statements is beyond comprehension.

Martin and Holt present independent data for only one state,
california. 'They 1interpret enmployers'’ reports concerning
Unemployment Insurance and related taxes paid by agricultural
businesses to suggest that there are 229,500 migrant farmworkers

in the state.

we have flound current data for another state, Colorado.
Using technigues developed by demographers for the study of
nomadic populations in various parts of the world, the Colorado
Migrant Health Program (CMHP) constructed a multi-stage
stratified probability sample. The sample frame was a carefully
identified "migrant bed"” map,of the state showing the location of
virtually all sleeping gquarters used by migrants during the
Colorado farming season. CMBP was able to determine a census
headcount of the migrant farmworker population as well as such
important data as income distribution, family size, home base and

health data. To insure objectivity, staff of the National Center

13



for Health Statistics designed the survey and conducted on-site
supervision. CMHP found the Colorado migrant farmworker popula-

tion to be 6,950, (15)

The data for California generated by Martin and Holt and the -
data for Colorado determined by CMHP provide an independent’
determination of these two states' migrant farmworker populations
and their respective shares. There are 33 times as many migrant
farmworkers in California as in colorado (based on 229,500/6,950
- 33). The Martin and Holt formula indicates that there are 18.7

times as many migrant farmworkers in California as 1in Colorado

(based on 23.03%/1.17% = 19.7). Thus, the Martin and Holt
preferred formula is in error by nearly 70% -- an unacceptably
large error. By failing to validate their formula, Martin and

Holt are not able to correct for such anomalous results.

The data on migrant farmworkers in California derived from
state agricultural employer’s unemployment insurance {(UI) data
is also in sharp disagreement with data obtained in the HFWF
survey. Martin and Holt interpret the reported California UI data
to suggest that some 20.3% of california's farm workers are
migrants, a total of 229,500 workers. This is in contrast to the
HFWF data, which state there are 55,000 migrants workers in the’

pacific region, or 10% of the farm workers in that region.

The California UI data found more migrants in California
(229,500) alone than the HFWF estimates are found in the entire
United States (226,000). The california UI data indicate that the

HFWF does not account for most migrant workers.

Moreover, |data reported by Mines and Martin, based on direct
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s

interviews with some 1,200 california farmworkers, indicate that
the proportion of migrants is 36.7%. Martin has chosen to ignore
his own published work on this matter in the report under review,
perhaps because it disagrees SO strongly with the conclusions he

is offering. (16)

Instead of validating the Martin and Holt formula, the
california UI data offer an independent basis for further
guestioning 1ts usefulness. Moreover, the recent census of
migrant farmworkers by- the colorado CMHP study indicates that the
Martin and Holt formula has yielded unreliable results. This
underscores the need to scientifically validate it by
systematically comparing 1its results to other available data and

census information to identify other anomalous results.
IV. | Characteristics of Migrant Farmworkers.

The final| goal of the Martin and Holt report is to provide
information on the characteristics of migrant farmworkers. They
rely entirely on two sources of information, the Hired
Farm Working |Force series, and the aforementioned study of
california unemployment insurance data. As will be shown below,
+there are hunerous problems 1in relying on these sources to
identify the characteristics of migrant farmworkers. Moreover,
these sources stand in sharp contrast to the findings made in the

Colorado CMHP census.

B. Coloradp Migrant Farmworker Health Survey.

The 1985 [survey of Colorado's migrant‘farmworkers‘(CMHP) not.

only determined their number but also yielded important
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and Holt rely upon 1983 HFWF data

to determine

srkers per migrant household, migrant workers per .

non-working dependents per migrant household.

conclude that the Lillesand estimates for these

ingly high and determine that 1.2 migrant workers

nts per household are more realistic.

ed previously, the HFWF data misses many, if not

rmworkers. In addition, as indicated in Table 3,
the HFWF figures understate the size of  .migrant

compared to Mines' and Martin's California survey

or to the 1980 Census of Population figures for Mexican foreign
born persons.
Table 3
Household Size and Dependents
1983 1983 1980
Mines & HEWF Census
Martin Mexican
Survey Foreign Born
(California) (U.S8.) (U.S.)
Workers per
Household 1.75 1.72 1.7
Migrant Workers per 1.2 1.12 *
Migrant BHousehold
Non-Working Dependents
per Household 1.85 1.95 *
Person per Household 3.6 4.0 4.21
Persons per Family * 4.3 4.39
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c. california tUnemployment insurance Data.

The other gource used to characterize migrant farm workers
is the Califorhia Unenmployment Insurance data. Characteristics
derived from this data cannot be generalized to the rest of the
United States because they do not take into consideration state
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Martin and Holt state

s very similar to the definition of migrant

important

e HFWF, but there are several very
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categories of workers which this definition excludes.

Among the | migrants excluded by this definition are (a)
migrants who afre based 1in another state or country who
migrate to california and do farm work 1in only a single .
california county; (b) migrants who are unemployed 1n one
California county who:migrate to another California county where
they do farm work; (c) migrants who migrate to or from a non-farm
job in California, if the non-farm job realizes less earnings

than the farm Jjob.

The third droup represents the difference between the second
and third definitions of migrant offered in the Martin and Holt
analysis of California UI data. Thus, their numbers can be
stated explicit]y; Migrants who migrated between a farm job and
a non-farm job, |who also earned more at the farm job than at the
non-farm job, made up 3.55% of the California farm worker sample
(23.88% - 20.33% = 3.55%)., and account for an additional 17.5%
or 40,000 migrant workers (23.88%/20.33% = 117.5%). These 40,000
workers are only part of those excluded from the definition of

migrant worker by Martin and Holt.

Another category of migrants excluded by Martin and Holt's
UI analysis are| workers who work for employers who have a single
county Dbase, but operate in other counties. A farm labor
contractor is an example of this type of employer. They describe
this problem as| follows:
"However, the UI data could also undercount migrants.
Workers employed by an employer with a central
administratiive site could in fact migrate across county
lines and | stay away overnight but appear in the UI

records as| one employer and one-county farmworkers."
(20)
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study worker
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authors assume that these workers are no more
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gle county.

blem with the UI data is that it is skewed by the

le social security number by several workers.
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sample, and in 20 instances 10 or more names were attached to a

single Social Security number. (22)

This implies that at least 10% of the workers were

o

sharing Social Security numbers. (23) They do not say
explicitly that they have divided these accounts up into the
several workers who make them up, nor do they suggest a

procedure for treating such cases 1in their data.

Moreover, |they cannot know what proportion of workers
share a single Social Security number and name . it
is not uncommon for all members of a family employed in a fruit
harvest on a piece rate basis to work under the name and social
security number of a single family member. The sharing of a
single social security number by several workers skews reported
data on earnings per worker upward and could contribute to the

high income data found by Martin and Holt.

2. Contrast of UI Data with Other Studies of  California

Migrants. Therge exist at least five other studies which provide
independent although not entirely comparable information on

- migrant characteristics.

The Martin and Holt UI data analysis found 20.33% of
california farmworkers to be migrants. Most of these migrants
(56.8%) had non-farm emplovers. They averaged only 12.5 weeks of
farm work and 27.2 weeks of non farm work in 1984. Weekly wages
were $203 in farm work, and $305 from non farmwork. These data

contrast with gther data on migrant workers in California.

A survey | of 2,028 farmworkers conducted in 1965 for the
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Assembly Commit

145,000 migrant w

tee on Agriculture reported that there were

orkers in California agriculture, accounting for

30% of the labar force which earned more than $100 that year.
Migrants were more likely to be of Mexican origin, with 55% of
them of Mexican descent. (24)

" A survef of 1,286 farmworkers conducted in 1983 by the
University of California and the Employment Development Depart-
ment found that migrants make up 36.7% of the work force; About

one in four farm

(25 Workers wh

the sample, whi

of migration.

Interviews

conducted 1in 19

outside of the a

that the movem

"migrant” or "lo

home, 32% had 1

12 months. Yet

several months
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[
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for eligibility

months of the ye
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o migrated in order to find work made up 18.5% of

le 6.4% of the work force undertook both types

with 200 tomato sorter workers in Yolo County

78 found that one-third of the respondents lived

rea for part of the year. (26) This survey shows

ent of workers defies simple categorization as

11

~ral. Of those who called Mexico their permanent

ived only in the local area during the preceding

half of those who said they lived in Mexico for

in the prior year did not consider Mexico their

Among the workers who said they were "local",

nblic migrant labor camp, which requires them,

purpose, to live at least 50 miles away for 6

ar.

A 1978 study of 600 Fresno and Imperial County farmworkers,
two-thirds of whom were women, did not distinguish between
those workers who never migrated to find work, and those who
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were migrants for 4 weeks or less. (27) This study did find that
workers who were away from their home base for 5 weeks or more
made up 31.8% of the sample.

A study of the health practices of 472 Tulare County

farmworkers conducted in 1981 found that 20.6% of the workers had

jobs outside;of the County for sometime 1in the vyear. (28)

it found that | many respondents were former migrants who had

settled in that |particular California county because it offered a

better opportunity for a longer season of work without migrating.

0
3

These ' survey studies suggest that at least 30 of the

California hired farm work force is migrant, in contrast to the

[

20% migrant figure Martin and Holt derive from the U1 data.

This 10% or between difference is made up of the intrastate,

international, |and urban based migrants and the employees of

multi-county firms, who were excluded by the inadequacy of

9
S

U1 data. 1If |30% or more of the California hired farm working

force is migrant and if this figure is applied to the preferred
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series with datla extracted from properly designed surveys could
make a more reliable state-by-state estimate of the number, _dis-
tribution and characteristics of the migrant farmworker

population.
Vi. Conclusion.

The Martin and Holt estimation of the distribution and
characteristics| of migrant farmworkers is flawed and wunsound.
The problem lies with the paucity of information about the
nation‘'s migrants. No simple, additive compilation of existing
statistical source can accomplish what Martin and Holt set out to

do.

Martin and Holt fail to distinguish between studies which
are population| based, and measure where individuals 1live, and
those that are employer based, and measure where they work.
Their methods are an over-simplification of a complex problem.
They have misused and even misstated available data, made false
assumptions, and generally failed to develop a scientifically
founded process to achieve their stated goals. No effort
was made to determine the likely errors in the components of
their formula, ¢r the cumulative error in each state's percentage
share of migrant activity. Additionally, Martin and Holt have
not defined migrant "activity"; it is clear, however, that this
term cannot be used as a substitute for enumerating migrants on a
state-by-state | basis. More importantly, the preferred formula
has not been "validated” notwithstanding Martin and Holt's asser-

tions - to the comtrary. As evidenced by the Colorado CMHP. . study,

it 1is <clear that the Martin and Holt formula yields anomalous
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employment

processing workers reported in the

Census of

is a body of literature

reporting direct

27




surveys of workers, which can help describe the percentage of
farm workers who migrate on a state-by-state basis. While these
studies are not comprehensive, they represent the bulk of all

knowledge about migrant farm workers, and should not be ignored.

It 1is abundantly clear that the Martin and Holt study has
not determined |the characteristics, number or distribution of
migrant farmworkers. Policy regarding ‘the funding of legal
services programs should not be determined on such shoddy and

scientifically unsound treatment of this very important subject.
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APPENDIX A

RECT REPORT OF CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE
GES AND LABOR CONTRACTOR EXPENSE

Holt purport to use information from the 1982
ture in deriving the Census Crop Farm employment
he first element of their formula. On pages 71

report, they state that they include 1in their
ired labor expenses and contract labor expenses
" (SIC codes 011, 013, 016, 017, 018 and 019).

billion
billion 1in

rop farms accounted for 65% of the $8.4
expenditures and 86% of the $1.1
penditures.”

early the total of $6.4 billion 1in hired
penses reported for U.S8. crop farms in the 1982
ulture (i.e., 65% of $8.4 billion 1in direct
llion; and 86% of $1.1 in contract expenses, or

and

total of $6.4 billion).

Crop Wages" (Census crop farm
"The Preferred
Migrants-1982", states the U.S5. total as only
There is no explanation for the missing billion
Similarly, California «crop wages are
the §1.9503

Agriculture for

"Census

reported in the Census of

U.S. and California crop farm data for the 1982

lture is found below in Table 4.
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Table 4

Farm Production Expenses
1982 Census of Agriculture Data
(thousands of dollars)

United States California

Contract Contract Total

SIC Hired Total Hired
Code Labor Labor Labor Labor
Crop Farms
011 1,270,305 70,321 1,340,626 46,141 4,183 50,324
013 1,071,444 140,821 1,212,265 149,233 30,357 179,590
016 668,137 223,951 892,088 345,703 96,195 441,898
017 1,156,518 423,478 1,579,996 625,043 237,702 862,745
018 971,776 35,356 1,007,132 269,571 7,475 277,046
019 302,352 54,132 356,484 115,019 23,676 138,695
Crop Farms, Sub-Total
01 5,440,532 D48,059 6,388,591 1,550,710 399,588 1,950,298
Livestock Farms
021 1,262,444 88,406 1,350,850 64,988 - 6,676 71,664
024 1,077,486 29,625 1,107,111 125,681 3,533 129,214
025 385,039 22,226 407,265 59,972 1,991 61,963
027 176,372 11,396 187,768 14,962 1,721 16,683
029 56,497 2,956 59,453 1,041 67 1,108
Livestock Farms, Sub-Total
02 2,957,838 154,609 3,112,447 266,644 13,988 280,632
Total, All Farms

8,398,370 1,102,668 9,501,038 1,817,354 413,576 2,230,930
Crop Farms as a Percentage of Total Farms :

64.78% 85.98% 67.24% 85.33% 96 .62% 87.42:

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,

1982 Census of Agricultuy

re,

Industrial Classificatid

Table 50,

n of Farms.
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