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The Southeast region designated in the NAWS public use data set consists of the
following seven states: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi and South
Carolina.  Among these, the NAWS sample counties are in four of the states: Alabama, Florida,
Georgia and Louisiana.  The paper first addresses the nature of agriculture and farm employment
for the southeastern United States to provide a reference point for the NAWS data.  Principal
characteristics of farm employment based on the NAWS data are addressed, and where feasible,
contrasts are made with available alternative sources of information.  Primary emphasis is given
to demographic, income and employment characteristics of the workers. The paper closes with
suggestions for how to improve the usefulness of the sample at the regional level.

The Southeast Region

The Southeast region for the NAWS public use data is made up of two basic NAWS
regions: one consisting solely of Florida, the other consisting of the remaining southeastern
states.  From the perspective of homogeneity of the regions for sampling, this is certainly
desirable.  Indeed, Florida could be separated from Orlando south to be one region; the
remainder of Florida’s agriculture is more similar to the rest of the Southeast than it is to South
Florida.  South Florida is large-scale agriculture employing large amounts of agricultural labor in
citrus, vegetables and nursery products.  North Florida by contrast consists of more traditional
farms with a mixture of field crops, livestock, timber, and occasional areas of specialty crops, a
combination similar to much of the rest of the Southeast.

Table 1 characterizes farm employment on crop farms in the Southeast.  The 1997
Census of Agriculture (USDA) reported in excess of $2.2 billion in crop farm labor expenditures
for the region.  Consistent with the above contrast between Florida and the remainder of the
Southeast, Florida accounted for 59 percent of the region’s crop farm labor expenditures.  The
next closest state was Georgia with just under 12 percent of the expenditures.  Labor expenses as
a percentage of all production expenditures for crop farms were 38 percent for Florida, 24
percent for the region, and only 21 percent for South Carolina, the highest state following
Florida.  Labor contracting is a common feature of labor intensive agriculture: 36 percent of
Florida’s labor expenditures were contract labor in contrast to 26 percent for the region, and 17
percent for Georgia, the next highest state after Florida.  For the region, 83 percent of all labor
expenditures resulted from crop farms compared to 92 percent for Florida.  By each measure,
Florida is in sharp contrast to the remaining southeastern states, confirming the designation of
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Florida as a separate region in the underlying NAWS structure, but raising questions concerning
how data from the combined region can be interpreted.

Table 2 examines labor expenditures by type of farm for crop farms for each of the
southeastern states with Census data.  The greenhouse, nursery and floriculture category had the
largest share for the region, 27 percent.  The fruits and tree nuts category was close behind with
22 percent, and vegetables and melons represented 18 percent of labor expenditures in the
region.  Again, there are major differences among the states.  Over 91 percent of Florida’s crop
farm labor expenditures result from the three labor intensive farm types: vegetables and melons,
fruits and tree nuts, and greenhouse, nursery and floriculture farms.  The comparable figure for
the region, including Florida, is 67 percent; the state closest to Florida was Alabama with 62
percent in the same three categories, but only representing less than four percent of the region’s
labor expenditures.

Tables 3 and 4 contrast the characteristics of the NAWS sample counties with their states,
and with the southeast region as a whole, again using data from the 1997 Census of Agriculture
(USDA).  In three of the four states, crop sales as a percentage of all farm sales for the NAWS
sampled counties exceed that for the state; only in Louisiana is the NAWS counties percentage
slightly less than for the state as a whole.  For Florida’s NAWS counties, 91 percent of
commodity sales are from crops compared to 80 percent for the state.  For the region’s NAWS
counties, 85 percent of commodity sales are from crops, while the comparable percentage for the
entire southeastern region is only 50 percent.  Similarly, labor expenditures in proportion to all
production expenditures are larger for the NAWS sampled counties than for their respective
states.  Labor expenditures for the southeast NAWS counties are 30 percent of production
expenditures.  Again, Florida NAWS counties stand out with 35 percent while the state with the
next highest percentage of labor expenditures relative to production expenditures is Louisiana
with only 14 percent.  Contract labor is more important in the NAWS counties than in the region
as a whole: 36 percent compared to 23 percent of all labor expenditures.  Again, most of this is
attributed to Florida which had over 38 percent contract labor, considerably more than twice the
percentage for any of the other state NAWS counties.

Table 4 summarizes the 1997 Census of Agriculture (USDA) information for NAWS
counties for the relative importance of various types of crops.  The three traditional crop
categories of importance in seasonal agricultural labor (vegetables, sweet corn and melons,
fruits, nuts and berries, and nursery and greenhouse) represent 74 percent of crop sales for the
region’s NAWS counties.  The comparable percentage for Florida NAWS counties was 82
percent; the next highest group of NAWS counties was Georgia with only 27 percent.  Among
the three states other than Florida, cotton and grains were the important commodities in the
NAWS counties.

The ultimate question is how useful the NAWS data are for describing seasonal
agricultural workers for the southeast region.  While combining Florida with the remaining
southeast states increases the sample size, the increased heterogeneity of the sampling base may
reduce that advantage.  Surely some characteristics of farm workers are unrelated to the type of
agriculture in which they work.  But others may be related.  Indeed, the heterogeneity concern



3

was a major impetus behind the initial design of the NAWS.  While commodity identification is
feasible within the NAWS public use data, location within the region is not.

The NAWS Data

The NAWS sample for the southeastern region consists of 2,173 observations over the six
year period.  After applying the post-sample weights, the observations were adjusted to represent
2,037 farm workers.  The annual samples ranged from 306 to 428 interviews while the weighted
numbers varied only from 315 to 385.  USDA’s 1998 estimate of average annual hired farm
worker employment for the region based on the Quarterly Agricultural Labor Survey was
121,800 plus an estimated annual average of 10,000 Florida agricultural service workers in 1998
(USDA, Farm Labor).

Demographics

Average worker age over the sample was 29.9 years, with some indication that average
age fell by over one year over the duration of the sample.  Among Florida citrus harvesters, our
prevailing wage surveys indicated that average age of the harvest workers was 31 years for the
1995 early and mid-season citrus harvest (Polopolus and Emerson, 1997).  A survey conducted
in Southwest Florida in 1999 indicated an average age of citrus and vegetable harvesters of 31
years each, and 32 years of age for packing house workers (Roka and Emerson).

Most workers were born outside the United States; only 22 percent were born in the U.S.
over the sample period.  Among those not born in the U.S., 52 percent had been doing farm work
in the U.S for three or fewer years.  Just over 32 percent of the non-U.S. born had been in the
U.S. doing farm work for one year or less.  There is some indication that tenure in the U.S. may
be falling.  Among those sampled in 1996-1998, 37 percent had been doing farm work in the
U.S. for one year or less, while among those sampled in 1993-1995, 27 percent had been doing
farm work in the U.S. for one year or less. The largest group of foreign born was born in Mexico,
representing 61 percent of all workers.  Despite their proximity, Puerto Rico and the Caribbean
accounted for only five percent and two percent, respectively.  Central America was the origin
for 10 percent of the workers.  Corroborating evidence from Florida studies suggests that
Guatemala is the source for most Central American workers.  In contrast to the 22 percent of the
NAWS workers born in the U.S., 77 percent consider the U.S. to be their permanent residence.

When asked to describe themselves, 60 percent of the sample characterized themselves as
Mexican, while only five percent characterized themselves as Mexican-American.  The
remaining groups were other Hispanic (8%), Puerto Rican (6%), Chicano (<1%), and all others
(21%).  Grouping by race, most categorized themselves as white (51%), while only eight percent
categorized themselves as Black or African American.  The second largest group was the “other”
category, representing 37 percent of the sample.  This description of the work force is entirely
consistent with the major transformation that has taken place in Florida, and to a large extent, the
remainder of the southeastern farm work force over the past 30 years, although information on
the latter is largely anecdotal.  Data for the Florida early and mid-season orange harvest in 1995
indicated that 80 percent of the harvest workers were of Mexican origin (Polopolus and
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Emerson, 1997).  By contrast, a 1970 Florida farm labor survey reported that 56 percent were
African American workers and only six percent were of Mexican origin (Polopolus and
Emerson, 1975).

Only 19 percent of the sample consider English to be their primary language; Spanish is
the primary language for 76 percent of the sample.  Correspondingly, only 22 percent can speak
English well, while 44 percent speak no English, and 27 percent speak just a little English.  The
majority of the work force is clearly limited in their ability to participate in the mainstream
economy.

Just over half (52%) of the workers were single, and an additional five percent had
previously been married.  Although the remaining 43 percent were married, the spouse was
present in the household for only 24 percent of the sample.  The sample was 79 percent male
workers and 21 percent female.  Somewhat more than a third, 36 percent, of the sample were
farm worker parents.

The average educational level is 6.5 years across the sample.  The average for the first
three years of the sample was 7.2 years compared to 5.7 years for the last three years of the
sample.  Data from the Florida prevailing wage surveys for citrus harvest workers for 1990-1993
found average educational levels to vary from 3.1 years to 5.8 years (Polopolus, et al.).

Migration is almost evenly split in the sample with 50 percent categorized in the migrant
and the non-migrant groups.  However, when the sample is grouped into the 1993-1995 and
1996-1998 segments, migration appears to have increased from 40 percent in the earlier time
period to 62 percent in the latter three-year period.  International shuttle workers (those spending
more than 28 days abroad) showed a similar increase over the two periods from 25 percent of the
sample to 43 percent of the sample.

Among all workers in the sample, 56 percent were categorized as unauthorized workers.
U.S. citizens accounted for 29 percent of the workers while 15 percent had some form of work
authorization, most of which held green cards (13 percent).  There is again some evidence that
the proportion of unauthorized workers from the 1993-95 period to the 1996-98 period increased
from 44 to 68 percent of the workers.  However, the 1994 data contribute greatly to this
difference with 55 percent of the workers reported to be citizens in that year, and only 38 percent
unauthorized.  The 1994 sample appears to be somewhat of an outlier for this attribute.

Labor Market Characteristics

Employer type

Table 5 displays the crop in which the workers were working at the time of interview.
Fully 50 percent of the workers were employed in vegetables over the combined time period.
Only 11 percent were in the fruits and nuts group; 15 percent were in horticultural crops; and 16
percent were working in field crops.  Recall from table 2 that the 1997 Census of Agriculture
reports that 22 percent of crop farm labor expenditures were on fruit and nut farms for the
southeast region.  Moreover, fruits, nuts, and berries represented 30 percent of crop sales for
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southeastern NAWS counties compared to only 13 percent for the entire region (table 4).  This
contrast suggests that labor expenditures on fruit and nut farms in NAWS counties are far higher
than the 22 percent of all crop farm labor expenditures reported in table 2.  Clearly, there is a
major difference in the distribution of labor by commodity resulting from the NAWS and what is
suggested by the Census of Agriculture.

The dominant fruit crop for the region is Florida citrus.  One possible concern from the
perspective of the NAWS approach is that the three cycles of the data collection miss the major
Florida citrus harvest periods.  The three cycles begin in February, June and October, lasting for
10 to 12 weeks each (Mehta, et al., p. 2).  Only the February cycle would have a significant
number of citrus harvest workers.  Even this cycle, however, falls in the valley between the two
peak harvest months of January for the early crop, and April for the Valencia crop.

The 1994 sample is particularly noteworthy with 39 percent of the workers employed in
field crops.  Field crops are typically not as labor intensive as the fruit and nut, vegetable, and
horticulture categories. Among the NAWS counties, they also tend to be far less important
commodities (table 4).  As an aside, it is worth noting that 1994 was also the year when an
abnormally large proportion of workers reported that they were citizens.   Of the workers in field
crops in 1994, 70 percent reported that they were citizens compared to 55 percent for all workers
that year.

Perhaps all this means is that the sample at the regional level is too small to accurately
reflect the detailed characteristics for the region.  The nature of sampling also contributes to a
certain lumpiness in the data since it is cluster based sampling with the employer as the cluster.
Employer-based sampling is clearly the most feasible means for locating widely dispersed farm
workers.  Nevertheless, the relatively small samples across heterogeneous employers, are
undoubtedly contributing to the high variability from year to year.  To a great extent, such
anomalies undoubtedly average out over the national sample.  Nevertheless, they remain
troubling to the extent that worker characteristics vary by their commodity specialization, and
suggest that regional descriptions, at least for the southeast region, need to be viewed with
considerable caution.  At the minimum, it would be useful in interpreting the data to know the
number of employers sampled within each commodity group.

Over the entire sample period, 28 percent of the workers were employed by labor
contractors (table 6).  The annual data varied from a low of 14 percent to 46 percent of workers
employed by labor contractors.  The extent of this variation is difficult to accept on the basis of
either casual observation or other data sources.  It seems reasonable to assume that this volatility
is due again to the limited annual sample size for a rather heterogeneous region.  USDA's Farm
Labor series for agricultural services employment for Florida shows a nearly constant level of
employment over this time period, although the relative share appears to be increasing since the
total number of workers has been declining over the 1990s (Emerson).  Grouping the annual data
into the first and last three years, 24 percent of the NAWS workers were employed by labor
contractors during 1993-95, and 33 percent during 1996-98, suggesting an increase in the role of
labor contractors in the southeast.
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Type of work activity

Examining the workers by task at their interview job, most of the workers (46 percent)
were employed as harvest workers (table 7).  Pre-harvest workers represented 23 percent of the
workers; 12 percent were post-harvest workers, and 11 percent were semi-skilled workers.
Although the variability by year is not as great as the variation by type of crop, the percentages
in each category (except the supervisory category that has too few observations to be
meaningful) vary considerably over the six years.  The largest category, harvest, varies by a
factor of nearly two (1.87) across the six years, and the remainder vary by a factor of more than
two.  I remain unconvinced that the task composition varies this much.  Additional examination
of the NAWS data (not included in tables 5 or 7) indicates that only 15 percent of the harvest
workers were employed in fruits and nuts, while 65 percent were employed in vegetables.  The
annual percentages for fruits and nuts vary from a low of only two percent to a high of 38 percent
of harvest workers.

Labor force activity

Table 8 displays various measures of labor supply by workers across commodities.
Workers are active on average for five days per week regardless of the crop.  There are modest
variations across commodities in the hours worked per week.  The overall average of 36 hours is
consistent with USDA's Farm Labor series.  The largest number of hours in horticultural crops is
not surprising given the greater regularity in employment for those crops.  Weeks of farm work
varies somewhat more across commodities, from a low of 22 weeks in field crops to nearly 34
weeks in fruits and nuts.  The overall average is nearly the mid-point between the two extremes,
at 28 weeks.

The largest portion of the remaining time, on average, was spent abroad, over ten weeks.
Nearly eight weeks were spent not working, and four and one-half weeks were devoted to non-
farm work.  Horticultural workers spent the least time abroad, 5.7 weeks, while vegetable
workers spent 11.9 weeks abroad.  The variations in time not working were not as significant,
varying only from six to nine weeks.  Non-farm work activity, while the least number of weeks,
varied from just over three weeks for fruits and nuts to 7.7 weeks for workers in field crops.

Tenure on the current job varies immensely by commodity.  Not surprisingly, workers in
horticultural crops have the longest tenure with nearly 37 weeks at their current job.  The fruits
and nuts, and vegetable workers are near the midpoint with 14 and one-half weeks, and 12
weeks, respectively.  Field crop and miscellaneous crop workers were at the low extreme with
seven and five weeks, respectively.  The average across all workers was 15 weeks.  Examining
the same measure across worker tasks (table 9), there is far less variation among tasks, ignoring
the supervisory and "other" categories that are of lesser interest.  The four more pertinent
categories vary by just over three weeks.

Examining the remaining measures of labor supply across task in table 9, there is only
modest variation in the measures of days per week, hours per week, weeks of farm work, and
weeks of non-farm work, again ignoring the supervisory and "other" categories.  Time spent not
working and abroad did vary considerably by task. Post-harvest workers spent about twice as
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many weeks not working, 13.5, compared to the pre-harvest, harvest and semi-skilled workers all
clustered around seven weeks.  Harvest workers spent by far the most time abroad, 13.6 weeks,
compared to the pre-harvest, post-harvest and semi-skilled workers who were all below the
average of 10.3 weeks abroad by 1.5 weeks or more.

Table 10 displays information on the same labor supply measures over the time frame of
the NAWS sample.  Breaking the sample into the first three years and the last three years, there
is a striking difference of interest in the number of weeks spent abroad: 7.1 weeks in the first
three years and 13.7 weeks in the later three years.  This is entirely consistent with the marked
increase observed earlier in the proportion of workers who were international shuttle workers.
Correspondingly, the weeks of farm work fell from 30.3 to 25.9, and the number of weeks at the
current job fell from 18 to 12, all over the same time periods.  The shorter term measures such as
days worked per week and hours worked in the previous week did not change appreciably.

Table 11 displays the measures of labor force activity for workers employed by growers
and labor contractors.  Those employed by labor contractors spent 14 weeks abroad as compared
to nine weeks for those employed by growers.  This appears to result in fewer weeks of farm
work (26 vs. 29) and fewer weeks not working.  The average days worked per week was
marginally smaller, 4.9 vs. 5.1.  However, there were considerably fewer hours of farm work in
the previous week (30) reported by workers employed by labor contractors compared to those
employed directly by growers (38).  Weeks employed by the current employer were only 12 with
labor contractor employees as compared to 17 for workers directly hired by growers.  Again, I
hesitate to place too much emphasis on these distinctions due to the extent of variation in the
data.

Compensation

The hourly earnings variable for the task1 wage available in the data set is examined in
tables 12-14.  Hourly earnings have been converted to 1998 dollars using the CPI for all
comparisons in the tables.  After converting to 1998 dollars, the average hourly earnings across
all workers and years in the sample were $5.83 for the southeastern region.  The annual averages
(not displayed) were somewhat erratic varying from a low of $5.37 in 1994 and a high of $6.17
in 1995, showing no obvious trend.

As shown in table 12, real hourly earnings vary considerably by commodity from $5.47
per hour for horticultural crops to $6.60 per hour for fruits and nuts.  What appears to be an over-
sampling of vegetable workers relative to fruit and nut workers for the region as noted above
would tend to reduce the overall average below what it might otherwise be.   Table 12 also
segments the average wages into those employed directly by growers and those employed by
labor contractors.  The standard result is found that those hired directly by growers tend to have
higher hourly earnings.  In this case it is $5.86 compared to $5.73, a difference of just over two
percent.  This small difference across all workers masks somewhat larger differences when
examined within a commodity group.  There is a 6.5 percent difference for fruits and nuts, 4.4
percent for vegetables, and 10.7 percent for horticulture, although the latter had few contract
workers.  The field crops category has the unusual result of a substantial differential in favor of
labor contractors.  Again, the proportion of contract workers in field crops was relatively small.
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Table 13 displays similar information for earnings segmented by task.  Ignoring the few
supervisory workers, harvest workers have the highest average hourly earnings, $6.10.  This is
consistent with the observation that most harvest work is paid by the piece rate resulting in
higher average hourly earnings.  At the other extreme are pre-harvest workers, earning $5.31,
$0.79 less than the harvest workers on average.  When segmented by task, all tasks bear the
typical earnings relationship of higher earnings for those employed by growers compared to
those employed by contractors.  The margins, however, are not particularly large.

Table 14 displays the earnings data by method of payment.  Most workers were paid
hourly: 1,276 or 69 percent.  They also had the lowest hourly earnings, by a rather large margin.
The next largest group, piece rate workers, had hourly earnings of $7.07 compared to the $5.22
for hourly workers.  Those paid by salary and by a combination piece rate and hourly earned
considerably more, but there were relatively few in these groups.

None of the hourly earnings averages are at levels that will generate very large annual
earnings.  For example, at the average hourly earnings rate of $5.83, even if employed year
around, annual earnings would only be $11,660, using a conventional 2,000 hours for the year.
Table 15 displays the median annual income ranges for the different measures available.  The
median worker’s annual agricultural income is in the $2,500-4,999 range.  The median worker’s
income for all sources of income was $5,000-7,499.  When all family members’ income is
included, the family median income remained in the same $5,000-7,499 income range for the
later three years, 1996-98.  The median family income range for the earlier period of 1993-95
was the next higher income range of $7,500-9,999.  Although this suggests a deterioration of the
median family’s income position over the six year period, the change was not that dramatic.  In
1993-95, 47.7 percent of the workers had family incomes below $7,500, while in 1996-98 the
corresponding percentage was 53.7 percent.

An end of season bonus is not at all unusual, at least among citrus harvest workers in
Florida.  For the entire survey period, 16 percent of the southeast sample reported a bonus of
some kind (table 16).  Somewhat surprising is a marked drop from 20 percent for 1993-95 to 12
percent for 1996-98.  Among those who received a bonus, 51 percent received an end of season
bonus.  The portion reporting an end of season bonus rose from 44 percent in 1993-95 to 62
percent in 1996-98.  The remaining bonus categories fell in the later period relative to the earlier
period.  Of those reporting a bonus of any kind, a holiday bonus was reported by 30 percent, and
an incentive bonus was reported by 14 percent.

Labor recruitment

The survey data confirm common knowledge about recruitment of farm workers, at least
for Florida.  Nearly two-thirds (64 percent) of the workers obtained their current job through a
relative, friend or work mate (table 17).  Over one-fourth (26 percent) applied for the job on their
own.  Active recruitment by the grower or labor contractor was only 2.5 percent in each case.
Reflecting the observation that the U.S. Employment Service is not an active player in job
placement for farm workers, fewer than one percent obtained their job through the employment
service.
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Other Employment Characteristics

Housing Arrangements

Nearly 38 percent of the workers reported that their employer provides housing for them
(table 18).  It was provided for free to the worker for 23 percent of the sample, and free to the
worker’s family for another two percent.  Another 12 percent of the workers rented housing from
their employer.  The largest group (44 percent) rented housing from some person or business
other than their employer.  Nearly 12 percent owned their own house.  The government’s role in
providing housing is reported to be minimal, less than one percent.

The source of housing varied considerably by type of commodity where the worker was
employed.  For example, over half of the vegetable workers reported employer provided housing.
By contrast only16 percent of fruit and nut workers obtained housing from their employer; two-
thirds rented from some other business or individual.  The arrangements were quite similar for
horticultural workers, with the exception that 22 percent owned a house.

Most workers in the sample reported living in a house (41 percent), while another 32
percent reported living in a mobile home (table 19).  There was some variability in worker
housing by the type of farm.  Over one-half of the field crop workers (57 percent) reported living
in a house, whereas 40 percent or fewer reported living in a house for all other types of farms.
Over one-half (54 percent) of the fruit and nut farm workers reported living in a mobile home;
each of the other categories was much closer to the average of 32 percent for the portion living in
a mobile home.  Apartment living is far more common for horticultural workers (33 percent)
than the typical worker (15 percent).  Although dormitory or rooming house style housing was
more common with vegetable workers than with workers in other commodities, only nine
percent of them reported this type of housing.

Most housing was located off the farm (table 20).  Living quarters for workers in
vegetable crops and field crops, however, are more likely to be on a farm (40 percent and 36
percent, respectively) than for workers in other commodities.

Pesticide Exposure

Nearly seven percent of the sample reported that they had symptoms that they believed
were caused by pesticide exposure.  Over two-thirds of these were working in either field crops
or vegetables.  The most common task was harvesting with 43 percent of the exposures, followed
by the semi-skilled workers with 32 percent.

Concluding Comments

The NAWS data set is clearly a very rich data set on farm workers.  The available
information permits addressing questions about the farm labor force that have been infeasible
prior to this point.  A true advantage of the data set is the consistency of the data across the U.S.



10

rather than isolated periodic data sets that do not provide a systematic view of the United States
farm workforce.

One concern raised about the data is the extent to which the sample is sufficiently large
for regions as heterogeneous as the southeast.  A number of peculiar findings were noted,
suggesting substantial variability once the data are categorized to only a limited extent.  Most
notable among these is the very limited representation of the fruit and nut category in the sample.
One potential source for the instability in the estimates over time is the nature of the employer
based sampling.  First, it would be particularly useful for the users of the data to know how many
employers are sampled among the different types of employers.  I am led to believe that a fairly
small number are sampled.  To the extent that worker characteristics vary by type of employer, a
limited sampling of heterogeneous employers will lead to unstable estimates for worker
characteristics closely linked to employer type.  An alternative sampling approach is to increase
the number of employers sampled, but reduce the number of workers sampled from each
employer.  This will clearly increase the cost, but it would appear to be necessary if the data are
to be representative for heterogeneous regions.

A benchmark comparison for the total number of crop workers would be a useful addition
to our knowledge base about farm employment, and would provide a strong complement to the
NAWS data.  It would appear to be a reasonably straightforward addition to USDA's Farm
Labor series to provide this.  It is apparent that the data already exist, since average wage rates
are reported separately in Farm Labor for field workers and for livestock workers.
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Table 1.  Labor expenditures by crop farms, Southeastern states, 1997
Labor Expenditures by Crop Farms

State $1,000 % of Region
% of

Production
Expenditures

% Contract
Labor

% of Labor
Expenditures
on all Farms

Florida 1,293,082 58.69 38.29 36.23 92.17
Georgia 261,345 11.86 19.02 17.47 76.44
Arkansas 178,214 8.09 12.43 9.00 67.43
Louisiana 146,274 6.64 15.31 6.40 83.11
Mississippi 120,066 5.45 12.51 7.34 64.91
South Carolina 118,510 5.38 21.38 13.81 80.30
Alabama 85,580 3.88 17.73 8.65 56.97
SE Region 2,203,071 99.99 24.11 25.97 82.58
Source:  Constructed from U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1997 Census of Agriculture

Table  2.  Percentage of labor expenditures by type of crop farm, Southeastern states, 1997
Type of Farm

State Oilseeds &
Grains

Vegetables
& Melons

Fruits &
Tree Nuts

Greenhouse,
Nursery &
Floriculture

Tobacco Cotton
Sugarcane,
Hay, & all
other crops

Florida 0.09 23.12 35.06 32.93 0.29 0.34 8.16
Georgia 1.81 23.08 7.82 22.02 6.14 17.81 21.32
Arkansas 63.88 1.47 0.70 3.54 0.00 28.51 1.89
Louisiana 24.03 6.39 1.25 11.30 0.00 19.37 37.66
Mississippi 36.81 1.90 0.79 7.05 0.00 50.69 2.75
South Carolina 7.16 11.84 9.55 31.43 22.47 8.99 8.56
Alabama 6.86 5.05 2.26 54.56 a a 14.86
SE Region 9.69 17.79 22.29 27.17 2.11b 9.15b 11.16
aData not reported due to disclosure restrictions.
bAlabama data unavailable due to disclosure restrictions.
Source:  Constructed from U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1997 Census of Agriculture
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Table 3.  Farm and employment characteristics, NAWS counties and Southeastern states, 1997

State Area
Crop Sales as
Percent of All

Sales

Labor
Expenditures as
Percent of All

Production
Expenditures

Contract Labor as
Percent of All

Labor
Expenditures

Statewide 80.23 32.00 34.03Florida NAWS Counties 90.92 34.89 38.47
Statewide 38.47 8.90 16.38Georgia NAWS Counties 63.07 12.89 14.44
Statewide 69.49 12.00 7.07Louisiana NAWS Counties 64.11 13.79 9.06
Statewide 20.43 5.99 10.79Alabama NAWS Counties 45.35 10.17 14.76
Entire Region 49.59 13.30 23.27Southeastern

Region SE NAWS Counties 85.27 30.41 36.43
Source:  Constructed from U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1997 Census of Agriculture
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Table  4.  Distribution of crop sales by commodity, NAWS counties and Southeastern states, 1997a

Percentage of Crop Sales
State Area

Grains
Vegetables,
Sweet Corn
& Melons

Fruits, Nuts
& Berries

Nursery &
Greenhouse Tobacco Cotton &

Cottonseed
Hay, Silage &

Field Seeds Other Crops

Statewide 0.57 22.50 31.00 30.10 0.53 0.88 0.57 13.85Florida NAWS counties 0.01 20.74 34.09 26.97 0.00 0.00 0.06 16.33
Statewide 10.21 14.22 5.67 11.42 7.47 31.59 1.30 18.13Georgia NAWS counties 3.54 16.97 2.09 8.08 11.67 38.14 0.17 16.17
Statewide 45.00 0.59 0.39 5.14 0.00 22.44 0.84 25.60Louisiana NAWS counties 44.73 0.44 0.25 10.04 0.00 38.45 3.88 0.00
Statewide 17.85 3.37 1.23 28.16 0.14 28.09 3.52 17.65Alabama NAWS counties 34.94 0.51 2.03 16.94 0.00 42.85 2.69 0.04
Entire Region 26.21 11.27 12.74 16.30 2.88 17.94 1.07 11.60Southeastern

Region NAWS counties 1.25 19.87 29.73 24.53 1.33 5.23 0.14 15.97
a Constructed from U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1997 Census of Agriculture.  Percentages may not add to 100 due to disclosure
restrictions at the county level.
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Table 5. Percentage of workers by crop at time of interview, 1993-98

Year Fruits & Nuts Vegetables Horticulture Field Crops Miscellaneous/
Multiple Crops

1993 6.61 54.08 14.63 21.68 3.00
1994 3.15 43.28 5.36 39.14 9.06
1995 25.16 33.83 26.84 8.13 6.04
1996 5.78 58.47 19.25 8.83 7.67
1997 20.36 51.67 13.64 1.08 13.24
1998 7.47 58.51 13.57 10.70 9.75
All years 11.13 49.94 15.14 15.57 8.21
Source: NAWS public use data

Table 6.  Type of employer, southeastern states, 1993-95, 1996-98, percent
Employer type 1993-95 1996-98 All Years
Grower 76.5 67.2 72.0
Labor contractor 23.5 32.6 27.9
Source:  NAWS public use data set

Table 7.  Percentage of workers by task at time of interview, southeastern states, 1993-1998
Year Harvest Pre-Harvest Post-

Harvest
Semi-
Skilled

Supervisor Other

1993 31.64 25.95 15.14 20.07 0.14 7.06
1994 45.87 19.23 10.67 16.16 0.37 7.70
1995 35.92 33.86 6.39 12.20 0.51 11.12
1996 51.97 27.15 5.68 9.35 0.22 5.62
1997 59.10 16.21 15.66 1.36 0.00 7.68
1998 49.85 18.29 17.78 5.50 0.00 8.57
All years 45.89 23.18 11.96 10.82 0.21 7.94
Source:  NAWS public use data



15

Table 8. Labor force activity by type of crop, southeastern states, 1993-98

Crop
Days

worked
per week

Hours of
farm
work

previous
week

Weeks of
farm
work

Weeks at
current

job

Weeks of
non-farm

work

Weeks
not

working

Weeks
abroad

Fruits & Nuts 5.26 36.95 33.70 14.55 3.12 6.53 8.69
Vegetables 5.02 34.94 27.19 11.99 3.88 8.07 11.86
Horticultural
Crops 4.98 39.06 33.20 36.84 4.15 7.58 5.66

Field crops 5.28 36.51 22.42 6.98 7.68 9.06 10.93
Miscellaneous
/Multiple 5.03 31.08 26.92 5.03 5.20 6.04 11.35

All Crops 5.08 35.79 28.16 15.15 4.50 7.82 10.33
Source: NAWS public use data

Table 9.  Labor force activity by worker task, southeastern states, 1993-98

Task
Days

worked
per week

Hours of
farm
work

previous
week

Weeks of
farm
work

Weeks at
current

job

Weeks of
non-farm

work

Weeks
not

working

Weeks
abroad

Pre-harvest 4.78 34.25 28.95 14.82 4.81 6.99 8.87
Harvest 5.23 35.13 27.08 11.66 4.09 6.55 13.56
Post-harvest 5.19 38.64 26.02 11.58 5.63 13.47 6.27
Semi-Skilled 5.17 38.99 29.77 13.94 4.94 7.41 8.74
Supervisor 5.13 39.67 38.17 35.71 0.00 13.55 0.30
Other 4.72 34.91 32.41 43.06 3.81 9.66 4.62
All 5.08 35.79 28.16 15.15 4.50 7.82 10.33
Source:  NAWS public use data

Table 10.  Labor force activity, southeastern states, 1993-95, 1996-98
Labor force activity 1993-95 1996-98 All Years
Days worked per week 5.21 4.94 5.08
Hours of farm work previous week 36.16 35.40 35.79
Weeks of farm work 30.30 25.94 28.16
Weeks at current job 18.00 12.11 15.15
Weeks of non-farm work 4.53 4.47 4.50
Weeks not working 8.71 6.90 7.82
Weeks abroad 7.07 13.68 10.33
Source:  NAWS public use data set
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Table 11.  Labor force activity by type of employer, southeastern states, 1993-98, percent
Type of EmployerLabor force activity Grower Labor Contractor

Days worked per week 5.14 4.93
Hours of farm work previous week 37.86 30.46
Weeks of farm work 28.92 26.30
Weeks at current job 16.62 11.57
Weeks of non-farm work 4.35 4.80
Weeks not working 8.51 6.03
Weeks abroad 9.08 13.75
Source:  NAWS public use data set

Table 12.  Real hourly earnings by type of employer and crop, southeastern states, 1993-98a

Type of employerCrop Grower Contractor All
Fruits & Nuts $6.73 $6.32 $6.60
Vegetables 5.73 5.49 5.66
Horticultural Crops 5.48 4.95 5.47
Field Crops 5.83 6.50 5.99
Miscellaneous/
Multiple Crops 6.44 5.63 6.25

All 5.86 5.73 5.83
aThe CPI is used to convert the nominal wages to 1998 dollars. The series is CWUR0000SAO
from http://www.bls.gov/top20.html.
Source:  NAWS public use data

Table 13. Real hourly earnings by type of employer and task, southeastern states, 1993-98a

Type of EmployerTask Grower Contractor All
Pre-Harvest $5.36 $5.13 $5.31
Harvest 6.18 5.93 6.10
Post-Harvest 6.00 5.98 5.99
Semi-Skilled 5.96 5.67 5.90
Supervisor 10.24 10.13 10.22
Other 5.48 5.27 5.46
All 5.86 5.73 5.83
aThe CPI is used to convert the nominal wages to 1998 dollars. The series is CWUR0000SAO
from http://www.bls.gov/top20.html.
Source:  NAWS public use data
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Table 14.  Real hourly earnings by type of payment, southeastern states, 1993-98a

Type of payment Hourly earnings Weighted number of workers
Hourly $5.22 1276
Piece rate 7.07 513
Combination hourly & piece rate 8.94 38
Salary 8.00 12
All types 5.83 1839
aThe CPI is used to convert the nominal wages to 1998 dollars. The series is CWUR0000SAO
from http://www.bls.gov/top20.html.
Source:  NAWS public use data

Table 15.  Median income range for previous year, southeastern states, 1993-98
Income Source 1993-95 1996-98
Agricultural employment income $2,500 - 4,999 $2,500 - 4,999
Total income 5,000 - 7,499 5,000 - 7,499
Family total income 7,500 - 9,999 5,000 - 7,499
Source:  NAWS public use data set

Table 16.  Workers receiving a bonus by type of bonus, southeastern states, 1993-98
Bonus received 1993-95 1996-98 1993-98
Reported a bonus of any type 20.0 12.4 16.4
Type of bonus Percent of those who reported any type of bonus

End of season bonus 44.2 61.6 50.6
Holiday bonus 36.6 19.5 30.3
Incentive bonus 16.5 9.8 14.0
Dependent on grower profit 7.3 3.0 5.7
Money for transportation a 1.6a 1.6a

aData are available only for 1998.
Source:  NAWS public use data set

Table 17.  Means of obtaining current job, southeastern states, 1993-98
Labor recruitment Percent
Referred by a relative, friend or work mate 63.9
Applied for job on own 26.6
Recruited by grower or his foreman 2.5
Recruited by farm labor contractor or his foreman 2.5
Referred by the employment service 0.7
Other 3.8
Source:  NAWS public use data set
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Table 18.  Provision of housing by type of farm, southeastern states, 1993-98
Employer provides
FreeCrop

Worker Family Rent

Rent from
non-

employer

Govern-
ment or
NGO

Own
house Other

Field crops 25.6 2.4 6.7 35.9 0.7 16.8 11.9
Fruits &
Nuts 3.1 3.4 9.2 66.9 0.6 15.6 1.1
Horticulture 7.5 0.0 3.0 62.8 1.0 22.2 3.6
Vegetables 32.7 2.4 17.3 35.1 1.2 5.9 5.6
Misc./
Multiple 17.8 2.9 13.2 46.6 0.0 11.2 8.3
All Farms 23.2 2.2 12.3 43.9 0.9 11.6 6.0
Source:  NAWS public use data set

Table 19.  Type of housing by type of farm, southeastern states, 1993-98, percent

Crop House Apartment Dormitory/
Rooming hse. Mobile Home Other

Field crops 57.3 4.6 1.1 33.5 3.4
Fruits & Nuts 33.8 9.8 0.6 53.5 2.2
Horticulture 40.4 33.4 2.1 22.1 2.0
Vegetables 38.5 15.0 9.0 28.9 8.6
Misc./Multiple 38.0 11.8 5.2 36.6 8.3
All Farms 41.2 15.3 5.5 31.9 6.1
Source:  NAWS public use data set

Table 20.  Location of living quarters by type off farm, southeastern states, 1993-98, percent
Off-Farm

Crop Non-Employer
Property

Employer
Property

On Farm Other

Field crops 49.6 7.5 36.2 6.8
Fruits & Nuts 76.7 10.6 6.7 6.1
Horticulture 77.5 5.0 10.8 6.7
Vegetables 46.8 9.3 40.9 2.9
Misc./Multiple 66.6 8.8 21.5 3.0
All Farms 56.8 8.5 30.2 4.5
Source:  NAWS public use data set
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