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Foreword

THIs BOOK is built on a simple idea, one of those obvious conceptions which
has become obscured by a way of thinking based on more sophisticated ideas.
This simple idea is the obvious one that a labor supply consists of men, women,
and children in families with their own accustomed and often well-loved ways _
of living. Everyone knows this. We are all quick to say that a labor supply i
does not consist just of pairs of hands picking oranges or cotton or lettuce. |
We all know that pairs of hands are connected with a breathing reality of
families seeking reasonable comfort and happiness. We know that, and yet
this reality seems to fade from our thoughts once we begin to talk about matters
of production and labor supply.

The conception of men in families somehow gets lost as more sophisti-
cated ideas get into the discussion. These “sophisticated” ideas grow out of
the sort of calculations which managers of business enterprises must make, if
their enterprises are to survive. A business is a profit-making institution and
its managers must think in terms of labor units and what must be paid each
labor unit. It is an all-ton-short step from this standpoint to an habitual viewing
of the labor supply as composed of units — pairs of hands doing jobs. The hands
must be secured, they must be kept working, they must be paid, and so the
labor supply — an abstraction. gleaned from the ledger sheet — becomes well-
established in our thinking about the problems of agricultural production.

To bring back into our thought the realities of “labor” and “production”
is not easy. Often obscuring abstractions such as these can be eliminated only
through cataclysmic events, as when colonial powers not so many years ago
were reminded — by revolution — that “natives” were people with political and
other human aspirations. Fortunately it happens sometimes that in the cloisters
of modern universities the limiting abstractions which obscure human prob-
lems are suddenly pushed aside and really new approaches to old problems are
undertaken. It seems to me that this is what has happened in the present study.
Instead of merely admitting, as everyone does, that farm laborers are indeed
human beings and then proceeding in the usual way to talk about the labor
supply abstraction, Padfield and Martin have kept their scientific attention
fixed on the reality long enough to forge a new and scientifically appropriate
conception. They could have taken the easy course and merely pointed out
that farm laborers ought to be studied as people, but their concern was too
deep to allow them to stop there.

They were not content only to talk about the desirability of such an
approach. Because they were deeply interested in the urgent problems of
the rapidly changing technology of farm production in Arizona and its con-
sequences for agricultural laborers and the rest of us, as deeply interested as

[xi]
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any grower, as any laborer, as any employment officer, as any legislative
policy-maker, Padfield and Martin proceeded to use their new approach and
carry through painstaking research., The result is a study which illuminates,
as no other studies of agricultural labor in the Southwest have done, basic
problems of both management and labor.

This unusual and publicly valuable contribution has come about not
through ignoring existing knowledge, as might be wrongly inferred from what
was said above, but rather by using with new insight the fund of knowledge
— including, of course, the existing abstractions - of two important disci-
plines. The specialization of research on which new advances in knowledge
depend has kept agricultural economics and cultural anthropology pretty far
apart in our universities. Each has explored important aspects of human life
and each has been immensely busy with its own kind of analysis. It was these
two disciplines on which Padfield, the anthropologist, and Martin, the econ-
omist, drew in their analysis of employment problems. They came to see that
their specialized approaches to the nnderstanding of the labor supply com-
plemented each other and, once this was seen, they were led to a fuller and
unexpectedly illuminating view of the interacting factors which affect “labor
problems.” Their approach involved not the ignoring of existing knowledge,
but instead its fuller utilizatiori. The collaboration of Padfield and Martin
points to the need for more efforts to use our relatively compartmentalized
academic knowledge in joint efforts to understand and solve our human
problems.

This study should help to lead us, the public, on to new ground for
understanding and dealing with the dramatic confrontation between men and
their technology, no less intense and no less in need of our best efforts here
in Arizona than anywhere else in the world.

Tucson, Arizona Edward H. Spicer
1965
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General
Introduction

A BACKGROUND OF PRACTICAL PROBLEMS

Two APPARENTLY conflicting facts have Kept the “farm labor problem”
in the headlines in recent years. At the same time that there is unemployment
in our national ecor.omy our farmers claim that there is a serious shortage
of agricultural labor. Further, this apparent labor shortage is occurring in the
midst of extremely rapid labor-reducing technological change.

Two additional views further cloud the picture and lend emotional content
to the issues. On the one hand agricultural workers are typified as poverty
stricken victims of exploitation; on the other hand they are stereotyped as the
dregs of the labor force. With these intensely conflicting views being urged
upon the public, it is no wonder that there is no consensus among the various
groups and individuals commenting on the farm labor problem. In fact,
there is no consensus on what the problem is.

Farmers and farm oriented groups tend to view the problem as an absolute
shortage of available farm workers. Socially oriented groups and “do gooders”
tend to view the problem as low wages and poor living conditions for some
relatively undefined group of people known as farm workers. Whether govern-
mental agencies tend to take the viewpoint of the farmers or the “do gooders”
depends on whether an agency is agriculturally or labor oriented. Action
agencies such as the Bureau of Employment Security with its affiliated farm
labor employment offices are caught in the middle. They must try to provide
farmers with adequate, capable labor. At the same time they must try to
provide jobs for everyone regardless of their capabilities.

We will not try to define The Problem. Certainly each of the problems
noted above are a part of the farm labor problem. Rather, we will analyze
in detail the economic, social and cultural institutions within which all these
problems occur in an effort to put each participant group’s problem in its
proper perspective.

We wviill attempt to point out why technological change has occurred in
Arizona agriculture and why farmers continually face an apparent labor
shortage. We examine certain questions. Who are the farm laborers? Who
will be afiected by technological change? Who are using the present farm
labor systems to their advantage? Who might be available for work under
future technological systems?

We will discuss why the farmers need certain types of labor and why
certain types of labor in turn need the farm,

(1]
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OVERALL DESIGN OF
MANUSCRIPT AND AUTHORSHIP

Part One is devnted to a general description of the harvest systems for
Arizona citrus, lettuce, and cotion. Included in this description are crop
histories, harvesting and handling methods, farm organizations, and a brief
view of the relationship of the various types of workers to these organizations.

Part One may be viewed as an orientation for the analyses to come.

We will work from the general to the specific. Economics provides a
ready-made theoretical framework with which to view the general questions of
capital-labor substitution and the demand for agricultural labor. Thus in
Part Two we are interested in cost pressures, the effects these pressures will
have on the need for quantities of labor, a rough estimate of the timing of
these needs, and a superficial view of the changing type of worker thiat will
be required under new technological systems. An integral part of this analysis
is a development of how the technologies themselves may change. Demand
for labor should never be viewed independent of the possibility of technical
change.

Our ultimate goal is to work toward an explanation of equilibrium.

From the economist’s poiut of view this is where the supply of labor will-
ing to work at a given wage is exactly equal to the quantity of labor farmers
are willing to hire at that wage — that is, where supply equals demanc.
But while the economist’s theory enables nim to make fairly good broad
generalizations about labor demand, it is of relatively little use in explaining
labor supply. Demand is related to costs, returns, and technologies. These
, factors are rather easily observea and measured. Supply is related to the human
factor. Here much less measurable factors such as cultural institutions apply.
Questions arise. Who are these workers? What are their backgrounds? How
do they fit into the systems? What are their goals?

Thus Parts Three through Five take the culturai view of the farm labor
problem. The factors lying behind the economist’s simplified view of supply 1
are viewed in detail. Further, labor demand is not in fact independent of
labor supply. While it is often convenient and useful to view demand inde-
pendently, the more complete explanation also involves the cultures and
institutions of the potential labor force. The technology adopted for use is
directly related to the attributes of these people.

Part Three consists of a description of a sample of workers employed in
the crops in question. Six hundred and three workers were included in the !
sample. Data were obtained by means of standardized, pretested, and pre- b
coded interview schedules. All interviews also provided information in depth
which was used in the analytical portions of the study.

Part Four is an analysis of the subcultures in ~1izena farm labor. Each
subculture is seen to have certain core institutions whicl are important in
the participation of the worker in agriculture. These are referred to as par-
ticipant institutions. The members of these core institutions participate in
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agriculture out of needs peculiar to their distinctive institutions and cuitural
backgrounds.

Finally, in Part Five we return to the ccucept of equilibrium — but in
terms of social equilibrium. Again we are looking behind the useful but simpli-
fied concept of supoly and demand where people are viewed simpiy as
quantities of workers. Here, the generalized farm harvest system is viewed
as a common mechanism of exploitation born out of the needs of each par-
ticipating group analyzed in Part Four. The role of each group in that system
and the function of the system itself for each group is analyzed. This leads
to hypotheses about the social effects of changes in technological systems, and
conversely the technological and economic effects of changes in the nature
and availability of the participant social groups.

The division of au*horship is fairly obvious once one realizes that Harland
Padfield is a4 cultural anthropologist and William Martin is an agricultural
economist. Parts Three, Four, and Five are culturally oriented; Part Two is
straight economics. The description of Part One also fell to Harland Padfield
as the project director and principal researcher.

However, since we are not only research cooperators, but also good
friends, every part of the research and the manuscript was discussed time and
again at all hours of the day and night over the past three years. The final
chapter, containing our recommendations, is a joint effort arising from these
interminable conversations.

PREVIOUS STUDIES OF INDUSTRIAL LABOR

The Inadequacies of Commonly Used Viewpoints

Even the most casual observer of the farm labor force must be keenly
aware that he is not dealing with a population, but many populations. The
specific clusterings of human characteristics and behavior will depend upon
the era, the region, and the industry. More basically, they depend upon the
idea of human groupings which the observer consciously or unconsciously has
in his mind. This is fuidamental because the limitless complexity of human
experience forces everyone — participant and observer alike — to operate on
implicit assumptions about how people are organized and motivated. These
assumptions constitute his social framework. This social framework, through
which an observer sees others, automatically sensitizes him to certain social
values and activities while at the same time blinding him to others, Depending
upon his level of awareness, he may or may not refer to the part he is not
interested in as given. Regardless of this, the effect is the same — one type
of social reality will manifest itself through one method of analysis while
another type of social reality which tends to emerge through another frame
of social organization is obscured, obviated, or lost entirely.

It is common to view workers through the frame of formal manage-
ment structure. This view tends to regard workers as interchangeable units
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whose output depends upon the manner in which they are formal'y ....anged
in relation to their physical surroundings, their tools, and their raw materials
as well as in their relation to structures of authority, Social reality so per-
ceived is reacted upon by management with policies that will, according to
their logics, increase production by elimination of unnecessary motions, stream-
lining of lines of communication, and removal of tasks and employees per-
forming those tasks which efficiency studies reveal as superfluous.

On the other hand many agencies, governmental and private, tend to
approach employment problems in a census framework. While this view
may take into account educational, vocational, and psychological factors it
still does not differ from the person-as-a-unit concept, Jobs are regarded as
demanding certain of these qualities of an employee, After determining the
number of jobs available and the education and skills required, it remains simply
to locate an equal number of workers with these required qualifications,
Moreover, where labor demand and labor supply are unequal, it remains
simply to change the educational level and skills of such and such a number
of workers to quantitatively equate them with the jobs which are unfilled,
The census view shares with the efficiency view one profound deficiency:
both are unequipped to deal with the sociological dimension.

The Importance of Industrial Labor Studies
and the Mayo School

The sociology of the workshop emerged as an unexpected by-product
in research designed to increase assembly line efficiency. Born out of sheer
necessity, these factory studies began in England during World War 1. The
industrial age had long since become sophisticated in the mechanics of pro-
duction, but in the sustained emergency of the almost unlimited demands of
modern warfar2, attention becam.e more and mere focused on the human
factor of production as the ultimate bottleneck. At first, industrial personnel
studies were conducted from the implicit viewpoint that workers were physio-
logical carbon copies of machines and that a simple causal sequence for
production slumps could speedily be discovered. This viewpoint is evident in
the inventory of subject matter headings that appeared during the first 12
years of study by the British Board of Industrial Fatigue:

1. Hours of Work, Rest Pauses, etc. 10 reports
II. Industrial Accidents 5 reports
II1. Atmospheric Conditions 9 reports
IV. Vision and Lighting 5 reports
V. Vocational Guidance and Selection 7 reports
V1. Time and Movement Study 10 reports
VII. Posture and Fhysique 4 reports
But, . . . the single discovery, the simple remedy, the one best way, had

failed to materialize. The situation that had actually revealed itself was that
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of multiple factors closely interrelated and all potentially important in the
control of industr ’ (Mayo 1960: 5-6).

Mayo gres n to describe in historical detail the course of the explora-
tion of multiple factors. The physiology of tiredness was explored under con-
trolled conditions. The effects of minute changes in pulse, blood pressure,
and lactic acid were measwied under varying conditions of position and work-
pause rhythm among workers with differing levels of motos skills. Physio-
logical concepts metamorphosed into concepts of monotony which are more
psychological than organic. Thus the human-extensions-of-machines concepts
began to give way to concepts more distinctly human (Mayo 1960: 1-32).
Nevertheless, both the early physiological and psychological approaches to
worker belavior still had one thing in common. They were individualistically
oriented. They tended still to view workers as interchangeable (albeit complex)
units who, when grouped by physiological or psychological types, would re-
act uniformly to physical and structural changes in assembly line organization.

As the physiological approach led utimately to psychological considera-
tions framed by the context of monotony and boredom, investigations
in the latter area disclosed still another dimension to industrial worker be-
havior. By the late twenties, studies of the Indusirial Research Boards in
England had begun to delineate a social dimension. A study of monotony by
S. Wyatt and J. A. Fraser in 1929 disclosed, in addition to the fact that bore~
dom varied with the intelligence of the worker and the degree of mechanization
of the task, that it also varied with the social conditions of work. They dis-
covered that workers produced more when they were allowed to work in
compact social groups (Mayo 1962: 32).

Industrial labor studies in the United States began in the twenties inde-
pendently of the British studies. Significantly, these studies which began
with the same objectives and methods but without communication with
the investigators in England, were driven step by step to similar methods
and conclusions (Mayo 1960: 41). A comprehensive document of one of the
best known and most thorough inquiries is Management and the Worker by
Roethlisberger and Dickson (1943). Harvard University began the study in
1927 in the Hawthorne plant of the Western Electric Company. It was con-
cluded in 1939. The 12 year study led the investigators to view workers as
physiological units, then psychological units, and finally as members of social
organizations. For our purposes, it is zecessary only to sum up the culminating
viewpoints of what has come to be called the “Mayo School” of industrial
relations.

The waorkshop is seen as a jocial organization in a sta’e of dynamic
tension betweer: management and workers. The aims and logics of manage-
ment are projected in what Roethlisberger and Dickson call formal organiza-
tion, while the sentiments and social and psychological needs of workers
are framed by and receive expression in informal organization. Workers with-
in the plant were found to have their own groupings with definite membership
and status positions. Workers' attitudes, motivations, and performances in the
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production system had to be understood in terms of these groups to which
they belonged ~ in spite of the fact that membership was not formalized
by lists of names, duties, and statuses. Group standards, values, and attitudes
operated in very real fashion as guides to the behavior of the worker. For
example, much the same situation exists within a school system. It has a
formal organization of superintendent, principal, counselors, teachers, secre-
taries, and studeuts. It has formalized standards and sanctions of grades
and punishments. But a teacher who thinks the classroom behavior of a 14-
year-old car be determined and explained entirely in terms of the formalized
school system would be naive. Standards for classroom conduct come from
informal peer groupings, just as standards for production behavior of a worker
are governed by the informal social organization of the department or saction
of which he is a member (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939: 55 1-568).

For our purposes there is no reason to go into the controversies which
have centered about the Mayo school in the past 20 years (see Landsberger,
Hawthorne Revisited, 1958). The Mayo school of industrial labor must be
recognized in this study because it contributed a major concept to the theory
of industrial labor: workers behave as members of their own social units. This
is essentially an institutional concept and in its most fundamental sense has
application to farm labor. The view that workers in a cotton field or a citrus
grove behave in a social framework is a necessary beginning in understanding
farm labor problems.

The Limitations of the Mayo School in Farm Labor Studies

Beyond this point it is necessary to make an important departure from
Roethlisberger and Dickson. Wiiile they framed their inquiries within the
work organization(s) entirely, one cannot limit a study of farm labor to those
3ocial groupings which occur within the farm harvest organization without ex-
cluding the larger part of the iceberg. To be sure informal congeries of workers
tend to form around their job groupings, such as crew membership, common
job tasks, piece rates, etc. But this application of the concept of the worker
society does not go far enough. Workers — especially farm workers — are
members of active organizational systems which operate oufside the work
situation. These systems or institutions cluster around their ethnic affiliations.
These include, in the case of Arizona farm industries, Mexican-American,
Negro, Indian, Filipino, and two types of Anglo. The institutions which inte-
grate members of an ethnic group come first. The workshop comes second.
The former have a continuous historical tradition. Behavior patterns of the
latter are recent and change frequently. 1a the case of a farm harvest system,
the membership of the workshop varies from one day to the next. It is less
stable, less continuous, and less binding upon the hehavior of its members
than the institutions they return to at night and within which they continue
to interact, even in the fields.
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The Mayo school succeeded in adding a second dimension which np to
its time had been largely overlooked: human efficiency within the production
system. However, by its ow= frame of viewing a factory system it was walled
off from considering the wider (outer) problem of a sccial efficiency in
terms of human resources. Examining the cultural background and the com-
inunity institutions of the worker permits the broadening of industrial-employ-
ment research so that it may more fully answer questions with respect to the
behavior of workers on the job. In addition, it enlarges the scope of investiga-
tion beyond considerations of production efficiency. It brings to he subject
of industry and labor questions of the impact of technologies upon society,
and the impact of society upon technologies.

NEW WAYS OF LOOKING AT FARM LABOR

In order to move our vantage point to human groupings outside of the
workshop, something must serve as the focus. An outer but interdependent
field is needed — a field which is changed when we interfere, a field which is
affected when a worker’s occupation is changed or forfeited entirely. It must
be stable, it must have contiruitv, it must have definable bounds, and it must
be observable. Such a field is not adequately or precisely encompassed by the
term ‘“ethnic group.” It is conveyed by the concept of culture. A worker’s
cultural background is his blueprint for behaving. This blueprint for behavior
can tr traced back generation after generation and has provisions for its own
perpetuation in future generations. A worker’s cultural background is impor-
tant at all levels of consideration. It is important in job placement, job train-
ing, work organization, and behavior. A worker’s cultural background is
especially important when it differs radically from the culture of the majority
or dominant society.

The Anglo middle class American emplcyer, union leader, or employ-
ment counselor is a member of both the majority and the dominant group in
relation to all of the major segments cf farm workers. When he deals with
another middl¢ ¢'ass Anglo-American, he can do so automatically. He can
expect the other man to do the “natural” thing. When he deals with an ex-
sharecropper Negro, an Apache Indian, a Mexican-American, or even an
Anglo alcoholic, he cannot operate with his full set of unconscious and im-
plicit assumptions about workinen. If he does he is operaiing blindly. When
he enacts a policy determined to produce a given social or economic resuit,
it more likely than not will produce an entirely unexpected result — one which
both surprises and frustrates him.

Viewing the major segments of farm workers as separate subcultures
will focus upon the blueprint which determines their behavior — specifically
behavior affecting their participation in farm work. We cannot go much
beyond this, however, without a second focus, one which will euable us to see
the action aad interaction of living persons. For this the blueprint idea is too
general. We need an idea which focuses upon the workmen themselves in the
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act of following their guides to behaving. We need a social concept. The con-
cept of institution embraces both the blueprint and the persons-in-action idea.
The concept of an institution is used to convey the idea of people arranged
in relation to one another in set ways following standards that have been
handed down by their culture for a specific situation.

Thus proceeding from the cultural view to an institutional view serves to
specify: (1) the situation, (2) tke pzrsons involved, (3) the behavior guides
or standards for the occasion, and (4) the relationships of one member to
the other. The institutional concept belongs in a cultural context, but it is a
more dynamic conceptual tool which will enable us to observe interaction
and change. Thus, when a machine is introducad into a farm organization
we can be more specific about how it changes the culture of the worker. We
can point to a specific institution — e.g., his family. We may observe that this
machine alters his relationship to his wife o: his children. We may observe
further that a behavior standard or norm — e.g. frugality—is affected by his
higher salary if he becomes the operator of the machine. Or a standard of
stern independence may be affected by his unemployment and subsequent
dependence upon welfare if he is replaced by the machine. The institutional
concept therefore provides us with a frame that disclcses interaction, equi-
librium, and charge.

Employers, union leaders, and public agencies have not, on the whole,
been unaware of the cultural and institutional backgrounds of farm workers.
Knowledge, however, has been implicit, largely unconscious, and at times
erroneous. This general discussion hopefully has served to point up the social
faliacies, commonly held by many employers and social agencies, the history
of the emergence of the social dimension in studies of worker behavior, and
the need for an outer orientation in understanding industrial labor—especially
farm labor. We have urged the use of the culture concept to provide this
outer focus and, for the purpose of analyzing social and technological dyna-
mics, the more specialized culture concept, the concept of the institution.




PART ONE

CROP HISTORIES

and
HARVEST ORGANIZATIONS




Past and
Present

EACH INDUSTRY has its peculiar pattern of interests and concerns. These
patterns in many instances lead backward in time to specific events which
have their own logical continuity, Although we commenced gathering descrip-
tive material without delving into the history of each industry, it soon became
obvious that a systematic gathering of background information was desir-
able. In the chapters to follow, this .istorical emphasis is denoted under Back-
grouind, although the clues which led to an examination of the histories of these
techrologies cmerged originally in the descriptive phases of the research.
These clues are apparent in the Organizational Structure of Harvest Activities
«nd Experience Accounts. Many of the anecdotal accounts are studded with
references to decisive events from which stemmed, at least in the informant’s
mind, this or that specific set of circumstances.

In citrus, managers feel up against it because they depend completely
upon the method of picking which has remained fundamentally the same
since the dawn of horticulture, Oux technology has propelled humans into
space and instruments to Mars, but we pick oranges the same way the
Ancient Malaysians picked them — by hand. This fact is essential in under-
standing the frustrations and anxieties of growers and packers when they
face the cost-price squeeze with a labor market becoming more competitive
every year. Lacking a breakthrough in picking man-hour requirements, they
experiment in short cuts in boxing, hauling and storage systems,

Citrus worker types and worker traditions reflect a continuity that
matches the antiquity of hand picking. A rich lore continues to grow about
their experiences while at the same time their numbers diminish.

Lettuce is a booming industry. It exhibits almost complete technological
uniformity. Yet growers and shippers are uneasy and defensive. A backward
glance tells why. Mexican labor displaced union labor. From the standpoint
of the union, the battle is lost only temporarily and the sheds, centers of
union power, cast baleful shadows across the vegetal landscape teeming with
braceros in their wide-brimmed hais and the sounds of raucous radios blaring
rancheras and Mexican commercials.

In cotton, technological uniformity is also evident but mechauization
did not inundate the industry. The flow of change meandered. In contrast to
citrus and lettuce, those who have achieved a role in the new technology see
a relatively secure future. The technology is stable. On the other hand, those
who have not made the economic or occupational transition are painfully

[91]
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aware of their obsolescence. They vary only in their reaction to this knowl-
edge. Each year is the year of decision for many who have forestalled a
change of occupation for the last time. Still otners will return compulsively
season after season like tired migratoiry birds to the dried marshlands of a
bygone age.

Crop technologies are dynamic. Therefore their labor populations are
dynamic. What jobs did workers now occupying the top positions in the pres-
ent technologies have before these technologies came into play? What jobs
did those now in the lowest pcsitions have? This introduces the whole ques-
tion of mobility — the mobility of workers moving from one industry to
another as well as from Jower status jobs to higher status jobs in the same
industry, The past is necessary to establish a picture of these dynamics just
as it is to show the corresponding changes in crop technologies.

Thus the individual histories of the growth and development of the
cotton, citrus and lettuce industries and societies set the stage for the dimen-
sional significance of these technolog’es and organizations today.

For these backgrsund histories we used different methods because the
crop industries studied were in different stages of development. Since changes
in cotton have evolved over a long period of time, written historical docu-
ments are available. Citrus harvest methods tend to be highly individualized.
Sketches of citrus methods are more or less an outgrowth of descriptions and
discussions of each company, We simply extend these discussions to include
the past. Change came dramatically, abruptly, and recently in lettuce. No
complete historical documentation of these technological events is available.
Therefore, in the case of thii industry, informant accounts were used to con-
struct the pertinent backgrou1d. The question of where to begin and end always
arises in such cases. In our case we began with those primarily responsible
for the design and implementation of the technological innovations. In addi-
tion, accounts were obtained from secondary sources such as associates and
former employees. Such methods are more traditionally ethnographic than
historical, but they served to project the point of view of the informant and
establish sufficiently reliable background to lend perspective. In each of the
industries we made systematic observations of all technical and organizational
systems as they were operating.

The chapters on the industries follow basically the same format. First
the range of variation of the technical systems in harvest activities of each
crop is discussed. Each company studied is presented in accordance with
the technical system it represents. Each major heading introducing another
management unit has a hyphenated title telling which type of system it uses.

A short profile of the company is followed by an invercory of its
harvest equipment. Then there is a detailed discussion of the organization of
its harvest activities. These discussions give the number, size, composition, and
makeup of crews and positions and duties of its personnel. This is followed
by a discussion of the company’s wage system. A compiete step-by-step descrip-
tion of operations follows. Technical and organizational aspects are blended
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in a sort of a motion picture sequence, The descriptions of each company-
harvest system unit is concluded with Experience Accounts, These are texts
taken from key management personnel — managers, superintendents, etc. —
who have been intimately involved in their company’s development and
adaptation of the specific technology in question.

There are many aspects to the harvest operations which are not discussed
here because they are described primarily from the viewpeints of management.
The viewpoints of other participants in these systems will emerge in appro-
priate portions of the study.

Although the present tense is generally used in the descriptive passages,
changes are likely to have occurred in some company practices since 1962
and 1963 when the field studies were conducted.




’; The Citrus
<7 Industry

BACKGROUND

AT THE TURN of the century, a picker, field box, sack, and ladder constituted
the harvesting system for Arizona citrus. The “standard field box” was 3,115
cubic inches in volume with slight variations in shape depending upon the
packing house. It held from 45 to 47 Ibs. of grapefruit, 50 to 55 1bs. of oranges,
and 60 to 62 1bs. of lemons. Field boxes were carried through the groves on
small wagons pulled by teams of horses. They were unloaded, filled and
re-loaded by hand.

Wagons were pulled to the sheds by teams until trucks began to make
their appearance in the 1920’s, carrying boxes back and forth between the
groves and sheds. However, boxes were still distributed through the groves by
teams and wagons. Wagons met the trucks at the end of the rows where fulls
were transferred to trucks and erapties transferred from trucks to wagons.
In the latter part of the 1920’s and early 1930’s, harvesters began t eliminate
this operation by taking the trucks directly into the groves. As op.: authority
puts it, “The development of that technique follows pretty closely 1'ie develop-
ment and improvement of trucks” (Higleman 1964). Also during this period
the field box began to assume a variety of sizes and shapes with the introduc-
tion of new packing houses. However, all field boxes had one essential element
in common ~ they were designed to be handled by hand, thus setting an abso-
lute limit on the size. One field box was considered to be equivalent to two
packed boxes. Later, with the advent of the carton, three field boxes were
considered equivalent o four cartons.

Bulk methods, as the descriptions will jllustrate, assume numerous ver-
sions. All have eliminated the field box. The picker dumps his sack of fruit
directly into a large pallet box, a low-slung trailer, or onto a conveyor belt
carrying it into a truck. Bulk methods of low-slung trailer and the belt and
truck variety, both essentially for tree-ripened grapefruit, first made their
appearance in Arizona in the mid-1940’s (Higleman 1964). They were prob-
ably used even before 1940 where sheds were located in the midst of groves
with no hauling distances, and when sweating or shed ripening of fruit was
rot needed. Pallet boxes came into use se eral years later. They represented
an extension of the bulk principle to fruit needing shed ripening.

This provides background for harvesting operations selected for study.
Inasmuch as almost all companies in our sample have played instrumental
roles in the development of harvesting technologies, the history of harvesting

[12]
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operations from the 1940’s on is documented by the sample companies them-
selves., Before the companies are descrihed, additional background informa-
tion is provided on the overall structure of the Arizona citrus industry existing
during the 1962-63 season.

Maricopa and Yuma Counties account for all but a tiny fraction of the
total citrus production in Arizona. Almost the entire citrus crop in the state
is harvested by packing houses rather than by the growers. The non-grower
packing houses — 17 in Maricopa County and four in Yuma — are divided
into “commercial” packing houses and “cooperative” packing houses. Com-
mercial houses are owned by an individual who packs on a custom basis at so
much per box or on a contract basis for an entire grove. The owners of the
groves have no say in the management of the shed or harvesting operation.
Cooperative packing houses, on the other hand, are owned by grower mem-
bers. Each owns a share in the enterprise and has a voice in the operations
through his board of directors. They are administered by a salaried manager.

Harvesting systems for all citrus operations may be put in two general
categories. In the standard field box system the boxes are handled in the groves
manually. In a bulk system power equipment is needed to raise the picked
fruit to a bin or truck or to raise and lower bins for pickers to put the fruit into,
All bulk systems may be considered variations of four general types: bulk
trucks with conveyor belts, bin or pallet boxes handled in the groves by fork-
lifts, bins towed through the groves in especially designed trailers, and bins
handled in the groves by trucks with special racks and tailgates to lower,
raise, and revolve them. More detailed descriptions of these ~ystems follow.
The sample of six harvester-packers represents both commercial and coopera-
tive harvester-packers, and all :echnical harvest systems. Acreages range from
792 acres to 5,284 acres. In Maricopa County the sample (four companies) ac-
counted for 6,059 acres of a total producing citrus acreage of 12,721 (Hill and
Hillman 1964) or 48 percent. In Yuma the sampie (two companies) accounted
for approximately 9,345 acres of a total of 10,008 producing acres (Hill and
Hillman 1964) or approximately 93 percent.

The companies are discussed roughly in the same order as the chrono-
logical sequence of their developments. We begin with a description of a
company whose operation is still basically the old field box and truck system.

A COMPANY-STANDARD FIELD BOX SYSTEM

A Company is a commercial packing house which harvested 1,413 acres
of citrus oa a consignment basis during the 1962-63 season. They had 880
acres in oranges, 395 acres in grapefruit, 43 in lemons, and 95 in tangerines.
Their groves were scattered over a large area and ranged in size from 5 to
80 acres. Fairly large blocks of 20 to 40 acres were the rule, however.

Mechanical Harvesting and Handling Equipment

4-—114-2-ton flat-bed trucks
1-bus




14 / Farmers, Workers and Machines

1—ladder trailer
3—grove trailers
1—tractor used to get through the groves when trucks cannot
1—field power conveyor belt
11,000~field boxes
—and enough bags (standard field box size), ladders, clippers,
and sizing rings to provide for as many as 100 pickers

Organizational Structure of Harvest Activities

During the 1962-63 season A Company used domestic workers only.
They had two crews picking. The main crew was made up of 25 to 32 men
hired directly by the company. The supplementary crew ranged from 12 to 18
pickers. These two crews differed radically ‘n their composition and formal
articulation with the company. The iarger crew was made up almost entirely
of older single Anglo males (between 50 and 65) most of whom referred to
themselves as “fruit tramps.” We refer to them as “Anglo-isolates.” Their
foreman was also an experienced fruit picker and an Anglo-isolate; although he
was younger than most of his pickers. The foreman’s chief duties are to pick
up his crew each morning in the company bus at an informal gathering spot
in the south part of the city, to supervise them in the field, and to maintain his
crew at working size by keeping posted of their whereabouts when they arr.
not working. He also attends to their needs for small loans between pay periods.
Most of his duties are carried out informally. These duties will be analyzed
later as part ot 2 general pattern.

The second crew was composed almost totally of Mexican-American fam-
ilies from Texas, many of whom could not speak English. Their foremen were
a father-and-son team, also Mexican-Americans from Texas. Most of the crew
had recently settled down in a predominately Mexican-American community,
a fringe settlement of a larger Arizona town. The role of this foreman, in
addition to keeping his crew up to size and supervising them in the field, differs
from the role of he Anglo foreman since he and his father also owned and
supervised a hauling operation for A Company.

Briefly the field operations are structured as follows. The general manager
for the company is in charge of all operations. Directly under him is a salaried
field superintendent. He sees to the over-all operation of the harvest activities.
This includes giving directions to pickers and directing the drivers, swamper
(loader), and second swampers. Some of his other duties are to recommend
fertilizers to growers, estimate the number of boxes of fruit by size and grade,
set up drives, clear ahead for pick, and tell the plant foreman and the crews
when the grove will be ready. Crew foremen answer to both the ficld superin-
tendent and the general manager, whoevcr is more con” ¢nient.

Drivers, in additiop to duties detailed in the description of operations
below, have responsibility for the care c* their vehicles as well as the proper
handling of the fruit. The first and second swampers’ and pickers’ duties are
discussed in the description of operations.
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Wage System

P, foreman of the smal! crew, gets 8 cents a box on all fruit that his trucks
haul from the groves. Out of this he pays two loaders and one driver each
1 cent and 1% cents a box, respectively. With the 4% cents a box remain-
ing after paying swampers and driver, P and his father average about $60 per
day for their hauling operation. Out of this they pay for and maintain their
two $7,000 GMC trucks.

P gets an additional 2 cents a box for his responsibilities as foreman. This
nets him about $24 a day with which he has to purchase, operate, and maintain
a bus as well as supervise and recruit pickers.

In citrus P calculated about the amount his workers would make at 1,200
boxes a day. His driver would make $18 and swampers $12. If his 20 pickers
each averaged about 60 boxes of oranges in good picking at the A Company
rate of 16 cents a box, they would earn about $9.60 for a seven-hour day. Of
course some pickers would pick less and others would average more. Under
conditions of bad weather, scattered small groves, or low-yield trees earnings
would be much less.

For its “regular crew,” A Corapany has what its manager refers to as
“adjustable pay rates” for pickers, The rate depends upon the condition of the
grove, size of the trees, amount of desired fruit or the tree, and frequencies of
movement from one field to another. The going market price of fruit is also a
determining factor.

Generally the rate paid pickers per field box (50 to 60 1bs.) of fruit is as
follows:

Oranges 17 cents

Lemons 75 cents ring picking (just a certain size)
50 cents strip picking (all fruit on tree)

Grapefruit 15 cents ring picking
10 cents strip picking

Tangerines 75 cents color picking

The regular foreman gets 2 cents for each box produced by his crew for
supervision in grapefruit and oranges and 5 cents a box for supervision in
lemons and tangerines. Drivers are paid 214 cents for each box they handle in
regular picking. The first swamper, the man who helps the driver set up boxes
on the truck, gets 1 cent for each box ioaded. The second swamper picks up
surplus boxes in the groves and helps load at the grove location. He gets paid
$12 a day.

Production rates collectively and individually were extremely variable
from one day to the next due to factors which varied enormously: size of trees,
F size of the fruit, yield per tree, whether the grove had trees to be picked mixed
k with a variety not yet ready, how many times a crew had to move from one

grove to another, how far apart the groves were, the condition of the weather,
the worker himself, to name a few. The problem of control of these variables
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was so important that research designed especially for this would be necessary
before these production data would t¢ mieaningful, The foreman’s estimates of
picker averages were as follows: 14 boxes per hour per man for grapefruit
strip-picking and from 6 to 8 boxes per hour for strip-picking of oranges. Our
observations during orange harvest indicated these estimates were a little high
for most pickers on these particular crews.

Although pickers a‘e not paid for time lost in moving fro.n grove to
grove, A Company has two systems which work to the advantage of the picker.
They use a special cleanup crew for tiny groves or tag ends, thus reducing mov-
ing time loss. Second, they have field men tag target trees in groves that have
mixed. easy-to-confuse varieties, e.g. Valencias and Sweets.

Description of Operations

At the plant the driver and first swamper spend about 30 minutes loading
and securing 340 empty field boxes on 2-ton flat-bed trucks. Six boxes at a
time are hand-carted onto a truck from the loading dock. Precautions are
taken to get boxes loadud in good shape so that none will be lost in transit to
the grove. After securing two cables to hold the load in place, the driver and
first swamper depart for the grove. Upon arrival at the grove, the truck is
driven down between two rows and the first swamper distributes the boxes on
either side of the truck. From 13 to 20 boxes (depending on anticipated yield)
are dropped off at each stop on either side of the truck. When all the empty
boxes are distributed, the truck is ready to be loaded with full boxes.

The crew foreman transports some of the workers and all equipment to
the grove. Many of the pickers drive their own vehicles to the grove since some
of the female pickers bring along small children. The pickers go about picking
the fruit without much direction from the foreman. He selects a tree, places a
ladder against the branches of the tree, and with a canvas bag, large enough
to hold a box of fruit, hung diagonally across his chest and shoulders, cl¥mbs to
the top of the ladder, picking the fruit of the size and color desired and dropping
them in the bag. When the bag is full, and often before the bag is full, the
worke: descends the ladder and, unhooking a latch at the bot.om of the bag,
drops the fruit into a field box.

With the field box method, the worker need not concern himself about
a full bag because he is paid by the box rather than the bag. This is to his
advantage since he can pick all the fruit within reach of one placement of the
ladder and does not have to climb to the top of the ladder on the next place-
ment with a heavy, partially filled bag.

The worker must stay with one trce until it is completely picked. Fre-
quently husband-wife teams will pick together as a unit, which allows the
woman to stay on the ground and leaves the climbing to the ausband. A worker
or worker team will stack several to a dozen field boxes in one central position
and leave his slip of paper on this stack of boxes before moving to another
part of the grove,
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The foreman spends most of his time filling partially empty boxes and
tallying the number of boxes per picker. He also checks to see that each picker’s
tree has been picked clean before the picker moves on. The pickers often do
not fill their boxes full enough so the foreman fi'ls tiose boxes which are not
full and records the number of filled boxes. A particular picker’s boxes are all
located at one truck drop so the foreman just uses one of the partially filled
boxes to fill up other boxes at this point. This operation consumes a large por-
tion of the foreman’s time.

In loading the full boxes on the truck to be hauled to the plant, the truck
driver puts the boxes on the truck bed ard the first swamper stacks them. If the
foreman does not have the boxes checked, then both the driver and swamper
assist him. If many boxes have to be filled and checked before they can be
loaded, it takes from one to two hours to load the truck with 252 field boxes
(oranges only) and to secure them. If all boxes are checked ahead of the load-
ing operation, then the actual loading operation takes the driver and helper
about a half hour, Average travel time is from 25 to 35 minutes from grove
to plant.

When the fruit arrives at the packing plant, the driver and helper unload
with hand trucks. Six field boxes are handled at a time and are wheeled into
the sweat room. Usually a third man, employed at the plant, also helps unload.
When three men unload the fruit, the operation consumes about 15 minutes.

Experience Account )

According to B, the manager, the field box system is better because the
w~rkers are happier and production is better. B said that A Company gets the
best pickers because they are using the old field box method. He said that he is
considering some sort of bin system, but his workers would have to be com-
pensated for the fact that picking in bins cuts their production.

B also insists that growers are resentful of bulk systems because they
like to know per-trec averages and can see them with the field box methods.
Moreover tractor hauling, needed for some bulk systems from one grove to
another on small scattered groves, is too expensive.

Still, B says if he had close hauls he would go to bulk in a minute. He
considers the ideal system one in which the shed is close to the groves and
pallet boxes on two-wheeled trailers are used. He also has the fceling that if
thay ever renovate their plant from the ground up they might go to some kind
ot bulk system. Evidently his apparent favoritism for the field box methcil
may involve some rationalization because that is the system A Company is
presently using,

B COMPANY
BULK-TRUCK AND BIN-TRAILER SYSTEM

B Company is a harvesting and packing cooperative. During the 1962-63
season they had 5,284 acres of producing citrus and 135 members. Its nine-
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member board has a presideit and vice president and a salaried general man- ;
ager who is hired annually. H, the present manager, has been with the co-cp |
since 1944,

B Company’s 5,284 acres were made up roughly of 1,068 acres of grape-
i fruit, 1,980 acres of oranges, 2,124 acres of lemons, and 112 acres of tan-
gerines. Most of their groves are concentrated in large blocks only moderate
distances from the pient — 10 to 15 miles. Most of their groves are young,
especially their lemons. In 1959-60 their lemon harvest increased from
25,000 boxes for the previous season to 210,000 boxes.

The company uses two variations of the bulk method — bulk trucks with |
portable power conveyor belts to carry the fruit dumped from pickers’ sacks
over the rear panels and the bin-trailer system involving the use of pallet boxes
on two-wheeled trailers which are towed through t*.c groves. The bulk trucks
are used for all their grapefruit harvesiing. During sweating (fruit ripened in
storage) season the bulk trucks simply transfer the green fruit to pallet boxes
at the plant. The bin-trailer system is used for the orange and lemon harvests. '

Mechanical Harvesting and Handling Equipment

11 — 1%5-2-ton bulk trucks
5 — power lifts (conveyor)
2 — fork lifts
24 — especially constructed two-wheel trailers to carry fur pallet
boxes or bins arranged two by two, and with two tier steps
on each side whereby pickers reach the bins and which fold
up for higuway travel
8 — pickup trucks to pull the above trailers on the road
8 — tractors to pull the above trailers through the groves
2,000 — bins or pallet boxes which have a capacity of 25 standard
field boxes
3 —reconditioned school buses
— and enough ladders, picking bags, sizing rings, clippers, can-
vas sleeves (to protect pickers’ arms from thorn injuries and
infections), gloves, and water cans to provide for as many as
500 pickers

Organizational Structure of Harvest Activities

During the 1962-63 season B Company relied heavily upon Mezx' :an
Nationals. Generally they did not have enough domestic workers to make more
than one crew. Although their policy is to assign domestics to the same crew,
sometimes it was necessary to complement this crew with Nationals. The
domestic workers they had were placed through the Faim Labor Office “invol-
untary day haul” (IDH) system, requiring employers who use Nationals to
use available domestic woikers first. These men are referred to by management
as “farm office boys.”

The size of crews, depending upon harvesting needs, ranges from 10 to
30 men each. During November, the peak of the season, the manager says
they run between 25 to 30 men each. All crews work directly under company

R R T T T R T R I TN, AR N s o O R TR SRS ol A S o = i




v

The Citrus Industry / 19

personnel and are paid and supervised through a standard sysiem. Of the 19
domestics interviewed, one was a Mexican-American foreman. The remaining
18 were Anglo-isolates.

The company has four permanent foremen, three of whom are Mexican-
Americans. One foreman has been with the company six years, another 15
years, and the third 20 years. The other permanent foreman is a Negro who
has been with the company 20 years. The ~ompany elevates other workers to
foremen as the numbers of crews increase in the season. Among these are three
Negro foremen and one Filipino. The foremen’s duties will be spelled out in
the description of operations.

Directly over the foremen are the field superintendents. B Company has
two — one for grapefruit harvest, the other for orange-lemon harvest. They
are concerned mainly with the mechanics of picking — tentative picking sched-
ules, fields being ready, equipment being ready, drivers getting to areas properly
and rapidly enough, the allotment of paraphernalia to crews, buses, meals, etc.
Each superintendent may have as many as 12 to 14 crews in his particular crop.
The field superintendents are not ordinarily involved in which groves are
picked and when except as ground conditions are concerned.

Directly over the field superintendents is the general manager who deals
with the growers and determines the size, variety, grade, and quantity of fruit
to be picked as well 2= which grove is to be picked. Also under the general
manager are the superintendent of the grapefruit processing plant, the super-
intendent of the lemon-orange processing plant, and the superintendent of the
cannery.

B Company has a special position of general assistant manager for the son
of the general manager. He assists the manager in all administrative activities,
especially in the field operations. M speaks fluent Spanish which enables him to
function effectively in dealing with their Mexican-American foremen and
Mexican National pickers. There is some degree of tension inherent in this
structural feature as there is an inevitable flow of information from the top
of the administrative pyramid to the bottom (pickers) which Lypasses the
field superintendents.

B Company requires no swampers (helpers on trucks) since they do not
use the standard field box for any of their harvest operations. All truck drivers
answzr directly to the relevant field superintendent. Their duties are confined
specifically to the care and fueling of their vehicles znd their operation between
the groves and plant.

Wage System

B Company pays its pickers by weight rather-than by volu* e (field box).
Actually it has eliminated the field box entirely as any form or measure, even
for marketing. As H, the general manager puts it, “It eliminates boondoggling
because buyers pay by the weight, so why shouldn’t growers and pickers be
paid by weight rather than volume? Figures won’t lie, but liars will figure!”
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The total tonrage for the crew for the day is recorded at the scales at the plant.
At the end of the pay period each crew has a total weight and a total earnings
figure. The individual picker is reimbursed according to the number of full
sacks of fruit that he has contributed to this total weight for his crew. A. count-
ing board is kept mounted on the side of the trailer. There is one counter on
the board for each individual picker. Each time he dumps a sack into the bin
he punches a counter and a buzzer sounds. The sacks are simply a unit of stan-
dard measure whereby the pickers can divide up the tonnage total. Full sacks
are expected and are enforced by foremen and the pickers themselves.

It is interesting to note that when B Company first switched over to
bulk, they reimbursed the crews simply by dividing the crew total by the
number of men in the crew. This worked well and still works for the Mexi-
can Nationals, but for domestic workers the counter system became neces-
sary. Another complication is the Adverse Effect ruling of the Department
of Labor governing the use of Nationals. This requires growers or companies
using Nationals to pay a 95-cent hourly “adverse effect wage” to their bra-
ceros (Nationals) as well as to all domestics working in the same crop
activity. If an individaa!’s production amounts to an hourly figure less than
95 cents, regardless of the method of paying workers, then that worker gets
the 95 cents an hour for the day or days that his piece rate production was
low. In some picking, production is inevitably lower than that necessary for
the workers to earn the hourly minimum through piece rates. Then the
counting of each individual’s sacks is a secondary matter, whether they are
domestic or National.

Rates are as follows:

Estimated No.
Tonnage Field Boxes Field Box

Variety How Picked Rate Per Ton Rate (in cents) Remarks
Oranges strip picking  $ 4.00 40 10

Grapefruit  strip picking 3.75 50 7%2  No counters used
Lemens strip picking 8.25 33 25

Lemons strip clipping* 9.90 33 30

Lemons . size clipping . 11.55 33 35

*Using clippers

The field box rate is a function of the number of field boxes per ton.
Other estimates of boxes per ton run as low as 36 and 44 boxes for oranges
and grapefruit, respectively, and as high as 37 boxes for lemons. These would
imply field box rates of 11 cents and 8.5 cents for oranges and grapefruit,
respectively. and rates of 23 cents, 25.5 cents and 32 cents for the three
types of lemons.

Average daily output per worker again could not be determined. We
made one random observation of a 13-man crew of domestic workers requir-
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ing two hours and 20 minutes to fill four bins (100 field boxes). We esti-
mated a total of approximately 30 man-hours for this operation. The field
box rate of 10 cents would earn them $10 (not considering the adverse effect
wage), or approximately 34 cents per man-hour. Another nine-man crew,
again domestic werkers, required three-and-a-half hours for the same opera-
tion. Again the total man-hours were about 30 and the per man hour earning
the same. These observations were made in a very dense and very old grove
with high, hard-to-reach tops.

Picking cost data from this company’s annual report showed that actual
picking costs were over twice the quoted piece rate costs. Therefore, the
adverse effect wage must have been in effect most ¢f the time.

Pickers are not paid for time lost in moving from one grove to another
in the middle of the day. This applies to the guaranteed wage. When the
company computes the production of the crew against the number of hours
they pick to see whether the piece rate or minimum wage applies, time lost
in moving is not considered. Drivers and foremen are paid $1.25 an hour.
Drivers have no time docked for lunch but foremen are docked 30 minutes.

Description of Operations

The driver or a ¥2- or %-ton pickup truck leaves the packing house
pulling an especially constructed two-wheeled trailer which accommodates
four empty bins with a total capacity of 100 field boxes. At the grove the
traile. is unhitched from the truck and hitched to a field tractor operated by
the crew foreman, to be pulled through the grove during the picking and
loading operation. One-way travel time from packing house to grove varies
from 5 to 25 minutes. Fifteen minutes is about average.

The foreman pulls the trailer into the grove between the third and fourth
rows so that three rows on either side of the traiier are picked simultaneously.
The foreman’s main responsibilities are to move the tractor and trailer to
facilitate the picking operation and to see that trees are picked clean. These
two responsibilities do not keep the foremen fully employed. The only other
function performed by the foreman is to record the totals from the pickers’
counters for each picker each day. Whern three of the four bins are filled, the
foreman locates the trailer strategically and unhooks from the trailer, He then
goes to the roadside and ‘picks up another empty trailer which the truck
driver has delivered following the initial trailer delivery. He locates it in the
grove so that as soon as the first trailer is loaded the pickers can dump into
the second trailer, He unhooks from this second trailer and rehooks to the
first trailer. The loaded trailer is then ready to be pulleu to the roadside and
picked up by the truck driver for delivery to the packing house. Before the
loaded trailer is pulled from the grove, the counter board (the board hoiding
an individual counter for each picker and its electrical supply) is transferred
from the first to the second trailer. This transfer is usually done oy one of
the pickers. After moving the loaded trailer to the roadside, the foreman then
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hooks on to the second trailer he already had located in the grove and the
process is repeated in accordance to needs and time.

The picking crew is transported to the grove by means of a school bus
operated by the foreman. Ladders are taken to the grove on the bin trailers
by the truck driver, Pickers operate basically as they do in any citrus picking
operation with one exception. In this system they do not dump their full sacks
into their own individual fie'd boxes, but into one of four bins mounted on a
two-wheeled trailer instead. To do this they must step up two steps on an espe-
cially constructed steel stair. All pickers dump into the same bins. The individ-
ual workers do not work on sets (a number of contiguous trees) or trees
assigned to th m. Trees vary in quantity and quality; hence in B Company’s
operation, as many men as desire can work a tree and share or switch off in
picking on the ground and climbing the 1adders. This cooperative method elim-
inates the carrying of near-full sacks up ladders.

At the packing house empty bins are placed on trailers by a towmotor.
The bins are loaded from the trailer rear and as another bin is loaded, the
previously loaded one is pushed forward. This operation consumes three to
five minutes. This especially built trailer has three series of rollers incor-
porated in the trailer bottom to facilitate loading and unloading %ins. As a
bin is unloaded, the driver is able to push the next loaded bin back into
unloading position. The unloading operation consumes about five minutes.

Experience Account

H, B Company’s general manager, gave the following account of the
development of their system:

It’s always hard to walk up to a Board of Directors and say
‘let’s throw away 30,000 field boxes.” The fire answered that (the
fire at Christmas 1944 which burned down the Company plant in
Yuma). When we began to rebuild, we used this opportunity to
begin shifting to a new system. At first we built a conveyor to
handle bulk in the field—one which would convey the fruit dumped
at its base to the top of a truck. The first ones were too small and
finally we ended up with one which takes two men to handle. We
wanted bulk because it was difficult to get anyone to handle field
boxes — swampers and drivers. Also unkeep on field boxes in the
desert region of Yuma was phenomenal. Time needed in setting
up for picking and clearing the fields after the pickers went home
amounted to sometimes as much as two hours before picking and
three hours after picking. Now they start the same time the crew
does and come in at least 30 minuies after the crew finishes picking.
The first year alone we pointed our finger at $30,000 in savings
— labor, trucks, and box repairs.

After the fire we had enough boxes to finish the season but
the iire had also eliminated the box kandling machinery. The first
season (fall of 1945) we installed temporary bulk handling con-
veyor equipment. This equipment was adequate until toward the
latter part of the fifties when our lemon crops and sweet oranges
began to be harvested in great amounts.
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We favored a bin system but at first started with what few field
boxes we had left. During 1957-58 and 1958-59 we packed 25,000
boxes or so of lemons. During 1959-60 our increase in lemons was
from 25,000 to 210,000 boxes and, consequently, we had a great
incentive to begin considering some bulk system for lemons, The
problem in lemons is bruising the fruit, but still they can handle
them much rougher than the iudustry thought they could years
before this. I won’t say you can’t do anything! The old-timers would
turn over in their graves if they could see the way we handle lemons
today! Tbey used to handle them enurely in trays and if you
dropped cne you’d had it.

We considered flat trucks with bins or bin-to-a-man system
as well as little bulk trailers. Packing house men came to us with
ideas. At about that time a competitor started the fork-lift bin-to-
a-man system. I didn’t like this because I had seen it on grapefruit
and it involved too many trips through the field, and too many trips
cause compaction. I have seen it where the grower needed to plow
after this, We knew that Central California growers had bins on
wheels with many variations, and we went to see (C
Company’s) version of this. After much consideration we finally

icked the bin-trailer system beczuse there is less compaction, the
ork-lift tractor for bin-to-a-man system is too expensive, super-
vision is much less with the bin on a trailer system because the
pickers stay localized around the trailer, and the trailer system is
a lot easier on bins, They are never set ~ff in the fields. We have
three trailers for each crew and each trailer has four bins.

The first season — 1959-60 — that we began the bin-trailer
system, we used field boxes side-by-side with the bin system about
a month or two. We wanted to check the sweating and dzcey prob-
lems — my mind was rnade up practically, but I wanted to test
this. The proof was evident in a few months. So we switched over
entirely to bins. The only modifications werc counters installed in
1960-61 whereby each picker could tasulate his sacks, and the
trailer and steps were strengthened for 2 more sure footing for
the pickers.

(In response to the query on worker response to their new
system) — The first season in using the bulk truck method meany
of the old fruit pickers quit and went to another outfit using the
old field boxes, but they began to compare pay checks and after
a couple of pay days began drifting back ~ actually it's easier to
pick bulk.,

| C COMPANY
’ BULK-TRAILER AND BIN-TRAILER SYSTEM

C Company’s bin-trailer system is essentially a variation of that used
by B Company. For tree-ripened grapefruit, however, C Company uscs bulk
trailers rather than bulk trucks. C’s bulk trailers operate on exactly the
same principle as their bin trailers. Both are mounted on the same chassis.
The only difference is that a platform is mounted on the chassis to accom-
modate three bins for the bin system and a padded bed is mounted on the
chassis for the other. Also, the bins or pallet boxes must be removed at
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the plant with a fork lift whereas the padded bed is simply tilted in dump
truck fashion to allow the grapefruit to pour over the side.

C Company is a cooperative organization. Durirg the 1962-63 season
it had 57 member-growers and approximately 1,092 acres of bearing citrus—
796 in oranges, 245 in prapefruit, 40 in lemons, and 11 in tangerines, Its plant
is centrally located. Most groves are within a 20-miie radius. Their groves
tend to be large and concentrated with very old trees.

Mechanical Harvesting and Handling Equipment

36 —bin trailers, narrow and especially designed to carry three
allet boxes close to grounci)
1,000 — bins or pallet boxes, 24 field box capacity, 25" x 58" x 45"
36 — bulk trailers (same chassis as bin trailer)

6 — trucks, 1%4-ton, especially equipped to tow trailers on high-
way
5 — tractors, small, to tow trailers through groves
6 — used school buses to carry crews from plant to groves
6 — ladder trailers which are towed behind buses on way to groves
2 — fork lifts used at plant to unload bins from trailers
— sufficient ladders (aluminum), clippers, rings, and picking
bags to supply up to six crews of 16-20 men at peak season
Note: C Company’s picking bags are slightly more than one-half field
box capacity rather than one, as some companies use.

Organizational Structure of Harvest Activities

In peak season, November-December, C Company employed six crews
of from 16 to 20 picx rs each. At peak employment only about one-third
of their labor demand was met by braceros — two crews. C Company keeps
one Mexican-American foreman primarily to handle braceros. Shortly after
peak activities, at the time observations were made, C Company had three
crews operating at capacity — all of them domastic.

Of the 50 employees interviewed, all except nine were Anglos. They
averaged about 40 years of age, with 14 above 50. The average education
of the group was above 8th grade with 28 of the 50 workers having 8th
grade diplomas. Eight of the 50 were drivers and 42 were pickers. Exactly
half of the pickers intervievsod-were -Anglo-isolates. The -other half were
living in family units. Of the eight drivers and foremen, six were Anglo and
only two were Mexican-American.

C Company’s harvest activities were headed by a field superintendent
whose biographic profile shares basic features with the rank and file of their
more steady v/orkers. He was born on a sharecropper farm in Arkansas. His
family sold out in the 1930’s and he came to Arizona and worked as a
fruit picker from 1935 to 1938 — the last two of these seasons for C Com-
pany itself. In 1939 he went on as driver for C, their only driver for two
crews. In 1942 he took over as field foreman and is now functioning in a
key role in the field operations. He has a face-‘o-face relationship with all
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except the most itinerant of their employees as well as with the grower-
members of the co-op.

H’s duties begin at the plant in the morning as foremen load their
pickers on buses and as truckers get their equipment ready. He makes minor
adjustments in the crews, attempting to keep them constant in size and
membership. He gives grove directions to drivers, generally keeping them
with the same crews throughout the seasoa. During the day H will make first
hand observations of eich crew’s operations at least once, and usually twice.
At the same time Lu will exchange information with growers and their fore-
men on such things as fertilizers, freezing protection, quality, yield of their
fruit, and the timing of harvest  ivities with non-harvest activities. In the
evenings H meets his foremen and crews at the plant and collects their time
and production sheets. These are the records of the hours and number of
field boxes each worker has accounted for. He advises crew foremen of the
groves they are to pick the following day.

Drivers and foremen perform roles quite similar in nature to those
peculiar to the citrus industry as a whole. (See Pescription of Operations.)
C Cooperative gererally picks their drivers and foremen from their most
dependable pickers. 1f the worker force drops down so that there are too
many drivers and forcmen, they go back to picking. Those drivers and fore-
men having the leust longevity in their positions are put back first and so on.

C Company has a ‘“checker” whose duties are described in operations.
Directly above the field superintendent is the .general manager. Under the
latter is a position parallel to the field superintendent — that of plant
superintendent.

Wage System

C Co-op has an adjustable pay scale as follows:

Oranges 15-18 cents a field box
Grapefruit 9-12 cents a field box
Lemons and tangerines 45-60 cents a field box

Factors which establish the pay rate are these: (1) size of the tree—
bigger trees are more difficult and thus give the workers a higher pay rate,
(2) amount of fruit on the tree, and (3) whether or not the fruit is con-
sentrated or scattered. Judgments are made by the field superintendent. When
the company uses braceros, the adverse effect wage of a 95 cents minimum
per hour applies.

Pickers’ productions are recorded by a checker who records each bag
that a picker dumps into the bin. C Company requires pickers to use specially
sized bags — just over one-half field box — because, according to manage-
ment, “It makes it casier for the surplus and shortage adjustments which
will show up in the bin system.” This way there is always an overage, i.e.,
when a tandem trailer unit which has a capacity of 144 field boxes is filled,
the tally sheets for the crew will show something like 120 boxes. The over-
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age, 24 boxes, is then distributed equally among the pickers. Also they do not
use full field box bags because the one-half box bags are more convenient for
the pickers and they do not bruise the fruit as much.

C Company offers certain advantages to workers in terms of more
concentrated groves which, in combination with their system of a special
tag-ends crew, means a minimum loss of time to pickers. This advantage
was partly diminished by the fact that their groves tended to be very old
with large trees, thus requiring a lot of ladder work and walking to get to
the bins.

In addition to their regular pay system, C Company has what is called
a bonus system. The worker gets 2 cents a box for every box of oranges
and 1 cent for every box of grapefruit that he has picked throughout the
entire season—provided he remains throughout the season “around the middle
of February to the beginning of July). Allowances are made for sickness
and emergencies. The worker gets the bonus figure from the day that he
starts, regardless of when he starts, and receives it in the last check.

Checkers receive $1.10 an hour. Drivers are paid $1.30 an hour from
the time they start their trucks in the morning to the time their equipment
has been serviced and parked late in the evening. They are paid through
their lunch hours. Foremen receive $14 per day flat rate. On fractions of
days foremen receive half pay for half-days or less and full pay for over
half-days.

Description of Operations

The truck driver leaves the plant pulling two especially constructed
trailers which accommodate three bins each., The truck is especially con-
structed so that ".e front wheels of the forward trailer are carried on special
racks on the truck. Individual bin capacity is 24 field boxes. The combined
capacity of two trailers is 144 ficld boxes. On arrival at the grove, the
trailers are unhooked from the truck and hooked onto a2 farm tractor. This
tractor pulls the trailers and bins through the grove for the harvesting pro-
cess. The foreman transports the workers and equipment to the grove in a
company-owned school bus pulling a ladder trailer behind. All equipment is
owned by the Company. If there are no filled trailers to go back to the plant,
the truck goes back -empty-to bring two more trailers to the.grove. The
tractor which pulls the trailers is operated by = crew foreman. He moves
and locates them in accordance with the pickers’ reed. The checker sits cn
one of the trailers and tallies the number of bags picked by each picker.
When a picker finishes picking a tree, he calls for a check by the crew
foreman. He does not move to another tree until the foreman approves. The
foreman assigns a definite tree to each picker and when the tree has been
picked clean he assigns another tree to the picker. The foreman and the
checker pick out and discard foreign material and bad fruit as it is dumped
into the bins. The foreman’s responsibility seems to be broader and more
definite than urder other systems of harvesting.
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When the six bins are full, the trailers are pulled to roadside and left
there to be picked up by truck for the haul to the plant. The tractor then
hooks onto twc more empty trailers and the above process is repeatsd.

The average time for hauling is 30 minutes from grove to plant. At
the plant, one towmotor or forklift unloads the full bins and stores them in
the sweat room while, at the same time, the truck driver is loading empty
bins on the trailers with a second towmotor. This unloading and loading
process takes from seven to eight minutes.

The operation for tree-ripened prapefruit or juice fruit is identical
(when the trailer chassis have the padded bulk beds mounted on them

instead of the platform for the bins) except for the plant phase discussed
earlier,

Experience Account (field superintendent)

We started a bulk trailer system in Chandler Heights in 1946.
Although at this time growers hadn’t considered any particular
need for using the bulk system in general in their other areas,
we started using it in Chandler Heights because of the shoit dis-
tances involved. We thought that it would bruise the fruit, It was
in using bulk trailers in the Chandler area that we found we could
use them on the long haul, In fact, we found that this system
bruised the fruit less than using the field boxes.

At Chandler Heights we also worked out the dumping tech-
nique necessary for bulk handling. In 1948 Chandler Heights
formed its own independent co-op and we started building bulk
trailers for use in long haul in Mesa. We also started changing
over the house systems for the use of bulk trailers. (J, the plant
superintendent, designed them and as far as H knows their co-0p
was the first to use bulk systems in citrus anywhere.)

Some of the advantages of the bulk system are:

1. One driver can haul as much fruit as two drivers and a
swamper using the field box system.

2. At the plant one man receives and feeds whereas in the
old system of using field boxes, three or four receivers, two feeders,
as well as two men in the yard stacking empty boxes were needed.

3. So far as bruising was concerned, our padded bulk trailers
eliminated squashed fruit.

4. The bulk trailers require very little repair. Every year we
needed up to six men for one month to as long as six weeks repair-
ing field boxes.

Still in the late forties and early fifties we used field boxes for
green fruit, anc bulk trailers were used only for fruit that was ripe
on the trees,

In *45 and '46 we tri>d an elevator system for the 1%%-ton
truck (a type of bulk system), but it didn’t prove satisfactory
because there was too much bruising.

In 1957 or a little before, it was becoming apparent that our
field box system, still in use for green fruit, was ecoming sadly
obsolete. We were faced with the problem of modernizing our
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plant facilities for the field boxes or shifting our system completely
for a type of pallet box. The thinking was that if we had to go
to the expense of modernizing our field boxes we might as well
be dolne with it and change our plant over for the bin system
entirely.

Maybe modernizing for field boxes would have been less
expensive than changing to the bin system but other reasons pressed,
We were finding the big trees in the groves were being da uaged
by the flat bed trucks necessary for the hauling of the field ooxes. |
By this time we had been using a bulk trailer for ten years. We ‘
had ten years’ experience in seeing fruit being damaged more with :
field boxes than with a bulk system. Also the switch-over problem |
necessary every yea. on our trnexs, that is changing from handling ,
the field boxes to pulling the bulx trailers, was quite an expense. w

In 1957 J (plant superintendent) and I went to Porterville,
California, to observe the pallet box system at a well-known pack-
ing house there. When we got back J began designing a little
different type of basket for use on the same kind of trailer chassis :
that we were already using for the bulk trailers. We used a standard f
basket or bin which is ordered in parts and assembled at the plant.

(Asked about pickers’ reactions) — The pickers didn’t like the
bulk trailers at first and started leaving to go where field boxes were
still being used. I would say we lost 50 percent of our old pickers.
The new pickers worked in all right. We started the sack counting
system as soon as we switched to bulk and it was this aspect of this
system which the old-time pickers objected to. We would like to do
away with the checker and have a communal system of total boxes
divided at the end of the day by the number of pickers, but we can’t
get a crew of pickers even enough. We have discussed this with the
pickers. The slow pickers go for it, but the fast pickers don’t want
any part of it.

(Asked about whether or not C Company has a policy of
discussing any of these changes with their workers) — The com-
pany just took the item into the field and told the workers what
to do. We told the foreman beforehand, but we just took the
trailers out with a checker and started. Other than the grapevine,
they didn’t know of it.

D COMPANY — BIN-FORKLIFT SYSTEM

The forklift nicthod, described more fully in the operations section,
solves field box problems by hauling big pallet boxes on 2-ton flat bed
trucks to the groves, unloading them at the groves, and positioning them
throughout the groves with a forklift tractor. 4

D Company, like A Company, is a commercial house harvesting, pack-
ing, and shipping fruit on a consignment basis. During 1962-63 they had
4,061 acres of citrus with approximately 1,301 acres of oranges, 291 acres of
grapefruit, 2,453 acres of lemons, and 16 acres of tangerines. Most of their
groves are in large concentrated plots within 10 to 15 miles of the plant.
Most of their sroves are young, and newly producing.
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Mechanical Harvesting and Handling Equipment
12 — 2-ton flat bed trucks to carry bins from shed to groves — ;
12-bin capacity
2 — flat bed transport trailers to pull behind trucks during rush ;
I

season — 12-bin capacity
2,600 — bins or pallet boxes — 25 field box capacity
7 — forklift tractors used to transport bins in the groves
2 — towmotors used at plant to load, unload, and transport bins
10 — crew trucks or buses
6 — ladder trailers
~ sufficient ladders, sizing rings, clippers, bags, gloves, and can-

vas sleeves to supply 350 pickers in peak season i

Organizational Structure of Harvest Activities

D Company’s harvest operation was all but shut down during the period
of observation due to damages from freezing weather. They had one crew
oper ' ..g at the time with only three domestic rickers -- Anglos. Ordi- i
narity during their peak season, November, they will employ as many as ten
35-man crews — all braceros. According to management, they seldom get over |
25 domestic pickers.

The crew operating during the time of our observations was composed
primarily of Mexican Nationals. The company had Mexican-American
drivers, one of whom was schooled in Mexico, and a Mexican-American
foreman, who could not speak English. The ficld superintendent was a
bilingual Arizona-born Mexican-American. This ethnic structure in com-
bination with 350 Mexican Nationals at peak season (90 percent of their
picking force) makes the D Company harvest organization essentially !
Mexican. F

The duties of the personnel are standard. D Company has forklift drivers
instead of swampers. Their functions will be detailed in the operations sec-
tion. D Company does not use checkers. Bins are assigned to a specific picker
or a pair of pickers.

Directly above the field superintendent js the general manager. Parallei
to the ficld superintendent, in a different administrative line, is the plant
superintendent.

Wage System

Rates are as follows:

) Tonnage Estimated No.  Fleld Box

How Picked Rate Field Boxes Rate (in cents)
Oranges strip picking $ 4.50 50 11
Grapefruit strip picking 3.75 50 7Y2
Lemons strip picking 8.25 33 25
Lemons strip clipping 9.90 33 30
Lemons ring clipping 11.55 33 35

Drivers, forklift operator, and foreman get $1.35 an hour.
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Description of Operations

A 2-ton platform truck with 12 empty bins (total capacity 300 field
boxes) is driven from the plant to the grove by the truck driver. Bins are
stacked two high, two wide, and three long by a towmotor prior to departure
from the packing house. This takes five to eight minutes. When the driver
arrives at the grove he leaves the truck at the roadside and returns to the pack-
ing house, either in a truck already at the grove or with the supervisor. He
takes the second truck as described and returns to the same grove. Thus
one truck driver has two trucks assigned him. While he is hauling a load to
the plant on one truck, the other is being loaded at the grove. One-way
travel times average from 20 to 25 minutes or from 40 to 50 minutes for
the round trip.

Empty bins from the transport truck are unloaded at the grove road-
side and distributed throughout the grove by two forklift tractors — two
to each picking crew. The forklifts provide three services, (1) they unload
empty bins from the truck, (2) they distribute the bins in the grove, and
(3) they gather and load the filled boxes on the waiting truck. One forklift
is operated by a person hired solely for this purpose but the second forklift
is operated by the crew foreman.

Bins are identified by the picker’s name or number, or both, recorded
at the receiving dock of the packing house. If two pickers wish to share a bin,
each gets credit for one-half bin.

Supervision is somewhat closer than was observed at B Company
located in the same area. Each picker is responsible for a specific tree and
does not move to another until foreman approves. The crew foreman is
kept busy checking trees and operating the second forklift. The operator
of the first forklift is not fully employed. He serves no other function except to
move field trucks during the loading and unloading operations.

The picking crew is transported to the{ grove by means of a crew truck,
a converted field truck not considered capable of field work any longer.
Ladders, bags, water cans, and all necessary picker equipment are trams-
ported to the grove by this means. The crew foreman usually operates the
crew truck. d

Experience Account

W, the eneral Manager of D Company, had this to say about their
harvest system:

It's the only thing that would do the job in our particular
groves. It prevents serious damage from trucks in the groves, it
provides bigger pay loads, and much less cost in terms of box repair
and replacement, swampers, box-handling time in the house, stor-
ing, and autormatic dumping.

This is the first packing house in the industry designed solely
and completely as a bulk operation. We started plans in February
1947, in fact, we had to build our own dump for a bulk box.

{
|
I
|
I
|
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There was none made. I had to fight the company.4 make the
capital expenditures for this operation. People in the industry were
aware of these innovations only to a po.nt at this time. Now a lot
of people would like to go bulk, but the conversion costs would be
prohibitive. Now all these innovations are accepted. We have three
automatic dumps and have no problem getting any expenditure
for. (D Company). Our company is building another
plant in Florida and is taking ali data from us. Our company con-
siders this a better or the best operation.

(W objects to the bulk truck and conveyor belt system for
grapefruit because of fruit damage in the bottom layers. He also
objects to the revolving bin system of F Comgany because of tree
damage. As for the bin trailer system of C Company, W objects
for only one reason — low hauling capacity) — There is one ad-
vantage to the trailer bin system that I like very much. There is
no damage to the bin. We'll just have to go along and seec which
is best — but God Almighty, if I went to a trailer operation with
2 million boxes of lemons, Jesus God Almighty, I'd have this
country run over with trailers!

E COMPANY — BIN-FORKLIFT SYSTEM

E Company in the 1962-63 seascn had 792 acres of citrus, a little over
half of which the company owned. The rest it harvested, packed, and
shipped on a cost-plus basis. Almost all of its acreage was in grapefruit,
638 acres, with only 143 acres in oranges, and 11 in tangerines. Most of its
groves were concentrated in large blocks, but they were located on the
average from 25 to 30 miles from the plant.

Their mechanical system resembles closely that used by D Company,
and will be discussed only briefly.

Mechanical Harvesting and Handling Equipment

Because of their system — similar to A Company in this respect — of
using independent trucker-foremen, E Compaiy furnishes only the following:

2 — forklift tractors to load, unload, and position bins in groves
450 — bins or pallet boxes, 47” x 32" x 47", with a 22 field box
capacity
1 —bin dumper, especially constructed to enable the forklift to
dump contents of a bin into a bulk truck for jrice fruit
1 — towmotor to load, unload, and transport bins at the plant
— sufficient ladders, sizing rings, clippers, and bags to accom-
modate 50 pickers
The trucker-foremen furnish four 2-ton flat bed trucks, two small buses, and

two trailers, and provide maintenance for the forklift tiactors.

Organizational Structure of Harvest Activities

At peak season E Company employs two crews from 12 to 18 men
each. The ethnic, education, age, and marital profile of this group of work-
ers closely resembies that of the Anglo crew of A Company. Twenty-four
workers and two foremen were interviewed — 26 in all. All but three of these
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26 were Anglo-Americans; 19 were above the age of 50, eight had less than
an 8th grade education, and all but six were Anglo-isolates. Morale among
the pickers was unusually high. Most said they would not work for anyone
else. They were happy with the arrangements and felt devoted to their foremen,

The older of the two Anglo foremen, J, is approaching 80 and has been
in the fruit harvesting business most of his life. He has been a foreman
since 1929, Both he and the younger foreman have known most of their
pickers personally for years — they know their lore, their hangouts, and their
devious, informal channels of communication. On the other hand, the gen-
eral manager of the company has virtually no direct contact with the pickers.
The company pays the foremen for so many boxes and they pay the
pickers. They are hired, managed, and paid by the foremen. Thus E Com-
pany’s organizational system can be classed as the old Anglo fruit picker
system, similar to that of A Company.

The trucking «nd supervisory setup for E Company is uniquely intri-
cate and informal. One foreman, T, and the field superintendent, L, are part-
nership owners in the trucking enterprise. In this respect they occupy dual roles
for the company — that of supervising as well as owning and maintaining
four 2-ton trucks, two buses, two trailers, and maintaining two forklift trac-
tors. T’s supervisory duties as foreman include driving the bus to pick up
his crew, supervising a crew in the grove, and operating the forklift tractor
in the grove. L’s supervisory duties are to oversee the entire harvesting opera-
tion. In addition to these two roles, L has still a third role — that of custom
farming the groves which E Company owns.

The second foreman, J, simply picks up his crew and supervises them
in the field.

There are two drivers. Their duties differ. One of the drivers is T’s
father who operates only the trucks for T’s crew — hauling empty and full
bins to and from the plant. The other driver, X, serves J’s crew. In addition
to driving a truck, he operates the forklift tractor.

Wage System
For the complex network of interlocking entrepreneur and supervisory
activity, E Company pays 10 cents a field box for ail the boxes picked by

both crews — “For the whole ball of wax,” as the general manager puts it.

Moreover, the general manager has no precise idea how this 10 cents is
divided among its five recipients. As neaxly as 1ield researchers were able to
determine the 10 cents is divided as follows:

owners of trucking enterprise, two men (T and L) 5 cents
driver of truck (T’s father) 1 cent
supervising, driving bus, and forklift for crew (T) 1 cent
supervising and driving bus for crew (J) 1% cents
driving truck and operating forklift for J’s crew (X) 1¥2 cents

The pickers are paid 15 cents a box for strip picking oranges and 10
cents a box for strip picking grapefruit. There are no checkers. Each picker
simply puts his mark on a bin and picks into it until it is full.
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Description of Operations

The driver leaves the plant with a load of 16 empty bins. Usually there
are already some bins at the giove which were dropped off the night before.
The load of empty birs is unloaded at the roadside by means of a forklift
tractor. The tractor is operated either by the picking crew foreman or the
truck driver. The crew foreman picks up pickers at a special rendezvous and
transports them to the grove. The crew foreman shows the men where to
start picking and then proceeds to distribute the bins in strategic spots through-
out the grove. Each picker has his own bin(s) and, as he moves away from
it, the foreman moves the bin so that carrying bags i minimized.

As the bins are filled, the foreman moves the filled bins with the fork-
lift to the roadside and stacks them, two high. Two filled bins are then loaded
on the truck in one lift. Usually a full load of bins is loaded at one time, in
about 15 minutes. Sometimes, however, the truck stays at the grove and, &s
the bins are roadsided, it is loaded. The latter procedure usually takes about
two hours for 16 bins.

There is no direct supervision of the pickers; the foreman devotes
most of his time to moving empty and full bins to and from the roadside and
moving partly filled bins to accommodate pickers. The pickers move {rom
tree to tree at their own discretion without any checking by the foreman. It
appeared that there was more fruit left on the tree and on the ground than
we observed under closer supervision systems. The foreman tallies each pick-
er’'s bins either when he roadsides them, loads them on the truck, or at
day’s end. The picker’s name is on each of his bins so the foreman merely
multiplies the number of bins for each picker times the bin capacity (22
field boxes). This is the simplest means of tally observed in any method.

When the truck has been loaded it proceeds to the packing plant., The
average haul takes about 30 minutes but varies from 15 to 45 minutes. When
the truck arrives at the packing plant, it is unloaded by a tcwmotor in about
10 minutes. The towmotor then loads the truck with empty bins for its
return trip. . "

Most of the volume handl?& by this company is from its own groves.

From 10 to 20 percent is harvested on a custom basis. This cperation is

unique for its informality. One gets the impression this is just a big, happy
family operation.

Experience Account

E Company moved gradually from a field box to a bin system. In the
1957-58 season they made their first step by building an addition to the
plant for storing bins. A special clamp was the key to their policy of
gradual change. It allowed lift trucks and automatic dumping equipment,
designed primarily to handle bins, to handle field boxes as well. In 1959-60
they started building bins, bought a field forklift tractor, and put one of
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their two crews on the bin system. The following season the shift was com- |
pleted. A, the general manager, gave the following reasoning:

Trees were getting too big and the flat bed trucks carrying
the field boxes were causing damage more and more every year and
growers were putting the pressure on to get out of the groves or
use some other method. Several growers flatly said, ‘Either you get
a system in here to not tear up the trees or you're not going to pick
any fruit. %

The second incentive was the increasing problem of getting ;
labor to handle field boxes — truckers, drivers, and swampers. Also ;

|

repair and replacement of field boxes was terrific.
(A, commenting on other methods) — We rejected the bin-
trailer systemusedby____(C) Company, because our average |
haul distance is 25 to 30 miles. Six baskets or 144 boxes is an 1‘
awfully slow process. Our present method allows trucks to haul *
an equivalent of 352 field boxes. Another disadvantage to the bin-
trailer system is that their workers have to work bunched up with
a checker. In our company every man is on his own. We like
our pickers to be independent, Actually at the time we began
switching over there were no other bin systems around. We just
devised it as we went along.
(Asked about workers’ preferences) — Our pickers had no
objection whatever because it eased up their job and the old fruit
pickers running their circuit had been getting exposed to the bin
system in apple picking. All liked it. We have always paid the going
rate, and as a result of this and using one bin to a picker, it has
worked to our advantage in getting the old-time fruit pickers.

F COMPANY — REVOLVING BIN SYSTEM

The most recent development in citrus harvesting systems is the “revoly-
ing bin system.” This system (described in operations section) was developed
cooperatively by the general manager and the plant superintendent of F
Company.

F Company is a harvesting, packing, and shipping cooperative, which
had, in the 1962-63 season, 107 member-growers with 2,761 acres of produc-
ing citrus. Of this, 1,793 acres were in oranges, 416 acres in grapefruit, 494
acres in lemons, and 58 acres in tangerines. Their groves were widely scattered
over great distances. This factor, in combinaiion with their system of picking
members’ groves by percentage, required a great deal of crew moving. Tree
sizes in most of their groves were about average.

Mechanical Harvesting and Handling Equipment

14 — 2-ton trucks with especially engineered hydraulically operated
bin racks
1,500 — bins, 40” x 34" x 72", 27 field box capacity
7 — 1 Ya-ton platform trucks with canvas tops and seats for haul-
ing crews
2 — bin racks for loading bins on trucks at the plant
— sufficient aluminum ladders, sizing rings, clippers, and bags
to supply 200 pickers
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Organizational Structure of Harvest Activities

F Company has as many as seven crews during p 2k season. Their crew
sizes vary enormously due to the great numbers of itinerant domestic woikers
whom they hire on the involuntary day hau! system. During the week of
November 28 through December 4, 1962, ¥ Company had six crews in
operation. Two of these crews were made up of Mexican Nationals with 23
men each. Of the four domestic crews, one was referred to as their
permanent crew. It was made up of 18 men — ten Mexican-Americans, six
Yaqui Indians, and two Mexican aliens. All, including their foreman, were
from the same community. The other three crews, although having 4 small
nucleus of permanent pickers, were supplied primarily through the i volun-
tary day haul system. One had 33 men, one 34 men, and the other 42 men.
According to the field superintendent, each had a turnover of 20 pickers, 21
pickers, and 20 pickers respectively during the first week of observa‘ion.

Of the 31 domestic workers interviewed in the latter three crews,
Anglos predominated. The remaining were about equally divided between
Mexican-Americans and Negroes. Nineteen of the 31 had above 8th grade
schooling, and all but four of the 31 were isolates, i.e., living alone. Their
average age was 34,

The mechanic, six foremen, and 12 truck drjvers for F Company were
Mexican-American. Only one foreman was an Znglo. Of the 12 of these
who were interviewed, all were attached to family households. Their average
age was 32, Their average schooling was slightly below 8th grade. F Com-
pany also had a young Mexican-Amr "vican assistant field superintendent.
He is a high school graduate and speaks fluent English and Spanish. His
bilingualism was an important asset because the field superintendent did
not speak wpanish.

The pickers for ¥ Company may pick either in one-half box sacks or in
full box sacks. The sacks, however, must be full before dumping intn the bins
because there is only one bin for the entire crew. Trees are not ass gned, nor
must the picker’s tree be checked before he moves to another tree. Pickers
who are used to working together may cooperate on the same tree, thus
saving one another the task of climbing ladders with partially full bags.

The foremen supervise the picking in every respect. They are respons-
ible for instructing new pickers, the condition of the fruit as it flows into the
bins, the way it is handled by the pickers, and whether or not any fruit is
left on the trees. The foreman must also record each picker’s production.
He is often assisted by the truck driver. This responsibility carries over
into the adjustment of “overages” and “shortages.” These terms refer to a
daily accounting procedure. All fruit tr cked into the plant is received
and credited to the particular crew it is from. Although the fruit is received
in bins, the number of bins is always multiplied times 27 field boxes —
the capacity of cach bin — and this total count of field boxes is supposed
to equal the total number of field boxes that each foreman reports his pickers




36 / Farmers, Workers and Machines

having picked for the day. ¥ the received amount is more than the picker
production report turned in by the foreman each evening, then the difference
is called an “overage,” and it must be distributed among the pickers for that
day. If this difference is the other way around, it is called a “shortage” and
must be made up by docking a fractional amount from each picker that day.

It is the foreman’s responsibility to make these picker production
adjustments. According to management, overages are given to the pickers
“who counsistently pick extra full sacks,” and shortages are made up among
the pickers “who consistently pick short sacks.” Just how this is done varies
with the foreman and the individual picker. Field ubservations disclosed that
some foremen simply say nothing to a rather productive picker who con-
sirtently shorts, but simply skip a mark for him now and then to make up
for it. As one foreman said, “This guy always does it, but I skip a mark every
now and then; he’s happy — he stays with me all season — a steady picker.”
Other foremen are more formal about it.

Other duties of F Company foremen include the transportation of their
crews and the inventory and care of all worker equipment, They assist the
field sugfint’ndents in making picking-time and production estimates in their
groves.”Also management expects them to look for permanent workers on
their own. The foreman of the permanent crew is aided in maintaining his
crew by his rather prominent role in the Mexican-American and Yaqui com-
munity from which they come. He has compadres as well as kinsmen among
his pickers. He belongs to the same religious organizations that are active
in the community and is a c6-worker with many of them in the community’s
secular activities. In addition some of the truck drivers and supervisors
also have interlocking community and kinship relationships. F Company’s
middle management structure can be considered an extension of Arizona
Mexican-American social organization. More will be said about this later.

F Company’s field superintendent, a middle class Anglo-American, is ane
integral part of upper management organization. He communicates on a
face-to-face basis with the grower-members of the co-op. He arranges picking
dates in conjunction with growers’ normal grove activities, He knows their
groves intimately — their sizes, grade, and variety and their approximate
potential yields. It is up to him to maintain the correct percentage balance of
pick for each of the members. As an example, if the .0-op has orders for
so many thousand boxes of a particular variety, grade, and size of fruit, he
is supposed to see to it that all of the groves which have the specified fruit
contribute to this demand proportionately. He keeps in touch with the plant
superintendent. At the end of the day he goes over the next day’s orders to
set up the next day’s picking plan. He designates the area best able to stupply
the desired fruit and the best combinations of crews for the particular
picking job. He is responsible for the over-all organization of the foremen
and the pickers’ equipment, buses, and trucks. Also he has the responsibility
of coordinating daily with the farm labor office on involuntary day haul
quotas. On picking days he contacts every crew at least once.
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R, the assistant superintendent, also contacts all crews, but he generally
works in an area where P is not. Thus each crew is contacted in the field
twice in the day — once by the superintendent and again by the assistant.
R’s contacts are of a different nature than P’s, however. R does nnt com-
municate with growers as much as their foreman does. His relationships
to F Company personnel vary. Some he relates to by virtue of his position
only. With others, especially those in his own social milieu, he functions
as a go-between for management. His real asset to the company is no
doubt the fact that he plays a significant role in the society of many of
their key personnel, especially the drivers. R does not make decisions as
much as he phrases personnel problems for the attention of management,
From management he interprets decisions to personnel. Another thing
to be considered is that, although most of their Mexican-American personnel
can speak English, R is more acculturated to Anglo business management
than the others. His more sophisticated English enables him to communicate
with management at more levels.

The field superintendent and the plant superintendent answer directly
to the general manager. He in turn answers t0 a seven-member board of
directors. Drivers’ functions will be described more fully in the operations
section.

Wage System

Pickers’ piece rates are as follows:

Oranges, strip picking 15 cents a box

Grapefruit, strip picking 12 cents a box (for juice only,
pickers are paid 10 cents a box)

Grapefruit, size picking 15 cents - box

Lemons, strip clipping 40 cents a box

Tangerines, strip clipping 40 cents a box

During the time that F Compaity uses braceros, they must, of course,
guarantee their pickers a 95 cent adve-se effect wage. Moreover, they must
hire all workers assigned by the fai, s labor office on the involuntary day
haul system. However, by agrecement with the local farm labor office, the
co-op is protected from having to pay pickers who fall (in production) sub-
stantially below their hourly minimum. At the end of three days, the company
may with “just cause” — in ggis case lack of production — fire the worker.
Production records are turne® in daily to meet this situation as well as to pay
off domestic workers quitting before the end of the weekly pay period.

When the co-op does not use Mexican Nationals, the piece rates alone
apply. The company has a fixed rate policy which holds regardless of work-
ing conditions, e.g. moving from grove to grove during the day, or picking
in groves with mixed varieties, big trees, low yield, etc. According to man-
agement, the company occasionally pays pickers $1 an hour when a crew
has extremeily poor picking. Also, they try to rotate bad picking fairly
among the various crews. More comment on this follows in the description
of operations.
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Drivers are paid $1.20 an hour with overtime after ten hours, Drivers
are also given credit for time spent waiting at the plant for weather to clear
so that operations can begin. Foremen are paid a flat $16 a day.

Description of Operations

The driver leaves the plant with the truck, equipped with an especially
built rack, hauling nine bins. Average travel time for the truck is 30 minutes,
The longest haul takes from 55 to 60 minutes and the shortest from 10
to 15 minutes. The crew foreman gets the worker transport truck from the
plant. After checking the equipment, he picks up tize crew and drives on
to the grove. At the grove each picker unloads his own ladder and bag
and begins picking. The truck driver locates his truck between the rows
and lowers the first bin for loading. The truck driver and crew foreman
tally the number of bags picked by each crew memter as they are dumped
into the bin. Supervision of picking is, in general, by the crew foreman
but the truck driver helps when not moving bins or the truck. Usually 2
picker is assigned to a specific row to facilitate tree cuccking, Either the
truck driver or foreman inspects the fruit as it is dumped by the picker into
the bin. Any foreign material is picked out along with inferior fruit and
thrown away. The truck is moved at certain intervals to keep up with ad-
vancing pickers. Slow pickers have to carry bags farther hecause the truck
is moved ahead in accordance with the progress of the larger number of
pickers, Two trucks and equipment are assigned to each crew, except on the
longest hauls. Then a third truck is usually provided.

As a bin is filled the driver locates it on the truck by means of hydraulic
lifts and chain conveyors and moves an empty bin down to loading level
(ground level). When loading the truck with empty bins, one is placed on
the bottom rcw, four on the cecond row, and four on the top row. At the
plant, empty bins are placed op. an especially constructed loading rack by a
towmotor. This rack coincides with the three-tier rack on the trucks SO one
man simply pushes the bins from the rack onto the truck. The time of this
operation is about three minutes. The one bin on the ' ‘om 1 filled first.
Then, as three more ‘bins are filled, they all are placed in the bottom row.
The next four to be filled are placed on the middle row, and the last bin
filled goes on the top row front. This arrangement allows hauling the maxi-
mum legal load per axle.

When all nine bins are filled, the driver locks the bins into place and
leaves for the packing plant. The ofher empty truck then takes its position
for loading. When the loaded truck arrives at the plant, the driver unlocks
the bins and backs up to the unloading ramp. A towmotor removes each bin
as it is placed in unloading position by the driver. This is all mechanical,
The driver operates a series of clutches to move bins into unloading position.
It is ten minutes from the time the truck enters the gate loaded until it leaves
the same gate with empty bins.
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The time required to fill the truckload varies greatly due to the experi- #*
ence of the picking crew, the type of fruit being harvested, and the yield
of the grove along with several other mcre minor reasons. Observed times
varied from one hour to one hour and 45 minutes.

The movement of the truck over the ground does ccmpact the soil.
Operators and F Company feel, however, that travel over the same ground
has been minimized; thus the net effect is less compaction than with most
other methods. They estimate that 50 percent of the traffic in the grove is
eliminated, as compared to their previous systems.

Additional Observations

1. As all pickers do not pick at the same rate, the slower ones have
to carry their fruit excessive distances.

2, F Company has groves scattered over a very wide area and a system
of picking groves by percentages. These two factors make it necessary to
move crews more frequently than with the other systems observed, thus
curtailing picker production.

3. Although rotation of “bad picking” is a sincere goal of manage-
ment, their paucity of permanent experienced pickrys tends t~ place the
burden of “bad picking,” usually requiring more skill, upon ... one per-
manent crew they have. In this respect, what is considered to be more effi-
cient from one set of factors tends to be inefficient from the standpoint of
another set of factors — viz. by discouraging the very pickers which they
sorely need.

Experience Account

The following text was given by E, the general manager, a key figure
in the innovation of the F Company system:

It was a «  'nation of factors that triggered the change.
First, an excescivc amount of damage and wecay of fruit being
handled in field boxes because of a decline .z attitude of help on
trucks; second, the difficulty of getting truckers and swampers;
third, excessive overtime needed by truckers and swampers in
handling field boxes — these were little things gnawing at me all
the time; and finally, the company was faced with a problem of,
within one year, building an increase in sweating capacity (for
ripeaing fruit in the shed) amounting to 56 percent. The lov. .st
bid that we could get on building this addition was $120,000.

We were looking for value received in this problem — how
many birds could we kill with one stone. The more 1 thought about
it and the more 1 talked with the board, the more we were con-
vinced that we wanted to get away from the field box method.
We had 12 yeais experience in bulk handling, since 1947, by using
semi-trucks and feeders for the latter part of season picking. We
knew the depth to which fruit could be handled by bulk methods.
Moreover, I had done experin . in fruit coloring and knew from
these that the deeper the fruit is in the bins the more uniform is




seen other bins used by other companies and saw that they lost
room in storage as well as on the trucks because of the shapes of
the bins. In the space of one month I worked up about 40 bin
equations of different sizes and shapes.

The factors which had to be considered in the design of a
bin were as follows:

1. The state highway requirements relating to height of
vehicles and gross axle loads on trucks

2. The width of the drives in the groves '
3. The center of gravity on the trucks |
4, The cost of the containers |

5. The most important of all from our standpoint - gaining
the utmost capacity of available space in our sweat rooms. This
involved airflow, shape and capacity, labor and handling in shed ~
with the old field box method one man could lift 50 1bs. at a time;
with the present method, one man lifts and handles 1600 1bs. of
fruit at once,

We considered mechanical equipment no real bother because
we can always make mechanical innovations anytime. We had first
to get the box design beiore any other changes. I started out with
a bin that would hold eight boxes -- you can imagine the amount
of wood that you ccald get in a sweat room and, of course, that’s
what we don’t want. So ufter I had¢ met all the five requirements
of our bin design — working it out so that we needed not one
additicnal square foot of floor space, I then contacted machinery
companies for plant equipment designed to handle these bins. They
had the answer in a matter of days; however, it did take a lot of
jaggling.

The next problem was the truckiug problem. I worked with
the plant superintendent closely on this. First, I came up with the
idea of two tiers. Second, the plant superintendent came up with
the idea of the elevator on the end of the truck dropping box bins
from either of these tiers. Third, I could see then that those bins
were never going to come off the truck. I could see that we wanted
power. First, I tinkered v7ith the idea of a gravity system whereby
the bins could be dropped or rotated from front to the back to
get to the elevator, but that didn’t work so well. My first move was
to go to the — — (National Co-op) engineering depart-
ment. I said we would like to hire their eng:neers, that we would
be willing to pay for them ourselves and that I would stay ..cre
overnight, live there, sleep there, until the job was done. They
turned me down cold. They said they didn’t want to be connected
with it because it was too radical an idea — it might not work.
Then they made reference to ‘.. .old ______(E) down there;
maybe he'll do it.’ This was rather in a kind of disparaging manner.

Iwenttoseeold. __ (E) who is known as a radical
in the industry. He has one of the finest minds in the industry.
He is an eccentric but 1 like him. We have always clicked. This
was something _ (E) liked. I had the load factor, all
the specifications. We went to work at once. By four p.m. I had
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| the coloring process. We began to figure out box and bin shapes
to put to best use the available capacity that we already had. I had
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given him all I kad. I went out of town but called at noon the next
day and he said, ‘Let’s go!” He didn’t give a damn what I was going
to do with it; he had a problem, that’s all he wanted. The

(NMational Co-op) attitude has really changed since then,

Results: The system cost the company actually a little less
than the $120,000 they needed, or wouls have needed, for the
additional sweat room capacity using field boxes. Costs were:
$45,000 with rigs on the trucks, $35,000 on bins, and $40,000 on
dumps and forklift trucks in the sheds. The company did get its
extra sweating capacity without building another square foot of
floor space, and everything else it got was a plus. The advantages
were no swampers, no overtime, less turi~around time on trucks,
therefore fewer trucks needed, less traffic in the grove by 75 per-
cent, and the elimination of the drudgery of the pickers having to
handle field boxes in the groves.

(Asked about worker sentiments) — This had been partially
worked out before since we had been using a bulk-truck load-
ing system during the latter part of the seasons for ten years before
the revolving bin system. This involved the same tabulating system
for the pickers and the picking bags. From the company’s stand-
point, this bin system eliminates the problem of pickers dragging
behind the crew and also makes it so they can’t fudge on field boxes.
In 47 when the company started its bulk system for ripe fruit
some workers left at that time, but generally it was the type of
worker who would object to anything — the loud-mouth type. Also
every year during the middle of the season, when t! ~ switch-over
began (from bulk-truck to field box), therc were always arguments
as to who was going with what system. This way they know that
we use one system and that's it. If they don’t like it they can go
down to the employment office and work for another outfit. We
don’t stand over them with a club! As far as I was concerned we
had an abominable situation to begin with as long as we were
forced to take everything from the employment office, so I just
figured out the economic factors and ignored the other.

(B making reference to the fact that his experience in the past
as a fruit picker had caused him to consider the drudgery angle)-—
I thoughit of chasing field boxes when I was a picker and it seemed
better to me from that standpoint. I¢ certainly took a lot of drudg-
ery out of the iield operation. When I was a kid I used to dump o
everything by hand, and I weculd say, ‘This is the last box I can b
lift, and T said, ‘R God there are machines to do this, and I'm
r,0ing to use them!’ ¥

SUMMARY ~ CITRUS

Summary tables of citrus harvesting systems follnw:
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The Lettuce
Industry

BACKGROUND

LETTUCE HARVESTING operations revolve arourd one basic technology.
This is in sharp ccntrast to the citrus industry which is characterized by
enormous variations in factors which seem to justify a variety of methods.
To compare the two is to compare a standardized technology with one which
is highly individualized. It would be a mistake, however, to allow the preva-
lence of one technology in lettuce harvesting to obscure underlying manifold
indications of instability and change. There are lingering evidences of com-
peting systems representing the clash of economic interests which may have
only temporarily subsided, and there are tensions inherent in the prevailing
patterns themselves which have motivated expensive experimentation. How-
ever (at the time of this writing) these experimental changes have established
little more than waning beachheads.

The Shed Pack

The birth of lettuce as an industry — distinguished from the pushcart
and fruit-stand enterprises of pre-World War I duys — is attributable to the
synthesis of the old-fashioned icebox and the railway car. As in the case of
mzay technological innovations, early experiients in this direction had their
share of financial disasters and heart-breaking failures. Because of the fact
that ice stored, handled, and crushed in tremendous tonnages was the key
element in lettuce packing and shipping, the industry and the per-anent,
stationary packing shed developed as an inseparable complex. A brief dis-
cussion of harvesting, grading, and packing in 4 1923 Colorado Experiment
Station Bulletin illustrates the fundamental interlocking features of the field
portion and the shed portion of the harvesting-packing operation which
prevailed until the mid-1950’s:

The plants are cut just below the head in such a way that all
the leaves are left intact. One who is experienced in harvesting let-
tuce can tell at a glance what heads are ready to cut. The heads are
put into field crates as soon as cut with the bottom of the head up,
and should be taken to the packing shed at once. Everything possi-
ble should be done to keep the heads cool and prevent wilting by
sun and wind. Putting crates in the shade as soon as filled or cover-
ing with canvas will be of advantage in this particular.

At the packing shed the lettuce is trimmed, graded and packed
into crates which are at once loaded into refrigerator cars. The
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standard crate used in Colorado is what is known as the Los
Angeles crate and measures 13x18x24%2 inches. The crate is lined
with paraffin paper and the heads packed two to four or even five
dozen to the crate, depending upon the size of the heads. Crushed
ice is placed between the layers of heads in the crate, about 35 or
40 pounds being used for this purpose.

Many growers are beginning to recognize the need for strict
grading of the lettuce shipped and urge that a high standard be |
set (McGinty 1923: 22-23). |
At this period in the history of the industry (the 1920’s), the loosely

packed ficld crates were loaded on horse drawn wagons in the field, pulled
to the ends of the rows, and transferred 10 “large auto trucks at the edge of 5
the field” by which they were hauled to the sheds (Jones and Garthwaite !
1925: 26). A variation of thi, method was developed by pioneers in the ‘:
Arizona lettuce industry in Yuris {this according to an oldtimer in lettuce, "
now the field superintendent of one of the older lettuce shippers in Yuma): i
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|
|
:

A. dump cart took the place of field crates which was also drawn |
through the ficld by a team as cutters threw heads into it. The cart '
was pulled to the end of the row where its contents were packed in
field crates, loaded on trucks, and then taken io the shed where it was
trimmed, graded, iced and packed.

|
|
|
:
A later sequence of developments is given by the same informant:

The L. M. McClaren Company in 1935 began the .1ce of wide-
track trailers pulled by tractors straddling two beds. Afier being
filled (again by the cuiters), the trailers were pulled to the ends of
the rows where they were hitched to trucks and towed to the shed
where the above operations took place.

In the late forties the wide-track trailers were replaced by wide-
track trucks carrying large, heavy metal-strap baskets through the
fields, with the rest of the operations the same.

variations, each suited to the individua! circumstances of this or that company
or grower-shipper partnership. A 1944 extension bulletin mentions some
of these:

Harvesting is done by hand. A gang of men go down the rows,
cutting the matured heads from the two rows adjacent to a furrow
| and tossing them onto trucks or trailers. The cutters may place the

heads in windrows, from which another crew following toss the heads
| into large steel-framed crates or baskets on trucks or trailers. . . .
| These baskets, having four small wheels on the bottom, can be rolled
| from the vehicle to the packing table. . . .
[ In the larger lettuce-growing sections, mechanical loaders are
| in general use. The conveyor, mounted on a truck body, moves at
’ right angles to the rows just ahead of the harvesters. Each man cuts
| from the two rows nearest him, placing the heads on the moving
belt, where they are elevated and drop into ‘baskets’ on a truck or
l trailer. The apparatus covers eight to eleven beds (Knott and Taver-
|
|
|

}
[ The 1940’s witnessed the multiplication of minor technical and organizational
}
k
|

netti 1944: 30; italics ours).
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In summary, letiuce could be thrown into crates, baskets, or conveyor
belts, It could be thrown by the cutters themselves or a special crew of
“tossers.” Finally, the heads could be carried through the fields and to the
sheds in either trucks or trailers. One fundamental feature remained never-
theless. The lettuce was packed for shipment in a packing shed.

Thus in the beginning lettuce was packed in sheds. It is packed in sheds
to some extent to this day. It was inevitable that the persistence of this 50-
year-old tradition which reached its zenith at the duwn of the 1950’s should
have made it the common cornerstone of worker subcultures and of finan-
cial empires. The interests of the participants in this system — the shed pack
—must be taken into account before the technological events of the last
decade can be thoroughly understood.

The Field Pack

In the 1930’s another tradition developed in the lettuce packing and
skipping industry. This system was referred to as the “field pack” or the
“field dry-pack.” It originated as a field operation designed for short hauls
to local markets. Yuma and Imperial Valley became important in field pack-
ing because of their proximity to cnastal markets. Shippers’ crews would cut
in the cool, early hours of the =iorning, pack the lettuce in half-size crates,
lid them, and load them directly on vans. The load was then top-iced and
trucked to San Francisco or Los Angeles without further ado. There was a
natural tendency on the part of shippers motivated by the obvious economic
advantages of the field pack to stretch shipping distances farther and farther.
Long distance shipping of field dry-pack lettuce was practiced especially by
Eastern growers. In fact, for two eastern varieties — Boston and Romaine —
this was considered to be the only profitable method (Platenius 1940; 8).
Howsver, as distances increased, lettuce wilted and buyers grumbled.

Meihods of precooling by refrigerated storage were developed specif-
ically to extend the shipping and shelf life of dry-packed lettuce. This
allowed growers to dry-pack far beyond the “cool, early hours of the morn~
ing.” In fact, a Cornell University Experiment Station Bulletin cites one eager
grower as mounting an ice crusher on a truck to follow his cutting and pack-
ing crew in the field in order to add ice to his field dry-pack (Platenius 1940
8). Nevertheless, the terhnical limitations of the control of temperature oper-
ated as an ultimate barrier. It continued to reinforce the traditional outlook
by interests in the industry that field packing was not an acceptable way of
handling top-grade lettuce. Therefore, throughout the '940’s, field pack got
s~cond-grade lettuce. First grade lettuce was reserved for the shed. Thus it
was that field packing of lettuce developed not as a competing but as an
alternate tradition in the industry.

The fact that for over a decade this tradition persisted in a complemen-
tary but subordinate role meant that it would become the craft of a different
class of workers. The more sought-a® er shed jobs were filled by the elite of
the migrant stream, whereas the low -paying stoop jobs in the fields became

e o
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the crafts of immigrant classes which varied according to the decade —
Japanese, Filipino, and Mexican — wetback, green card, and American. This
fact must be taken into account in setting the stage for the revolution which
followed the synthesis of two relatively unrelated developments — cardboard
packaging and vacuum cooling,.

Another component in the setting at the turn of the decade (1949-50)
was the rising costs of material and labor. The shed tradition was more sus-
ceptible to these costs for two reasons: it required a war-critical item (lumber)
and its class of workers, comparatively sophisticated and well-organized, stood
at the top of the industry in wages. )

United States Department of Agriculture Marketing Service Reports and
Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletins of the early 1950’s supply the bare
statistics which disclose the transition of the field-pack tradition from a com-
plementary role to a competing role. A 1952-53 cost survey of lettuce harvests
in California and Arizona was designed specifically to compare costs between
these two methods. A recap of the authors’ view of the situation is pertinent:

Until a few years ago practically zall lettuce harvested in the
desert areav of southern California and Arizona during the winter
and spring and in the Salinas-Watsonville area of California during
the summer and fall was packed in large packing sheds. For many
years the Los Angeles crate was the principal shipping container, It
was supplanted by the WGA crate in 1951. Both of these containers
were of sawed and nailed construction and accommodated either four
or five dozen heads. Crushed ice . . . was the principal means of
refrigeration.

Building of vacuum-cooling plants in the varinus producing
areas to flash-cool the lettuce and the subsequent introduction of the
fiberboard carton as a lettuce container have brought extensive
changes. Now a high percentage of the lettuce ;%rown is dry-packed
in cartons (two or two-and-a-half dozen heads) in the field and
cooled by placing the field-packed containers in a vacuum tube until
the Itcinggesratltire of the lettuce has been lowered to 35° F ... (Voegeli
etal. 1 1).

A terse statement of comparative costs follows:

The cost of shed-packing lettuce in WGA crates with ice ex-
ceeded the average cost of field-packing the same quantity in fiber-
board cartons by $0.50 or 29.4 percent, in the Salinas-Watsonville
district in 1952, and $0.32, or 17 percent, in the Arizona-Imperial
Valley area. Most of the economies realized . . . resulted from lower
costs for containers and container components, lower labor costs for
packing, handling, and loading, and lower overhead costs for facil-
ities and equipment (Voegeli et al. 1955: iii).

With this sudden technical breakthrough, the dominance of the field-pack
system was not long in the making. Reports and bulletins of the late 1950’s
document the ascendency of the field-pack tradition as a fait accompli. One
study devoted to a more efficient use of shed facilities in house-packing western
lettuce flatly states in its “Foreword,” “The 1956 volume of house-packed
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lettuce (in Salinas) could have been processed through a single packing plant
of either 420- or 630-crate-per-hour capacity” (Enochian et al, 1957).

This breakthrough turned on the key element of cheap labor. Labor in

the form of the traditional field-pack worker was augmented by the bottomless
reservoir of unsophisticated but vigorous braceros, who had been used as cutters
for shed-pack lettuce through the late 1940’s. By 1960, instead of motley
crews of Filipinos and Mexican-Americans cutting and packing second-grade
lettuce for a limited market, swarms of Mexican Nationals — trained by row
bosses recruited from the ranks of the old dry-pack crews — cut and packed
the cream of the crop in slick cardboard cartons which were hustled to
vacuum cooling chambers, “instantly cooled,” loaded on sided refrigerated
cars, and highballed to the hungry metropolises of the East.

This standard field-pack system, in operation at the time of our field
observations, is described:

The work day in the lettuce fields begins around 5:00 a.m. or after frost
melts, which may bz as late as 10:00. At this time the crews are lined up and
told which type of lettuce to cut.

The size of the crews is regulated by the number of lettuce packers.
Under average conditions there are 18 packers, 36 trimmeis or cutters, four
sprayers, eight carton closers, eight windrowers, three loaders, and three
foremen.

The cutters lead off the crews spread among 30 to 36 rows of lettuce.
They determine the quality by either size or firmnass with the help of the two
cutter foremen. Normally, only the premium or top grades of lettuce are cut
first. After the cutters cut the lettuce they trim o1f excess leaves and piace it
stem-side up on the top of the row.

Following the cutters are the packers. They use “humps” or small tables
made like a wheelbarrow to hold the cartons while they are being packed.
They pack the lettuce into cardboard cartons with either 24 or 30 heads per
carton, depending on the size. Naturally 30 packs are inferior heads and are
usually packed either the second or third cutting. The packers pick up three
heads of lettuce at a time and gently squeeze in two layers of lettuce per carton
with 12 heads per layer. The last layer is placed stem side up.

The rmpty cartons come by the pallet with 640 cartons per pallet. These
come flattened out and the bottoms must be stapled. In the initial operaticn
the folder picks up a carton, folds it together, and drops it on the stitching
machine. The stitcher runs 16 staples in the bottom of the bos. The boxes are
then stacked ¢n a platform and spread out among the lettuce heads. The
stitcher truck moves dowr: the rows at the same speed as the cutting crews.

Aiter the packers come the sprayers, who spray fresh water on the cut
stems to wash away the milk to keep the top heads from turning brown.
They place a small piece of cardboard on the top to cover the gap left by
the varton tops when they are closed.

The closers follow the sprayers and close the cartons by squeezing the
carton tops with an especially made hand press. Then they staple the tops
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with a large gun-like hand stapler and leave the cartons in the rows for the
windrowers.

The windrowers collect the closed cartons and move them toward the
center of the operation. They stack the cartons on end in two single rows,
approximately four rows apart, to allow the especially-constructed Fabco
Widetracks to drive in between. Three men load the trucks — two on the ground
handing up the cartons and one man stacking the cartons, There are 640 car-
tons'to a car-of-cartons (a railroad car). The Fabco trucks hold ten pallets of
32 each, or one-half a car-of-cartons. Upon reaching the coolers the trucks

are unloaded in one operation by an especially-constructed forklift that will
handie the entire ten pallets of lettuce in one Inad.

The lettuce is cooled from approximately 70° to 36° in eight minutes

in the vacuum tube, then loaded by a power 'ift cn refrigerated cars or
semi-trucks.

Lettuce Machines and Prepackaging (Wrap)

More than one method of field packing lettuce was developed during the
years of the packing shed’s decline. One group of growers in the Salinas-
Watsonville area during the mid-1950s tried dry-packing cartons on a “dry-

pack machine.” An Agricultural Marketing Service Report briefly describes
this operation:

The cuttiag and trimming for machine-packiag is the sume as
for other methods of field dry-packing., As the dry-pack machine
moves over the trimmed lettuce, trimmed heads aré picked up and
Placed on a packing platform on the moving machine. The lettuce
packers riding on the machine select and pzck either 2 cr 2V4 dozen
heads in the cartons, and the packed container is placed on a con-
veyor that moves toward the stitching machine. After the closing
operation the containers are placed on a moving truck to be carried

to the vacuum-cooling plaat or refrigerator car . . . (Voegeli et al.
1955:10).

Another variation of the mobile packing shed idea was a trailer-packing
system:

With this method . . . the cutter-irimmers are followed by a
truck-trailer packing unit. The trailer unit contains positions for 4
packers and a carton-stitching machine, It is equipped with gravity
conveyors for passing smpty cartons from stitcher to Xacker and for
transferring packed cartons to the triick. The packed carton top is
closed and stapled as the cartons pass along the conveyor to the truck.
Packed cartons are stacked on the truck and, when a truck is com.
pletely loaded, the trailer unit is drawn t the roadside and parked.
A second truck-trailer unit moves in immediately after removal of
the first unit. The packers on the trailer are supplied with lettuce by
4 pickup men who range over the harvest strip and hand-transfer

trimmed heads from the ground to the packers’ work table (Univer-
sity of Arizona 1954: 6-8),
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All mobile packing shed systems faced the same bottleneck, however.
They could move only as fast as their slowest packer. One report esiablished
that of three variations of the field pack -- ground crew, packing m~chine, and
packing trailer — the machine and trailer were more efficient in high density
lettuce by about 2 ceuis a carton. However, in low density lettuce, the ground
crew was more efficient than either of the two by approximately 5 cents (Uni-
versity of Arizona 1954: 14). Therefore, the ground crew sysiem of field-pack
has predominated.

Until the invention of an effective wrapping film at the end of the 1950’s,
machine field-packing could not seriously challenge the efficiency of the
ground crew system. Wrap aiiowed significant savings in shipping costs to
offset the higher packing costs. Film-wrapped lettuce made it unnecessary to
ship waste material in the form of wrapper leaves to protect the heads.

The idea of prepackaging lettuce is not new. Experiments on a commercial
scale were carried on as far back as 1946 (Abshicr and Wood 1949). How-
s - these differed from present practices in two fundamental respects. Lettuce
v packaged in cellophane, and it was packecd in the sheds.

Untii the chemical industry developed a film that allowed the plant to
expirate, wrap was not commercially feasible. One of the largest growers and
shippers in the industry pioneered such a process in 1959-60. By the 1961-62
season as many as ten shippers in the Imperial Valley, California and Yuma,
Arizona area werz2 using some form of prepackaging. For that season Arizona
shippers shipped a total 877,718 prepackaged cartons of a grand total
of 23,928,179 cartons (Arizona Fruits and Vegetables Standardization Ser-
vice 1962).

The publication of an Agricultural Marketing Service matket survey
devoted exclusively to “prepackaged lettuce” (USDA 1962a) documents the
significance of the trend. Some of their findings may have been harbingers of
the decline that followed. The report stressed three general zomplaints by
buyers, principally chains: lack of uniformity of size, discoloration of leaves
showing through the pernianent wrap, and consumer dislike for the brittleness
of the film (USDA 1962a: 1-2), The 1962-63 season in Arizona showed a
decline of over 50 percent in prepackaged lettuce with virtually no decline (less
than three percent) in the grand total of cartons shipped (Arizona Fruits and
Vegetables Standardization Service 1963 ). All indications are that the 1963-64
season wiil show an even greater decline.

In brief, the lettuce harvesting systems of Arizona (and the Western
region) evolved from the old field-pack tradition as opposed to the shed-pack
tradition. Although the ground crew version of the field-pack tradition is the
rule, some shippers prepackage lettuce using a modification of the older dry-
pack machine. Moreover, one grower-shipper is prepackaging on a very lim-
ited basis in the shed, using the traditional shed system with a shed labor union.
In the light of this background, we drew a purposive samiple of four com-
panies. The first of these companies (G Company) was primarily responsible
for the revolutionary shift from the shed pack to field pack. Also, this com-
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pany is playing a pioneer role in the development of prepackaged field-pack
lettuce. The second company (H Company) also played a key role in the
development of the carton and vacuum cooling system. The third company
(I Company) was one of the last companies in Arizona to abandon the shed
ice-pack. The fourth (J Company) was one of the few companies in Arizona
with a field operaticn including an independent crew of Filipinos from the old
field dry-pack tradition.

Following is a comparison in terms of acreage and production between
the sample and Arizona as a whole,

Acres as Cartons as

Acves Cartons Percent of Percent of
Company in Arizona in Arizona Total Arizona Total Arizona
G Company 3,135 1,587,019 5.5% 6.8%
H Company 2,597 1,577.904 4.6 6.8
| Compc.ny 1,688 423,182 3.0 1.8
| Company 2675 1057784 45 45
Total, Sample 9,995 4,645,889 i7.6 15.9
Total, Arizona 56,919 23,343,262 100.0 100.0

Thus, the sample companies farmed a total of 9,995 acres in Arizona ac-
counting for 17.6 percent of the total lettuce acreage in Arizona in 1962-63.
They produced from this acreage approximately 20 percent of all the cartons
shipped from Arizona in that same year.

Moreover, these companies cnllectiveiy accounted for approximately 13
percent of all lettuce shipped in the United States (USDA 1963a). Th re-
fore, in addition to providing excellent case studies v the organizationai and
technical transitions that have taken place in the last 15 years, they represent
a significant percentage of the total producti 1 of lettuce in both the state
and the nation.

G COMPANY —FIELD PACK AND FIELD WRAP

In 1949, when the skipping of shed-packed lettuce was reaching all-time
highs, two blacksheep of the industry met to seal a bargain on a process that
was to revolutionize the industry which had largely rejected them. One was a
compulsive inventor in trouble for his ideas and the other was an independent-
minded shipper desperately loc king for new ideas. Rex Brunsing, the inventor,
had been kicking around the idea of vacuum cooling for a number of years.
As far back as 1940 a man by the 1ame of Kasser had been experimenting
with a vacuum chamber as a means ot injecting substances into fruit and vege-
tables. It was from Kasser’s experiences with these experiments that Brunsing

L9,
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got the idea of using a vacuum chamber as a mean of precooling fruits and
vegetables. In the words of B, the principal owner of G Company:

At that time Brunsing was traffic manager for the Garin Company.
Rex was pushing it with Garin, ‘The Old Gentleman.” Then when
Garin died, the young crowd at Garin booted him out because he
was always pushing some scheme. That’s when we got :nto it
(1949-50) . We were trying to buy an ice plant because we were spin-
ning our wheels. We had one bought but they backed out of the sale
the last minute. All coastal markets were dry-pack in those days.
Eaton in Watsonville did some precnoling ir a cold storage room,
but still used ice cars.

(Asked who did the cortacting) — Rex hustled me. Rex had
been around our business many, many years. Keikefer Container
Corporation lent money to finance the ‘Vacuum Cooling Corpora-
tion,” that Rex arid some fellows in San Francisco formed. This in-
cluded Webb, Kasser, and the White family.

Rex tried dry-pack crates with vacuum cooling at Rex’s pilot
plant (1948-49). Rex and National Container Corporation came up
with the carton idea. Another thing, crates were going up. They
needed our business like a hole in the head! They couid put it in
housing (retzrring to Korean War shortages). V 'hen we set up to give
it 2 whirl, Zeilerbach aad Kiekefer were going tu zive us cartons, but
they were hard o get. August, 1950 we got cartoas from Kiekefer
and I traded my shed property for my part in the vacuum cooling
plant. The first vacuum cooling plant (for commercial use) was
built on our (G Company’s) property in Watsonville, and the “Vac-
uum Coolirng Corporation” shipped the first carlot of vacuum-cooled
cartons in the spring of 1950.

We started packing cartens in the fields and the shed botli, just
to find out which was best. It took a couple of weeks at the most to
find out. In *he shed the union wanted outlandish prices and all kinds
of bull__.. Also we were handling merchandise too much. I kept a
complete file to prove it but there was sti!l resistance — shook com-
panies and competition resisted it. In the fields we started packing
with Filipino dry-packing crews. Then we started using Nationals.
We were the first to use Nationals in packing cartons. We made
bosses out of Mexican boys who worked in Filipino crews.

In 1951 and ’52 most produce companies fought it. Hell, a
committee of influential businessmen calied on me and told me what
was going to happen to the industry, and all the men it would put out
of work, and all the ice companies going broke.— (D, owner of
H Company) was with tliem. But in 1953 (D) promoted a
vacuum cooling plant of his own. We started law suits, but Kiekefer
wasn’t satisfied with Rex.—— (D) contacted me when he was
getting closer to court and wanted to buy into the company. So I
went to Kiekefer and Rex with an offer and boxught him out. Vacuum
Cooling was paid $3,000,000. Their debt was cser $2,000,000. We
(D and B) gave Rex $590,000 for his rights. Rex and the others
(San Francisco investors) got $800,000. Then the— (G and H)
Cooling Corporation was formed.

(Asked why he went with D) — I was still interested in the let-
tuce business (as opposed to the cooling business) and I needed
— (D) for his dough and financing ability and— (D)
needed me to put a deal together. He knew I was the only one that
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could do it. We were going tc give plants (shippers) an interest for
costs — ___, we couldn’t even give it way! Only very few places we
put a deal together — Blythe and Phoenix. We offered it to everybody
in the business. Just like you standing out there and giving 10-dollar
bills for a dollar. They just couldn’t believe it! It’s pretty near god-
dam unbelievable the story! By 1952 the changeover began fast. But
there was ice packing as Jate as 1957. There’s none now.

In 1960——— (G and H) split i:p. By then there were a lot of
companies using it. We never brought any law suits. We sold patents
to the industry for what we paid for them. Now patents belong to the
industry. Any outfit that wanis to can build its own cooling plant.
(Some growers and shippers have their own. Others form a cc-op and
others use commercial coolers. G Company has continued to do its
own cooling.)

In the 15 years since then, G Company has mushree:med from strictly
a packing-shipping (and some say near-bankrupt) operation with partner-
ship agreements on 2,000 acres of lettuce to a growing-packing-shipping rom-
pany with 11,835 acres of their own land, growing celery, cabbage, and
broccoli in addition to lettuce. Accounting for more than seven percent of
all lettuce shipped in the United States, they have some justification for their
claim as the world’s largest shipper of lettuce.

Setting aside the factor of size, the chief characteristic of G Company
which accounts for their importance in the industry i~ their constant experimen-
tation. This is the outstanding characteristic of the ,wner. The relaxed, undis-
ciplined atmosphere of his management organizaiion encourages a fierce
loyalty, colorful expressions, and a stimulating dialogue of ideas. At quitting
time evening after evening we observed their raucous seminars with two or
three long-distance participants — one in Washington, another in Salinas, and
another in El Centro — while B and his field boys were gathered around the big
table in Redrock chewing up the lines. B will listen for as long as tea minutes
without a word. Then he will challerige a particular idea, usualiy with the
enthusiastic support of a raajority with an axe to grind. At the end, consensus
or no, he will defer to the one who has the ultimate responsibility over the
operation in question. As one participant put it, “The idea may be screwball
as hell, but B’ll give it a whirl!”

Results are the determining factor in B’s unorthodox methods. The idea
may be to manufacture a $15,000 piece of equipment from scratch. It may be
to replace a semi-manuai stitching machine with an automatic box gluer, to
try one row boss to a crew instead of two, to organize a field crew around three
packing machines instead of one, or to employ an entire crew of Negro work-
ers on an experimental basis, If the idea works they kezp it. If it doesn’t, they
don’t. A complete record of all G Company’s “trials and errors” in the last
five years would have required a full-time historian.

The nucleus of one such major innovation came to B’s attention in the
fall of 1959. This was a synthetic film specifically designed for prepackaging
fresh fruits and vegetables. It was developed by Dobeckman Chemical Com-
pany, a subsidiary of Dow, and called “Trycite.” B had been close to Dobeck-
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man for years buying celery and carrot bags. B brought workers in from the
fields to the cooling plant to run some tests on the wrapping of lettuce. They
took cartons of field-packed lettuce, retrimmed the heads, and wrapped them
in Trycite. Hot-air blowers were used by hand to shrink the film. ‘The lettuce
was then repacked. These first tests were conducted at their Holtville cooler
plant in the winter of 1960-61. B had an agreement with Dobeckman to have
prior, but not exclusive, rights on their supply of Trycite.

In July 1961, G Company ran more extensive experiments in Salinas.
At this stage they began designing and manufacturing speciul equipmert in
order to field wrap the lettuce. These first machines looked like land planes.
Girls sat on them, reaching down to retrieve the cut and trimmed heads. But
as B said, “This didn’t work because one worked while the otiier sat.” Next,
the company bought old dry-pack machines, These machines were: mounted
on a conventional wide-track chassis with wings on either side extending out
at right angles over five and a half beds of lettuce. From the tip of one wing
to the tip of the other the machine covered 13 beds. Each wing held four
packers and folded back behind the chassis while on the road. B’s engineers
modified the packing stations into wrap stations, installed film rollers, film-
cutting devices, and shrinking ovens.

A period of intensive experimentation followed in the fall of 1961, Most of
it centered around the film-dispensing and cutting devices at the individual
wrap stations. The first cutting device was a kind cf shuttle that slid back and
forth on a bar at right angles to the film feed. The cutting was done by a con-
ventional single-edged razor blade clamped in the shuttle. A far more elaborate
system was tried in the field at the same time. It consisted of a waffle iron-like
machine installed at each wrapping station. Both the base and the hinged top
had matching elements which et perfectly when the top was pulled down.
‘Two rolls of film were mounted, one below the elevation of the base and one
above the elevation of the base. They fed through the cutting machine, called
a “Vanco.” The ends were fus d together, making a kind of envelope into
which 2 head of lettuce was p. ..ed. When the top of the Vanco was pulled
down, the matching heating elements met in a circumscribed pattern to cut
and seal the envelope like a cookie cutter around the head. The top was lifted
up, the head tossed on the belt to take it tc the shrinking oven and the process
repeated.

The Vancos soon proved too delicate and complex. Also these contrap-
tions did not make an attractive package. The original system was kept with
a simple motion-saving modification of the shuttle cutter. It was replaced
with an electrically-heated wire that is automatically brought up against the
sheet of film when the wrap girl puts the head of lettuce in place to wrap. The
weight of the lettuce depresses a platform which raises the taut hot wire by
means of pivoted levers.

Many other modifications were tested and discarded — machines with
electric drives, machines that maneuvered by pivoting in the middle of their
chassis, and automatic box gluers in place of stitchers. In the fall of 1961,
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during the peak of their experimentation, we observed as many as four different
machines in the field at one time. Almost daily changes in the duties of per-
sonnel were an inevitable result. There was griping, bickering, and an unusual
amount of turnover — especially ameng machine operators, crew foremen,
and truck drivers. A more complefe discussion of personnel factors will follow
in the organizationa’ section. ‘ |

In the 1963 seaon, a machine and its complement of workers operated 1‘5
in this manner. Tne lettuce is cut, trimmed especially close for wrap, and !
placed in the traditional manner by a crew of 12 “cutters” working sometimes
far in advance of the machine. The self-propelled wrap machine follows with
“set-up” men walking behind wings, two to three to a side. They pick up the
trimmed lettuce and place it on a platform beside the “wrap” girls. There
are three to a wing standing on a platform facing the chassis of the machine. ;r]
The wrapper pulls the Trycite film over her working platform to a specified
length. As she is doing this with one hand, she picks up a head of lettuce being ‘
piled either to her lefi or to her right, depending upon which wing she is on.
She places the head directly in the center of the square of film now exposed.

~ the head is placed the hot taut wire is raised and severs the square of film
from the roll. The square is folded at the corners around the head of lettuce
much like a diaper, with four overlapping corners instead of thiee. The pack-
age, with the film enveloping the head, is then touched, butt erd, to a hot
plate to seal the four corners together. The package is quickly tossed onto a
conveyor belt moving parallel {0 the wings, mounted on the side opposite to
the set-up platform. The belt moves ihe enveloped heads toward the chassis
through butane ovens which shrink the Trycite to form a tight bag around
the head. The conveyors from both wings move toward one another and dump
the completed packages onto a central elevator at their juncture. It elevates
the packages up and to the rear to the packing platforms. There three “packers”
or “fillers” fill especially sized cartons with 18, 20, 24, or 30 heads. A “gluer”
walking along behind the platform glues and stacks the cartons on the ground
as they are filled. From here the operation is identical to the standard field
pack. The cartons are trucked out of the field on wide-wheelers to the coolers
and then fed to refrigerated cars or vans.

G Company’s first carlot shipments in the summer of 1961 were an
immediate success. As B put it, “The chains bought it right off and wired
for more!” In September of 1961 G Company began shipping wrap in vol-
ume. They reached a peak production of wrapped lettuce in Redrock in the
fall of 1961, shipping as many as 30 cars a day. Their total volume of wrap
for Arizona alone for the 1961-62 season amounted to over 600,000 cartons.
By the 1961-62 season, however, competitors were shipping their versions of
wrapped lettuce. In addition to G Company, the other three companies form-
ing the basis of this study accounted for over 134,000 cartons of wrapped
lettuce shipped in Arizona.

Carlot totals for the following season (1962-63) document the quick
decline of wrapped lettuce. G Company itself dropped from 600,000 to less
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than 300,000 cartons shipped in Arizona. The other three companies dropped
from 134,000 to less than 40,000 for Arizona, with one company abandoning
it entirely, When asked about the decline in wrapped lettuce, B refused to
view it as a decline. When asked why it did not go as big as he originally
thought, he replied, “Because the industry never pushed it hard. It's com-
ing!” He also blamed the fact that some used it for second quality lettuce.
During the 1964 spring season G Company was still shipping 20 percent of
their lettuce wrapped. They still had regular customers who bought nothing
but wrapped lettuce.

Although we collected data on G Company over a period of three years,
intensive observations were carried out principally during the 1963 spring
harvests in Pinal County. At this time and vlace G Company harvested 1,120
acres of lettuce, G Company farmed & total of 3,135 acres. It shipped
1,587,019 cartons of lettuce in Arizona in 1962-63. This accounted for 5.5
percent of the total acreage and 6.8 percent of the total production in the
state. This corporation also has farms in Imperial Valley, Salinas, Watson-
ville, and Firebaugh. They also occasionally buy up crops in Aguila and
Willcox, Arizona.

Except for historical data to p~int up developmental trends, all descrip-
tive data following pertain to G Company’s Pinal County spring harvest opera-
tion of 1963.

Mechanical Ha:esting and Handling Equipment

9 — wrap machines, made as described above
§ — stitcher trucks, each serving a ground crew
17 — Fabco wide wheeler trucks to haul cartons from field to plant
8 — crew buses
10 — %5 -ton pickups for foremen and field superintendents
2 — Y2 -ton pickups for mechanics
3 — large portable parts houses
200 — humps, flatbed wheelbarrows for packers in ground crews
200 — clamnps, used by box closers in ground crews
150 — spray cans, 5 gallon, used by waterboys to spray top layer of
lettuce in cartons before lids are closed
150 — staple guns, used by closers to staple shu cartons
500 — knives, used by cutters in all crews

Organizational Structure of Harvest Activities

In 1963 G Company had five ground crews and three machine crews
operating at peak cutting in Redrock, Pinal County. The organization of each
type of crew will be discussed separately. The ground crew system of field
pack was described in the Background. G Company uses the standard sysiem.
Their Redrock harvest ground crews, which would vary slightly in numbers
of workers per position, had on the average the following breakdown:

40 — cutter-trinrmers
20 — packers
6 — closers
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4 — water boys
3-4 — box spreaders
6 — windrowing and loading
1 — stacker or tolder
1 — stitcher-driver
2 — pushers or row bosses
1 — foreman

In their other operations ground crews are usually made up of 60
Nationals who cut and pack exclusively, while locals (usually 16 in num-
ber), fill the remaining positions. However, in Redrock G Company had 80
Nationals on each ground crew to allow for the fluctuations in the number of
locals. Thie extra Nationals were put on cutting and packing wher: the com-
pany had enough locals and on spreading, windrowing, spray-pad, closing,
and loading in that order when they could not get enough locals. As the ficld
superintendent said, “Monday, no locals; Tuesday they're all there.” Thus,
the ground crew sizes for G Company in Redrock varied from 80 to as many
as 100 men.

The grour« crew field pack system in operation at G Company wasg
organized around a stable core of Mexican Nationals who were schooled to
perform the most strategic jobs. Of the 34 non-Wationals who were inter-
viewed on the ground crews, their profile is as follows: Twenty were
Mexican-American, eight were green card Mexicans (immigrants), three
were Negro, and three were Anglo. Twenty-two of them were below the age
of 30, 18 of them were educated beyond the 7th grade, and all except seven
were members of households. Perhaps the most significant fact is that 28 of
these 34 were of Mexicau descent. Another ethnic priority for positions was
evident. Those of Mexican descent were engaged almost exclusively in closing
(lidding), windrowing, and loading and were readily distinguished from
“farm office boys” who were usually — depending upon how long they stayed
with the company — given spray-pad and box spreading.

The foremen and row bosses for G Company’s ground crews were all
Mexican-American with a few green card Mexicans working as row bosses.
Of the few Anglos who were working in skilled jobs in the ground crew
system, all were stitcher-drivers, i.e., they drove the stitcher truck and made
boxes for the crew. Stitcher-drivers were about evenly divided between An-
glos and Mexican-Americans.

G Company’s machine crews point up even more strongly the Mexican-
American and green card Mexican ethnic pattern. Some historical digression
is needed at this point, however. When G Company first began to use their
present lettuce machines they planned on building up a steady, permanent
harvest force for the company. B felt that the machine would make this possi-
ble by eliminating most of the stoop work and saving in shipping costs, thus
allowing higher wages for machine crews. Moreover, G Company had volume
lettuce year-round, guaranteeing steady work for those who were willing to
move. B was even talking about getting FHA financing for a fleet of house
trailers to house his corps of permanent “migratory” workers. He talked about
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a $1.50 minimum wage for the most menial tasks in his machine harvest crews.

G Company’s first trial in human organization, in an avowed effort to

recruit more steady workers, was the hiring of husband and wife teams on his

machines. B's thinking was that married workers are more steady workers and

b that male workers would tend to be more responsible with their wives working

where they could watch them. This policy proved a partial failure since it

could not be followed consistently,. Many good workers simply did not come

this way. Furthermore, a great deal of fighting developed when husbands ob-

jected to orders given their wives by the foremen. This policy was eliminated

as an aim, although many husbands and wives still work in the same crews

and even on the same machines together. Another plan which soon required

modification was the company’s effort to make up entire machine crews from

local workers. After a few unsuccessful trials, they had to draw the line at

cutting and trimming. FH." financing was never obtained for mobile housing

and the $1.50 minimum was never attained, even in the peak wrap year. But

it did reach $1.19 (ASES 1962a: 27), considerably higher than the required
minimum.

In the fall and winter of 1961, G Company had machine crews made up
of one machine per crew. Mexican Nationals cut and locals performed all
other tasks. Each single-machine crew had one foreman (most of whom were
Anglos) and one row boss, all of whom were Mexican-Americans or green
card Mexicans. Also we observed that almost all of the machine drivers were
Anglos with a mixture of Anglos and Mexican-Americans doing the remaining
| tasks. Wrapping was done primarily by women but occasionally by men.
Women occasionally performed other tasks such as putting scraps of film in
sacks on the Vancos, and infrequently set-up (retrieving cut heads). Machines
varied in the number of wrapping stations. As many as eight could be seen or
as few as four. During 1962 organizational fluctuation hecame less, but an
equilibrium had still not been reached. This was perhaps a reflection of the
mechanical experimentation still going on. The Mexican element became more
pronounced and the Anglos fewer. G Company had eliminated the one-
foreman-per-machine pattern and was running two machines per crew, re-
ferred to as “tandem-machine operations” in the Arizona Lettuce Production
Survey (ASES 1962a: 28).

By the spring of 1963, during the time of intensive field observations,
mechanical as well as organizational equilibrium had been recched. All Vancos
had been eliminated. There was only one standard type of machine to be found. ‘5
Moreover, there was no talk of further innovations. This was in striking con- '
trast to the past two years when the air was electric with scuttlebutt and
changes occurred almost daily. Now the basic pattern was as follows:

There were three machines per crew with each machine havicg:

10-12 — cutter-trimmers, all Nationals
4 — set-up
6 — wrap
3 —iillers (packers)




EE I e R e T e N R SRR S L1 RN ctifns e s sand

The Lettuce Industry / 59

1 — gluer
1 — stitcher-driver

Each crew of three machines had, in addition to the above men multi-

plied by three:
2 — lcaders
1 — row boss
1 — foreman

The total number of workers per crew ran from 79 to 85 — 30 to 36 Na-
tionals and 49 locals. The cutters were all Nationals. Fach machine had six
wrap stations, all operated by women. No women were at any other tasks. t
Set-up jobs were reserved almost exclusively for the farm office placements. |

The Mexican-American pattern was now complete from the foreman |
down. The exception was the farm office placements who were generally ‘
Anglo or Negro. Of the 73 machine crew workers who were interviewed, all
but 12 were of Mexican descent — 40 were citizens and 20 green carders.
Over 50 were below the age of 50. Almost half had over a 7th grade education. :
Forty-six of the 73 were part of households, with most of these forty-six from
the Mexican element. Two of the three machine crew foremen and all row
bosies were Mexican-American.

The only skilled positions in which Anglos or non-Mexicans could be
found in any numbers were driver-stitchers and truck drivers. These jobs
were about equally divided between the two ethnic groups. A high percentage
of these workers were working for G Company the year-round. Moreover, all
wage workers, including even the field hands, now belonged to the Teamsters’
Union. The exceptions were a few workers who worked for G Company in
Arizona only. Nevertheless, regardless of union organization, patterns of
conduct between positions — how people were arranged in their tasks, who
got what tasks, who did the teaching of tasks to newcomers — were based
largely on informal, interpersonal, and interfamily relationships, a natural out-
growth of the ethnic and class characteristics of the young Mexican element.
This will be develcped in more detail in the worker section of the study.

Although B has not realized his vision of a vast, centrally housed, mobile
community of an elite class of migrant workers, he has accomplished two
things which might give him an edge in the non-bracero times ahead. He
has a commercially proven field pack system which has as its nucleus an
integrated class of local workers. Secondly, a relatively high degree of
stability has been achieved in the relationship between the company and
these workers.

Wage System

Wage rates are expressed in two ways. First there is a guaranteed hourly i
minimum which varies by the particular job task the individual is perform-
ing. Second there is a per-carton piece iate calculated on a per-crew basis,
whereby a crew as a whole gets a total amount of earrings from the total
; number of cartons it produces. These earnings are divided up among the
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crew on the basis of the job task performed. Each job task group has its
fractional portion of the crew’s per-carton piece rate; e.g. the piece rate for
a crew may be $.21 per carton, but the sprayers and spreaders may get only
$.0098 per carton, the lidders and loaders $.0516 per carton, and the cutters
and packers $.1385 per carton. Theoretically the variations in guaranteed
hourly minimum rates and the variations in piece rates per task groups
should be on the same scale. For instance, if a cutter makes a certain per-
centage more than a spreader in terms of minimum hourly wage, he should
make the same percentage more than the spreader in terms of the picce rate.
To quc.e from the Arizona Lettuce Production Survey: “This method pro-
vidzd 1 scale of rates for the various task grouns which were graduated up-
ward from the less skiiled tasks, and which also provided hourly guarantees
and overtime pay” (ASES 1962a: 4),

Following are iob descriptions for each type of job, the number of
workers per job group, the guaranteed hourly minimum, and the piece
rate per carton as specified in the job order for G Company. The ground
crew system and the machine crew system are given separately under the
headings “Ground Harvest Operations” and “Machine Harvest — Hand Wrap
Operations,” respectively,

[G Company)
LETTUCE & CABBAGE HARVEST
MASTER ORDER TO
THE ARIZONA STATE EMPLOYMENT SEKVICE
THE CALIFORNIA EPARTMENT OF EMPLOYMENT

EFFECTIVE MARCH 1, 1963

The following are conditions of employment offered by [G Company]
for lettucz and cabbage harvest in California and Arizona and the de-
scriptious are outlined in the terms of lettuce but references to “let-
;ucti;’ al_fe also references to “cabbage,” since the work is the same
or both,

I. Ground Harvest Operations:

The wage offered is 21 cents divided among the crew and underlying
hourly crew guarantees applicable to group job classifications as

follows:
No, of Guaranteed Piece Rate
Job Description Workers Hourly ‘Wage Per Carton
Cutter-Trimmer-Packer 60-72 $1.12 per hour $.1388
Carton and/or Crate Spreader 2 1.26 per hour 0098
Water Spray & Pad Man 2 1.26 per hour .0098
Field Lidder* 4 1.40 per hour 0237
Field Loader* 5 1.40 per hour 0279
$.21

*Workers in a 9 man team share wages on equal basis as combination
may be 5 lidders and 4 loaders depending on work.

The hourly guarantee is applied on a field basis and applies to the
over-all crew average of piece rate earnings. Crew is set up on a basis
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of 73 to 78, but may change to coincide with work to be performed
as required and established by employer. Jobs will be filled in each
crew from field loader positions up as shown above.

Definitions:
Field Loader: Includes only those employees who carry-over packed

cartons or crates to the windrow and lift the packed boxes up to the
bed of the trucks and stack such boxes in the load.

Field Lidder: Includes only the employees who center top pads and
close the cartons or crates by stapling, hand nailing, or gluing.

Field Spray & Pad Man: Includes only those employees who wash or
spray the lettuce and place pads on the top of the coramodity packed
in the container.

Cutter-Trimmer-Packer: Includes oniy those employees who pick the
correct size of lettice by cutting the roots of the lettuce with a knife
and trim the outer leaves according to instructions and place the
trimmed head on top of the bed (planted rows) according to instruc-
tions. The packer then comes and picks that trimmed head and places
it in the carton or a container.

1I. Machine Harvest — Hand Wrap Operations:

The wage offered is 20.388 cents per carton, divided among the crew
with the picce rate and underlying hourly crew guarantee applicable
to various job classifications as follows:

No. of Guaranteed Piece Rate

Job Classification Workers Hourly Wage Per Carton
cm_ié?-Trimmer-Setmlflb*ﬁ'* o -

(in rotation) 36 $1.12 jer hour $.08666
Wrapper, Hand* 24 1.26 per hour 06999
Cartor Filler* 9 1.40 per hour 02784
Container Gluer &

Sealer-Stacker-Loader* 6 1.40 per hour 01939

$.20388

*Machines operate in combinations to accomplish the work required
and Container Gluer and Sealer-Stacher-Loaders work together as a
team for the machine combination.

The hourly guarantee is applied on a field basis and applies to the
over-all crew average of piece rate earnings. Crew is set up on a basis
of 75 workers, but may be changed to coincide with work to be pex-
formed as required and established by employer. Jobs will be filled in
each crew from carton sealer up as shown above.

Definitions:

Cutter-Trimmer-Set Up: Includes only those workers who select the
proper quality and size of lettuce and cut the head of lettuce from the
Toot with a knife and trim the outer leaves and place the trimmed
head of lettuce on top of the bed on leaves, all in accord with instruc-
tions. The pick up then lifts the head from the bed and makes a criti-
cal examination of each head to determine that tr’ .ming is proper,
that there is no decay, broken leaves or such other damage or defect
as instructed, whereupon the head is placed at the wrapping station.
Workers work in rotation either cutting-trimming or picking up.
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Hand Wrapper: Includes only those workers who work to wrap the
head of lettuce in film in 2 manner prescribed and upon instructions
. ‘ while sitting or standing at a wrapping station 2nd the machine.

- Carton Filler: Tncliuues only those workers who fill cartons with
wrapped lettuce in a manner and/or in a patfern as prescribed and in
accord with instructions from time to time.

Container Gluer & Sealer-Stacker-Loader: Includes only those em-
ployees who glue, seal or otherwise close filled containers, move filled
containers to the ground, apply glue or otherwise close the box, stack
the filled boxes and load the boxes onto a field truck in combination,
one man from each machine glues and stacks while the two others
load the packed and sealed containers.

Drivers, stitchers, and stitcher-drivers for G Company receive an hourly
¢ rate of $2.925 with overtime allowed (after crew shut down). Row bosses
earn $2.39 with no overtime. Foremen carn a monthly salary  ween $600 |
and $750. No wage distinction between ground or machine crex is made
in these categories.

There are two hidden factors which are not apparent in this formalized
breakdown. One operates to favor certain groups of workers under certain
conditions. The other operatcs to favor G Company workers in general over
workers in other companies. The first factor is a result of the fact that the
number of workers per job classification varies according to field condi-
tions. Some variations from the formalized job descriptions have become
permanent. The formula for converting minimum hourly wage rates te picce
rates is simple; at a given ratio of production the minimum hourly wage for
a task group equals the picce rate for that task group divided by the number
of workers in that particulzr task group when the conversion was originally
made. If the number of workers for a given task group is reduced with no
adjustment in the piece rate for that task grcup, then the remaining workers
in that task group will exceed their minimum hourly wage at a lower ]:vel
of production than the workers in other task groups. For instance, originally
there were eight wrappers per machine (24 per machine crew). At the time
of our field observations there were only six per machine or 18 per crew.
This lowers the minimum number of cartons at which piece rates will begin
for wrappers. |

Actually, such differentials have become formalized for the task groups 1
in the machine crews as follows: Wrappers begin to earn piece rates when
the crew’s production has reached 2,700 cartons per eight hours. Loaders
end gluers cut in at 3,500 per cight hours, fillers at 3,600, and cutter-trimmer
and set-up do not begin to carn piece rates until the crew has produced
12,000 cartons per eight hours. For the latter group piece rates are virtually
meaningless. They receive minimum hourly wage rates only. No one is
cheated. But, the actual amount earned by the workers in the different task
groups does not vary from group to group in the manner represented by
the guaranteed hourly wage figure. The workers in the crews are keenly
aware of this. Incentives for this or that group operate in accordance with
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a net result of a combination of factors rather than in accordance with
just the posted hourly minimum. This js borne out to a certain extent by
the Arizona Lettuce Production Survey which shows wrappers in Pinal
County 1962 spring harvest making the highest hourly earnings of any task
group in the machine crews (ASES 1962a: 27); yat their guaranteed hourly
wage figure would seem to put them midway between the lowest and the
highest in earning potential,

The second factor is that G Company allows the computation of piece
rate for fractions of full work days. They go by the field. When a crew goes
to another field in the middle of the day, the crew gets another crack at
exceeding their hourly wage figure, “he company allows the computation of
piece rates on the basis of the number of hours in that particular field for the
remainder of the day. Thus, if the crew spent only one hour in a field, t.
wrappers would be allowed to carn more than their guaranteed $1.26 provid-
ing the crew’s produciion for that hour in that tield exceeded more than 337.5
cartons, even though the crew's production may have been far below that
hourly rate in another ficld. The company may underwrite low production
throughout one portion of the day, yet pay a piece rate wage above the
guaranteed minimum for another portion of the saine day.

Experience Account

To present a clear focus of a grower’s opinion or attitude toward harvest
systems has a tendency to distort the grower's whole view. This is especially
true of lettuce growers because the field pack system, as it is now practiced,
is inextricably associated with tbe Mexican National program. Owing to the
fact that for over a decade braceros have been used in such massive numbers
in this key technological role, it should come as no surprise when growers
are digressive, vague, and sometimes contradictory about technical and
organizational adjustments they are plaaning. They de not present any sin-
gle answer because they do not see any single clear cut result, They see
rather a host ot interdependent variables, all of which are enormously altered
by the repeal. This is more apparent as the time comes closer. Prior to 1964
discussion was likely to focus spontaneously upon the relatively simple prob-
lems of technical or mechanical systems. As the time moves closer, they seem
more compelled to consider human or organizational aspects. This leads
inevitably to bewildesmi  and differences of opinion. Because of their ten-
dencies to view labor p. lems in terms cf technical or mechanical factors,
they are on unfamiliar ground when faced with the organizational impact
that loss of such a huge labor reservoir is likely to have.

At the risk of arbitrarily reinforcing this awkward dichotomy in the
thinking of lettuce growers, we now abstract from their involved accounts
only those discus. >ns which have to do with technical systems or mechanical
aspects of their haivest systems. Their thinking toward the human aspects
of their problems are given in a later section (Part Four). As with other par-
ticipant interests, managements’ accounts tend to be more emotional and
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more subject to controversy when human aspects of labor systems are
discussed. It is important to provide management with the same anonymity
provided for all participants in the farm labor system. That degree of
anonymity is not possible in this portion of the study.

A year ago at G Company, B and most of his management personnel
were unanimous about the labor-solving potential of the machine-wrap system.
Today this unanimity is gone. Perhaps this is due in part to some of its (
fundamental technical problems. H, a district manager of a large lettuce
company in the Salt River Valley, a previous associate and a long time
admirer of B, had this to say about the machine wrap system:

" e e

Wrap does help carrying qualities, but other times it doesn’t.
There are three disadvantages to it. (1) If there is any loss or any
deterioration in the head, rather than losmg a leaf or two, the total
head is lost. (2) Quahty is far more critical in the harvest opera-
tion. (3) There is less bulk involved hence less money changing
hands and less profit to work with on the part of buyers.

However some form of this is coming. Chain stores showed
an interest in the wrap lettuce. Their dlsposal problem is solved,
but the jobbmg trade resists it. They resist any change because the
competition is so intense. For instance they’re opposing movmg
markets out of town, out of the dust-belt area just because it is a
change. They fought the carton and vacuum pack, but the chains
bought it immediately. They liked it because the cartons were half
the size and weight of the crate and women could handle them.
Also the lettuce had a much longer shelf life.

H considers the most serious problem of the machines to be the fact that they

e o led ____(B) right back to the same trap which caused
the machines in dry-pack not to work — namely being inflexible
so far as adjusting to the individual differences between one bed
of lettuce and another. The ground crew system with Mexican
Nationals offers maximum flexibility with respect to this; whereas
on the machines if one side is lighter than another the people on
that side do nothing . . .

There is some entrenchment against going to any other system,
but (B) pushed it over before. He is probably the guy
to push it over again, but there are more sophisticated processes
involved now. The point is that before (going from shed pack to
field pack) we went from heavy investment to light, but now
the problem is in going the other way.

B, himself, still feels that it will come to some form of prepackaging.
However he does not dwell so singlemindedly upon wrap as he used to.
Now he considers other alternatives as well. When asked how he was going
to face the repeal of P.L. 78 he responded:

We'll do something — we’ll pay our cutters three or four dollars
an hour and get some bums to throw it in a truck. We'll go to
filling — just a bulk deal, by weight and volume. Liddin’ and packin’
is a lot of bull_! They (referring to present ground crew system)
make too much work for themselves. They make it hard. Hell,
there doesn’t have to be that much work to packing lettuce!
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(Asked about going back to the shed) — Give me a hundred
good cutters and the rest bums, to throw it in a box, and we can
get a better product in the field because there’s too much handiing
in the shed.

(Asked about losing space in shipping) — They are building
bigger cars all the time. You can get 1400 cartons in some — before
you could only get 640. And we can trirn closer. Most shippers are
against bulk because any farmer can go shipper. We're also think-
in% seriously about growing lettuce in Mexico — going where the
abor is.

Others at G Company say that B is thinking about pushing low-weight
wrap lettuce through airlines freight for overseas markets — Canada, The
Netherlands, and South America. Still others say that he will do something
simple, like recruit and pay top wages to cut and pack the old (ground
crew) way.

H COMPANY —FIELD PACK AND SHED WRAP

H Company is one of the pioneers of the Arizona lettuce industry.
Along with Knowlton and McClaren, H played a major role in the develop-
ment of Yuma as an important lettuce producing area. They were in the
thick of the experimentation going on in the late 1930’s and early 1940’s,
shifting from hauling crates to steel baskets, and from trailers to trucks to
conveyors (see Background). H Company was the first shipper to begin
using the carton field pack and vacuum cooling system in Yuma. They did
so in 1953, directly after they went into partnership with G Company and
formed the “G and H Cooling Corporation.” They had begun independently
to use vacuum cooling earlier in El Centro. This had sparked the legal con-
troversy between H and G Companies that led ultimately to the cooling cor-
poration partnership.

The forces that pushed H Company into field packing lettuce are dis-
cussed from the viewpoint of their harvest superintendent (now retired).
J cites these reasons for the shift:

(1) We were feeling the cost of lahor in the shed. We were
pressing ourselves out of the business. We had a two dollar crate and
couldn’t make it! (Asked if there was a sudden increase in wages
at any one period) — No, there was more of a trend, We were one
hundred percent union, and we tried to argue with them. They
wouldn’t listen, wouldn’t even hold it. Our men were getting in-
creases practically every year. They were absolutely refusing to
hold the price and we were caught in a squeeze. A lot of shippers
went under. Every year three tc four went out.

(2) There was also an increase in the price of lumber. A
crate used to cost 10 cents and when we stopped using crates and
went to cartons (1951, crates were cnsting between 50 and 60
cents ~piece. Now a crate costs 75 cents. So we figured it out that
at 25 cents for a carton, we could buy two cartons for one crate.
This savings is tremendous, Last year for instance, we used 1,500,000
cartons just in Arizona!
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(3) The trade began demanding this pack. Not so much the
pack itself, but the liking for an easier package to handle in the
store. The stores were using women help and they couldn’t handle
crates but they can handle cartons.

(4) It cuts out the hauling of culls and excess handling. In the
field, culls simply are not cut.

On the opposite side, J says:

The shed gave a little better control of the packing operation
and also allowed the shipper to have better control of the market.
This way anybody who can afford to lease equipment and lease
ground, can grow as much lettuce as he wants to because all he
has to do for labor is to license for Nationals.

J maintained that they did not have immediate success because:

. .. We were all new to the game. We were using people who
were connected with the shed pack in the field in an attempt to
teach the packing to the Mexicans and there was friction. They
didn’t want to get out from the sheds to the fields because they
knew it would be a job loss. And there was a certain amount of
resentment of Mexicuis. Also, there were complaints from buyers
because at first it gave the appearance of being a very good thing
but it flooded the market. There was no study of loading and
storage and handling problems of lettuce handled in this fashion.
The trade wzs not ready for the change just then.

In cantaloupes the struggle is going on right now. Two years
ago some companies started using cartons in the shed and the
workers refused to do it, and we had to abandon it. They threatened
to strike.
Asked how Mexican Nationals worked out in the field for packing, J said:

We started with white packers, but they were not subject to the
control that we can put on Mexican labor. They were out to get
the quantity — go, go, go — they don’t care about the product. With
the Mexican, he didn’t care about being slowed down, not so driven
with money-lust. Whites were late, drunk, and unruly, and after
all, they were out to stop this field pack. We had 30 to 40 white
cutters and packers. We had to let them go. They were absolutely
uncontrollable.

H Company does not emphasize experimentation as much as G Com-
pany. Their organization is not set up for it. They have a highly formalized
organization that fits the blueprint of industrial management. In the two
recent technological changes, they responded to demand rather than stake
their reputation on pushing a first. This was demonstrated in the role they
played in the field carton pack. It was demonstrated again in their re-
sponse to the most recent development in the industry — film wrapped lettuce.
H was not the first, but one of the first shippers of film wrapped lettuce.
They did not use Trycite, tested by G Company, but a competitive version of
it — Cello Wrap — developed by Du Pont. As D, the general manager of
their Arizona Division, sums it up: “Competition forces you to do many
things and this was one of them.”
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H Company began wrapping as a field operation in 1961-62 in Imperial
Valley. In their field operation, H used a modified bracero bus as a mobile
packing shed to house 14 wrappers and two packers. The mobile shed was
preceded by cutters who were all Mexican Nationals. Inside the mobile shed
were a mixture of Anglos and Mexican-Americans, all domestics. The wrappers
were all women, wives of other H employees, and the packers were men
who were taught by packers from the ground crews. The company wrapped
in the field this way for a year, then moved to the shed for prepackaging
on a “limited demand” basis. In the shed the proper sclection could be
controlled — “quality control,” D calls it. He adds, “On a pioneer deal like
this there has to be some sacrificial lamb.-————(G Company) went big into
this field with a mobile packing operation but this is not the way. The
shed is more experienced and it may come to it even though it is union.”

H’s wrap operation, as it now stands, is identical to the shed pack opera-
tion in the ice-pack days, viz. in the field, cutters (Mexican Nationals) toss
heads into large metal baskets mounted on wide wheelers. The trucks haul
to the shed where the metal baskets are rolled off the trucks, lifted by power,
and tilted onto conveyors which carry the heads first to the trimmers, wrap-
pers, shrinking ovens, finally to the packers. The packers fill standard card-
board cartons which are then sealed, vacuum cooled, and loaded on refrig-
erated vans or cars. All shed workers, except foremen, are union.

H Company was shipping as high as 15 to 20 percent of their lettuce
prepackaged. In the 1964 spring harvest they were shipping about five per-
cent., This was for the company in both Arizona and California. In Arizona
they shipped almost 14,000 cartons of wrapped lettuce in 1961-62. In
1962-63 they shipped 11,865.

Their two divisions — California and Arizona — farmed a combined
total of 5,597 acres of lettuce in 1962-63 and produced a combined total
of 3,277,904 cartons of lettuce. This accounted for approximately four per-
cent of all the lettuce shipped in the nation. In addition to lettuce, this cor-
poration produces grapes, strawberries, safflower, broccoli, romaine, cauli-
flower, melons, cotton, alfalfa, bermuda seed, and cattle. Their Arizona
Division accounted for 4.6 percent of the lettuce acreage and 6.8 percent of
the cartons shipped in the state in 1962-63, Their lettuce acreage for that
year breaks down as follows: Yuma, 1,311; Harquahala, 600; and Aguila,
650. All field observations were made at their Yuma operation in the spring
of 1963.

Mechanical Harvesting and Handling Equipment

4 — Fabco trucks converted to stitching trucks to serve ground crews
7 — Fabco wide wheeler trucks to haul cartons from field

5 — 14 -ton pickups for foremen and field superintendents

1 — % -ton pickup, power chassis for mechanics’ tools

1 — 1-ton flat-bed truck hauling cartons and water

3 — crew buses

3 — wide track trailers
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10 — gas engines, emergenc; power for stitching machines
35 — box presses or clamps used by box closers
40 — staple guns, used by box closers
100 — humps or portable packing tables
250 — leftuce knives
12 — foremen knives

Organizational Structure of Harvest Activities

The Arizona Division of H Company is headed by a general manager.
Under the general manager are four ranches and the following - <ervisors:
a supervisor of vegetable and melon growing; a cattle super. .adent; a
cotton superintendent; a supervisor of small grains and grain feed; a super-
visor of purchasing, labor procurement, and payroll; and a harvesting super-
intendent. Under the harvesting superintendent is the following hierarchy:
an assistant harvesting superintendent, a cutter-packer supervisor, four crew
foremen, 12 row bosses, and 300 harvest hands. Al b under the harvert
superintcndent are seven truck drivers, a mechanic, and a service man.

The system in use at their Yuma lettuce harvesting operation during
the time of our observations was the standard field pack system. The harvest
superintendent was a young Anglo college graduate with a degree in agri-
cultural economics. He had worked for three years as assistant harvest super-
intendent under J, the old timer shed pack and field pack veteran who had
just retired. The cutter-packer supervisor was Anglo, also with experience
in the shed pack tradition, The assistant harvest superintendent, alternating
as a crew fcreman, was a 29-year-old Mexican-American with 11 years
experience in the field pack tradition — four years packing, four years as
row boss, three years as foreman, and now part-time assistant harvest super-
intendent. The last five years he worked for H Company.

All foremen were of Mexican descent—three of them Mexican-American
and one a Mexican immigrant (green carder). The Mexican row bosses
were nredomirantly green card Mexicans. Nine out of the 12 were immigrants
and the other three citizens. Each crew was organized around a stable
nucleus of Mexican Nationals who performed all of the cutting and packing.
During the week of March 11 through 16, 1963, Crew One had 53 Nationals,
Crew Two had 57, Crew Three had 57, and Crew Four had 58. Each crew
varied in the number of domestics from 12 to 25. During the above week,
H Company had a maximum of 100 locals with a minimum of 78.

Taking a maximum of 79 men, 54 Nationals and 25 locals, the job-
task break uown of an H Company ground crew in average density first cutting
lettuce is as follows:

36 — cutter-trimmers

18 — packers
3 — water boys (spray-pad)
6 — closers

3-4 — box spreaders
2-3 — windrowers
4 — loaders
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1 — stacker or folder
1 — stitcher-driver

3 — row bosses

1 — foreman

Nationals are put on cutting and packing first. If there is a surplus, they are
put on the other jobs in the following order: spreader, closer, windrower,
spray-pad, and loader.

Of the 49 local or domestic workers interviewed, 25 were Negro, 13
were Anglo, eight Mexican-American, and only two green carders. Thirty-
four or almost 70 percent of these men were not attached to any households.
Twenty-four were above the ages of 40, and 37, or three-fourths, had above
a 7tl. grade education. Nine were high school graduates and four had gone
to college! These 49 were all harvest hands occupied in this order of fre-
quency: spray-padding, spreading, closing, windrowing, and loading.

With the exception of the equipment operators, all of whom were Anglos,
positions of importance from cutting, packing, row bossing, foremen, on up to
assistant harvest superintendent were, without exception, Mexican.

Wage System

Harvest hands receive a $1 an hour guaranteed wage or an equal
division among all workers of 24 cents a carton. The H Company has by
agreement with their local farm labor office a “pool system” for their piece
rate. This means that the total production of all crews for the day is used
in determining whether the workers get piece rate or minimum wage. For
instance, four crews of 75 men each working for an eight-hour day would
earn $2,400 at the hourly wage figure. Regardless of the production of any
given crew, under the “pool system,” all four crews would collectively have
to produce 10,001 cartons before the piece rate would take effect. Then it
would take effect for all workers in all crews equally.

Management considers this system superior to the individual crew
system because variations in the quality and density of lettuce from field to
field are equalized and “the penalty of having to hire locals is equalized.” The
latter means that one crew will not object to getting more locals — whom they
consider to be unproductive — than another crew.

Stitcher-drivers get $2.925 an hour and $4.2125 for overtime. Folders
and drivers get $2.575 an hour and $3.8625 overtime. Row bosses get $1.75
an hour. Foremen are salaried at $100 to $135 a week.

Experience Account

H Company’s experience with wrap differed from G Company’s. First,
H was not the intovator. They went into it only as a result of demand.
Secondly, they did not make the tremendous investments in wrap equip-
ment that G Company did. Therefore they are not as committed to film
wrapped lettuce. They were more ready to talk about the decline in wrap. D,
the general manager, blames two things — the use of wrap for inferior quality
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lettuce and consumer resistanice, Since outer leaves could be taken off, some
growers took advantage of this to harvest what was not marketable in the
regular carton. D developed his thesis about consumer resistance by pointing
out that quality is critical in the introduction of prepackaged produce because
the housewife instinctively distrusts it. “She examines wrapped items more
critically than the ones not wrapped t ca.se she thinks the store is trying
to sell inferior fruit.” Another drawback, according to D, is the crinkly
sound of the plastic film. In the main D would agree with G Company on
the future of wrapped lettuce, He cites the fact that the chemical companies
are beginning to break thiough the “sound” problem, and are coming up
with a breathing soft film. Also, he thinks that the industry generally is now
more quality conscious in wrap packing. D sums it up by saying, “It will all
be wrap five years from now.”

As to alternatives to the bracero-centered field pack system, D generally
seems to be thinking in terms of moving back to the sheds (H Com-
pany has already done this for their wrap), “. . . which would require a general
upscaling of costs whereby the consumer would buy less, but pay more.”
On the other hand, his reservations also are apparent when he peints out that

. + . Arizona lettuce is not localized around a shed operation
investment, We farm Aguila and Harquahala and this scares me.
If this goes to shed then outlying districts arc cooked geese — our
(H Company’s) cooked geese — there’s no domestic labor force—
the investment for such a short shipping scason in these outlying
areas would be fabulous. Aguila, Harquahala, and Willcox came
about because of the shift from the Salt River gravity irrigation
system to pumping. These are field packing arcas. They would
collapse or become one central cooperative. There would be tre-
mendous changes.

I COMPANY —FIELD PACK

I Company is smaller and simpler than the other three companies. It
is headed by one man, J, who began in lettuce in 1942, J started in dry-
pack before anything else but he packed and shipped first cutting and first
grade lettuce. This was an exception to the ordinary dry-pack procedure.

In 1947 he bought the American Fruit Growers shed in Yuma but
processed his second grade lettuce in the shed rather than the first grade.
In 1956-57 he abandoned the shed pack altogether. According to N, his field
superintendent, he was the last man in the Yuma area to abandon the shed
pack for lettuce. As N put it:

.+« There’s no doubt the biggest saving in dry pack in cartons,
or crates either for that matter, as a field operation compared to a
shed operation is in the labor. If the unions had laid off making
demands, I know they would now still be in the shed. The growers
wouldn’t have abandoned such an investment. What it boiled down
to was staying in business, It meant go to the fields and stay com-
petitive or stay in the shed and go broke!
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According to N, shed packers were getting $2.50 to $3 an hour. This com-
pared to the going rate in field operations of 50 cents an hour.

In 1961-62, J moved heavily into film wrapped lettuce. He shipped
over 95,000 cartons that year, almost a quaxter of his 1962-63 production.
He used Dow Chemical Company’s Trycite - the same used by G Company.
Rather than a field operation, however, he used a shed system abcut identicai
to H Company (see above). Their trimmers and wrappers were women,
all the other workers were men. Although many of the workers were too young
to have been working in the sheds during the ice-pack days a number of them
had shed-packed before. The workers were mostly Anglos, with Mexican-
Americans numbering about one to three. The workers were union mem-
bers on “withdrawal,” This means they were inactive and were not paying
dues at this time by permission of the union. This is normal procedure for
shed workers during the winter season.

By the following season (winter 1963), J was shipping no wrapped
lettuce whatsoever. According to his management it was difficult to get pre-
miums ic make it pay. “Wrap has to get fifty cents more. You could do it
on a four dollar market, but on a buck and a buck and a quarter, it gets
kind of tough.” Also cited was the fact that latent defects do not show up
until after & .pment. Then the receiver has to unwrap the defective heads,
trim off the defects, and rewrap it. J since has sold most of his wrap equip-
ment.

At the time of field observations, I Company was farming 1,688 acres
of lcituce and sh'pped, during the 1962-63 season, 423,182 cartons account-
ing for 1.8 percent of the total shipped in Arizona. In addition to lettuce,
the company also grows and ships cantaloupes. Their entire operation is in
the Yuma area.

Mechanical Harvesting and Handling Equipment

5 — Fabco widewheeler trucks
2 — Vaton pickups for foremen
4 — crew buses
75 -~ humps, flatbed wheelbarrows or packing tables
25 — clamps, used by box closers
15 — staple guns, used by closers
9 — hatchets used for crates for special orders
100 — knives
72 — files
12 — water cans
1 — stitcher truck, modified from a Fabco widewheeler

In addition, I Company leases the following:

1 — stitcher truck
4 — stitching machines

Organizational Structure of Harvest Activities

I Company’s entire field operation, including harvest, iz organized un-
der a field superintendent. Directly under him are a tractor foreman, an

R e




72 / Farmers, Workers and Machines

insect and fertilizer foreman, and an assistant field superintendent. Under
the assistant field superintendent is the irrigator foreman and the field fore-
man for harvest or cutting operations. Under the latter are two harvest
crews each headed by a foreman. Each crew foreman has an assistant
called a “helper,” “assistant row boss,” or “pusher.” Generally 185 to 200
men are employed in the harvest operations. ‘Thay are split into two large
crews.

I Company uses the standard ground crew field packing system
organized around Mexican Nationals. A social profile of the force engaged
in harvest activities runs as follows. The field superintendent was an Anglo,
in the lettuce packing business almost 20 years. He knows both the shed pack
and the field pack. Tnhe key man directly under him was the assistant field
superintendent, a 42-year-old Mexican-American in lettuce field harvest
systems for 22 years — virtually all of his adult life. In 1940 this man was
doing contract thinning at so much an acre. In 1942, when Mexican Nation-
als began to be used, he started supervising thinning-and-cutting crews by
helping his brother and father, crew bosses. He has been “pushing Nationals”
for I Company for 15 years. The cutting foreman directly under him was
an old Filipino directly from the old dry-pack traditicn. One crew foreman
was a Mexican-American with a green card assistant. The second crew fore-
man was a green card Mexican with a Mexican National assistant. The
latter, however, was sponsored for citizenship by I Company and was in the
process of getting his immigration papers and work permit — green card.

I Company had a total of 95 Nationals, 58 green card Mexicans
and 36 non-green card domestics. (Technically green carders are con-
sidered domestics.) Of the 36 non-green card domestic workers interviewed,
19 were Anglos, eight were Negroes, six were Mexican-Americans, and
three were Apache Indians. Twen:iv-seven, or three-fourths, were isolates and
exactly half were over 40. All except five had above a 7th grade education.
Eight were high school graduates and three had a college education.

J’s crews, generally 90 men each (99 men counting foremen, stitcher,
folder, and loaders), break down as follows:

48 — cutter-trimmers

24 — packers
2 — waterboys (spray-pad)
8 — closers

4 — spreaders
5 — windrowers

4 — loaders
1 — folder
1 — stitcher

1 — row boss or assistant
1 — crew foreman

The usual job-task hierarchy prevails. Cutting and packing are considered
most important. Their most experienced Naticnals or green carders are
used in these tasks. Spraying, spreading, windrowing, and closing in that
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order are given to their itinerate workers or “farm office boys” as they are
called — those placed through the involuntary day haul system. Loz..iug and
folding are considered choice jobs and are handed out to the domestics
with more longevity with the company.

Of the three drivers interviewed, all were Anglos. Of the two stitching
machine operators, one was an Anglo and the other a Mexican-American.

Wage System

The harvest hands are on a 22 cents per-carton per-crew piece rate,
with a guaranteed 95 cents an hour wage. Loaders, folders, and, of course,
stitchers, drivers, and row bosses are not included in this system. Loaders
collectively, for the entire operation, get 2)2 cents a carton. This 2%2
cents is generally divided among eight men, sometimes among six. Folders
get $1.25 an hour. Each stitcher gets 1% cents per packed carton his
crew produces. Drivers collectively get 2 cents for all cartons produced
by both crews. This must be split among four. Pushers or row bosses get
$12 a day. Foremen are salaried at $84 to $100 per week.

Experience Account

In the winter of 1963, when J was asked about trends at the packing
and shipping end of the industry, he said:

Hell, it'll go back to the shed if the buyers would let it! (Asked
what was causing it)—These locals! That’s the reason the Mexicans
can’t make anything now. They are carrying up to 50 locals on
their backs — carrying boxes around and pads and stuff. The .hed
can beat it because there they will make up on piece rate. (Asked
about the union) — Hell, we've always had to put up with them
in one way or another!

As of this writing however, he has no plans to move back to the
shed when the Nationals go. They have no definitec idea as to what they
are going to do, except to start as usual in the fields with the expectation
that they can get enough harvest hands to use the field pack system. They
are joining with the Western Growers Association in their plans for iecrnic-
ment of locals.

J COMPANY —FIELD PACK AND FIELD WRAP

J Company is the youngest of the four companies studied. They began
four and a half years ago as a field pack operation using the standard
carton and vacaum coolirg. This company is the only one of the four
which made a practice of using independent packing crews. They were
packing a film wrapped lettuce using a machine operation similar to G
Company’s.

Their first experiments with wrapped lettuce began in Yuma in Decem-
ber 1962. Due to killing frost, they did not get into full production. Because
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of a lack of enough acreage to justify moving their equipment for the re.
mainder f that season, J Company did no more wrap packing. Howevc:,
they we.e planning to wrap part of their 1964 Harquahala crop.

J Company’s wrap system centers around a Conveyco dry pack ma-
chine altered w:th wrapping stations very similar to G Company’s. They
use & film manufactured by Union Carbide. Their crews have cutters,
set-up, wrappers, fillers, box gluers, and a stitcher. Wrapping is done
by women. Their machine crews are composed primarily of Mexican-
Americans,

In the 1962-63 season J Company harvested a total of 2,575 acres of
lettuce in Arizona and shipped a total of 1,057,784 cartons. This was
4.5 percent of the state’s production. The company farmed 1,303 acres of
lettuce in Yuma, 760 acres ‘n Harquahala Valley, 287 acres in Willcox,
135 in Aguila, and 90 acres in Salt River Valley. All field observations
and worker interviews were made during their spring 1963 harvest in Salt
River Velley and Harquahala Valley. In addition to these above crops,
J Company also farms cantaloupes and cotton and grows lettuce out of state.

Mechanical Harvesting and Handling Equipment

These data were not available.

Organizational Structurz of Harvest Activities

At the time of field observations, J Company had three ground crews
working but no rachine crews working. One of these ground crews was
an independent crew made up of a nucleus of Filipinos augmented by
green card Mexicans. The other two crews were the standard type com-
posed almost entirely of Mexizan Nationals. One of these ct2ws was under
the supervision of an Anglo foreman, the other was under o Mexican-
American foreman. Both crews fluctuated around an average of 90 men
each.

The Mexican-American’s crew had an actual count of 86 men. The
breakdown is as foilows:

41 ~— cutters
23 ~ packers
8 — closers
4 — spreaders
3 — water boys (spray-pad)
2 — windrowers
1 — folder
1 — stitcher-driver
2 — pushers
1 — foreman

All except seven men were Nationals. These seven were the foreman, two
pushers, one folder, one stitcher-driver, and two water boys.
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The Anglo foreman’s crew had an actual count of 90 men assigned
as follows:

44 — cutters
24 — packers
7 ~ closers
— Spresuers
— water boys
~ windrowers
— folders
1 — stitcher-driver
2 — pushers
1 — foreman

All except seven men were Nationals—the foreman, two pushers, one
stitcher, two folders, and one waterboy.

The harvest operation was headed by an Anglo field superintendent.
Under him was a field foreman, also an Anglo. As mentioned, one of the
crew foremen was an Anglo, the other was a 34-year-old Mexican-American.
The Mexican-American was born in the United States but schooled in Mexico.
de had a 5th grade education and came from an occupational background
entirely in field harvests. Ten years ago he began working as a harvest hand
in lettuce and apples.

The four pushers have almost identical social profiles. They were
between 20 and 33 years old, One had a 4th grade education, two Went
to the 8th, and on¢ the 9th, All four were Mexican-Americans born,
raised, and educated in the United States, All had families,

The six truck drivers and one mechanic fit a different mold. All seven
were born or raised in Mexico. Five were still green carders and two
had recently gained citizenship. Their level of education ranged between
3rd and 6th grade, all in Mexico. All were living with their families,

The two stitchers fit a third pattern. Both were in their early twenties,
Both were Anglos with higher tt . average levels of education—one 10th
grade and the other twe years of college. Both lived with their families,

A fourth pattern was exemplified by the two folders and two water
boys, involuntary day haul placements from the farm labor office, Four were
in their late thirties and one was 54. All were isolates (living alone). Two
had a 7ih grade education, one a 10th, and a fourth had a Bachelor of
Science degree. Two were Anglo and two were Negro.

The independent harvest crew had a 49-year-old Filipino crew leader.
Like many of his workers he had immigrated to the United States in 1930
and had begun working in stoop labor in vegetable crops while still in his
teens. His father, who did not emigrate from the Philippines, was a sub-
sistence farmer and fisherman. Of the 15 other Filipino workers in his
crew, all were in their late fifties or early sixties. All had less than an 8th
grade education. All schooling had been in the Philippines, Nine or 60
percent of them had less than 4th grade schooling. All except one reported
speaking the Ilocano dialect. Three spoke Tagalog and one Sebuano. All

4
3
2
2




7%/ Farmers, Workers and Machines

of them had emigrated in the late teens or early twenties. Many of them
stopped off in Eawaii f.r a year or two before landing in California. All
had begun work in vegetable crops and had adhered almost exclusively
throughout the decades to this crop-harvest patterr. They spoke only their
dialects (chiefly Ilocano) in the fields. Many of them had difficulty in
conversing in most casual English. They referred to their legal status in the
United States as “permanent residents.”

Of the eight non-Filipinos interviewed on the indepundent crew, seven
were green card Mexicans and one was a naturalized Mexican-American. All
but one ranged in their late twenties or early thirties. One had one year of
school, two had two years, four had five years, and one six years—all in
Mexico. Six were living with their families and two were isolates.

J Company almost invariably reserved first cutting, top label packing
for their National crews. The independent crew got second, third, or even
fourth cutting, almost always with second label. The independent crew
worked for piece rates only but the Naticnal crews operated under the
adverse effect guaranteed wage of $i an hour.

Viage System

J Company workers are paid either 24 cents a carton (on a crew
basis) or a guaranteed hourly wage of $1. Management reported that each
crew decided which system they wanted and then were paid by this sys-
tem regardless of fluctuations in production. The $1 hourly rate or 24 cents
piece rate applied to the cutters, packers, closers, spreaders, water boys,
and windrowers.

Each folder receives 2 cent a carton, each stitcher gets 2 cents a
carton, loaders get 1 to 112 cents per carton divided between two. Each
truck driver gets 2 cents for each carton that he hauls.

Pushers or row bosses are paid anywhere from $75 to $150 a week
and foremen’s salaries range between 4500 and $750 a month. Foremen
also get a pickup and in some cases a car for family use with gas and oil
credit cards as well as phone expenses.

Experience Account

Management i~dicated that they have no special plans to cope with
the cancellation of the bracero program except to “play it by ear.” They
may cut back on their acreage or go complerely to independent crews.
They also indicated that they may use more green carders. “We would not
consider going back to the sheds!”

The attitude of management toward independent crews agrees with
the stereotype we encountered with all growers sampled on the subject.
‘They say that independent nrews pack only for quantity, do not “take pride”
in their pack as the Naticn)s do, and are not selective in their choice of
heads. Management claims independent crews pack heads as they come to
them rather than wasting motica in walking up and down the beds looking
for the right quality and size.

we




The Cotton
Industry

BACKGROUND

COTTON AS AN INDUSTRY is older than either citrus or lettuce. Its origin
extends back into precolumbian antiquity. There are references to its cul-
tivation in the colonies as early as 1621 (McGowan 1961:1; Smith and
Jones 1948: 34). Also unlike citrus or lettuce, slave labor formed the basis
of its technology. Perhaps because of more than a century of slavery and
still another century of sharecropping, technological changes in cotton have
come about comparatively slowly. A Texas experiment station bulletin
brings the time aspect into focus:

Cotton was grown for its fiber in the United States for approx-
imately 170 years before a young Southern widow inspired Eli
Whitney to invent the cotton gin. More than 100 years passed
before the invention developed into the modern gin plant. The
first mechanical cotton picker was patented in 1851 and almost
100 years passed before this invention developed into a successful
machine. The mechanical cotton stripper was first patented in 1871
and 75 years passed before the tractor-mounted stripper came into
extensive use. Thus, we can see that mechanical harvesting and pro-
cessing of cotton has been slow in comparison with the development
of the automobile, airplane, radio, radar and the atom bomb (Smith
and Jones 1948: 34).

A 1937 National Research Project Report focuses on the economic aspect
of the slow evolution of cotton mechanization:

Even though a mechanically successful and economically feasible
cotton picker may be near at hand, its spread will probably be gradual
rather than sudden. This view is strengthened by the history of the
introduction of other agricultural machines. Rapid mechanization
has occurred only where the financial rewards have been high or
labor shortage acute. Therefore, as long as there is an abundance
of cotton pickers willing to pick cotton for 75 cents to 1 dollar per
100 pounds, and as long as other prices maintain their present
alinement, the mechanical picker cannot be expected to take the
Cotton Belt by storm (Horne and McKibben 1937: 18).

Hand picking still accounts for almost a third of the cotton har-
vested in the United States (USDA 1963b). As recently as 1958, Arizona,
heading the nation in cotton harvest mechanization (Barnes 1963), har-
vested more than half its crop by hand (ASES 1959: iv). Not count-
ing experimental and individual grower versions, manufactured stripper

[771]
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harvesters have been available for 33 years. Manufactured spindle har-
vesters have been on the market for 22 years. Thus in cotton fundamentally
different technologies—hand picking and machine picking—have persisted
side-by-side for over three decades. It compares in this respect to the
contemporaneous shed pack and field pack in the lettuce industry prior to
1950. However in lettuce these two technologies occupied complementary
roles. In cotton, hand picking and machine picking are fundamentally com-
peting technologies. In lettuce, when the field was thrown into direct com-
petition with the shed pack by the sudden appearance of the cardboard
carton and the vacuum cooler, its harvesting technology was completely
revolutionized in eight years. In cotton, more than three decades have wit-
nessed men and machines competine in a seesaw struggle whose outcome
must be regarded as an inevitable t. 1 more than a revolution.
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