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ABSTRACT

This study investigates Latino farmworkers in Michigan in regard to “occupational cycles,”
defined as changes in types of jobs during the year. Data for this study came from a survey of 350
residents of farm labor camps in 12 counties in Michigan. Of labor camp residents, 99% were Lati-
nos (mostly Mexican Americans) and 67% wintered in regions to the south, mostly Texas and
Florida. Nearly all women and two-thirds of men lived with family members in households in the
labor camps. Statistical tests included cluster analysis and tests of difference of means and pro-
portions including partitioning of chi square and a post hoc test for chi square equality of pro-
portion. Over one-third of study participants had nonagricultural jobs during the preceding year.
An unexpectedly high percentage of women had off-farm jobs (42%). The percentage did not dif-
fer statistically from that of men (35%). All the jobs were low-paying, but the status of women’s off-
farm jobs was higher than that of men’s. Women with off-farm jobs had worked in significantly
more states than other women, typically including Texas rather than Florida, in contrast to men
with nonagricultural jobs, who tended to have worked in Florida. Education was not related to
women’s employment patterns although men with off-farm jobs had significantly more education
than others. These findings show that workers in the migrant streams reaching the Midwest are
more diverse in employment than expected, and that this complexity characterizes women working
in the nonfarm sector as well as men. Furthermore, the position of women migrant workers in gen-
erating income for their households is more important than expected.
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It is well known that most migrant farmworkers
change employers and move from farm to farm in an
annual cycle to follow the availability of farm work
requiring hand labor in the fields. We term this annual
shift from job to job an “occupational cycle.” Our analy-
sis focuses largely on the shift to nonagricultural types of
employment and its variation by gender. Crossover of
migrant workers into nonagricultural jobs has received
little attention by researchers, as have patterns of work by
women in the migrant stream. About one-third of Michi-
gan migrant farmworkers work off-farm at some point in
their occupational cycles according to findings presented
here, and women and men differ significantly in nonagri-
cultural employment.

Interstate migrant farmworkers in Michigan have
particularly long routes of travel, as nearly all winter in
Florida, Texas, and Mexico. The long distances and
Michigan’s short growing season ensure that the state’s
migrant workers must shift jobs and locations through an
annual cycle; however, we had not expected that many
members of the migrant stream would cross into nonagri-
cultural sectors for work. In particular, as women have
been described in other studies as having supporting roles
in households, we had not expected that they would tend
to take the lead in off-farm employment by taking higher-
status jobs.

In this paper, we focus on the gendered nature of the
lives of migrant workers. Specifically, we relate gender to
off-farm jobs through statistical analysis dealing with
types of work, migration patterns, education, and house-
hold type.

Latino Migrant Farmworkers and Occupational
Mobility: Literature and Focus

Latino Migrant Farmworkers. A migrant farm
laborer is a person who seeks agricultural work away
from his/her home. The U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) and Public Heath Service (PHS) define migrant
workers as those who earn more than 50% of their earned
incomes harvesting or performing agricultural labor, and
spend the night away from home (or cross a county line)
in order to perform agricultural work [Slesinger, 1992:
227].

Farmworkers from Florida, Texas, and in some cases,
Mexico, annually come to the Midwest for seasonal and
summer work (Valdes, 1991 as cited in Rochín, 1995).
Nearly all are Latinos, most of whom are Spanish speak-
ing and have little facility with English, even those orig-
inating from Texas or Florida (Metz, 1990). With about
45,000 migrant laborers (Michigan Commission on Span-
ish Speaking Affairs, 1997), Michigan is the nation’s
fourth largest employer of migrant farmworkers.

Description of Farmworkers Nationwide. A 1991
Department of Labor national survey found that one-third
of migrant farmworkers were less than 30 years old, more
than half had less than eight years of education and had
earnings below the federal poverty level, and two-thirds
were Latino (Slesinger, 1992). Vaughan described a sam-
ple of 437 Mexican farmworkers in southern California
as having a mean age of 35.6 years; mean number of
years in school of 5.8; the mean number of years spent as
a laborer of 12.4, and working 8.5 months per year on
average. Less than half (43.8%) had worked in jobs out-
side agriculture, 21.2% knew of nonagricultural jobs of
equal pay, and for 81.4%, agriculture was the principal
source of income. In Michigan, the migrant farmworker
population contrasts with that in southern California, as
Michigan workers mostly do not come directly from
Mexico, but are citizens or legal residents, many of whom
grew up and were educated in the U.S.

Employment. For migrant farm laborers, whether
they have jobs outside agriculture is one indication of
economic opportunity (Vaughan, 1995). Migrant labor is
a low status job that leads to few other opportunities.
Migrant laborers generally have no employment security,
no benefits, poor living conditions, poor pay, require-
ments to travel and work long hours, and are frequently
exposed to agricultural chemicals. It is therefore useful to
explore what jobs outside agriculture have been available
to migrants and factors that may influence migrant labor-
ers’ capability to move outside of agricultural work and
improve their employment mobility. The literature indi-
cates that finding work outside agriculture is related to
various factors, including legal or illegal status of migrant
farmworkers, and subjective assessment of mobility. In
this paper, we explore employment in relation to gender
and include other variables dealing with membership in
different migrant streams, education, English language
capability, and household composition.
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In regard to occupational mobility of low-income
Latinos, we draw on the work of Kossoudji and Cobb-
Clark (1996) and Segura (1989). For undocumented
workers, upward wage mobility parallels occupational
mobility. Workers, as they gain more experience in the
U.S., obtain increased skills and knowledge relevant to
the U.S. labor market (Kossoudji and Cobb-Clark, 1996).
“From the dishwasher to busboy to waiter, or from picker
to packer to tractor driver are two common unauthorized
mobility examples” (ibid.: 902). Kossoudji and Cobb-
Clark also report other issues that are relevant to undocu-
mented workers in the U.S. Workers learn about other
jobs from information received from their current
employment. Workers are likely to have to move invol-
untarily so as to escape apprehension. The lack of legal
status limits the sphere of employment opportunities to
certain segments of the job market. We would add that
ability to speak and understand English is important in
the mobility described by Kossoudji and Cobb-Clark.

Segura (1989) found an unexpected constraint on
upward mobility in a sample of 20 Chicanas and 20 resi-
dent Mexican immigrant women living in the San Fran-
cisco Bay Area in 1978-1979 and 1980-81. The author
concluded that subjective feelings of upward mobility
occurred when women compared themselves to their Chi-
cana-Mexicana working-class referent group’s successes
and failures and therefore a large portion of women in the
study were content with their low-paying jobs and few
opportunities to advance. 

Migrant Streams. This article examines migrant
streams, education, and language preference as they
relate to work opportunities outside agriculture. Vaughan
(1995) found in California that the more that migrants
traveled for work throughout the state, the less stable and
more limited their socioeconomic circumstances. The
migrant stream in which farmworkers travel is likely to
affect employment outside agriculture as well as types
and duration of farm employment.

The migratory pattern of Michigan’s workers can be
described in terms of sending states, where the workers
reside during the winter, and receiving states, to which
they travel for work. Three migrant streams are described
in the literature (Slesinger, 1992; Jasso and Mazorra,
1984). They describe two main patterns that reach Michi-
gan. First, one migrant stream, composed mostly of Mex-
ican Americans and Mexicans, begins from Texas and
reaches Michigan by way of Louisiana, Arkansas, Mis-
souri, Illinois, and Indiana. The Texas stream is largely
made up of families with several generations, including

women and children who also work in the field (Jasso and
Mazorra, 1984). Another stream arrives in Michigan from
Florida by way of Georgia, South Carolina, North Car-
olina, Tennessee, Kentucky, Indiana, and Ohio. It is
derived from the “East Coast migrant stream,” which
includes African- and Euro-Americans, Puerto Ricans,
Haitian refugees, Jamaicans, and other West Indians. Of
people in this stream, those who travel to Michigan are
nearly all of Mexican American or of Mexican descent. In
addition, some migrants settle in Midwestern states and
compete seasonally for jobs with migrant farmworkers
from Texas and Florida (Barger and Reza, 1994 as cited
in Rochín, 1995:293).

Education. Low educational levels tend to lead to
fewer work opportunities for migrant farm laborers
(Chavira-Prado, 1992). Latino farmworkers have less
education on average compared with other Latinos and
Whites and therefore are less able to compete for jobs
outside agriculture. Among adults who are at least 25
years old, only half of Latinos (51%) have completed
high school compared with 80% of non-Latinos (Chapa
and Valencia, 1993 cited in Rochín, 1995). A Latino
migrant farmworker’s median years of education was 5.4
years in 1979 compared to Whites at 12.3 years (Pollack,
1979 as cited in Jasso and Mazorra, 1984). The adult
Latino population is less educated on average because it
includes a subpopulation of Latin American immigrants,
many of whom arrived in the United States with less than
eight years of schooling (Rochín, 1995). Also contribut-
ing to the continued low levels of education is the nature
of migrant farm work that requires children to move from
school to school in spring and fall following the harvest. 

For migrant farmworkers, education can lead to more
job options (Vaughan, 1995). In southern California,
migrants who had completed more years of education
believed they had more job options than those who had
completed fewer years (Vaughan, 1995). Kossoudji and
Cobb-Clark studied 2,110 Latino men who initially
entered the U.S. between 1973 and 1982 and had applied
for legalization as a result of the Immigration Reform and
Control Act (IRCA) of 1986. Sixteen percent had less
than four years of education, 35% had 4-6 years of edu-
cation, 28% had 7-11 years of education, and 22% had a
high school diploma or higher. Only 12% had completed
their last year of education in the U.S., indicating that
most of the education had been obtained in their country
of origin. They speculated that this education is worth
less in the job market than U.S. education would be,
although we would add that this relationship could be
confounded by differences in fluency in English. 

2



Although research in this area has been limited to
men, education is probably an important predictor for
female migrant farmworkers’ obtaining jobs outside agri-
culture. Even when socioeconomic variables are con-
trolled, the level of education is reported as the most
important predictor of Chicanas’ labor force participation
(Cooney, 1975 as cited in Andrade, 1982).

English Language. Employment outside of agricul-
ture is also enhanced by English language ability
(Chavira-Prado, 1992), and few immigrants from Mexico
speak English (Rochín, 1995). In the study of Latino
IRCA applicants, even though they had an average of ten
years of U.S. work experience, 28% reported not knowing
English (Kossoudji and Cobb-Clark, 1996). This same
study found that only 20 of 179 occupations accounted for
75% of all the first jobs that they held in this country —
jobs with no interaction with the public such as work in
agriculture and in restaurant kitchens as food preparers
and cooks. More than one-third of the study participants
were in the bottom 10 ranked occupations (Kossoudji and
Cobb-Clark, 1996). Furthermore, they found that English
language is a significant determinant of occupational
mobility — those more versed in the English language
were more likely to be upwardly mobile.

In summary, farmworkers who do not speak English
and who have little education are limited in employment
opportunities outside agriculture. Some analyses depict
them as bound to their “rural communities of protection
and culture, but they also become increasingly isolated
from the rest of the United States that is non-Hispanic”
(Rochín, 1995:300). On the other hand, this article shows
a complex interweaving of agricultural and nonagricul-
tural employment. It is not clear whether these contrasts
are due to economic change leading to greater availabil-
ity of jobs in the service sector or perhaps, differences in
research methods. 

Household. This article also examines households as
they relate to work opportunities outside agriculture.
“Kinship networks offer social, emotional, and economic
support and assistance with migration and settlement”
(Zinn 1981:263). Economic conditions affect the family,
and gender roles within the family influence economic
viability (Chavira-Prado, 1992). While it is true that the
intersection of class, ethnicity, and gender influences the
resources of a family, this paper focuses on the relation-
ship of gender to employment other than farm labor.
Chavira-Prado, on the basis of ethnographic interviews
and participant observation in southern Illinois with 11
Tarascan women from Cheran, Michoacan, Mexico,

states that opportunities for work outside agriculture is
more limited for women than for men because of the view
that women’s roles are “helpers or dependents” and
men’s traditional role in the family is the main worker.

Little research has addressed women’s migration from
Mexico (Donato, 1993). Studies have reported that
women migrant workers usually are attached to families,
and women’s migration has been associated with follow-
ing other family members who had gone ahead and estab-
lished residency (Donato, 1993). Chavira-Prado noted that
female-headed households do not exist among migrant
farmworkers because farmers prefer to hire men as work-
ers and an undocumented Mexican migrant woman cannot
survive without being attached to a man. Migrants with
families are more likely to be poor than single migrant
farmworkers (Slesinger, 1992) because they have more
expenses. Therefore, women put their children to work as
a way of increasing the household’s income and placing a
family at further advantage by connecting the family to
outside resources (Chavira-Prado, 1992). 

Chavez (1988) compared single migrants in San
Diego to those accompanied by spouses or children in a
snowball sample of 2,103 adult undocumented migrants
born in Mexico. Chavez reported that prior classification
categories of migrant laborers such as Mines and Kear-
ney were based on length of residence. Each classifica-
tion system developed characteristic migration and
residence patterns and reported different participation in
the U.S. labor market. Chavez examined the process of
establishing long-term settlement patterns and focused on
migration experiences, household composition over time,
residency patterns, and labor market participation. He
concluded that single migrants were more likely to be
temporary workers in the U.S., maintaining their ties
back home in Mexico, whereas migrants living with their
families viewed their employment as more secure and
desired to remain in the U.S.

Donato (1993) examined more completely the deter-
minants of female migration from surveying a random
sample of 150-200 persons within each of 10 Mexican
communities during the winters from 1987-88 through
1990-91. Interviews were also conducted in the U.S. with
20 outmigrants from each of five sending communities.
She found that once a woman migrated to the U.S., she
usually continued to do so as a strategy to gain upward
economic mobility. This finding is consistent with previ-
ous studies of male immigrants from Mexico. In addition,
she found that women migrants tended to come from
entrepreneurial households in Mexico, to have six plus
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years of education, and to migrate to reunite with their
families. This is in contrast to those in families who
owned land, in which case women stayed at home to keep
the land while the men migrated. Donato concluded that
female migration is a “function of the structural charac-
teristics of Mexican households” (Donato, 1993:767).

Other studies have documented the interrelationships
between work and family life. A household survey of 219
Mexican male migrant workers from Jalisco, Mexico
who migrated to California reported that migrants experi-
enced changes in work patterns and family roles when
they moved from one place to the other (Guendelman,
1987). The U.S. provided economic support to the men
whereas home and family provided them with social and
emotional support. An ethnographic study of one male
migrant farmworker in southern New Jersey during 1980-
81 concluded that poverty, a large family, and limited
schooling caused him to accept employment in the U.S.
(Shimahara and Condon, 1984).

There have been studies about migrant farmworkers’
families, migrant streams, and employment outside agri-
culture. However, there are few studies of migrant farm-
workers that explicitly compared men and women with
regard to these variables.

Research Questions. In this paper we focus on gender
differences as they relate to factors of age, education,
household composition, migration patterns, and occupa-
tions outside agriculture. We have one main research
question: among migrant farm workers in Michigan, do
women differ from men in education, language skills, and
patterns of work? Also, we examined interactions
between gender and other variables of interest, such as
membership in a given migrant stream. 

Data and Methods

This study analyzes data from a survey of residents of
agricultural labor camps in 12 counties in southern
Michigan. The questionnaires were administered orally to
350 study participants. The part of the questionnaire ana-
lyzed here dealt with social and economic characteristics
of farmworkers. Several questions dealt with age, educa-
tion, and household composition in the labor camp. Ques-
tions on occupational histories addressed length of time
in farm work, other states where participants had worked
on farms, and nonagricultural jobs in the last year. Geo-
graphic questions asked where participants had attended
school, the places they considered to be their home com-
munities, how many years of farm work they had done in

Michigan, and other states where they had done farm
work in the last year. In addition, each interviewer com-
pleted a list of questions including gender, ethnicity, and
the study participant’s choice of language for the ques-
tionnaire (English or Spanish).

Drawing the Sample. The survey involved oral
administration of the questionnaire to farm labor camp
residents who were at least 18 years old. Migrant farm-
workers can be a difficult population from which to draw
a sample, particularly where workers move several times
during each year’s growing season. Regions of Michigan
vary in cropping patterns, and farmworkers often move
among them in the attempt to sustain steady employment
until they move southward for the winter. Drawing a ran-
dom sample for a study of this nature is difficult for sev-
eral reasons; the population of farm labor camps is in
constant flux depending on a series of unpredictable fac-
tors, especially changes in the weather that determine the
timing and amount of work in the fields and orchards.
Other factors include: public policy changes affecting liv-
ing conditions in farm labor camps and requiring outlays
by farmers (farmers respond by complying or not com-
plying, but trying to avoid any penalty, in which case
their state license may be threatened); changes in policies
governing food stamps; aid to low-income children; state
and federal medical care services; and other publicly pro-
vided benefits that enhance workers’ low standard of liv-
ing, and technological changes (diminishing the need for
field workers). These factors, and others, shape the tim-
ing and numbers of people arriving to live in any specific
farm labor camp. Farmworkers tend to return to camps
where they have done well in the past, but the residents of
any one camp cannot be predicted on a yearly, monthly,
or weekly basis. Moreover, there is no list of farmwork-
ers in the state and the available list of licensed farm labor
camps does not include an up-to-date roster of living
quarters. All of these obstacles can be overcome to con-
struct a random sample, but the expense would be pro-
hibitive. In view of these problems, an opportunity
sample was drawn in farm labor camps in 12 counties in
the central region of the southern peninsula of Michigan.
The region provided a good sampling of different kinds
of farms according to size and crop, although it is not sta-
tistically representative.

We used a list of migrant labor camps compiled by
the Michigan Department of Social Services the previous
year as a basis for planning routes for interviewing.
Research teams could also stop and conduct interviews at
any other camp they passed on the road. Interviewers vis-
ited as many large camps in the region as possible and
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also included some small camps for balance. Once the
interviewers arrived camps, they interviewed all adults
(18 years of age and over) who willingly participated in
the study. The final sample is from 44 farm labor camps
in 12 counties, with crops reflecting the state’s variety of
hand-picked fruits and vegetables, greenhouse plants, and
Christmas trees. There is no apparent difference in the
characteristics of the people in this sample and those in a
1995 study carried out with the similar methods. 

The questionnaires were administered from July 30
through Sept. 11, 1997, to 404 residents of farm labor
camps. Of that number, 350 survey participants stated
that they were not specialized in farm work that required
formal training (i.e., they were not pesticide handlers,
who normally take a training course and are required to
pass a test to obtain state certification; by implication,
they are better educated about pesticide safety than most
other farm workers). The present study analyzed data
from the 350 survey participants.

Interviewing. Interviewers were trained by going
through two versions of pesticide safety training (a video
and a flip chart with narration) and discussing its history
and aims. Then they reviewed the questionnaire, the goal
of each question, and possible pitfalls. The survey began
with six interviewers, four of whom had worked an ear-
lier survey. A second training session was held two weeks
later for nine more interviewers who then worked on
teams combining experienced and inexperienced people.
All interviewers were bilingual in English and Spanish,
most of them female graduate students at MSU.

Teams of two to five interviewers visited farm labor
camps in an expanding radius from their home bases (one
in Lansing and the other in Hart, Mich.). Interviews were
carried out in the labor camps after the residents had
returned from the fields, beginning about 6 p.m. and con-
tinuing until about 9 p.m., depending on the size of the
camp and availability of people to interview. Upon arriv-
ing at a camp, team members would divide up to
approach each dwelling (house, trailer, or apartment) to
ask for interviews. The protocol began with explaining
the study, conversing a little to establish rapport and
develop clear communication, and asking for human sub-
jects’ consent. Then the interviewers followed the ques-
tionnaire, sometimes pausing for light conversation if the
participant had tired or become bored. At the end of the
interview, participants were given $5 as a token of appre-
ciation for their cooperation. The amount was not adver-
tised in advance and was designed to be low enough to
avoid overcoming substantial hesitation on the part of

any participant. Most camp residents participated gra-
ciously in the survey, even though interviews usually
occurred at the end of a work day when they had returned
from the fields, tired and ready to rest.

Limitations of the Study. Since these interviews were
conducted face-to-face, the information gathered is of a
higher quality than if the surveys had been conducted by
phone or written. There are a few limitations that should
be noted, however. First, the sample was not random;
however, there appears to be no evidence of bias. The
questions did not include as much information about fam-
ilies and household composition as we would have liked
for the purposes of this paper. However, questions related
to employment proved useful. We have confidence that
the data, though sparse, were provided by participants in
a forthright manner. An ethnographic study would com-
plement this work further.

Measures — Survey Questions and Variables Ana-
lyzed. Questions analyzed in this paper concern employ-
ment, household, geography, and demographics, and the
statistical analysis dealt with the relevant items from the
questionnaire. Interviewers asked whether migrants had
worked at jobs other than farm work and what those jobs
were; what family members lived in their households at
the camp; in what other states they had worked; what
place they considered home; and, where they attended
school. We also obtained basic demographic information
such as age, gender, ethnicity, language preference, and
the last grade they had entered in school.

The survey asked what places the workers called
home. A few people named several places and a few oth-
ers said “none.” It is not known whether workers defined
“home” as the place where they grew up and planned to
live again in the future, or whether they were using that
place as a home base at the time of the survey. In most
cases, a worker was probably returning to a place desig-
nated as home annually, but was not necessarily spending
much time there. Many had no house in any location,
their main property being the cars that they used for inter-
state travel. The survey did not ask more specific ques-
tions about workers’ home bases because it was important
to building rapport with respondents to avoid the appear-
ance of eliciting information relevant to the U.S. Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, the agency in charge
of deporting immigrants who lack documents for work-
ing in the United States. People who reside in agricultural
labor camps fear deportation, whether or not they are
U.S.-born or legal residents; thus it was important for the
establishment of rapport to avoid eliciting any informa-
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tion that could be construed as prying about legal status.
In fact, the interviewers had the impression that most
respondents were legal members of the work force.

In the analysis, migrants were sorted into the two
migrant streams that go to Michigan — the Texas-Michi-
gan and the Florida-Michigan streams — on the basis of
states where they had done farmwork. Someone who had
worked in Texas or Florida was categorized as a member
of that stream; in other cases, stream membership was
assigned on the basis of selection criteria.1 Anyone who
worked in both Texas and Florida was assigned member-
ship according to the stream in which they had worked in
the most states. Some (n=26) could not be categorized.
This inability to classify some into a migrant stream is
consistent with Martin’s report that migration of farm-
workers “is a much more complex, unpatterned, and
unpredictable phenomenon” than once thought (Martin,
1988 as cited in Rochín, 1995:293). In addition, some
farmworkers have settled and do not migrate anymore. 

In Michigan, counties where the survey was con-
ducted formed a swath cutting across the lower half of the
lower peninsula from the northwest to the southeast:
Mason (three farmworkers), Oceana (112), Muskegon
(1), Ottawa (44), Kent (35), Montcalm (9), Ionia (11),
Clinton (18), Ingham (42), Livingston (36), Washtenaw
(35), and Oakland (4). These counties belonged to five of
nine Michigan agricultural districts (Rochín and Siles,
1994) — West Central (Mason, Muskegon, Oceana),
South West (Kent and Ottawa), South Central (Clinton,
Ingham, and Ionia), Central (Montcalm), and South East
(Oakland, Washtenaw, and Livingston).

Households were classified into four distinct groups
through cluster analysis. This technique sorts individuals
into groups according to their scores on a set of variables.
In this case, individuals were sorted as to whether they
were traveling with various family members: parents, sib-
lings, children, spouses. The analysis produced four clear
clusters based on household members in addition to each
respondent: 1) Family of Procreation, including one or
two generations, with spouse, children, or both (n = 114),
2) Family of Origin, including one or two generations
with respondents’ parents, siblings, or both (n = 68), 3)
Extended Family, including at least two generations and
combining members of the respondents’ families of pro-
creation and origin including various combinations of
spouse, children, parents, and siblings (n=92), and 4)
Those with No Close Relatives, including only more dis-
tantly related kin or no relatives at all (n = 76). 

Featherman’s socioeconomic index of occupational
status (Featherman and Stevens, 1982) was used to clas-
sify jobs outside of agriculture. Featherman’s index is a
revision of an earlier socioeconomic index that was con-
structed to indicate prestige scores for various census
occupational titles. This earlier index compiled both edu-
cational and income characteristics. The particular scale
used for this study of migrant farmworkers was the
MSEI3 because it “differentiates most clearly among the
major occupational groups, particularly those at the bot-
tom of the socioeconomic distribution” (Featherman and
Stevens, 1982:93). Its scores range from 2.59 to 95.89.

Analysis. The statistical analysis examined gender
differences on means, rank orders, or proportions, as
appropriate to the data. These analyses used t-tests, chi
square tests, or Mann-Whitney U tests, depending on the
level of measurement and distribution of the data. Also
the analysis examined interactions between gender and
other variables of interest. Chi-square tests were used
here. A level of p < .05 is defined as statistically signifi-
cant in the analyses.

Two types of post hoc tests were performed. Parti-
tioning of chi square was used when collapsing of sub-
groups was appropriate, e.g., when comparing more than
two levels of job status. When collapsing was not appro-
priate, e.g., when comparing households, a post hoc test
for chi square of equality of proportion was performed
(Marascuilo and McSweeney, 1977). 

Lastly, this analysis identified household groups
through cluster analysis — Ward’s method using binary
squared Euclidean distance. This statistical method is
appropriate for dichotomous data and is commonly used
in the social sciences (Aldenderfer and Blashfield, 1984).

Findings

Overview. Table 1 shows the variables in this analy-
sis and the strength of differences between women and
men. The first column shows characteristics of the entire
sample. We present these findings first, then deal with
gender differences in those variables, and finally take a
close look at the gendered nature of jobs and their status.
Generally, women in the migrant stream are at least on a
par with men regarding work in and outside agriculture in
terms of the measures used in this study. Women had sig-
nificantly more education, greater preference for English
over Spanish, and stronger ties to the United States in
general. Women had worked in agriculture for more years

6



7

Table 1. Description of Participants in the Study
Percentage or Mean

Variable Standard Deviation
All Participants Women Men=212 Comparative

N=350 n=138 Statistica

General characteristics:

Ethnicity: Latino/a 99.4%

Gender 39.4% 60.6%

Age (years) 31.7 32.72 31.01 t = -1.37

(11.4)

Education (last grade entered in school) 7.5 7.97 7.17 t = -2.11*

(3.5)

Language of questionnaire: Spanish 86.6% 76.1% 93.4% x2= 21.54*

Home is U.S. 68.9% 91.2% 54.7% x2 = 51.95*

Household study participant is living with:

Any relative 78.3%

Family of Origin - Parents and/or siblings 19.4% 8.7% 26.4%

No close relatives 21.7% 2.2% 34.4%

Extended - Children, spouse, siblings, and parents 26.3% 42.8% 15.6%

Procreating Family - Spouse and/or children only 32.6% 46.4% 23.6%

Migrant Stream:

In the last year, worked on farms in:

Florida 32.9% 22.8% 39.3% x2 = 10.26*

Texas 29.1% 32.4% 27.0%

Categorized as member of migrant stream: x2 = 16.0*

Florida-Michigan 33.4% 24.6% 39.2%

Texas-Michigan 26.6% 31.2% 23.6%

Interstate migrant but unclear pattern 7.4% 3.6% 9.9%

Not an interstate migrant 32.6% 40.6% 27.4%

Work Variable/Main job is hand labor in the fields:

Overall 85.4% 82.6% 87.3%

At current farm 93.1% 92.0% 93.9%

Years at work on farms 9.1 9.68 8.67 t = -1.00

(9.1)

Years at work on Michigan farms 5.4 6.99 4.44 t =- 3.49*

(6.7)

Worked in other states 66.8% 57.7% 72.6% x2 = 8.41*

Total number of states worked 2.5 2.17 2.65 t = 2.87*

(1.5)

Work outside agriculture in past year 38.1% 42.3% 35.4% x2 = 1.71

*Significant at the .05 level or less



in Michigan, but in fewer other states compared with
men. The percentage of women working in nonagricul-
tural jobs was statistically equal to that of men, and
women also had higher status jobs on average, although
all jobs of study participants were low paying.

Camp Residents. The labor camp residents who par-
ticipated in the study were nearly all Latino, and on aver-
age, 32 years of age with a primary school education.
Educational levels varied widely, however, with a range
from 0 (never having started formal schooling) to 17
years. Most survey participants preferred to deal with the
questionnaire in Spanish rather than English, but obser-
vations by interviewers were that some camp residents
did not speak or understand Spanish. 

Women compromised 39% of the sample. Most peo-
ple (78.3%) lived in the labor camps with members of
their extended family. More than half of the respondents
(58.9%) belonged to households comprised of family
groups consisting of spouse, children and in some cases
parents (Table 1). Only 21.7% were with no close relative
and 19.4% lived with parents and/or siblings. In addition
to the cultural importance of being with family members,
there are practical reasons for family members to travel
together to labor camps. When people drive to Michigan,
they often travel in family caravans of several cars,
allowing them to deal with any problems on the road
more easily than if they are dependent on only one vehi-
cle. In addition, a number of families own no home and
prefer to stay together rather than risk separating, with the
possibility of being unable to find one another again.
Some farmworkers have houses, or relatives with houses,
in the Rio Grande Valley in Texas while many have none.

Nearly 70% (69.1%) of camp residents considered
the location of their home to be somewhere in the United
States, and many had worked on farms in Florida (32.9%)
or Texas (29.1%) in the past year. Two-thirds had done
farm work in states other than Michigan and they had
worked in 2.5 states, on average. Survey participants had
done farm work for 9.1 years, on average, with 5.4 years
of work in Michigan. Those who had worked outside
agriculture in the past year accounted for 38.1% of the
survey participants.

Gender Differences. There were significant differ-
ences between women and men on the number of years of
education, language preference (measured as language
preferred for the questionnaire), considering the U.S. as
home, years worked on Michigan farms, whether they
worked in other states, number of other states in which
respondents had worked, and household composition.
Women had significantly more education than men,

although the difference between means is less than one
year of school. On average, the last grade women entered
was the eighth grade (8.0) and the last grade men entered
was the seventh grade (7.2) (t = -2.11, p = .04). Fewer
women (76.1%) than men (93.4%) preferred Spanish as
the language of the questionnaire (c2 = 21.54, p =. 001).
Women thus may have had an edge in the job market with
somewhat more education on average and more comfort
in using English than men. 

More women (91.2%) than men (54.7%) considered
the U.S. their home (c2 = 51.95, p = .001). Nearly all
women lived in households with relatives; only 2.2% did
not compared with 34.4% of men. Furthermore, 89.2% of
women had positions in households as wives or mothers,
suggesting that they would have substantial domestic
responsibilities, perhaps tending to constrain their partic-
ipation in the job market (a tendency not borne out by this
study). There was a statistically significant difference in
household type between women and men (c2 = 90.41, p =
.001). More women than men traveled with extended
families (42.8% vs. 15.6%), and more women than men
traveled with spouse and/or children (46.4% vs. 23.6%).
Fewer women than men traveled with parents and/or sib-
lings (8.7% vs. 26.4%) and with no close relatives (2.2%
vs. 34.4%). Post hoc tests showed that women were less
likely to travel with no close relatives (2.2%) compared
to extended families (42.8%) or with spouse and/or chil-
dren (46.4%). Also, post hoc tests showed that men were
more likely to travel with parents and/or siblings (26.4%)
than in extended families (15.6%) or with spouse and/or
children (23.6%). 

Regarding farm work, women had worked a signifi-
cantly greater number of years in Michigan than had men.
Women worked more years on Michigan farms than men
(7.0 vs. 4.4, respectively) (t = -3.49, p =. 001). Fewer
women (57.7%) than men (72.6%) worked on farms in
states other than Michigan (c2 = 8.41, p = .004). Also,
women worked in fewer states other than Michigan com-
pared with men (2.2 vs. 2.7 states) (t = 2.87, p = .004).
The percentages of women and men who had worked off-
farm in the preceding year were not significantly differ-
ent. Additionally, there were no significant differences
between women and men with regard to age and total
years worked on farms. Surprisingly, as many as 42% of
women had nonagricultural jobs in the past year.

Jobs outside agriculture in previous year. More than
one-third of the respondents (38.1%) had a job outside
agriculture in the past year. Although 42.3% of women
and 35.4% of men had a job outside agriculture in the
past year, the difference was not statistically significant
(c2 = 1.71, p = .19). 
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Table 2. Types of Jobs, by Gender
MSEI3 DESCRIPTION Code Women Men Total

Cleaning Services
5.89 Vehicle washers and equipment cleaners Objects 0 4 4
6.16 Cleaners and charwomen Objects 0 2 2
7.6 Chambermaids and maids, except private household Objects 3 0 3

7.72 Janitors and sextons Objects 1 0 1
Subtotal 4 6 10

Personal Service Workers
4.39 Child care workers, private household People 9 0 9
4.81 Maids and servants, private household People 1 0 1

11.36 Dressmakers and seamstresses, except factory People 2 0 2
21.41 Hairdressers and cosmetologists People 1 0 1

Subtotal 13 0 13

Food Related
6.31 Produce graders and packers, except factory and farm Objects 17 17 34
6.95 Garbage collectors Objects 0 1 1
8.02 Gardeners and groundskeepers, exc. Farm Objects 0 1 1
9.48 Bottling and canning operatives Objects 0 1 1

11.27 Meat cutters and butchers, manufacturing Objects 0 6 6
Subtotal 17 26 43

Food Service Workers
6.89 Busboys Objects 0 1 1
8.21 Dishwashers Objects 0 2 2
9.68 Foods service worker, n.e.c., except private household Objects 1 1 2

10.43 Cooks, except private household Objects 2 1 3
11.16 Bakers Objects 2 0 2
15.42 Waiters People 1 2 3

Subtotal 6 7 13

Manufacturing
7.28 Packers and wrappers, except meat and produce Objects 1 2 3
7.28 Packers and wrappers, except meat and produce Objects 1 0 1
8.8 Cutting operatives, n.e.c. Objects 0 1 1

8.86 Solderers Objects 0 1 1
9.96 Assemblers Objects 1 0 1

10.57 Machine operatives, not specified Objects 2 5 7
11.55 Warehousemen, n.e.c. Objects 3 8 11
19.14 Checkers, examiners, and inspectors manufacturing Objects 1 1 2
25.47 Inspectors, n.e.c. Objects 0 1 1

Subtotal 9 19 28

Building/Construction
7.32 Lumbermen, raftsmen, and woodchoppers Objects 0 2 2
7.93 Construction laborers, exc. Carpenters’ helpers Objects 0 2 2

10.59 Roofers and slaters Objects 0 1 1
11.28 Painters, construction and maintenance Objects 2 2
14.82 Brickmasons and stonemasons, apprentices Objects 0 1 1
14.87 Carpenters Objects 0 4 4
15.86 Brickmasons and stonemasons Objects 0 4 4

Subtotal 0 16 16

Transportation Related
12.06 Automobile mechanics Objects 0 3 3
13.28 Truck drivers Objects 0 2 2
13.78 Automobile body repairmen Objects 0 1 1

Subtotal 0 6 6

Sales and Office Workers
9.05 Stock handlers Objects 0 1 1

19.26 Cashiers People 2 0 2
22.55 File clerks People 1 0 1
23.55 Counter clerks, except food People 2 0 2
24.9 Sales clerks, retail trade People 0 2 2

37.78 Bookkeepers People 1 0 1
44.25 Secretaries, n.e.c. People 1 0 1

Subtotal 7 3 10

Health and School Workers
17.82 Child care workers, exc. private household People 3 0 3
21.16 Health aides, exc. Nursing People 2 0 2
29.24 Health trainees People 1 0 1
37.2 Teacher aides, exc. School monitors People 3 0 3

48.75 Pre-kindergarten and kindergarten teachers People 1 0 1
Subtotal 10 0 10

TOTAL 66 83 149



Work outside agriculture did not relate to education
for women, but did relate to education for men. For
women, the likelihood of jobs outside agriculture was
42% regardless of level of education. For men, though,
work outside agriculture was related to education. Among
men who had a primary school education or less, only
29.3% had jobs outside agriculture. Among men who
entered school beyond the seventh grade, 43.2% had jobs
outside agriculture in the previous year (c2 = 4.36, p = .04).
This achievement of entering the eighth grade or better
equalized men to women, for whom the likelihood of jobs
outside agriculture was 42% across all educational levels. 

Additionally, a higher proportion of migrants with a
U.S. education had jobs outside agriculture (48.9%) than
did those educated outside the United States (c2 = 5.94, p
= .01). There was no significant difference between
women and men, however, in the relationship between
these variables. 

There were interesting gender differences related to
having had jobs outside agriculture in the previous year.
For women, having had jobs outside agriculture in the
previous year was positively correlated with the number
of states in which they had worked (r = .19, p = .03) and,
at a trend level, the years worked in farm labor (r = .17, p
= .05; two-tailed tests of significance). However, these
relationships were not statistically significant for men.

Having a job outside agriculture in the past year was
not related to membership in the different migrant
streams, but was related to having worked in Texas and
Florida. Having jobs outside agriculture in the last year
was not related to migrant stream (c2 = 2.54, p = .47). If
women had worked in Texas in the past year, though, they
were significantly more likely to have had a job outside
agriculture in the past year (54.5%) than if they had not
worked in Texas (c2 = 4.06, p=. 04); this relationship was
not statistically significant for men. If men had worked in
Florida in the past year, they were significantly more
likely to have a different job in past year (26.5% than if
they had not worked in Florida (c2 = 4.41, p = .04). 

The place considered home was not significantly
related to having had a job outside agriculture in the pre-
vious year. However, gender did interact with home loca-
tion and other jobs. For women who considered their
home to be outside of the U.S., work outside agriculture
was less likely. In contrast, it was more likely for men
who considered their home to be outside the U.S. For
women, 45.6% who considered their home in the U.S.
had jobs outside agriculture, compared with only 9.1%
who did not consider the U.S. their home (c2 = 5.51, p =

.02). For men, only 29.6% who considered their home in
the U.S. had jobs outside agriculture, compared with
42.2% who did not consider the U.S. their home (c2

=3.55, p = .06). 

In this sample, language preference was not signifi-
cantly related to having had a job outside agriculture in
the previous year. Household composition was not related
to having had a job other than migrant farm work either.
Additionally, there was no significant difference between
the genders relative to household composition and having
had a job outside agriculture in the previous year.

Types of jobs outside agriculture. Using Feather-
man’s scale (1982), examination of the types of jobs other
than farm work revealed a preponderance of fairly low
status jobs. The median score was 9.6 and the mean score
was 11.3 causing scores to be skewed right. The standard
deviation was 7.4 while the scores ranged as low as 4.39
and extended no higher than 48.75. Examination of types
of jobs outside agriculture revealed gender differences.
The general pattern was that women tended to report jobs
involving people whereas men tended to have jobs
involving objects. Women tended to be maids, childcare
workers, cooks, bakers, hairdressers, teacher aids, and
kindergarten teachers; while men tended to be produce
packers, garbage collectors, lumbermen, construction
laborers, dish washers, machine operatives, painters,
warehousemen, auto mechanics, drivers, and carpenters.
When women were involved with objects in jobs as cooks
or bakers, the jobs were typical of a female home role and
associated with nurturing people as noted by Chavira-
Prado (1992) in Illinois.

Table 3. States of Two Migrant Streams:
Texas and Florida

Texas Stream Florida Stream
(n = 93) (n = 117)

Texas Florida

Oklahoma Georgia

Arkansas S. Carolina

Missouri N. Carolina

New Mexico Virginia

Colorado W. Virginia

Iowa Tennessee

Minnesota Kentucky

Wisconisin Ohio

Illinois Michigan

Indiana

Michigan10



The types of jobs outside agriculture were all low in
status on the scale. This analysis examines them in three
groups (group 1: <10; group 2:10-15; and group 3:>15).
Featherman status levels differed significantly by gender
(c2 =15.71, p = .001). Partition of chi square revealed a
higher proportion of women in jobs with higher status
(group 3) than in groups 1 and 2 combined (c2 = 10.75, p
= .001). 

Household Groups. There was a statistically signifi-
cant difference among the four household types regarding
whether migrants considered the U.S. to be their home (c2

= 115.5, p = .001). A post hoc test for chi square of equal-
ity of proportion was performed (Marascuilo and
McSweeney, 1977). All types were statistically distinct
except two pairs. Migrants living in households with their
extended families were not different from those living
with families of procreation (with spouse, children, or
both); and migrants in families of origin (with parents,
siblings, or both) were not different from those with no
close relatives. Of those who considered their home the
U.S., a higher proportion of migrants lived with extended
families (94.6%) and families of procreation (89.2%) than
with families of origin (50.8%) or no close relative
(29.7%).

There was also a statistically significant difference
between respondents’ household types and where respon-
dents received their education — U.S. or elsewhere. (c2 =
22.18, p = .001). Post hoc tests showed that a higher pro-
portion of migrants living with extended families (38%),
families of procreation (29.9%), and families of origin
(32.4%), compared to no close relatives (6.8%), received
their education in the U.S. 

Household type was also related to level of education
(c2 = 16.78, p = .001). Post hoc tests showed that a higher
proportion of migrants in extended families (60.9%)
attended school through eighth grade or higher than
migrants with spouse and/or children (36.8%) or no close
relatives (38.7%). No other household types were signif-
icantly different from one another.

Household types differed between the two migrant
streams (c2 = 28.39, p = .001). Post hoc tests showed a
higher proportion of those migrants who traveled with no
close relatives (76.0%) than those with extended family
(28.8%) or family of procreation (52.1%) came from the
Florida stream. Additionally, a higher proportion of
migrants with parents and/or siblings (73%) than extended
family migrants (28.8%) came from the Florida stream. 

Geography and Migrant Stream

Home. Of the 342 who identified a place that they
considered their home, 241 (70.5%) considered their
home in the United States and 101 (29.5%) considered
their home outside the U.S. By gender, 92.0% of women
considered their home to be in the U.S. whereas only
56.1% of men considered their home in the U.S. (c2 =
50.78, p = .001). There was a statistically significant dif-
ference among household types in regard to whether
respondents considered the U.S. their home — 94.6% of
those living in a extended family household, 89.2% of
those living with their family of procreation, 50.8% of
those living with their family of origin, and 29.7% of
those without a close relative considered the U.S. their
home (c2 = 115.50, p = .001). (See Table 3). A higher pro-
portion of families with children considered the U.S. their
home (91.0%) compared to families with no children
(55.2%) (c2 = 48.74, p = .001). 

Education. There were also statistically significant
differences related to education. A higher proportion of
migrant workers who had entered the eighth grade and
beyond considered their home to be the U.S. (78%) com-
pared to those who had not (63.5%) (c2 = 8.70, p = .003).
Similarly, a higher proportion of workers who went to
school in the U.S. considered the U.S. their home
(98.9%) compared to 59.9% of those who did not attend
school in the U.S. (c2 = 49.39, p = .001).
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Table 4. Household Group by Home, Education, Grade, and Florida Migrant Stream
Household Family of No Close Extended Spouse and/or
Groups Origin Relatives Family Children

Percent considered the U.S. home 50.8 29.7 94.6 89.2

Percent educated in the U.S. 32.4 6.8 38.0 29.9

Percent entering above 7th grade 57.4 38.7 60.9 36.8

Percent in the Florida migrant stream 73.0 76.0 28.8 52.1



Michigan. Of the 314 workers who had worked on
farms in previous years, 274 had done so in Michigan. A
higher proportion of women (90.6%) had worked on
Michigan farms in previous years, compared to 70.3% of
men (c2 = 20.26, p = .001). Also, a higher proportion of
people living in households with their children had
worked on Michigan farms in previous years (91.1%),
compared to those living in households with no children
(71.0%) (c2 = 19.74, p = .001). A higher proportion of
migrants who had worked in other states also had worked
on Michigan farms in previous years (82.8%) compared
to 69% of those who had not worked in other states (c2 =
8.74, p = .003). And a higher proportion of migrants who
considered the U.S. their home worked in Michigan in
previous years (88.0%) compared to those who did not
consider the U.S. their home (55.4%) (c2 = 44.39, p =
.001). There was also a statistically significant difference
with regard to location of schooling and work in Michi-
gan. A higher proportion of those educated in the U.S.

had worked in Michigan in previous years (93.6%) com-
pared to 72.1% of those not educated in the U.S. (c2 =
18.43, p = .001). There was no statistically significant
relationship between educational level and having
worked in Michigan.

Migrant Stream. By what route migrants reach
Michigan is an interesting question and may relate to gen-
der, household types, the place considered home, where
schooling took place, and employment outside agricul-
ture. Of the 350 migrants in this study, 233 had worked in
states other than Michigan. Of these 233 migrants, 210
could be categorized into one of two streams leading to
Michigan: 117 from Florida and 93 from Texas. The other
23 migrant farm laborers could not be placed in a clearly
discernable stream (plus 3 were missing data). There was
no significant effect of migrant stream on jobs outside
agriculture or their status. 
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Table 5. Home Location
U.S. or Not U.S.

Home U.S. Not U.S.
Location n = 241 n = 101

Percent considered home 70.5 29.5

Percent of families with children 91.0 8.0

Percent of families with no children 55.2 44.8

Percent in 8th grade and above 78.0 22.0

Percent below 8th grade 63.5 26.5

Percent who went to school in U.S. 98.9 1.1

Percent who did not attend U.S.school 55.9 44.1

Table 6. Worked on Michigan Farms
in Previous Year

n = 274 Percent

Percent of women 90.6

Percent of men 70.3

Percent of households with children 91.1

Percent of households with no children 71.0

Percent who worked in other states 82.8

Percent who had not worked in other states 69.0

Percent who considered U.S. home 88.0

Percent who did not consider U.S. home 55.4

Percent educated in U.S. 93.6

Percent not educated in U.S. 72.1

Table 7. Migrant Streams
Florida or Texas

Florida Texas Not interstate Not categorized
n=117 n=93 n=114 n=26

Mean age 31.0 35.2 29.4 31.7

Percent of women 24.6 31.2 40.6 3.6

Percent of men 39.2 23.6 27.4 9.8

Percent considered home in U.S. 54.5 89.1 72.8 61.5

Percent did not consider home in U.S. 45.5 10.9 27.2 38.5

Percent educated in U.S. 18.4 34.8 31.9 24.0

Percent not educated in U.S. 81.6 65.2 68.1 76.0

Percent entered grade 8 and above 34.5 50.5 60.5 38.5

Percent entered below 8th grade 65.5 49.5 39.5 61.5



There was a statistically significant difference in age
between the migrant streams. The mean age for the
Florida migrant stream was 31.09 (standard deviation,
11.87), while the mean age of the Texas migrant stream
was 35.23 (standard deviation, 11.21) (t = -2.58, p = .01).
Additionally, a lower proportion of women (24.6%) than
men (39.2%) came from the Florida migrant stream (c2 =
16.00, p = .001). When examining the mean age of each
migrant stream by gender, there was a significant differ-
ence in mean age for men by migrant stream (t = -2.446,
p = .016) but not for women. For men, the mean age of
the Florida stream was 29.82 and the mean age of the
Texas stream was 34.98. For women, the mean ages were
34.21 and 35.51, respectively.

There was a statistically significant difference
between the migrant streams regarding the place called
home, country where educated, and level of education.
The Texas stream had a higher proportion of migrants
(89.1%) than the Florida stream (54.5%) who considered
their home to be in the U.S. (c2 = 30.09, p = .001). Addi-
tionally, the Texas stream had a higher proportion of
migrants who were educated in the U.S. (34.8%) than the
Florida stream (18.4%) (c2 = 8.33, p = .04). Also, a higher
proportion of the Texas stream (50.5%) entered the eighth
and higher grades compared with the Florida stream
(34.5) (c2 = 16.83, p = .001). 

There was a statistically significant difference
between migrant streams in regard to language. A higher
proportion of migrants from Florida preferred to answer
the questionnaire in Spanish (94.0%), whereas a higher
proportion of migrants from Texas preferred to answer in
English (19.4%) (c2 = 9.50, p = .02). 

Discussion and Conclusion

Description of Participants. The study participants
resemble other migrant farmworkers described in other
research in several aspects (Michigan Commission on
Spanish Speaking Affairs 1997; Grieshop, Stiles, and Vil-
lanueva 1996; Vaughan 1995; Aponte and Siles 1994;
Rochín and Siles 1994; Chavira-Prado 1992; Slesinger
1992; Santos 1989; and Rochín, Santiago, and Dickey
1989). They are mostly Latino, two-thirds are men, they
have few years of education, are young, and most prefer
to speak Spanish. 

Employment Outside Agriculture. While Vaughan
found in southern California that the mean number of
years spent as a laborer was 12.4, and that 43.8% had
worked in jobs outside of agriculture, this study found the
mean number of years worked on farms was nine years
and 38.1% had a job outside agriculture in the past year.

While language and household type were not related to
having a job outside agriculture in the last year, gender,
education, home, migrant stream, and location worked
were related. More years of education improved the
chances for men to get a job outside agriculture, but not
for women. A higher proportion of participants with a job
outside agriculture in the last year had a U.S. education.
Also, if women had worked in Texas and men had
worked in Florida in the past year, they were more likely
to have had a job outside agriculture in the last year. Work
outside agriculture in the past year was also more likely
for women who considered their home to be in the U.S.
and more likely for men who considered their home to be
outside the U.S.

Women were more likely to work in jobs outside
agriculture dealing with people, while men were more
likely to work in jobs dealing with equipment or objects.
A higher proportion of women were in higher status jobs.
Jobs with people may be considered higher status in the
lower part of the status range, and English language capa-
bility was hypothesized to account for the differences
between women and men. This study does not support
this conclusion, however, since there was no difference in
language preference between women and men who had
jobs outside agriculture. It should be noted, though, that
only 47 (13.4%) of the participants preferred English.
Another possible explanation is that women typically
work in service industries that deal with people and this
holds true for migrant farmworkers, too. 

In summary, women were more likely to have jobs
outside agriculture if they had worked in Texas the previ-
ous year, and considered the U.S. their home; they tended
to work in jobs dealing with people. On the other hand,
men were more likely to have jobs outside agriculture if
they had entered the eighth or a higher grade, worked in
Florida the previous year, and considered their home out-
side of the U.S.

Household Groups. This study reveals some interest-
ing dynamics regarding household groups. Migrants trav-
eling with an extended family group are more likely to
consider their home the U.S., to have been educated in
the U.S., to have obtained at least a primary school edu-
cation, and to come from the Texas migrant stream.
Migrants traveling with their family of procreation are
also more likely to consider their home the U.S., to have
been educated in the U.S. and to come from the Texas
stream. Migrants traveling with their family of origin
(parents and/or siblings) are more likely to have been
educated in the U.S. Finally, migrants who travel alone
are more likely to come from Florida.
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Geography and Migrant Stream. Proportionately
more women, migrants traveling with families with chil-
dren, migrants entering the eighth grade and higher, and
migrants schooled in the United States considered their
home in the U.S. Proportionately more women, migrants
traveling with their own children, workers in other states,
migrants who considered their home in the U.S., and
migrants who were educated in the U.S. had worked as
farmworkers in Michigan in previous years. 

Proportionately more women, more migrants who
considered their home the United States, migrants edu-
cated in the U.S., migrants entering the eighth grade and
higher, migrants preferring English and who were older
(mean age of 35.2) were from Texas. These findings the
support findings that the Texas stream consists of
extended families with women and children. Proportion-
ately more men were from Florida and the mean age dif-
fered by migrant stream for men; in Florida the mean age
was 31.0 years, in Texas the mean age was 35.2 years.

Implications for policy and further research. This
study implies that additional years of education in the
U.S. would improve the chances of male migrant farm-
workers in obtaining jobs outside of farm labor. Although
not indicated by this study, intuitive sense also indicates
that acquisition of the English language would also
improve the likelihood of obtaining jobs outside of farm
labor. Therefore it seems relevant to migrant farmworkers
to provide classes in the United States in speaking Eng-
lish and other topics. Although English is taught in Mex-
ican schools, students rarely gain enough skill to speak
and understand it on the job. According to ethnographic
observation, adults in the migrant stream who come to
Michigan want to learn English, but the school system
does not provide teachers who know how to teach Eng-
lish as a Second Language.

Additionally, the jobs outside agriculture that migrant
farmworkers obtain are low status and low paying. The
jobs that women obtain require more language skill and
are higher status jobs that therefore may have greater
potential to lead to further employment mobility. This
observation supports the argument that language skills
and additional education would help migrant farmwork-
ers in obtaining employment mobility.

This study also indicates that extended families and
families with children provide a supportive base for
migrant farmworkers. Although this study finds no rela-
tionship between household type and employment out-
side agriculture, household type is related to intermediary
factors such as a U.S. home and a U.S. education that
improve the chances of finding employment outside agri-
culture. Policy makers need to recognize the large per-
centage of family-based households in the migrant stream
and should therefore consider ways to support family
units economically and socially and to prevent educa-
tional deficits among migrant children as a result of mov-
ing to new schools twice yearly. 

Further research on employment mobility is indi-
cated. An intervention to provide education and English
language training could be designed to test the viability of
these proposals further. Additionally, although not possi-
ble to investigate in this study, subjective feelings and
comparisons to the referent group are an important influ-
ence on employment mobility according to the literature.
Perhaps outreach workers who are former migrant farm-
workers can serve as mentors and role models for farm-
workers. Further research is called for into the viability of
this approach to supporting employment mobility.

Endnotes

1. Selection criteria footnote: 1) If someone had worked
in more states in one stream than another, he or she
was accorded membership in that stream; 2) If the
number of states in each stream was the same, and the
person had worked in Texas or Florida, he or she was
accorded membership in the Texas or Florida stream
on that basis; 3) If the number of states in each stream
was the same and the person had worked in both
Texas and Florida, he or she was not categorized; 4)
If the number of states was tied and neither Texas nor
Florida were one of the states in which the migrant
had worked, a clear majority of states had to be in one
or the other of the streams for that stream to be estab-
lished as his or hers. In a few cases, there was no
clear stream because the person had worked in states
that fitted no particular pattern, and those cases were
not placed in a migratory stream.
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