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PREFACE

Farm labour is a resource which has been given less
research attention in past years than it has deserved.
This is true both from the point of view of efficient
resource use as well as from a social and rural community
point of view.

In addition, socio-economic factors have

been identified as contributing to the lowered rate of
growth in the New Zealand agricultural sector in the
1970's.
This study is an attempt to collect and report
data on the farm worker's economic situation and attitudes
which are both highly relevant to an assessment of social
and economic policies associated with farm labour.

J.B.

Dent

DIRECTOR
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CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES

There are some important reasons for attempting to
understand the position and motivations of farm workers,
with a view to considering policy measures to alter their
environment.

These reasons are closely related to the

recent calIon the agricultural sector in general, and the
pastoral industry in the better

~ill

country in particular,

to expand production in order to maintain New Zealand's
standard of life.

In commenting on this objective, the

Economic Review of New Zealand

Agricultur~

]979 (Anen. 1980)

has drawn attention to the multitude of problems, including
socio-economic problems, which act to inhibit the attainment
of potential output.
One of the limiting factors to agricultural expansion
In the past was a shortage of labour.

Following the con-

cern over the loss of skilled workers from agriculture
expressed by the Agricultural Development Conference 1963-4,
several pieces of research into farm labour were undertaken.
~1cClatchy

(1966)

studied farm labour in Ha\",ke' s Bay, with

particular reference to the problems which farmers faced as
regards supply of labour and the reasons farmers considered
important in explaining why farmworkers left farm employment.
He found that about one-third of the Hawke's Bay farmers in
his sample felt inhibited by labour shortages.

A similar

proportion was reported in a parallel study carried out in

-
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Cheviot County, Canterbury, by Morris and Cant (1967).
Ward (cited by Lloyd, 1974) found that 74 per cent of his
sample of 293 farmers surveyed in the Hamilton area in 1967
stated that a shortage of labour was holding back production.
Some years later, despite the lack of any in-depth studies
since those just discussed, Lloyd (1974) considered that a
shortage of farm labour continued to exist, particularly of
experienced permanent employees and in more isolated areas.
Labour problems continue to exist although the economic climate (measured by the level of unemployment) has
been much less healthy in the latter half of the 1970's than
during the 1960's and early 1970's.

It appears that short-

age of labour has been much less important in the second half
of the 1970's.

Whilst not directly comparable with the

previous studies, there is some evidence from Pryde's (1977,
1978) farmer surveys which suggests that labour shortages
are now much less important.

When asked to state "the most

important single factor limiting an expansion of output on
your farm", 8.5 per cent of farmers in 1977 and 3.5 per cent
in 1978 stated the "need to employ labour".

Beattie's (1978)
\

study of farm labour in three contrasting physical environments of the Manawatu and Northern Wairarapa found that
labour shortage was neither a major nor a serious problem
in the farm sector, but predicted that serious shortages may
occur during the
hill country.

1980's~

particularly in the more isolated

Beattie and Le Heron (1979) reported that

of the 170 North Island hill.country farmers they examined,
54 per cent stated that they had an inadequate labour supply.

-
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However they noted that most farmers would not employ an
extra worker even if one were available, because of the
influence of labour costs in relation to farm incomes in the
minds of most farmers who indicated a labour deficiency.
This point was made earlier by Lloyd (1974).

The import-

ance of the wage cost of labour in inhibiting the employment
of labour by farmers has been noted elsewhere (Harris and
Stevenson,1979;

Harris, 1980), although these two surveys

also indicated that some farmers felt that they faced an
absolute shortage of labour.
The current farm labour problem, then, is basically
not an inadequate supply but rather the importance of wage
costs and other implications of the mobility of farm labour
(whether to other farm work or out of the industry) which is
likely to result from disatisfaction with the environment
associated with farm work.

Firstly, it is expensive in

time and money, and disruptive to production, for a farmer
to have to secure and train new labour.
Secondly, there are implications for rural depopulation and community decline.

As Cant (1967) noted, most

of the movement out of agriculture is by married men and
their families, whereas their replacements are often single
men.

Thus the forces at work weakening small rural commu-

nities (e.g. closure of schools, transfer of medical

facil~

ities) are likely to be strengthened by the turnover of
rural labour.

Given the concern recently expressed about

the decline of small rural communities and the implications
cf tr..is for rural production (e.g. Sparrow et al.

1979 i

Harris and Werder, 1980), the increased mobility likely to

-
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arise from disatisfaction amongst farm workers and their
families must be regarded as an important issue.
The study by Sparrow et al. (1979) on the Banks Peninsula
in 1977 found that over one-fifth of all households with
children then at primary school would possibly or probably
leave the district in order to secure better education for
their children.

The study also found an "overwhelming belief

that employment opportunities on Banks Peninsula were inadequate for women and young people".

In their conclusions

(1979: 96-99), the authors distinguished between those factors
causing people to leave an area and factors making living in
an are2 difficult and which may therefore discourage production
initiatives.

1

In the first group of factors,

~hey

identified

inadequate employment opportunities, a limited supply of satisfactory housing and unsatisfactory secondary schooling facilities.

In the second group, the main problem was that of

transport and communications for outlying households.

One

specific point noted was the reluctance of farm workers to
accept jobs where physical isolation required education by
correSFcndence or long distance travelling to schools.

Such

factors led the authors to conclude that social factors have
an important impact on production levels.

This theme is also

discussed in the most recent Economic Review of New Zealand
Agriculture (Anon, 1980) in its consideration of ways of
increasing sector output.

1

Unless there are cost disadvantages for outlying farms, it
is difficult to see hovI isolation per se would discourage
increased production.
However, if labour is difficult to
obtain or retain, as previous studies suggest is the case
for isolated farms, then this is li~:ely to affect production
le\TE1E.

-
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Some corresponding conclusions for a North Island hill
country area have been reported bi Beattie and Le Heron (1979)
who

unlike McClatchy (1966) found higher mobility amongst

married workers, together with an increasing proportion of
married men in more isolated parts.

Thus, farmers in out-

lying areas of the country may be left with a labour force
which:
1. has a high turnover record (creating costs
through work delays and the selection and
training of new employers), and
2. is more costly in employment for the
individual farmer, in terms of providing
a house (and) perhaps a superannuation
scheme
(Beattie and Le Heron 1977:

7)

Si9nificantly, it is just such areas which have been
identified as having substantial potential for increased
production (Anon. 1979).
Summing up, the concern of the 1960's concerning shortases Gf labour is no longer generally present.

However,

given the national concern to expand pastoral production
from existing farms, various aspects of farm labour availability, quality, cost and mobility - need to be again
scrutinized.

It is this which provides justification for

the present survey, which has three major aims:
1.

To determine the "employment conditions" of farm
workers

2.

and to compare these with alternative jobs.

To consider the impact of the subsidized Farm
Employment Programme on career farm workers and
farm cadets.

3.

To investigate those factors which cause disatisfaction

-
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amongst farm workers and their families, and which may
therefore influence their mobility between farm jobs and/
or their departure from the industry.
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CHAPTER 2

METHODOLOGY

2.1

Chcice.of Research Method
All of the previously-mentioned studies were carried

out in particular regions, and their conclusions were thus
limited to those regions.

Most involved personal inter-

viewing which is a useful technique in arriving at an understanding of complex socio-economic data.
in two respects:

firstly, it covers farm workers and managers

from allover New Zealand.
were used.

This study differs

Secondly, mail questionnaires

This research method was chosen because a wide

range of responses to different questions was anticipated,
given the diversity of personal and socio-economic characteristics expected amohgst farm workers.

Therefore large numbers

of respondents were considered necessary, which meant that
personal interviewing would have been very expensive in terms
of time and money.
An initial questionnaire was pre-tested by some 25 members of the Farm Worker's Association 1979 Management Committee, and subsequently modified.

The questionnaire used in

the survey is included as Appendix 5.
2.2

Limitations of Survey Technique
Surveys of this type suffer from various limitations.

These include low response rates, poor recall, an unwillingness to impart information and an inability to put
attitudes into written words.

These can be reduced to

some extent by careful questionnaire design and the author

-
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is confident that the data represent an accurate picture of
various aspects of the farm workers' situation.

On this

point it is worth noting that the response rate (74.5 per
cent) was very high.

It is unlikely, given such a response

rate, that non-response bias would be important (Ambler
1977:

4).
Surveys are normally snapshots at a point of time and

cannot, except perhaps by comparison with earlier studies,
contribute much to an understanding of change.
Another limitation of the survey is that it is to some
extent one-sided - it gives only the farm worker's point of
view.
2.3

The Sample
The sample consisted of all the paid up members

(for

the 1979/80 financial year) of the Farm Workers Association
(FHA) as at r·1ay 4th, 1979 (862)

less those for whom Addres-

sograph plates had not been made up (30).

This may be

compared with the 1978/79 membership total of 3136 (see
ApFendix 2).

The low membership total for the 1979/

80 financial year reflects the fact that only some branches
had held their 1979 annual general meeting, at which the
majority of subscriptions would be forthcoming.

Thus some-

what more than a quarter of the likely 1979/80 membership
\~'aS

ir.cl uded in the sample.
Two important questions need to be asked in order to

consider the validity of applying the results of this survey
to all farm workers in New Zealand.

First, how representa-

-
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tive of Ff-vA membership ",lere tlle 862 paid-·up rnembers?

S2cond,

how representative of all farm YJOrkers are members of the Fl'lA?
~s

regarda the first question, it was the opinion of

the secretary of FWA 2 that no obvious differences existed
between members and potential members in those areas which
had held their annual general meeting (and whose members were
more likely to be included in the sample), and those areas
which had not done so.
In attempting tc answer the second question, it is
appropriate to compare the spread of respondents by their
location and the type of farm on which they were employed
with national data on location and farm type.

r:;'here are

problems in such comparisons because such national data are
available only by Statistical Areas,

(presented in

Appendix 1) which do not coincide wi t.i.1 F\I'L\ branc_les (presented
in Appendix 2).

An attempt to compare these is pre-

sented in Appendix 3.
Ft;'l, r'.E.rrlrersnip is much stronger in som2 areas than others.
11...

comparison of 1978 merrtbership data and the location of farm

employees by Statistical Areas shows relatively

~ligh

memLer-

ship in Canterbury, Soutl1land and on the east coast of the
:\lorth Island, and relatively low membership in

~~orthland,

Auckland, South Auckland and Nelson.
As regards the re2resentation of farm types in the survey, again blere is a problem of comparison.

r~;\e

Department

of Statistics has precise, income-based definitions for clas-

2

W. Withell, Personal Communication, May 5tn, 1979.
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sifying its 25 farm types 3 which would often not be meaningful
to farm workers.

4

Hence a much more straightforward classi-

fication was used in the questionnaire (question 10), even
though it was recognised that difficulties in comparing the
sample with national data on farm types would arise.

Data

relevant to the consideration of the representativeness of the
sample by farm type are presented in Table 1.

The differ-

ences in the two distributions are significantly different
from zero.
It is also possible that FWA members are not typical of
farm workers as a whole in that FWA members may be more concerned
about working conditions and related issues compared with nonFWA members.
From the foregoing, it seems reasonable to conclude that
the respondents can be taken to be representative of the FWA
membership as a whole;

but that they are concentrated by

region, particularly the East Coast of the North Island,
Canterbury and Southland and by farm type, particularly sheep
and mixed cropping/livestock farms.

The results of the sur-

vey should be used with this limitation in mind.
2.4

Response details
Response data are presented in Table 2.

The effective

response rate (defined as the percentage of usable responses
received for the questionnaires posted minus those returned
unknown or received after the cut-off date) was 74.5 per cent.
There are two major groups amongst the respondents shown
3

For example, Dairy farming is defined as "Where the gross
income from dairying is greater than 74 per cent of total
gross farm income or the combined gross income from dairying and pigs is greater than 74 per cent of total gross
farm income provided the gross income from pigs does not
exceed 25 per cent of total gross farm income."

4

There were no data available on FWA members by farm type.
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TABLE 1

Comparisons of farm type in survey
with national data

Questionnaire

Farmworkers Survey

farm-type
categories

No.

Per cent

Department of
Statistics
No.

Per cent

Mixed cropping/
livestock
Dairying
Sheep
Other

c
d

b

a

203

35.5

4901

19.7

80

l3.9

4651

18.7

220

38.4

9114

36.6

69

12.1

6209

24.9

572

100.0

24875

100.0

Notes:
a.

Includes the following Department of Statistics
farm types: beef farming, cropping, beef farming
with dairy/beef/cropping/other, cropping with
sheep/other, mixed livestock farming and general
mixed farming.

b.

Includes dairy farming and dairying farming with
sheep/beef/other.

c.

Includes sheep farming ann sheep farming with
dairy/beef/cropping/other.

d.

Includes pig farming, predominantly pig farming,
stud farming, poultry farming, de2r farming, dog
breeding, bee keeping, market gardening and flo~ers,
orchards, ho? growing, tobacco growing, nurseries,
mUS·.lroom growing, goat farming i plantations and
other farming.
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TABLE 2

Response data

832

Questionnaires posted Returned
Returned, current farmworkers

571

Returned, non-current farmVlorkers

27

Returned, farmers and others

14

Responses unusable

4

Returned by Post Office
Returned after cut off date
Total returned

in Table 3 ; farmworkers

11
5

632

(made up of shepherds, farmhands,

farm labourers and tractor drivers) who make up 61 per cent
of respondents, and managers who make up another 30 per cent.
Since these are distinct groups, they are analysed separately
in this report.

- 13 -

TABLE 3

Job classification a

No. of Respondents

%

Manager

170

29.8

Shel,)herd

102

17.9

Farml1and, labourer

235

41.2

11

1.9

6

1.1

Farm cadet

10

1.8

Director, joint owner

25

4.4

Owner

9

1.6

Not answered

3

0.5

571

100.0

'rractor driver
Share milker

a In this survey, only the first four categories were
subsequently analysed, viz 348 farm workers and 170
managers.

-
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CHAPTER 3

SURVEY RESULTS - FARMWORKERS

3.1

Personal and Economic Characteristics
Personal characteristics of the 348 farmworker

respondents are presented in Table 4.

The median age of

farmworkers was 26.3 years, slightly over half were married and these had a median nwnber of 2.4 children.

A

little under a third had some formal training in agriculture and the median length of time in their present job
was 3.7 years.

TABLE

4

Personal characteristics of respondents

- 15 -

Some economic characteristics of responding farmworkers are presented in Table 5.

Most interesting are

the modest proportions who owned a house (14.1 percent) ,
section (8.0 per cent) or land (7.2 per cent) and the
limited number of wives who were in employment, apart
from those occasionally employed on the farm. s
TABLE 5
Economic characteristics of respondents
Humber of
Respondents

Per cent

Own a house

49

14.1

O\17n a section

28

8.0

Own land

25

7.2

5

2.7

Wife in full time work on farm

a

Wife l.n full time work outside the
farm a

17

Wife in part-time work a

43

a
Wife in occasional work on the farm

60

32.3

Live on the property on which employed 245

70.4

Live in own home

21

b

'b

6.0

aworking for money
b per cent calculated of those married
,SWillis (1977 : 8) notes that 65 per cent of New Zealand
families own homes.
The 1976 Census found that 36.6
per cent of females aged 15 years and over ,...,ere in fulltime wage employment.
It should be noted here that the
opportunity for part-time or occasional work on the farm
may partly compensate for fewer full-time occupations.
Gill et al. (1976 : 27) reported that 14.6 per cent of
farm workers' wives were employed full-time and an identical proportion were "otherwise employed".
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3.2

Remuneration
Tables 6 and 7 present information on monetary rewards

and perks.

The average weekly net pay as at July-August, 1979,

after tax and other deductions, was $98.20;
per cent received free accommodation.

In addition 87

Smaller proportions

received bonuses, overtime and/or superannuation contributions
by tlleir employer.

It

lS

relevant to note here that 49.3

per cent stated that it was usual to work on weekends and a
further 37.9 per cent worked on weekends during peak periods.
As regards additional perks, over half the respondents
received meat, telephone rental, firewood/coal and dogfood;
between a quarter and a half received peryuisites in the
form of milk, grazing rights, power and registration.

For

some workers, these perks were total whereas for others they
were partial but not specified.

Hence it was difficult to

estimate the value of perks. 6
written comments by 125 respondents in response to
question 22 indicated a substantial range of other rewards.
The most common (reported by 66 respondents) was some form of
grazing rights commonly for about 30 ewe equivalents.

Profit

sharing arrangements of various types were mentioned by 22
responCients.
It was hypothesized that lower paid workers might have
been compensated for lower pay by other rewards.

However

analysis showed that lmJer paid wo:rol:crs c.id not receive compen-

6McLeod (1977) put perks for farm workers at about $2,000.
gross (~l,OOO. for rent, $500. for meat, $100. for firewood, ~200. for milk and $200. for telephone and electricity); willis (1977) gave a similar figure for farm
managers, commenting that the estimate was conservative.
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TABLE 6

Remuneration and other monetary rewards

Net paya

f.1edian ($ p. w. )

Free accommodation

Per cent receiving 86.8

Bonus paymen-ts

Per cent receiving 29.6

Overtime payments

b

98.20.

Per cent receiving 17.0

Superannuation contribution
by err;ployer

Per cent receiving 13.5

aDefined as "the weekly wage less deductions for tax,
rent, superannua-tion etc."
W~1ere overtime payments were received (i.e. for 17
2er cent of respondents) these are included
in the net pay figure.
b

Includes pay for weekend work, if received by the farm
worker.

sation in terms of such factors as whether weekend work
was required; whether i t was paid, whether superannuation
contributions were made by the employer and at what rate
(if any) bonus payments were made.

Indeed, the evidence

suggests that the relatively highly paid workers were
more likely to receive such benefits than were their.lower
paio counterparts.

In general, farm workers either

received a package of superannuation, bonus payments and
the like or no such rewards at all.

No significant dif-

ference was found between different types of

em~loyer

(individual or family, company or Department of Lands and
Survey) with respect to rates of pay and other rewards.
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TABLE 7

Additional perks

Farmworkers
Heceiving (%)

lVlilk

(as cow)

8.6

Milk (as milk)

31. 0

Meat

64.1

Vegetables

16.7

Telephone (rental)

57.2

Telephone (tolls)

12.6

Veterinary expenses

23.9

Car allowance

11.8

Power

45.7

Petrol

12.6

T.V. license

12.4

Firewood/coal

62.1

Grazing

28.7

Dog food

64.9

Dog registration

45.7

Other

3.3

5.7

Satisfaction, intentions, goals
Tables 8 and 9 present data on the level of satis-

faction of farm workers in their present job.

Prom Table

8, i t is impressive that farm workers were generally

- 19 -

TABLE 8

Opinion of present job

No. of respondents

%

Like very much

202

58.0

Satisfactory

130

37.4

11

3.2

Dislike very much

1

G.3

Not answered

4

1.1

Dislike

pleased with their present job, with 58 per cent answering
that they liked their job very much and a further 37 per
cent stating that they found it satisfactory.

However,

TABLE 9

Do you

~ave

a definite intention to leave your present job?

No. of respondents

%

Yes

116

33.3

No

168

48.3

It depends

27

7.8

Don't know

27

7.8

Not answered

10

2.9
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the question may have been narrowly interpreted by at least
some farm workers to mean only the work aspects of their
present job;

evidence presented later in tnis report indi-

cates that non-work aspects, especially housing, were major
factors in determining overall satisfaction.
The data of Table 9 referring to whether farm "vorkers
11ad a definite intention to leave their present job, modify
to some extent the conclusionS of Table 8.

One third had

a definite intention to leave their present job.
~1ave

been expected, most of those who

stated that it

de~ended

1'\s

could

answered" it depends;r

on the opportunity to buy their own

farm or the prospects of a secure job elsewhere.
Of those with a definite intention to leave, and who
specified the activity to which they hoped to go (98 in
total), 22.5 per cent stated their intention to get another
farm working post, anotJ1er 22.5 per cent intended to become
farm managers and 31.4 per cent intended to go into farming
on their own account or in partnership.

These compare with

18.0 per cent who intended to go into non-agricultural work.
Farm workers were optimistic about their chances of success
in attaining these intentions: 46.8 per cent considered it
"very likely" and another 31.5 per cent considered it likely
that they would be successful.
Table 10 presents data on what farm workers felt was
iheir main goal in life.

This is a difficult question to

answer in simple terms (as evidenced, for example, by the 14
per cent who combined ownership of a home or farm with educating t11eir children to a satisfactory level).

Emvever,

the impressive point from this table is the. proportion· (A 3

_. 2J -

'TABLE 10

Main goal in life

No. of respondents

%

Own home for security

39

11.2

Educate children to a satisfactory
level

12

3.4

Become a farm manager

28

8.0

151

43.4

8

2.3

Own home/farm and educate children

49

14.1

Others

52

14.9

9

2.6

Own a farm
Retire on pension

aot answered

per cent), whose main goal was farm ownership.
Farm workers were also asked whether their present
job was helping them achieve their goals : the responses
are presented in Table 11 and provide another indicator
of satisfaction, previously examined in Tables 8 and 9.
Over 40 per cent considered that their present job was
helping them to achieve their goals;

a similar proportion

answered that this was partly the case and 13.5 per cent
answered in the negative.
3.4

Factors which would increase sa tis faction
Table 12 presents responses to a question concerning

thE. factors which would increase job satisfaction.

Higher
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TABLE 11

Is your present job

~lelping

you to achieve your goal?

No.' of respondents

%

Yes

145

41.7

Partly

130

37.4

.Jo

47

13.5

Don't know

10

2.9

16

4.6

~Jot

answered

wages stood out as the most important single factor, being
mentioned by 52 per cent and ranked first by 30 per cent of
reSfcndents.

A clear second was greater opportunity for

nome ownership mentioned by 31

~er

cent.

Other factors in

Table 12 with more than 40 responses were those associated
with the job itself (e.g. more regular working hours, more
opportunity for promotion, more job security), and those
associated with the environment in which the joL is situated
(c.s. tetter access to social facilities, more acceptance
by farmers and their families, better employment opportunities
for wife and/or children) .

'1'he third column in Table 12

ranks the factors.
This analysis was supplemented by a question asking
which was the most important single factor;

the results,

presented ln Table 13, support the conclusions of Table 12
and add some interesting insights.

-
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TABLE 12

Factors which would increase satisfaction in your job

No. of
Responses 2

% of

Respondents

Ranking
of
Factors

House in town

10

2.9

17

Better quality housing

53

15.2

8

Higher wages

181

52.0

1

Greater opportunity for home
ownership

107

30.7

2

Hore interesting work

31

8.9

13

I·~ore

59

17.0

S

Better access to schools

33

9.S

12

Better transport

26

7. S

14

Less isolation

40

11. 5

11

Better access to social
facilities

64

18.4

4

More acceptance by farmers
and their families

5S

lS.8

7

Better employment opportunities
for wife and/or children
58

16.7

6

Superannuation scheme

Sl

14.7

9

More job security

50

14.4

10

Better relationship with
employer

24

6.9

15

More opportunity for promotion

6S

18.7

3

Wife happier

16

4.6

16

4

1.1

18

Other

Note:

regular working hours

aMultiple responses Possible.

-
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It confirms the importance of wages and opportunity for
home ownership.

It suggests that in at least 10 per cent

of cases, farm housing is poor in quality.

It also sug-

gests that of the 24 who stated a better relationship with
their employer as a factor, 17 regarded it as the most
important factor.
Further information was obtained on several of these
factors from written comments.

Of the respondents who

commented upon a better relationship with their employer,
the most common remarks centred on poor labour management,
l?articularly poor communication, inadequate leadership and
skill and an unwillingness to listen to suggestions.
Of the responses like "my wife is unhappy here" the
most common remarks pointed to their loneliness and isolation;

other comments principally concerned ?oor quality

IlOusing and the tasks sometimes required of farmworkers
wi ves SUCl1 as cooking for other employees.
Of the "other" responses, the most common reflected
feelings of isolation and the desire for more consideration
by employers as regards hours and compensation.

The former

group of responses frequently pointed out the desirability
of allowances of some kind to compensate for high vehicle
operating costs, as well as better delivery services and
access to schools.

The second group of comments included

references to the need for formal recording of overtime,
the sCDeduling of tiwe off and holidays well in advance,
and the importance of written agreements which outlined
expected duties and how these were to be compensated.

-
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TABLE 13

The most important single factor which would
increase satisfaction

a

No. of responses

% of
respondents

Higher wages

71

30.3

Greater opportunity for home
ownership

63

26.9

Better quality housing

23

9.9

Better relationship with employer

17

7•3

60

25.6

234

100.0

Some other factor

Notes:

a Each of the 17 possible factors had some support;
percentages refer to those 234 who responded to
this question.
b

3.5

b

No other factor was ranked first by more than 8
respondents.

Factors which would give greater satisfaction
according to personal and job characteristics
The factors which would give greater satisfaction can

be examined with respect to the personal and job situation of
farm workers.

Accordingly, the ten most important factors

were cross-tabulated against seven potentially important
characteristics and tested for significance and the strength/
direction of the relationship using chi-square and gamma

- 26 :TABLE 14
Factors which would give greater satisfaction by personal and economic characteristics
.- farm workers a

Marita]..
Statu:!>
1.

Better quality housing 8.50*
-0.42

2.

Higher wages

3.

Greater opportunity
for ,lOme ownershifJ

4.

s.
6.

7.

8.

9.
l'J.

Note:

~lore opportunity for
J?romotion

Better access to
social facilities
['10re regular working
.10urs

4.94
-0.17
45.18***
-0.69
1. 78
-0.11
24.17***
0.52
3.67
-0.25

Better employment
opportunities for wife
and/or cilildren
56.21***
-0.95
acceptance by
farmers and their
families

i-lo. of
children
at home

Age

No. of
years at
work

Time in
present
job

Net pay

Property
typeC

]4.27*
0.31

5.74
0.24

47.55*
0.27

5.29
-0.03

1. 49
0.06

12.80

2.74
0.11

0.49
0.01

30.29
0.07

1. 86
-0.06

9.23*
-0.09

19.46

38.79*** 106.29***
0.49
0.43

11. 03**
0.24

13.01**
0.24

22.51

8.72*
-0.03

31. 61
0.04

10.03**
-0.24

8.90*
-0.30

37.35
-0.30

8.31*
-0.29

4.33
0.18

36.56
0.19

2.12
0.05

74.45***
0.47

5.99
0.26

54.04***
0.57
6.23
0.11
16.03**
-0.37
4.11
0.07

57.91***
0.67

27.09***
u.53

1.77
0.04
11.18**
-0.21
5.37
0.19

23.47

11. 31

14.90

13.64**
0.25

18.%

~lore

More job securit.f

2.09
-O.B
8.20*
-0.42

Superannuation scheme 10.75**
-0.48

6.26
0.19

2.47
0.05

37.53
0.12

1. 59
-0.12

0.72
-0.05

21. 71

13.16 *
0.30

6.32
0.28

62.57**
0.20

0.84
-0.06

0.49
O. J3

17.06

58.90**
0.32

7.07
0.12

2.14
0.14

23.';)7

24.28***
0.46

16.64***
0.43

aFirst figures are chi-square values;
second figures are gamma values.
Single
asterisk denotes signigicance of the chi-square value at 0.05 per cent level;
two
asterisks denotes significance at .01 per cent level;
three asterisks at the .001
per cent level.
bMarital status was coded as follows:
married
1, single
2.
Therefore a negative gamma indicates that the factor was more likely to be mentioned
by a married person than a single person (and vice versa for a positive gamma) .
c Gamma has no meaning because no direction is specified as regards property type.

-
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The results are presented in Table 14.

An example of the taLles from \'h1icfl 'rable 14 is derived is presented Lelow (TaLle 15)

for the influence of age

upon choice of greater opportunity for home ownership as a
factor which would give greater satisfaction.

'I'ZillLE IS

T~e

influence of age on selection of greater

o~JPortuni ty

for nome ovmershi:z) as a factor

resulting in greater satisfaction

Less than 20 years

Greater opportunity for
ownership ~entioned

~ome

do

Yes

'rotal

62

5

67

20

2:)

1')5

3:5

14 )

30

39

32

34

66

42

33

75

241

107

348

40 and over

'l'otal

Chi-square
38.8;
degrees of freedom
probability <0.001;
gamma
0.49.

3·
I

Table 15 suggests that age was influential in whether
a

hig~1er

'."age was nentioned as a factor giving

gr~ater

3atisfaction i.e. the probability that chi-square could be
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38.8 simply due to chance was less than 0.001 or less than one
chance in a thousand.

Hence the null hypothesis can be re-

jected and the conclusion drawn that there was a relationship between age and the frequency of selection of
greater opportunity for [lOme ownership.

Tile strong gamma

value of +0.49 indicates that as age increases, farm \wrkers
are more likely to be concerned

about home ownership.

Gamma

may lie in the range -1.0 to +1.0 and is only considered if
chi-square is regarded as significant.
7he major conclusions which may be drawn from 7able 14
are as follows:
1)

The frequency of some factors which would give
greater satisfaction (viz higher wages, more
regular working hours, more acceptance by farmers
and their families) was not affected by any of the
personal characteristics.

For example, the

choice of higher wages was spread netween farm
w~rkers

of different ages, different numbers of

children at home, and different marital status
positions.
2)

A second group of factors

(viz, greater opportunity

for home ownership, better employment opportunities
for wife and/or children, more job security, super,·rT-l"'a.tion

sC~lemes,

better quality housing, Detter

access to social facilities) were subject to
influences SUCD as marital status, number of c1lildren at home etc.
The

da~a

distinguish between older (say 30 years and

over) married farm workers with children at home and

w~th

a
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number of years at work, and younger unmarried Horkers.
first group was significantly more

concerne~

z~out

T.le

greater

opportunity for horne ownership, better employment opportunities
for wives and/or children,
110using quality.

job security, superannuation and

unmarried younger workers were significantly

more concerned about better access to social facilities

7

than

were older, married farm workers with children at home.
Ther2 were virtually no significant differences between these
b\70 groups as far as their concern for higher wages, opportuni ty for promotion, more regular working flOurs and more
acceptance by farmers and their families was concerned.
Several
from 'l'able 14.

ot~er

interesting conclusions can be drawn

Firstly, property type was not important in

influencing tIl.e selection of factors w;lic:l would give greater
satisfaction 8

•

Secondly, net pay was significantly and

positively (but not strongly) related to concern for greater
opportunity for home ownership and better employment opportunities for wives and/or children (and negatively related to
better access to social facilities)

That is, these first

two concerns were greater the higller was net pay.

This may

be understood in terms of the positive relationship which
existed between net pay and age/number of

c~ildren

at home/

cad. t.e.l status.

In summary, the data presenteCi in TavIe 14 identify two

7
8

This confirms the intui ti ve vie,,, of fered by l'1cCla tclly (1966).
No significant relationship existed between property type
and net pay, whether work on weekends was usual (once dairying
was omitted) and whether weekend work was paid.

-
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distinct groups of farm workers:

younger, unmarried workers

wno were concerned about higher wages and distinctively, better
access to social facilities;

and older, married workers wlth

children who were concerned about higher wages and distinctively,
security and family-related factors suc11 as greater opportunity
for

~ome

ownership, better quality housing, better employment

o2portunities for wife and/or children, more job security and
su~erannuation

3.6

schemes.

Influences on opinion of job, intention regarding the
future and main goal in life
In this section, an attempt is made to discover the

personal and socio-economic characteristics associated with
different intentions regarding the future and main goals in
life.

The characteristics examined were time in present job,

number of children at home, age, marital status, property type,
and net pay.
The most

The results are presented in Table 16.
im~ortant

finding from Table 16 and one which

could pernaps have been anticipated from Table 14, is the impact tne influences of marital status, age etc. had on main
goal In life.

The older farm workers

(who were cOTIl..'11only

married witn children at home, who received higher than average
farm worker income and had been on their present job for some
time) had different main goals to younger unmarried farm workers.
Table 17 2resents data on age related to main goal in life,
using age as a means of distinguishing between the two groups.
The most important main goal in life (to
held uniformly by different age groups9.

o~n

a farm) was not

Whereas 83 per cent

gAge is used here as a proxy for olde~ married workers with
children at home who have been in their present post for five
years or more.
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TABLE 16

Influences on o?inion, intention and main goal in life

Characteristics

Opinion of
Present
job

Definite
Intention
to leave
present
job

a

Main goal
in lif02

Tir:le in present job

17.52

28.79**

No. of c:lildren at home

21. 63

22.04

Li3.20***

.A.ge

22.10*

9.10

108.21***

4.85

9.94

89.20***

52.37

44.20

8.89

5.60

J>lari tal status
Property type
i.'let Pay

Note;

76.63***

169.10**
64.74***

a The interpretation of this Table should be made as
ill. ·.I:'c,1:;.le 14, except that gamma is excluded because
direction of the relationship is not meaningful.

of those aged 19 years and Uno.,2r and 65 per cent of blose

20 - 29 had owning a farm as their maln goal in life, the
corresponding figures for the 30 - 39 and 40 years and over
groups were 36 and 5 per cent respectively.

Older farm

workers were more likely to have home ownership and education
of children as their main goals.
There are two possible explanations for this

~attern.

If the goal of young farm workers to own a farm is not
acr!ieved, they rnay either l.eave the incustry (and mayor may
not pursue their goal) or they may stay in
mayor may not modify their goal.

t~e

industry and

The available data de
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not indicate whether departure from the industry or change of
goals is the most important explanation for the difference in
Both appear likely to operate in

goals between age groups.
practice.

Table 16 also shows significant chi-square values for
time in present job/definite intention to leave present job,
and age/opinion of present job.

'\'Ji til respect to the former,

a greater proportion of those workers who had been in their
present job a short time (five years or less) stated that they
had a definite intention to leave than did other workers.

'I'l.BLE 17

Age related to main goal In

19 years
and
under

20-29

30-39

40 years
and over

Total

Own horne for
security

4

14

6

14

38

Educate children to a
satisfactory level

0

0

5

7

12

Become a farm manager

6

16

4

2

28

49

80

19

3

151

Retire on a ]?ension

0

2

0

6

8

O\vn home/farm and
educate children

0

11

19

19

49

59

123

53

51

286

Own a farm

'l'otal
Chi-square

=

108.2, df

= 12,

:.:Jote: a"Other" goals and non-responses omitted.

P < .OOL
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As iegards age related opinion of present job,

t~e

most favourable opinions were held by the 20 - 29 year age
group.

The under 20 years and 30 - 39 year groups held

similar, slightly less fa~ourable opinions.

The 40 .fears

and over group nad a distinctly less favourable opinion;
even so, 52 per cent stated that they regarded their present
job as satisfactory, 41

~er

cent that they liked it very
The less favour-

muci1 and 4 per cent that they disliked it.

able opinions held by older workers were not reflected in
their intentions to leave their present job.

TABLE 18

Property type and main goal in life

Nixed
cropping
livestock

Goal

Own home for
security

Dairy

a

Sheep

Tqtal

14

2

18

4

38

Educate c:t~i1dren to a
satisfactory level

4

0

7

1

12

Become a Farm .'Vlanager'

8

11

7

2,

28

52

28

64

7

151

1

4

1

8

24

4

20

1

49

104

46

'120

16

286

Own a farm

2,

Retire on a pension
Own home/farm and
educate children
Total

,

r

Cili - square

=

21. 3, 'degrees of freedom

dote: allOther" goals and non-responses omitted.

9, P <

o .02.
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The influence

of property type on main goal is a signiThe explanation for this

ficant one as is shown in Table 18.

sheds further light on the goals of farm workers and how these
are worked out in practice.

Age was significantly related to

property type as shown in Table 19 ; younger farm workers were
concentrated in dairying and this is consistent with the general
opinion that a common path to farm ownership is farm working
on a dairy farm, sharemilking, dairy farm ownership and perhaps
transfer to other farm types.

TABLE 19

Property type and age

Age

Mixed cropping
livestock

Dairying

Sheep

Other

Total

19 and under

33

23

23

8

87

20 - 29

43

27

52

9

131

-

25

4

36

2

67

26

5

30

2

63

127

S9

141

21

348

30

39

40+
'rotal
Chi-square

=

25.3, degrees of freedom

=

9, p < 0.01.
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CHAPTER 4

SURVEY RESULTS - FARM MANAGERS

4.1

Personal and economic characteristics
Personal characteristics of the 170 farm managers
Their median age was 37.4

are presented in Table 20.
years

(over ten years more than that of farm workers), 87.6

per cent were married (compared vlith a little over half of
farm workers)

and tllOse married had a median number of 2.5

cnildren at home.

Approximately a

third had some formal

training in agriculture and the median length of time In
their present job was 4.8 years.

Apart from age and mari-

.tal status, the other important difference between farm
managers and farm workers was that the former had more than
twice the average work experience of the latter.

'fllJ:' I.E 20
Personal characteristics of Farm Managers
Age
Marital status
Number of children at home

a

Years of secondary education
Formal training In
agricul ture

Hedian

37.4 years

Per cent married

87.6

Median

2.5

f1edian

3.4 years

Per cent with
training

33.5

Number of years at work

11edian

14.9 years

Humber of years at present
job

r·1edian

4.8 years

Distance from nearest town

Median

a"
. d farm managers
,-Jlarrle

22.5 km
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Economic characteristics of responding farm managers
are presented in Table 21.

A considerably higher proportion

of managers owned their own house than did workers
cent cOITlpared to 14.1) .

(23.5 per

Again there were limited numbers of

managers' wives working, apart from occasional employment on
the farm.

A considerably higher proportion of managers (93

per cent compared with 70 per cent of farm workers)

lived on

tile property on which they were employed.

TABLE 21

Economic characteristics of Farm Hanagers
L.Juffiber of
Respondents

Per cent

Own a house

40

23.5

Own a section

20

11. 8

Own land

15

8.8

Wife in fulltime work on farm

a

8

... 3 b

:)

.

\'1ife in fulltime work outside the
farm a

13

8.6 b

a
Wife in part-time work

32

21. 2b

a
Wife occasionally works on the farm

65

43.0 b

Live on the property on which
employed
Live in own home

aWorking for money
b per cent calculated of those married

158

92.9

3

1.8

-

4.2
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Remuneration
Tables 22 and 23 present information on monetary

rewards and perks.

The average net pay was $119.62, com-

pared with $98.20 for workers;
received free accommodation.

in addition 95 per cent
A similar proportion as

workers received bonus payments, but only 6 per cent of
managers received overtime payments.

Some 30 per cent

received superannuation contributions by their employer.
As regards additional perks, with several mlnor exceptions, a greater proportion of managers received these than
did workers.

The most significant items were meat (received

by 91 per cent of managers compared vli th 64 per cent of
workers), car allowance (32 per cent compared to 12) and
i)OVJer

(65 lJer cent compared to 46).

1'1\LL£

22

Remuneration and other monetary rewards

Net paya

Median ($ p.w.)

Free

Per cent receiving

Acco~nodation

Bonus payments

Per cent receiving

Overtime payments b

Per cent receiving

Superannuation contributions
by employer

Per cent receiving

$119.62
95.3

30 . CJ

auefined as "the weekly wage less deductions for tax, rent,
sU,2erannuation etc."
Where overtime payments were received
(i.e. for 6 per cent of respondents), these are included in
trie net pay figure.
blncludes pay for work on weekends.

-
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TABLE 23

Additional Perks

a

Farm r1anagers
Receiving (%)

Nilk (as cow)

25.8

t1ilk (as milk)

42.4

Neat

91.2

Vegetables

11. 8

Telephone

(rental)

89.4

Telep~one

(tolls)

24.1

Veterinary expenses

48.8

Car allowance

32.4

Power

65.3

Petrol

16.5

3.5

T.V. license
Firewood/coal

87.1

Grazing

37.0

00gfood

89.4

Dog registration

72.4
7.1

Other
Note;

4.3

a

For some farm managers, these perks were free, in
other cases partially free.

Satisfaction, intentions, goals
Again, a higri level of satisfaction with

t~e

current

job was expressed (Table 24) with over 70 per cent stating
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that they liked their job very much compared to 58 per cent
of vlOrkers.

1'11e higher level of manager satisfaction is

supported by a lower proportion with a definite intention
to leave (23 per cent compared to 33 per cent of workers)
as indicated in

~able

25.

TABLE 24

Opinion of present job -

farm managers

No. of Respondents
Like very much

120

Satisfactory

45

%

70.S
26.5·

Dislike

2

1.1

Dislike very much

o

o

Not answered

3

1.8

'1' ZillLE

25

Do you have a definite intention to leave your present job?

1\10.

Yes

of Respondents

%

40

23.5

105

61.8

It depends

18

10.6

Don't know

4

2.4

IJot answered

..'

1.8

i-.Jo

')

-
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Of the managers who had a definite intention to leave
and who indicated what they intended to do (36 in total) ,
27 intended to stay in agriculture (mostly owning their own
farm), and a further 4 intended to retire.
As regards main goal in life, details of
~resented

whic~

are

in Table 26, 34 per cent of farm managers wanted

to own their own farm.

Given the average age of this group,

it is clear that a considerably higher proportion of managers
retained this goal compared with similarly-aged farm workers
(see Table 17, column 4).

In terms of whether their present

job was helping achieve their goals (Table 27), manager
res:Jonses were similar to those of workers.

TABLE 26

Main goal in life

Ho. of Respondents

~
0

Own horne for security

24

14.1

Educate cnildren to
s~ti5factory level

11

6.5

4

2.4

58

34.1

8

4.7

Own home/farm and
educate children-

38

22.3

Others

23

13.5

4

2.4

2

Remain a farm manager
Own a farm
Retire on a pension

Not answered
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'l'ABLE 27

Is your present job .i1elping you to achieve your goal?

No. of i\espondents

%

Yes

65

38.2

Partly

78

45.8

He

1"

7.6

1

0.6

9

5.3

Don't know
~~ot

4.4

answered

Factors which would increase satisfaction
Table 28 presents responses to the question concerning

tne factors which would increase jOb satisfaction.

Higher

wages was the most important (mentioned by 59 per cent of
respondents), with greater opportunity for home ownership
in second place (52 per cent);

the latter was much more

irnpcrtant for managers than for workers.

Job security (31

per cent) and superannuation (18 per cent) were rated considerablymore important by managers compared with workers, as
was better employment opportunities for wife and/or children
(31 per cent) and better access to schools

(23 per cent) .

'l'hese results presumalJly reflect tile higher average age of
managers.

More acceptance by farmers and families, more

regular working hburs and more opportunity for promotion
were all less important for managers than for workers.
Table 29 indicates that greater opportunity for home
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TABLE 28

Factors which would increase satisfaction in your job

~10. of
Responses

% of
Respondents

House in town

14

8.2

Better quality housing

32

18.8

101

59.4

89

52.4

6

3.5

More regular working hours

17

10.0

Better access to schools

39

22.9

Better transport

21

12.4

Less isolation

17

10.0

Better access to social facilities

23

13.5

More acceptance by farmers or
their familie~

14

8.2

Better employment opportunities
for wife and/or children

52

30.6

Superannuation scheme

31

18.2

More job security

53

31. 2

Better relationship with employer

10

5.9

More opportunity for promotion

10

5.9

Wife happier

10

5.9

4

2.4

Higher wages
Greater opportunity for home
owners11ip
More interesting work

Other
Note: aMultiple responses possible.

a
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ownership was the most important single factor which would
increase satisfaction with higher wages as the next most
important.

TI->.BLE 29

The most important single factor which
would increase satisfaction

No. of
Hesponses

a

% of
Respondents

Higaer wages

35

27.8

Greater opportunity for home
ownership

45

35.7

Better access to school

11

8.7

9

7.1

26

20.6

126

100.0

Better housing
Some other factor b
'l'otal

Notes: a Ho respondent chose the following as the most
important factor: more regular working hours,
better access to social facilities, more
acceptance by farmers and their families,
better relationship with employer and more
opportunity for promotion.
b Jo other factor was ranked first by more than

8 respondents.

4.5

Influence on factors which would give greater
satisfaction
In comparison with farm workers, the use of personal and

job characteristics to explain the choice of factors which would
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increase satisfaction provided far fewer significant results (see Table 30).
uniformity
etc.

This resulted from the much greater

of managers with respect to age, marital status

Two significant relationships are worthy of note :

firstly,

t~e

choice of higher wages was negatively related

to length of time in present job i.e. it appears that some
managers who have been employed for relatively short
peri'ods felt that their wages should be higil.er.

Secondly,

the choice of less isolation was positively related to
net pay i.e. it appears that the impact of isolation could
be worse for persons on relatively low pay.lO

10

There are other possible explanations for this link
e.g. relatively low payments could be made to younger
managers who would be more likely to have young
children which would restrict mobility and increase
the sense of isolation.

TABLE 30
a
Factors which would give greater satisfaction by personal and economic characteristics - farm managers

Mari tar:,
stc.tus

"lo. of
children
at home

Better quality house

3.13
-0.68

19.10**
0.20

Higher wages

0.49
--0.16

Greater opportunity for
home ownership
Better access to social
facilities

F~~tors
~ncrease

which would
satisfaction

Age

No. of
years
at work

Tim(~

In

present
job

~et

pay

Propercty
type

2.90
0.04

8.63

3.75
-0.06

9.88

0.42
-0.07

6.76
0.19

7.36

24.80
-0.07

3.80
-0.01

5.34
0.33

3.48

31. 93
0.29

0.34
0.03

2.73
-0.14

17.32

1. 09
0.11

52.45*
0.09

3.81
0.14

1. 72
0.06

9.09

10.06
0.20

3.38
0.19

47.71
0.28

3.95
-0.24

1. 38
0.06

9.62

2.40
0.33

6.84
0.01

2.64
0.10

29.58
0.10

6.22
-0.24

1. 25
-0.18

11. 66

Access to schools

2.55
-0.51

4.91
0.19

5.08
-0.05

24.13
0.10

2.11
-0.01

1. 28
0.02

12.37

Better transport

0.36
-0.17

13.01*
-0.05

0.70
-0.13

34.07
0.02

0.21
0.06

4.22
0.26

5.35

Less isolation

2.66
-1. 00

15.50**
-0.14

1. 71
-0.23

38.55
--0.35

3.20
0.30

8.38*
0.51

4.53
0.04

33.83
,J .06

3.30
-0.19

7.87
0.20

6.55
-0.14

37.66
0.07

13.34**
-0.28

3.72
-0.41

9.34
0.24

1.11
0.01

34.02
0.05

0.49
-·0.22

2.95
C.03

1. 51
-0.11

0.99
0.22

1. 51
0.04

0.50
-0.01

Better employment
opportunities for wife
and/or children

5.10
-0.65

9.09
0.30

More job security

3.40
-0.51

More regular working
hours

Superannuation

Note:

a, h, c As for Table 14 above.

10.19

-

46 -

CHAPTER 5

AN ASSESSHENT OF THE FAR}l

5.1

~-vORKER I

S POSITION

Comparative earnings
Assuming that farm workers receive enough financial

and other rewards for survival, the relevant issue becomes
a comparison of their employment conditions with other
workers.

It is perhaps relevant to commence by noting that

a much lower proportion of farm vlorkers and managers own
their own houses and few of their wives work full time,
compared with national levels of home ownership and female
employment.

These are not strictly conditions of employment,

but occur largely because of the locational requirements of
the job, and appear to represent substantial disadvantages
to farm \ITorkers.
In terms of remuneration, farm workers received a
median wage of $98.20

net per week and managers $119.62.

An

attempt is made in Appendix 4 to value the main perks received viz., free house, meat, power/firewood/coal and
telephone rental.

These were chosen because of their rela-

tive importance and because data on average household expenditure on these items is available from the Department of
Statistics Household Surveys.

Some of the other perks (as

mentioned in Table 7) would not be available in another job
(e.g. dog registration, dog food);

the

re~aining

perks are

hopefully compensated for by assuming that the perks which
are included were completely free.
perks

The value of the main

(Appendix 4) is estimated at $2,171 for farm
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~orker8

and $2,549 for managers.

other estimates l l

•

These are in line with

Commencing with the net income figures

derived from the survey, total net incomes and gross income
equivalents were estimated using tax rates presented in the
rrhe resul ts are

New Zealand Official Yearbook, 1979.

presented in Table 31, and annual earnings for other
industries derived from the Department of Labour's Half
Yearly Employment Information Survey for April, 1979, as
presented in Table 32.

It is evident from these two tables

that gross earnings for farm workers, including perks,
were 19 per

ce~t

higher than the average earnings in all

TABLE 31

Estimated average gross incomes

($

per annum)

Net money
income a

Value
of perks b

Total net
income

Gross income
equivalent C

Farm workers

5,400

2,200

7,600

11,200

Farm managers

6,500

2,500

9,000

13,800

Notes; a Net money income figures are mean values rather than
medians, in order to facilitate comparison with
earnings of non-farm employees.
bAS derived in Appendix 4.
ci .e .
give

1 1

The gross income which would, after tax,
net incomes presented in the third column.

t~e

See p. 1 6, footnote 6.

-

surveyed industries.
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The "ordinary hours of work" for a farm

worker, however, are 90 hours per fortnight, compared with 80
hours for almost all other occupations.

The cost of consumer

goods and the longer distances he and his family have to travel
are further economic disadvantages to farm workers.

There may

be perks associated with non-farm employment, but no data are
available on these.

In addition, the low labour:management ratio

on farms compared with most other industries means that farm
workers must practise a wider range of skills and bear a much
heavier decision-making responsibility than their non-farm
worker counterparts.
There are problems in using data at an industry level.
The data in Table 32 include all employees in these industries,
from labourer to managerial staff, although farm workers also
cover a range of responsibility within such general categories
as "shepherd", "general farmhand".

Ideally, comparisons should

be made at the occupational level, but 1979 data enabling such
a comparison are not available.

-
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TABLE 32

Average annual earnings of employees, April 1979

Industry

a

j\verag2 annual
earnings,
male:.:> ($)b

Forestry and logging

8,847

j-lining and quarrying

10,345

l/lanufacturing

9,349

Llectricity, water, gas

O,575

Construction

9,231

WholesalG, retail, res taurants, llOtels

7,788

Transport and communication

9,991

Finance, insurance, real estate,
business 3ervices

10,330

Communi-t:J ono. r.·erscnal services

9,370

Average all surveyed industries

9,380

Notes: aCalculated from the Department of Labour, Half Yearly
Employment Information Survey, April, 1979, which
covers all businesses and firms in which two or more
persons are engaged on a full time equivalent basis.
The earnings figure is the gross payout, before .taxes
and other deductions, pertaining to the survey week.
It includes holiday pay, sick pay, bonuses etc.
Farm workers are not covered in the survey.
bCalculated by multiplying for each industry average
hours paid for during the survey week (including
overtime) by average earnings per hour.
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~.2

Other rewards
Other aspects which could be included in comparisons

between farm \VorL and otl1er occupations include grazing rights,
overtime, bonus payments 0nd superannuation contributions by
err.players.
5.2.1.

Grazing rights were reported by 28.7 per cent of
workers and 37.0 per cent of farm managers with a
median of 20 and 40 ewe equivalents resl?ectl v'2ly.
Gross

~argins

vary between years but an average

figure for toe late 1970's ($2J) would mean an
annual income from grazing rights of $115 p.a. per
farm worker and ($296)

for farm managersl2.

As

against this, farm workers and managers would be
r:l1..!ch Jess able to ta]:e on part-time or

5.2.2.

~3econd

jOb3.

Weekend work was reported as usually carried out by
49 per cent of workers and another 38 per cent worked
on weekends during peak periods.

':)nly 17 per c8nt

of all workers and 6 per cent of all managers received
2ayments for overtim8 or weekend work.
5.2.3.

Bonus payments were received by 30 per c2nt of workers
and 29 per cent of managers.

The data on bonus

2ayments were of a diverse and variable quality but
payments appeared to average about $150 p.a. for
workers.

A few managers r2ceived as much as

~1,JOO

Fer annum.
5.2.4.

Superannuation contributions by employers were received

12i.e. 20 sheep X $20 gross margin X 28.7 per cent for farDI
workers;
40 X ~20 X 37.0 per cent for managers.
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by 13.5 per cent of workers and 30 per cent of
managers.

Data on the amounts contributed were

not collected.
It is difficult to come to any firm conclusion concerning the overall economic position of farm workers relative to other employees.

On the credit side, when perks

are included, the gross earning of farm workers is higher
than that to those of workers in general;

some farm workers

get grazing rights, and some get bonus payments.

On the

debit side, their wives have less opportunity to work,
they are commonly required to work on weekends for no pay,
only a small proportion receive superannuation payments
from their employers, and their ability to purchase their
own home is restricted.

A further consideration regarding

perks is that they might reasonably be seen as compensation
for adverse social and economic conditions, rather than
remuneration.

A related point is that perks are inflexible.

Whilst it may be possible to place a dollar value on perks,
the farm worker either takes the perk or nothing; he is not
able to convert it to cash and allocate it as he chooses.
5.3

Levels of satisfaction with farm work
"Satisfaction with farm working" is a complex vari-

able consisting of a mix of considerations : the nature of
the actual work involved, the employment conditions (expectations/requirements, rewards) relating to this work, and
the non-work socio-economic environment in which a farm
worker, and more particularly his wife and children, must
operate.
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In brief, the results seem to suggest that present farm
workers like their actual work a great deal, have reservations
about some of their employment conditions and, most importantly,
find that employment conditions and location make it difficult
to achieve the objectives they have set for themselves and
their families.
Involved in these objectives are important changes in
goals:

the goal of farm ownership and, to a lesser extent,

becoming a" farm manager, declines in importance with age, and
that of job security increases.

This is expressed in various

ways particularly through the desire for horne ownership, as
well as job related measures including superannuation.
Finally on this point, it appears that the change in
goals and its implications is related to a progressive widening of goals to also incorporate those of the farm worker's
wife and children.

Such a pressure cannot occur without a

certain degree of tension and stress and this, together with
a possible lack of security, may be an important factor ln
understanding movement out of the industry.
5.4

Movement of farm workers
Failure to meet the objectives that farm workers have

set for themselves and their families will encourage movement
of farm workers both within, and out of, the industry.

Farm

workers may be expected to "vote with their feet" to use a
phrase emphasised in a recent study of British farm workers:
The servile appearance of the agricultural
worker has often hid a covert form of opposition to those in power over him ... The
disatisfaction with the rural life - in terms
of living standards and expectations - has
been manifest in a continuing drift from land
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rather than strikes and other forms
of militant action: the deferential
worker has voted ... with his feet
(Newby, 1968)
This is not a matter about which the present study,
by its nature, can offer hard evidence.

The most recent

measure of the extent of this movement in New Zealand is
provided by Cant (1967), who estimated that between 900 and
1,200 farm workers were leaving the industry each year.
Beattie and Le Heron (1979) found that 46 per cent of the
employees on their 170 Manawatu - North Wairarapa farms stayed
for less than twelve months on any farm, and only 9 per cent
stayed for longer than 5 years.

However the age distribution

of farm workers in the present survey, shown in Table 33,
appears to suggest that movement out of farm work has already
commenced in the 21 -

25 years age group.

This presumes that

most recruitment to farm work occurs in the 20 years and
under age group, and that reasonably constant numbers were
recruited each year through the 1970's.

This is a view

supported by Cant's (1967) study in Selwyn - Ashburton, though
not by the Manpower Working Party of the Agricultural
Development Conference (Anon. 1964) which contended that the
main exodus began about 35 years of age.

13

13. An attempt was made to follON age groupings of farm workers over time,
using census data. Unfortunately, changes in the age categories used
between the two rrost recent censuses (1971 and 1976) made this very
difficult. A tentative i.Irq?ression is that large-scale departures
from the indus try occur after the age of 35.
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TABLE 33

Age distribution of surveyed farm workers, 1979

Number of Respondents

Age
20 years and under

87

21 -

25

68

26 -

30

58

31 -

40

66

41 -

50

56

51 years and over

13
348

Source:

Present survey.
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CHAPTER 6

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Lloyd (1974) has provided a useful framework within
which to consider possible policy recommendations.

He

distinguishes between those factors in the farm employment
situation over which the farmer has considerable control
(e.g. wages, general conditions of employment), those
factors which he may be able to alter to some extent (e.g.
security, greater opportunity for home ownership), and
I

those factors over which he has little or no control and
which may also affect himself and his family (e.g. access
to schooling and employment opportunities, social life) .
6.1

Factors over which the farmer has considerable
control.

The results of this research suggest that

whilst many farm workers would be happier if they
received a higher income, wages do not seem to be
a major contributor to

dep~rture

from the industry.

However, higher wages could compensate for other
problems

for example, they might increase the

chances of home ownership.

Higher wages might also

be a means of meeting the desire of many farm workers
for more opportunity for promotion, more acceptance
by farmers and their families and better relationships with employers.
Farmers could explore ways of increasing remun-
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eration to workers which might cost the farmer very
little.

One possibility is to allow grazing rights

for stock belonging to the farm worker to run with
the farmer's own stock, with the worker paying only
for any variable costs incurred.

Another possibi-

lity is for farmers to encourage their employees
to apply for a Rural Bank Settlement Loan which
are available to farm workers who are intending to
remain in the industry.

The loans are to enable

the'purchase cf properties which in themselves are
uneconomic but which, together with the farm worker's
ordinary earnings will meet loan charges and provide a reasonable standard of living.

In this case

farmers might have to adopt a more generous view
of their right to require overtime and weekend work.
There are several other factors which farmers
are able to influence.

Quality of housing was of

major importance to 10 per cent of farm workers and
the renovation or replacement of ageing houses is
recommended where appropriate.

This may fit in with

other suggestions concerning housing, presented in
the next section.

As regards opportunity for pro-

motion, insofar as this refers to non-monetary
recognition of competent service, it may be possible
to institute a grading system for farm workers,
based on training and experience.

Representatives

of Federated Farmers, the Agricultural Training
Council and the Farm Workers Association could meet
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to devise such a system.
6.2

Factors over which the farmer has some control.
The importance of home ownership in the minds of
many farm workers requires that careful consideration should be given to ways in which farmers
might assist the achieving" of this goal.
words

In the

of a farm worker's wife:
The biggest disadvantage (of being a farm
workers wife in a rural area) is that we
have to live in houses that don't belong to
us.
I don't think that any farm owner or
his wife could even begin to understand
what this means to farm worker's wives ...
if our husband loses his job -' maybe through
reasons not of his own making - you lose
your home as well.
The free house is not
a 'perk' it is a liability ... we would much
rather live in our own home, even if we had
to pay heavy mortgage repayments to do so.
The farm owners should be paying or helping
to pay into some sort of fund to help workers
to buy their own houses on retirement rather
than offering free houses as a 'perk'.
(Ellis 1977).
The question is how can farm workers be best

assisted towards home ownership?

It should be

noted that the government relaxed the Housing Corporation home finance rules in 1977 to allow loans
to persons aged 40 years and over who are required
to live in employer-provided accommodation and who
had done so for at least ten years.

A logical

recommendation is that the government reduce or
abolish this age limit.
Furthermore, without entering in the "tiedcottage debate" which has gone on for so long in
Britain in particular (e.g. Newby 1977: 178-94), it is
recommended that farmers give up any requirement that
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farm workers live on the farm.

This will not, of

course,be feasible for all properties.

Certainly

this may result in less convenience to the farmer
but this may be overcome to some extent by a more
It would imply an

scheduled approach to work.

increase in wages since free accommodation and related perks would be no

long~r

provided.

It would

involve travelling time and expense on the part of
farm workers.

On the positive side, if workers

were able to buy houses in nearby towns, they and
their families could enjoy town facilities and most
importantly set about owning their own home.

It

would remove the burden of house maintenance from
the farmer and the capital costs of replacing
housing 14

•

In a not insignificant number of cases,

farm worker houses may be approaching the end of
their useful lives, at least without extensive renovation 1S
6.3

•

Factors over which the farmer has little or no control
Government departments should Le discouraged from more
centralisation of, or any further decreases in their
services in rural areas.

This recommendation can

be supported for reasons apart from the benefit of

l"Alternatively, farmers could purchase houses in nearby
towns for their farm workers.
Rural Bank loans to the
farmers of up to $25,000 are available for this purpose.
tihilst this would give access to town amenities, it would
not deal with the problem of home ownership.
lSFor example, the Banks Peninsul3. study (Sparrow et aL ~ 1979)
found that 46 per cent of all houses on the peninsula were
between 60 and 99 years old, and a further 15 per cent were
over 100 years old.
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farm workers and their employers, particularly the
continuing viability of small rural communities.
Such a policy may well be in conflict with Treasury
requirements for some departments to operate at
maximum cost effectiveness.

There is a case for

some formal "separation of accounts" to enable
departments to continue to operate services in rural
areas whicn can be justified on social rather than
economic grounds.

6.4

Further Research
The limitations of this point-in-time survey have

been discussed elsewhere.

Studies of farm workers over

time would enable some of tne results of this research to
be further scrutinized.

A sample of farm workers could be

drawn from the FliYA membership and followed up over a five
year period.

The sample could be stratified to include

groups of particular interest e.g. new entrants to the
industry, those with children soon to COlTuuence secondary
school, and those with children about to leave school.
A more modest study would be a restudy of Cant's (1967)
work on migration of farm workers in the Selwyn - Ashburton
Electorate.
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APPENDIX 1
Number of paid farm employees, 30 June, 1976

Statistical Area

Permanent
Male

Female

Part-time
Male

Casual

Female

Male

Female

Northland

1203

263

210

336

440

151

Central Auckland

1363

250

271

430

357

212

South Auckland

6279

659

923

942

1145

573

East Coast

1505

157

154

138

345

220

Hawkes Bay

2830

205

410

408

659

416

'l'aranaki

1113

344

290

396

184

71

Wellington

3349

306

621

707

853

220

Marlborough

452

52

76

63

162

43

;Jelson

929

194

128

219

271

674

Westland

130

21

74

16

4

5

Canterbury

2954

320

599

654

1122

199

Otago

1568

229

399

338

661

86

Southland

1200

245

272

384

315

81

24,875

3,245

4,427

5,031

6,518

2,951

TOTAL HZ
Source:

Department of Statistics, Agricultural Statistics 1975/76.

;J::<
'"d
'"d

t:r:J

Z

t:l
H

n

tlJ

(f)

0'1

tv
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APPENDIX 2

FWA Membership by membership region, 1978/79

South Island Chatham Island
l.vakatapu
North Canterbury
Mid Canterbury
South Canterbury
Harlborough
L\felson·
dorth Otago
Central Otago
South Otago
Maniatoto
Upper Clutha
vlest Otago
West Coast
Southland

1
4
222
192
123
37

8

80
3

52
32
16
33
24
317

1144
~~orth

Island Auckland
Horowhenua
King Country
Manawatu
Northland
North ~angitikei
South Rangitikei
Rotorua/Taupo

48
34
44
40
71
92
54
31
Tarana~i
103
Thames
7
Waikato
176
North Wairarapa
168
South Wairarapa
89
Wairoa
109
Wanganui
16
East Coast/Poverty Bay 310
Hawkes Bay Coast
ICC
Central Ra~kes Bay
299
South Hawkes Bay . 1 1 0
Tauranga
91
1992
TOTAL:
Source:

3136

Farm Workers Association Membership Records.
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Comparison of farm employees by Statistical Area
with FWA membership ny membership regions

Statistical Area

Per cent
of farm
a Approximately equivemployees
alent FWA membership
by
region
Statistical
Area

Per cent
of F~v~""I.
membership
region b

~\j'orthland

4.8

i>Jorthland

2.3

Central Auckland

5.5

Auckland

1.5

South Auckland

25.2

Rotorua/Taupo, Waikato,
King Country, Thames,
Tauranga

East Coast
Hawkes Bay

11.1

Wairoa, East Coast/
17.4

Poverty Bay, Hawkes
Bay (coast, central,
south)

Taranaki

4.5

Wellington

13.5

Taranaki

29.6
3.3

North RangitiKei,
South Rangitikei,
l'lanawa tu, j:\j'orth
Wairarapa, South
Wairarapa, Wanganui

14.6

Marlborough

1.8

Marlborough

1.2

l\~elson

3.7

~elson

0.3

vJestland

0.5

West Coast

0.8

Canterbury

11.9

Canterbury (north, mid,
south)

Otago

6.3

17.1

Otago (north, central,
south, west), Upper
Clutha, Manitoto

Southland

4.8

Southland

100.0
a full time, male employees.
b1978/1979 memberships.

6.9
10.3
100.0
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i\PPENUIX 4

~stlmated

Perk

Value of perks

Lxpenditurc
per week b

a

( $)

Per cent of
workers
receiving

l\.nnual
value
( $)

Farm ;"'TorJ-.ers._-

38.47

86. :3

1736

Meat

6.77

64.1

2".:.0

Power, firewood,
coal

4.81

53.~

13:5

.c'elephone rental

:'::.50

57.2

74

HOUS8

52.54

'~'OT1\L

r

2171

Farm .""anager
House

38.L~7

95.3

1906

6.77

91. 2

321

coal

4.80

b9.4

223

rre lep:lOne rental

2.50

76.2

99

l1eat
PO'i.~·er

'::.'o'rAL

Sources:

, firewood,

,j2.54

a'l'ables 6 and 7, ass uming blat the i ter'l is
provided completely free.
bDepartmentof Statistics Household Survey
uata collected for the year ending Burch
1977, adJusted for price increases to J:lly
1979 derived from tile Consumer Price Index

2549
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APl-'ENDIX 5

fmr.VEY OF FARM vJORKEHS

LINCOLN COLLEGE, 1979

Are you still a farm worker?

o

o

Yes
:.Jo

If you are still a farmworker please answer all
but not those on the last page

questio~(1-38)

If you are not still a farmworker, could you
answer the questions on the last page only
A.

PERSONAL

1.

Hm,,' old are you?

2.

How many years were you at Secondary School? ..... . years

3.

Have you had any formal training in farming?

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . years

[

I Yes

I~ ~.Jo
If yes, please say what ____________________
4.

Could you list below the jobs you have had, in order, and
the time you were employed.
(If you have more than one
of the same job put down farm work 1, farm work 2, etc,)
'l'ype of :'Jork

Time Employed

Present Job: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Length of time in present job . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Location of present job (area, district or region)
5.

Are you married?

DYes

[J i'Jo
6.

Hov; many children l1ave you living at home? . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

7.

W~1at

8.

Please tick if any of the following are correct:

are their ages? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

I~ Own a house

'-~ Own a section

r--J Ovm land
r__.J Your wife

is employed full-time on the farm

-

I~Your

wife has a full-time paid job outside the farm

[~ !~~~ wife
paid
1-]
The house
-- - you work
[
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does not have a paid job but is occasionfor work done on the farm
in which you live is on the farm where

jThe house in which you live is your own

--1

The house in which you live is in a tm"rn or small
__ centre

1

B.

JOB INFORMATION
(Answer

9.

l:cVv'

b~

putting a tick into correct

is your job classified?

[~-I

Manager

I _ _JShepherd
I=:=J General Farmhand

o

Tractor Dr i ver

I i Other
10.

(please say what) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

What type of farm do you work on?

I i r-1ixed

crop/livestock

I~ Dairying

I='

I I Hill

country sheep

I High

country sheep

1-I_

11.

Plains sheep

~J

Other (please specify)

Is your employer (tick one)

[ Il-~
I !A

family or individual
company

1---' Department
1-\

Department of Haori Affairs

I-i Ocher
12.

of Lands and Survey

(please say who) __________________

Bow many persons are employed full time?
(a) Owner & family . ...... (b)Others ... ... Total . . . . . . . . . . .
(including you)

-

13.
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How far are you from the nearest town?
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . miles or . . . . . . . . . . km

c.

QUESTIONS ABOUT REMUNERATION

14.

What is your weekly wage (i.e. the mone:, you get after
de~ucticns for tax, rent, superannuation etc)?

1 :J,-

Are you provided with free accommodation?

•

J Yes

I

IINo
16.

If Yes to question 15, is this:

.--..
i

i
---'

Single quarters

I I full

1-,
17.

ooard

house O~_- flet

Do you receive a cash bonus?
!

_ _J

! Yes, sometimes ~

Yes, regularly:

No, never

If you receive a bonus, how much would you say it is
worth per week
or per year
18.

Are you paid overtime?

i,_l Yes,

regularly

1=-'

Yes, sometimes

I

I i~o,

never

If you receive overtime how much would you say it is
worth per week?

19.

JO you and your employer contribute jointly to a

superannuation fund or life insurance scheme?

[~]

Yes

1=1

20.

No
Are you paid any additional allowance in cash?
specify below.
Reason for Allowance

21.

Average

A~ount

per Week

If so
($)

What other allowances do you receive in kind.

cow)-~=] free

I

I free

,-

I free milk (as milk)

milk (as

power

,- ---- J free meat

~ free petrol
I---.J free T. V .

1- ~~J free vegetables

I I free

,

I

J free
,- _J free

] free telephone (rental)I __

r free telephone (tolls)

__ I free

veterinary
expenses

firewood/coal
grazing for animals
dog tucker

l-==Ifree dog registration
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r=J
22.

23.

Do you have any other incentives? e.g. use of land
for grazing, profit sharing.
Please give details:
Do you work on weekends?
Dyes, usually

o
24.

other (please specify)

free car allowance

r---i yes,

peak only

I I never

no, unless emergency

If yes, are you paid for this overtime?

I

i Yes

25.

l_~ No
If yp.s to question 24, at \vhat rate? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

D.

THE FARM EMPLOn1ENT PROGRfu'l.1lvlE

The Farm Employment Programme is a scheme to help
provide jobs for people wao might be otherwise unemployed.
The Government pays one-third of the wages
of any additional labour which a farmer takes on.
26.

Does your employer have any F.E.P. labour?

I
')...,

.:.

,

.

28.

I Yes

I~NO
If yes, how many?

.................................. .

00 you think that your employer has employed less

ordinary farm workers or cadets as a result of the
Farm Employment Programme?
Yes

,_

I

Don I t know

:---- 1 Not
--

applicable (no F.E.P.
labour)

29.

Have you any other comments you would like to make
about the Farm Employment Programme?

E.

OPINIONS

30.

How would you say you enjoy your present job?

I

I Like

vcr} rnucb,

i i average
I i dislike

I I dislike
31.

very much

What things would make you more satisfied in your job?
(Tick as many as you like.)

1-' housing

in town

[-=~] better quality housing
I~=] higher wages
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I

/greater opportunity for home ownership

r-] more

interesting work

,-=--1 more regular working hours
1.=1 better access to schools
1--' bet ter transport
I~
, less isolation
1

I I bet ter access to social facil i ties

l:-l more

acceptance by farmers and their families

,- , better employment opportunities for wife and/or
- - children

r-'

superannuation scheme

" Imore jot)
1-1.::: better

security
relationship with my employer (ITow?)

I===I~~~~·~~~~~~~~~~~·~~~·~~~~~~~~~······

.......... .

I---Imy wife is unhappy living here (Why?)

,===,

••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••

e

••••••••••••••••••••

any other things you would like to mention

32.

Which one or two of the things in the above list do you
think are most important?

33.

Do you have a definite intention to leave your present
job?
,

"' Yes
I i no
I
, it depends
Ddon't know
34.

If yes, what sort of job would you like to get, and where?

35.

How likely do you think it is that you will get this
sort of job?
livery likely
Illikely

CI hal f

and hal f

I

!unlikely
1_.Jver y unlikely
36.

I f you answered ,. it depends" to question 33, on what does
it c1cper!d?

.......................... ............................. .
"
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37.

Hhat is your main goal in life?

L 1own

home for secur i ty

I~ educate children to a satisfactory level

L:=-J become

or remain a farm manager

I-_-~] own farm

'---J retire on pension
t =:J other

38.

(please say wha t) ....•.......•.........
Is your present job helping you achieve these goals?

I

I yes

Dpartl y
,no

.::J don't knov.

THANK YOU VERY i'-1UCIT FOR YOUR HELP.

PLEASE POST TIlE

QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ENCLOSEJ ENVELOPE

-
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F.

FOR THOSE WHO HAVE LEFT FARM WORKING

1.

What job are you doing now? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

2.

Where are you living (name of place) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

3.

Here is a list of things ~hich are said to make people
prefer nen-farm work.
Could you tick the ones which
you think were important in making you leave farm work?

r

Ihousing in town

i:=]better quality housing

l==r

higher wages

r=---J greater

opportunity for horne ownership

I=~J more interesting work
[-~Jmore

regular working hours

i-. Jbetter

access to schools
1---] better transport
,--- Iless isolation
1_

(better access to social facilities

l-=Jmore acceptance by farmers and their families
better employment opportunities for wife and/or
I·-'children

)--1

Isuperannuation scheme
,

jmore job security

~ja

better relationship with my employer.

How?

I~more opportunity for promotion

'_jmy wife is unhappy living here (Yvhy?)

i-·f any

I ......

4.

.

other things you would like to mention

Which. one or two of these do you think are most important?

MAHY THANKS.

Could you tear off this page and post it in the
enclosed stamped envelope?
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