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Foreteord

Senate Resolution 71 of the 1955 Territorial Legislature
directed the Department of Labor and Industrial Relations and
the Legislative Reference Bureau to study the implications of
extending unemployment insurance to agricultural employees.
Our staffs have closely cooperated in carrying out the iustruc-
tions of the Legislature, and it is now our pleasure to submit
this report which encompasses the results of the survey.

The Bureau of Employment Security of the U, S, Department
of Labor has not only provided the major portion of funds re-
quired for conducting and printing this survey but hasalso made
available technical advice from the Division of Program and
Legislation of the Unemployment Insurance Service. Sugar and
pineapple companies and diversified farmers have furnished the
necessary information and data. However, space limitations
preclude a complete listing of the many other federal, terri-
torial and private agencies and individuals who made a contri-
bution to this study.

It is our hope that the report supplies adequate information
for the consideration of the problems of unemployment insur-
ance coverage for agricultural workers in Hawaii.

E. B, PETERSON, Director
Department of Labor and
Industrial Relations

ROBERT M. KAMINS, Divector
Legislative Refevence Buveau
University of Hawait

February 6, 1957
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THE BASIC QUESTIONS

What would be the probable cost in unemployment insurance
contributions to employers . . . and

What would be the probable amounts in unemployment in-
surance benefits paid to farm workers , . . if

Unemployment insurance in the Territory of Hawaii were ex-
tended to agricultural workers?
BACKGROUND DATA

Workers in Hawaii have been protected against wage loss
through unemployment insurance since 1937. As the result of

Figure 1. RELATIVE VOLUME OF EMPLOYMENT NOT COVERED
BY UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE, 1855
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growth of the Territory’s labor force since that time and of ex-
pansion of the unemployment insurance law, the number of
covered workers has increased from 79,800 to 129,700 in 1955,

However, there are approximately 43,900 workers who do not
have such protection, Included in this group are domestic
servants, local government workers, and workers in farm em-
ployment.

Collective bargaining contracts negotiated in 1956 by the
ILWU with the sugar and pineapple industries provided private
payments of unemployment benefits to regular agricultural
workers who are permanently separated from employment in
these two industries. .

Uninsured earnings of farm workers amount to some $45
million per year. This includes $24.6 million in sugar planta-
tion earnings, $16 million in pineapple plantation earnings, and
$4.4 million earned by employees in diversified agriculture,

THE IMMEDIATE PROBLEM

During 1955, 8,288 agricultural workers were permanently or
temporarily separated from agricultural employment., This

Figure 2. AGRICULTURAL WORKERS SEPARATED FROM
EMPLOYMENT, 1955
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Figuve 3. AGRICULTURAL BENEFICIARIES, BENEFITS AND
CONTRIBUTIONS UNDER UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
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number comprised 42 per cent of all farm workers not present-
ly covered by unemployment insurance.

The sugar industry, with a minimal seasonal variation in
activity, experienced the lowest rate of separations—slightly
under 7 per cent of its production workers. Approximately a
third of those separated from sugar employment were partly
covered by unemployment insurance by reason of having worked
in the mills. Some four-fifths of workers in diversified farms
were separated from employment, Approximately 43 per cent
of these were seasonal coffee harvesters on the island of

Hawaii,

PROBABLE RESULTS OF COVERING
AGRICULTURAL WORKERS

Extension of current provisions of the employment security
law to agriculture would provide benefits for some 40 per cent
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of farm workers, The balance would not be eligible because-
(1) they were students, {(2) were employed immediately after
separation, (3) had removed themselves from the active labor
market, or (4) had insufficient earnings during the period prior
to separation to qualify for benefits,

During the first five years of extended coverage, it is esti-
mated that annual average contributions of agricultural em-
ployers would equal 80 per cent of benefits paid to their em-
ployees. However, there would be wide variations in this ratio,
as well as in the rate of contributions in the different segments
of agriculture,

Figure 4. ESTIMATED EFFECTS OF COVERING SUCAR FARM WORKERS
UNDER UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
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Approximately 2 per cent of those employed and 25 per cent
of those separated from the sugar industry would be eligible
for benefits, The low separation ratio in this industry is ac-
counted for by the stability of employment and the low ratio of
eligibility is partially due to the high retirement rate of older
workers. Workers eligible for benefits would receive an aver-
age of $26 in weekly benefits for a duration of 15 weeks, or an
aggregate of $391 in benefits for the year. During the first five
years of coverage, contributions of sugar firms are expected to
exceed benefits by an average of $166,000 per year,

By combining estimated farm earnings and benefits with
earnings and benefits with respect to mill employment (already
covered), the current reserve should be sufficient to qualify
employers for an initial zero contribution rate. By the second
year, however, the contribution rate would rise to 1.8 per cent,
It should return to the zero rate by the end of the fifth year,
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PINEAPPLE

As in the sugar industry, the number of regular full-time
plantation employees eligible for benefits is negligible. This
group would account for less than 2 per cent of all workers and
30 per cent of all separations, Total benefits paid to these eli-
gible workers would amount to $483, representing payments for
18 weeks at an average of $27 per week.

Coverage of seasonal workers presents a different picture—
where all employees are separated and 55 per cent of those
separated would be eligible, The ineligible group largely con-
sists of housewives and students. Eligible seasonal workers
would receive an average of $23 for 14 weeks for a total of $323.

Because of the large numbers involved, however, benefits to
seasonal workers would amount to 59 per cent of all benefits to
farm workers in pineapple. Furthermore, because benefits
paid to seasonal workers are based on earnings received during
only a few months, total benefits would exceed contributions by
approximately $472,000 annually,

Under current coverage the payment of benefits to seasonal
cannery workers substantially exceeds contributions and most
pineapple companies make contributions at the maximum rate of
2.7 per cent. With the addition of agricultural benefits, annual
contributions would amount to only 77 per cent of benefits; em-
ployers would continue to pay at the maximum rate,

Figure 5. ESTIMATED EFFECTS OF COVERING PINEAPPLE
FARM WORKERS UNDER UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
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Figure 6. ESTIMATED EFFECTS OF COVERING WORKERS IN DIVERSIFIED
AGRICULTURE UNDER UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
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DIVERSIFIED AGRICULTURE

Thirty per cent of workers on diversified farms would be
eligible for benefits if they were covered under unemployment
insurance, Only slight variations are noted in the ratios be-
tween employment and separations in each type of farming,
such as dairies and ranches, coffee, poultry, hogs, and general
truck farming.

Based on current provisions of the law (e.g. coverage of em-
ployers of one or more workers at any time), it is estimated
that eligible workers would receive an average of $19 in weekly
benefits for a duration of 9 weeks—~a total of $175 annually, The
total benefits for this group of workers would be considerably
lower than for sugar or pineapple personnel because of relative-
ly lower weekly benefits, resulting in turn from low annual
earnings, Benefits paid to this group of employees would be
more than double the contributions by their employers,

Testing of alternative coverage provisions reveals that any
coverage formula based on either the number of employees or
the volume of payrolls wauld not close this gap between benefits
and contributions, '



PART 1. Fnlredeclion

DEVELOPMENT OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
COVERAGE IN HAWAII

When the Hawaii unemployment insurance law was adopted in
1937 it brought 79,800 workers under its protection. These
workers represented 55 per cent of all wage and salary work-
ers. By 1956, about 128,000 workers, representing approxi-
mately two-thirds of all wage and salary workers, had unem-
ployment insurance. Two major groups of workers added during
this 18 year period by territorial legislation were persons
employed by nonprofit organizations, covered in 1945, and
maritime workers, added in 1947, Federal legislation brought
in another large group when Title XV of the Social Security Act,
enacted in 1954, covered federal civilian workers, of whom
there are 22,000 in the Territory.

NUMBER PRESENTLY NOT COVERED IN HAWAII

Despite a 63 per cent increase in covered employment since
1937, there are still approximately 43,900 employees in the
Territory of Hawaii who are not covered. These workers are
employed in the following industries: 19,500 in agriculture;
17,400 in territorial and local government;* 7,500 in domestic
service,

In Hawaii, just as in other states, consideration has been
given to improving the effectiveness of the unemployment in-
surance program through closing gaps in its coverage, During
recent sessions of the territorial legislature, bills have been
introduced to include workers employed in agriculture, In 1955
both houses of the legislature passed a measure to extend cov-
erage to farm workers,** but amendments made by the Senate
were unacceptable to the House of Representatives and the con-
ference committee did not reach agreement, Senate Resolution

*A geparate report is being submitted to the 1957 session of the territorial
legislature in accordance with Act 200, Laws of Session 1935 on the subject of
extending coverage to territorial and county government employees,
¥+ B, No, 17 passed third reading in the House on March 17, 1855 and third
reading in the Senate on April 26, 1055,



No. 71, adopted April 29, 1955, instructed that a study be made
of problems of extending coverage to farm workers anda report
presented tothe legislature on this subject in 1957. The present
report has been prepared in accordance with that Resolution,

CONSIDERATION OF PROBLEM IN OTHER AREAS

State legislatures in Arizona, California and other states have
also considered extending coverage to farm workers during re-
cent years, and employment security agencies and advisory
councils have made numerous studies of this problem.

The Federal Advisory Council on Employment Security, which
advises the Secretary of Labor on employment security matters,
has also been working on this subject, especially during the past
five years, and has made recommendations for federal legisla-
tion to bring farm workers under unemployment insurance,
During 1952, the Senate Committee on Labor conducted exten-
sive hearings on migratory labor and in iis published reports
included a report on extension of coverage to agricultural
labor.,* However, to the present time no state has covered
farm workers, nor has the Congress extended coverage to this
group.

Collective bargaining contracts negotiated by the sugar and
pineapple industries in 1956 provided private payment of unem-
ployment benefits for agricultural waorkers who are permanently
separated from employment in these two industries. The con-
tracts are discussed more fully later in this report.

RELATION TO OTHER PROTECTIVE PROGRAMS

In considering unemployment insurance as a device for meet-
ing the risk of loss of earnings due to involuntary unemploy-
ment, it should be noted that other risks of a similar kind have
already been provided for by legislative action. Most farm
workers have recently been brought under the old age and survi-
vors insurance program, thus gaining protection against loss of
wages because of old age, ¥or many years, farm workers in the
Territory, like non-farm workers, have been covered under the
workmen’s compensation law, and are protected against wage
loss due to industrial accident and disease. Thus, extension of
unemployment insurance to agriculture would assure farm

*Migratory Labor Hearings before SBubcommitiee on Labor and Labor Relations
of Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 82nd Congress, 2nd Session,
Part 2, p. 1067,
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workers the same protection as nonagricultural workers against
this additional risk.

BASIC PROVISIONS OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

Unemployment insurance isa system of weeklycash payments
to unemployed workers who have worked in covered employment
sufficiently long to have earned the necessary amounts of wages
to qualify for benefits. To receive such payments they must be
ready, able, and willing to work, in the opinion of the adminis-
trative officials, and they must not have been disqualified for
benefits by reason of voluntary leaving without good cause,
misconduct connected with work, refusal to accept suitable
work, pregnancy, or fraud. Under the present schedule, the
weekly payments range from $5 to $35 and are computed for
each worker according to his wages in the calendar quarter in
which his earnings were highest among the last four completed
guarters., Benefits for workers whose high quarter wages were
between $37.50 and $125 would be computed at $5 weekly, while
they would be $35 for the person earning over $850 in his high
quarter. For all except those drawing the maximum there is an
additional requirement that the claimant shall have earned at
least 30 times his weekly benefit amount during the four-quarter
base period.

FINANCING UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

The benefit expenditures referred to above have been financed
by a payroll tax levied on all employers in commerce and in-
dustry with one or more workers at any time., Employer con-
tributions were initially paid at the rate of 2.7 per ceant of all
wages in employment covered by the law, up to 2 maximum of
$3,000 per year for each worker, Since 1943, however, employ-
ers with favorable experience records have been permitted to
pay contributions at reduced rates, varying from the standard
rate of 2,7 per cent down to as low as zero. With the generally
rising employment and wage levels and the stable employment
situation in most areas of covered employment, employers’ tax
rates have declined substantially in recent years. As shown in
Tabie C-5, appended, the average employers contribution rate
has been less than one per cent of payrolls from 1952-1955
inclusive.



On the other hand, benefits have been higher than one per cent
of payrolls in each of these years, thus reducing the balance in
the reserve fund from $23.3 million at the end of 1952 to ap-
proximately $22 million at the end of 1955, The balance in the
fund has fallen from 10.0 to 8.8 per cent of average annual bene-
fit payments over the past four years. This decline has been
somewhat greater than the national average, but Hawaii re-
serves have been higher than those of the system as a whole.

SEASONALITY PROVISIONS

Seasonality provisions in the Hawaii law have an effect on the
reserve fund by deferring the use of wage credits earned within
seasonal periods to a subsequent seasonal period, as contrasted
with ordinary wage credits which may be used within the calen-
dar quarter immediately following thatin which they are earned.
Generally speaking, seasonal employers do not have the same
degree of control over their experience rating factors as do
nonseasonal employers, and limiting the benefit rights of sea-
sonal workers by restricting the payment of benefits to the sub-
sequent season is a means of safeguarding the fund, The sea-
sonality provision has been applied to employees in only two
industries —all workers engaged in the processing, canning and
warehousing of fresh pineapples, and those in certain occupa-
tions in connection with the canning and warehousing of tuna
fish,

To determine seasonality, an industry’s employment record
is subjected to mathematical tests. The average weekly man-
hours for the 3 four-week periods of the year in which the man-
hours are highest are first established, If it is then found that
there are 12 consecutive weeks in the remainder of the year in
which the manhours for each week is less than 45 per cent of
that average, the requirements are satisfied. Once an industry
or occupation within an industry is determined to be seasonal,
member firms may request opening and closing dates of the
seasonal period in accordance with their anticipated seasonal
activity., There maybe more than one seasonal period but in the
aggregate they must extend less than 26 weeks per year,

SINGLE POOLED FUND

The Hawaii unemployment insurance program operates as a
single pooled fund in which all contributions are intermingled
and from which all benefits are paid, If agriculture were cov-
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ered, the contributions received as the result of the extension of
coverage would become a part of this same fund,

NUMBER AFFECTED BY EXTENDING COVERAGE

About 9,000 employers are now subject to the unemployment
insurance law; such extension could add another 552 employers
In addition, 35 employers already covered by the law because of
sugar mill and pineapple canning operations would be newly
liable for contributions on the agricultural portion of their pay-
rolls, now excluded. These 35 sugar and pineapple employers
employ about 28,200 workers in jobs now covered by the law and
14,400 others in farm employment. Their payrolls which are
now subject to contributions approximate $40,8 million; an addi-
tional $36.7 million would be added by bringing their farm
workers under the program.

As just noted, there are 552 employers in agricultural activi-
ties outside of the sugar and pineapple industries who are not
now liable for contributions under the unemployment insurance
law. Extension of the program to these employers would bring
in some 5,000 workers employed by them at some time during
the year, Their earnings which would be subject to contribu-
tions approximate $4.5 million per year.

THE ROLE OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE IN HAWAII

Consideration of extension of unemployment insurance to
groups not now protected, such as agricultural labor, suggests
the desirability of reviewing the role which the program has
played with regard to unemployment experienced by workers
who are presently covered under the law,

Since 1939, approximately $27.6 million has been paid (to
December 31, 1956) to these workers for 1,404,000 weeks of in-
voluntary unemployment, (See Table C-2, appended.) The an-
nual amount of benefits has been as small as $6,000 per year in
1944 and 1945, when virtually all employable persons were
working full time. Benefit payments have been more than $1
million per year since 1948, and reached $4.3 million in 1949,
the year of highest expenditures in the program’s history in
Hawaii, More recently, the recession unemployment of 1954 led
to an increase in benefit expenditures to nearly $4 million from
approximately $3 million in 1953,
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EFFECT ON PURCHASING POWER

As a rough indication of the role of unemployment insurance
in replacing lost wages during the 1949 recession, benefit pay-
ments increased by nearly $3 million in that year over 1948,
when total wages paid in covered employment dropped by $22
million from 1948 to 1949, From these figures, it would appear
that unemployment insurance benefits replaced nearly $1 of
each $7 of the decline in wage payments. The significance of
this figure 1is better appreciated if it is compared with 1949
average monthly retail sales of $36.3 million*, or annual old
age insurance payments of $9 million, or the monthly payroll of
$4.4 million in manufacturing, the industry that is second in
Hawaii only to wholesale-~retail trade in payment of wages.
Thus, the contribution of unemployment insurance in 1949 to
workers’ purchasing power taken as a whole was approximately
the same as one month’s wages in the manufacturing industry.

AID TO UNEMPLOYED PERSONS

To look at the role of unemployment insurance solely in
terms of its effect on purchasing power in the economy as a
whole would neglect its importance in tiding individual workers
over periods of joblessness when they are without wage earn-
ings. Benefits were paid to about 11,800 workers in Hawaii for
140,200 weeks of unemployment during 1955, at an average
weekly amount of $21.50 for about 12 weeks per claimant during
the year, Since workers employed in jobs covered under the
program earned about $60 per week, on the average, their bene-
fits amounted to 35.8 per cent of their weekly wages. It is ap-
parent these benefits made a substantial contribution to these
workers and their families in carrying them over periods of
layoff with their regular employers or over periods of unem-
ployment between jobs,

*Excluding sales to armed services,
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AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT IN HAWAII

For more than 100 years sugar has been the basic industry in
Hawaii’s economy. It is the largest industry and largest single
source of income and employment in the Territory, with a
stable, nonseasonal labor force. However, while sugar is a
large industry in Hawaii, it produces only one-eighth of total
mainland consumption and less than 3 per cent of theworld’s
supply. ,

The growing and processing the pineapple crop provides the
second largest industry in Hawail, In ferms of output and num-
ber of workers employed, pineapple is about two-thirds as large
as the sugar industry. Employment in the pineapple industry,
unlike sugar, is highly seasonal and although if provides year-
round employment to some 8,800 workers, it also provides sea-
sonal work for several thousand persons on the plantations as
well as in the canneries. Growth of the pineapple industry to a
mass production level occurred later than did the growth of the
sugar industry, and practically no pineapples were exported
from the Territory prior to 1830. The key to expansion of the
pineapple industry was the invention of the Ginaca machine in
1913 for peeling and coring of the fruit. Since that time Hawaii
has been the world’s greatest producer of canned pineapple with
four-fifths of the total world output,

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS IN SUGAR INDUSTRY

Between 1872 and 1948 the Territory of Hawaii was faced with
repeated labor shortages. The primary cause prior to 1932 was
the expanding demands of the sugar industry and later the pine-
apple industry for a larger labor force to man their plantations,
The sugar industry reached maximum expansion inboth employ-
ment and acreage by 1932, however, and since {hat time fotal
employment in the industry has declined, This decrease has
been brought about by such forces as the continuous rise in
wages and other production costs and the wartime manpower
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shortages. As a result the sugar industry has changed from a
“hand” industry to a highly mechanized industry with cousider-
ably reduced employment., Whereas in 1932 there were 54,000
persons employed in sugar production, there are now less than
20,000, In the 1940’s several marginal plantations were unable
to keep pace with rising costs and consequently were discon-
tinued or merged with other plantations. This contributed sub-
stantially to the marked employment reduction in that decade
which showed a drop from 41,350 in 1940 to 22,900 in 1950. As
Table 1 indicates, there are 19,350 workers employed in
Hawaii’s sugar industry, of whom 7,550 are in the mills and
11,800 in agricultural employment,

Table 1. EMPLOYMENT BY THE SUGAR INDUSTRY
AS OF DECEMBER 1956

Sugar Total Percent Sugav

Qahu,...... 3,450 140,810 2.5%
Hawaii...... 7,080 25,430 21.8
Maui..,.,... 3,740 13,340 28.0
Kauvai ...,... 5,080 11,910 42.7
Territory, .., 19,360 194,010 10.0

More than three-fourths of the industry’s employment drop
between 1950 and 1956 took place between 1953 and 1955, Of a
2,700 reduction during this three year period, only 15 per cent
reflected layoffs due to lack of work and these were largely
concentrated in a few firms on the island of Hawaii,

In spite of the decrease in employment and acreage, there has
been relatively little change in sugar output during the past 25
years. The increasing and continued application of scientific
methods and mechanization has made it possible for the sugar
industry to maintain its production with fewer workers.

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS IN PINEAPPLE INDUSTRY

The pineapple industry is a major economic factor on every
island except Hawaii. It is the primary source of income and
employment on Molokai and is virtually the ounlysource of in-
come on Lanai. Although the sugar and pineapple growing
industries are both conducted on a large-scale plantation basis,
there are many things about the pineapple industry which are
different from sugar with which it is often compared.

Although most of the work is done by a stable, year-round
force of regular employees (numbering 3,800 in December
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1956), the pineapple canning and the harvesting and planting
periods require the hiring of extra seasonal workers, In 1955
there were 3,178 seasonal workers employed on pineapple plan-
tations and 11,000 employed in the canneries. Because the
harvesting and canning season varies from year to year depend-
ing upon weather.and crop development, the number of exira
workers required during the season varies. A sudden peak in
the ripening of the pineapples compels the plantations to hire a
larger number of seasonal workers.

Pineapple leaves Hawaii as a finished product ready for im-
mediate consumption, whereas the bulk of raw sugar is shipped
to the mainland for refinement there., Also unlike sugar, pine-
apple is sold in an open market with no quota or tariff protec-
tion, The local pineapple companies are in direct competition
not only with each other but also with other pineapple producing
areas and with mainland producers of fruits and juices. In con-
trast to most mainland canned fruit operations, in which packers
buy from growers, the majority of the pineapple companies in
Hawaii are both growers and packers, thereby assuming all the
risks of agricultural production and market prices.

There have been sharper ups and downs in the pineapple in-
dustry than in sugar. In the past, production has been curtailed
as the result of drought, insects and disease, resulting in re-
duced income to the industry, The depression of the early
1930’s brought about a drop in prices and sales that resulted in
curtailment of planting and millions of dollars in losses to the
industry, Subsequent to that time there has been a considerable
expansion in planting., The increase in acreage in the pineapple
industry parallels the increase in pineapple production, How-
ever, while acreage and production have increased, there has
been a gradual decline in the regular work force since 1947
which has been made possible by the development of improved
methods and mechanization. In 1947 employment (excluding
seasonal workers) on the pineapple plantations totalled 5,000.
This number included 2,000 workers recruited from the Phil-
ippine Islands in late 1946 to alleviate the acute wartime man-
power shortage. Since 1947 regular employment has declined
to a current level of approximately 3,800,

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS IN DIVERSIFIED AGRICULTURE

An increased production of fruits and vegetables during re-
cent years, particularly since the end of World War II, has
resulted in the creation of more jobs in diversified agriculture,
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In 1940 a monthly average of 1,050 workers were employed in
the various types of diversified agriculture, This number in-
creased to 1,240 in 1950 and to 2,280 in 1855. During 1955, a
total of 5,137 agricultural workers—including all persons who
earned $100 or more during the year—were employed by 552
employers in diversified agriculture. This total is not directly
comparable with the numbers listed in the preceding paragraph,
which are monthly averages shown to point out the sizeable in-
crease in employment by diversified farms since 1940.

Coffee is one of the principal products exported from the
Territory and the largest number of diversified agricultural
workers (1,839) are employed on the coffee farms on the island
of Hawaii. The second largest group (1,572) are employed in
dairies and ranches throughout the Territory, and 1,058 are
employed on fruit and vegetable farms. The balance are in
poultry and hog raising and miscellaneous types of agriculture.

EXTENT OF COVERAGE UNDER PRESENT LAW

The sugar and pineapple employers inthe Territory of Hawaii
employ a substantial group of workers covered by unemployment
insurance in addition to the agricultural group not covered by
the program, Of the 19,350 workers presently employed in the
sugar industry, 7,550 (39 per cent) are covered by unemploy-
ment insurance, These workers are employed in the sugar
mills located on the plantations, There is also considerable
shifting of workers between the mills and agricultural work
which takes place at the time of the sugar grinding season, so
that some employees are covered by the unemployment in-
surance program part of the year, while engaged in mill em-
ployment, and the remainder of the time are not covered. Al-
though the sugar workers engage in both agricultural and
manufacturing pursuits, they are a group which lives in rural
communities,

In the pineapple industry there are also large numbers of
agricultural and manufacturing workers, although the cannery
workers for the most part do not live in rural communities,
There are 16,000 workers employed in the pineapple canneries;
they are classified by the industry as being regular year-round,
intermittent, or seasonal employees who are covered by the un-
employment insurance law. Some 6,600 agricultural workers,
comprising 29 per cent of the workers inthe pineapple industry,
are employed on the plantations, At present they are not cov-
ered by unemployment insurance during any portion of the year.
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EARNINGS IN HAWAIIAN AGRICULTURE

Sugar and pineapple plantation employees in Hawaii are paid
the highest annual agricultural wages in the world. During 1955
the sugar industry paid $57,147,000 and the pineapple industry
paid $37,250,000 in wages—the payrolls of the two industries
aggregating about one-tenth of personal income payments re-
ceived in the Territory,

Table 2. AVERAGE ANNUAL EARNINGS IN
PINEAPPLE AND SUGAR INDUSTRIES

Sugar Pineapple
1947 ..., $2,323 $2,292
1948 ..., 2,457 2,563
1948 .., ., 2,472 2,443
1950 ., ., 2,509 2,854
1951 . ... 2,726 3,126
1952 ., .. 2,868 3,112
1953 .. .. 2,860 3,032
1954 .. .. 3,148 3,104
1956 .., .. 3,119 3,214

Spurce: U. 5. Department of Commerce, Income in Hawaii,
1652 and subsequent annual supplements, Data represenis
earning per full-time employee equivalent.

AVERAGE WAGES IN SUGAR INDUSTRY

During the twelve-month period from October 1954 toSeptem-
ber 1955, sugar plantation workers whose total earnings were
solely from agricultural work received an average of $2,590,
Workers on sugar plantations who received both -agricultural
and nonagricultural earnings averaged $2,597, while those em-
ployed during the entire year in the sugar mills averaged
$2,937, The average annual wage for all field and mill workers
was $2,709,*

AVERAGE WAGES IN PINEAPPLE INDUSTRY

With regard to pineapple earnings, as has been previously
stated, weather conditions have a direct effect upon the work
requirements of pineapple plantations and therefore an effect

*The foregoing average earnings are not comparable with those shown in
Table Z since the latter include managerial and office personnel as well as field
and mill werkers,

Y7



upon earnings. The decrease in average annual earnings in 1952
and 1953 was largely due to adverse effect of drought on the
plantation operations which cut down the amount of work,

The average annual wage for regular pineapple plantation
workers in 1955 was $2,969; seasonal workers, $614.80. In
this seasonal group students averaged $373.79 and other sea-
sonal workers $670,26.

In addition to cash wages the regular pineappleagricultural
and sugar agricultural workers receive a variety of benefits,
These include medical protection, paid holidays, vacation with
pay, retirement pay or pensions provided under various company
plans, group life insurance, severence pay, and sick leave bene -
fits. In addition, the 1955 agreement between the industries and
the labor union representing their employees provide for the
payment of unemployment benefits to workers permanently
separated fromthe industry, the provisions of which are outlined
below,

AVERAGE WAGES IN DIVERSIFIED AGRICULTURE

The average earnings per worker is considerably lower for
the diversified group than for sugar and pineapple agricultural
workers, Average annual earnings per worker in 1955 was
$863, This average is for a sector of agriculture which is
characterized by a high rate of separation, (See Table 6,
below,) It is therefore more comparable to seasonal earnings,
as in the pineapple industry, than to earnings from full-time,
year-round employment in the sugar or pineapple industries.

UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS UNDER COLLECTIVE
BARGAINING AGREEMENTS

A recent development in labor relations in Hawaii is of con-
sequence to this study. The most recent collective bargaining
between the pineapple and sugar companies, on the one hand, and
the International Longshoremen and Warehousemen’s Union,
representing the employees of these industries, on the other,
early in 1956 negotiated contracts which provided for benefit
payments to persons separated from such employment,

SEVERANCE PAY IN PINEAPPLE INDUSTRY

The basic contract between the pineapple companies and the
ILWU, Local 142 which became effective on February 22, 1956
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contained a section entitled “Separation Allowances.” Three
categories of allowances are provided for the regular fulltime
employee who has completed one or more years of continuous
service and is permanently terminated from employment for
reasons clearly beyond his own control due to a permanent re-
duction in the work force. Waiver of pension rights is a condi-
tion of all three. The first is an outright payment scaled to the
number of years of service by the employee.

The second category provides unemployment insurance bene-
fits parallel to those under the employment security law for
those workers who, because of the coverage exclusions in the
law, are not entitled to benefits under the public program. The
terminated employee must fulfill much the same eligibility con-
ditions.as for receipt of public benefits, including registration
with a public employment office. He is not entitled to payments
under the contract for any week in which he has received or is
eligible for benefits under the public program.

The third type of allowance for terminated employees is
limited to those who decide to leave the United States for per-
manent residence in a foreign country other than Canada. If the
employee is eligible to receive unemployment benefits under the
contract, he is entitled upon leaving the Territory to a payvment
equal to 70 per cent of his maximum benefit but not more than
$490. If the employee is ineligible for benefits from the com-
pany because he is eligible for benefits under the employment
security law, nevertheless the company pays him 70 per cent of
his maximum benefits but not more than $490 upon his leaving
the islands,

SEVERANCE PAY IN SUGAR INDUSTRY

As of April 10, 1956 each of the sugar plantation companies
entered into a “Severance Allowance Agreement” withthe ILWU,
Local 142 covering regular fulltime employees with a year or
more of service who are permanently laid off. The agreement
provides for a basic severance allowance and a weekly sever-
ance benefit, To be eligible for either the employee must have
waived all pension rights, The basic allowance is stated in
terms of days’ pay per year of service and is paid foterminated
employees unless they are (a) 55 or over, or (b) 45 or over and
leaving the United States, or (¢} transferred to another employer
with pension rights protected. The weekly severance benefit is
paid to a terminated employee unless he is (a) 55 or over, or
(b) 45 or over and leaving the United States, or (c) eligible and
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applies for a disability pension under the company’s plan, or
(d) an employee who has earned all his wages from the company
in employment covered by the employment security law. The
terminated employee who is entitled to the weekly benefit will
receive the same amount under the same conditions as if all his
wages were covered under the public program less the amount
of any public benefits for which he can qualify. If the company
discontinues sugar operations there is provision for a supple-
mental severance allowance in lieu of weekly benefits. A repa-
triation allowance isthe fourth type of payment and replaces the
weekly or supplemental allowance in the case of an employee
who elects to leave the United States for permanent residence in
a foreign country other than Canada,

BENEFITS COMPARED WITH UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

While the schedule of unemployment benefits under both the
pineapple and sugar contracts is the same as under the public
program, the protection afforded by the private plans is not as
complete,

In the sugar industry the individual claimant who meets the
requirements as to regular employment, etc. receives the same
protection as if all his services for the company had been cov-
ered under the law, However, the employees in the field who
suffer temporary layoffs because of weather, etc. do not receive
benefits, partial or otherwise, which would be payable if their
services were covered under the law.

The contract protection for pineapple workers is less com-
plete than for sugar workers. This is because an individual
otherwise eligible under the contract who has earned sufficient
wages in covered employment to qualify him for public.benefits
finds that he has no right to contract benefits based on his non-
covered work unless he continues to be unemployed beyond the
duration of his public benefits, In other words, there is no sup-
plementation of public benefits in pineapple as there isin sugar,
The two contracts are similar in that neither provides benefits
for the temporary and seasonal agricultural employees as well
as regular agricultural employees who suffer temporary unem-
ployment.

DISTINCTION FROM SUPPLEMENTAL
UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

The benefit plans provided in the sugar and pineapple in-
dustries for noncovered employees are different in purpose and
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principle from the so-called “supplemental unemployment bene-
fits” provided through collective bargaining on the mainland by
the automobile manufacturers and others, While supplemental
unemployment benefits are designed to augment from employer-
established trustfunds the benefits received by workers who are
fully covered under state unemployment insurance laws, the
severance pay plans in sugar and pineapple have as their pur-
pose the private payment of unemployment benefits based on
wages earned in noncovered employment.

BASIC QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED

Such is the present arrangement for compensation of unem-
ployment of agricultural workers in the sugar and pineapple
industries. No similar agreements exist in diversified agricul-
ture, which 1is non-unionized. Here no payments would
be received by unemployed persons from any fund, public or em-
ployer’s, except for those few presently covered by the employ-
ment security program because they are in occupations con-

sidered to be industrial,
The ensuing portions of this report seek quantitative answers

to these basic questions:
i, How much unemployment occurs within agriculture in
Hawaii?
2, How much of such unemployment is presently uninsured
under the employment security law?

3. How much in benefits would be received by agricultural
employees if the law were to be amended to cover them?

4. How much would be added to the contribution cost of em-
ployers if such amendments were to be made ?
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PART 3. g%t/w% Findings

SEPARATIONS FROM AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT

The data required to supply the information required by
Senate Resolution 71 had to be gathered from a number of
sources, Employment and payrolls of the sugar and pineapple
industries were readily available from the several plantations
and canneries, but not the extent and duration of unemployment
throughout both industries., No comprehensive data had pre-
viously been published with respect to employment, payrolls, or
unemployment in ranching, dairies, coffee farms, truck farms,
horticulture or other sectors of diversified agriculture,

While it proved possible to get much of the necessary statis-
tics from records of employers, of the Bureau of Employment
Security, of the Internal Revenue Service, of the territorial Tax
Department, and from other sources noted in Appendix B, ade-
quate data on the frequency and circumstances of unemployment
~in agriculture could be obtained, practically, only by sample
interviewing. After mature consideration of alternative sam-
pling and interviewing methods, the procedures, also outlined in
Appendix B, were established, Following a period of training
interviewers (upperclassmen and graduate students at the Uni-
versity of Hawaii), interviews were conducted on each major
island between March and August, 1956, In all, 798 persons
were interviewed and the eligibility status under the unemploy-
ment insurance law of 272 additional persons was determined.

THE BASIC QUESTION RAISED

While the form and content of the interview process were
necessarily highly detailed, the end product sought may be
simply expressed. Sought were the answers to the questions set
forth above, which may be telescoped into the following query:
“If agricultural employvees had been covered undey the unewi-
ployment insurance progvam duving 1955 (ov the closest equiva-
lent fov a fiscal yeayr) what costs would have been assessed and
what benefits paid?” To answer this basic question it was
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necessary to ascertain for each major sector of agriculture—
sugar, pineapple and diversified agriculture--the number of
persons unemployed, the circumstances of their unemployment,
if their wages over the year were sufficient to qualify for bene-
fits, and whether or not they were able and available for work
during their periods of unemployment. This portion of the re-
port attempts to summarize the answers fo these particular
questions.

Table 3. SEPARATIONS FROM AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT
DURING CALENDAR OR CROP YEAR 1955

. Diversified

Pineapple Sugayr Agricultuve Total

Oahu..,....... 1,302 g0 792 2,184
Hawail, .. ...... - 457 2,749 3,206
Maui..,........ 365 119 428 912
Kavai ......... 455 93 134 682
Molokai........ 579 - 34 613
Lanai ......... 691 -- - 691
Total .. ..... 3,392 59 4,137 8,288
Distribution . . . 40.9% 8.2% 49.9% 100,0%

Ngte: Total separations as reported by sugar and pineapple plantations; data for
diversified agriculture based upon interviews,

SEPARATIONS., GENERALLY

During the period under study, some 8,288 agricultural em-
ployees inthe Territory were separated from their employment.
As Table 3 indicates, almost exactly half of the dismissals, lay-
offs, etc,, occurred in diversified agriculture: the bulk of these
separations were on Hawaii, the island on which diversified
farming is most important, Oahu, where the largest number of
seasonal pineapple workers are employed, showed the second
largest number of separations, more than one-fourth of the ter-
ritorial total. (It should be noted, however, that the duration of
unemployment is not shown in Table 3, but rather in Table 7,
following.)

SEPARATIONS, SUGAR INDUSTRY

The relative frequency and pattern of separations vary
markedly among the three major sectors of agriculture in the
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Territory. The cane sugar industry, with a minimal seasonal
variation in activity, had the smallest rate of separation—slight-
ly under 7 per cent of its production workers.* Approximately
a third of the agricultural employees separated from sugar
employment in 1955 had worked a portion of the year in occupa-
tions covered by the present provisions of the unemployment
insurance law, i.e. part of their work was performed in or
around the mill and so was deemed industrial in nature. The
remaining two-~thirds were in occupations presently uncovered.
{See Table 4,)

Virtually all unemployment in the sugar industry stems from
retirements and other permanent separations, Spot checks in-
dicated only occasional temporary lay-offs because of heavy
rainfall., The frequency of such lay~offs appears to be too small
to have any significant effect upon the estimates of benefits and
costs made in this study.

Table 4. NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES SEPARATED FROM
THE SUGAR INDUSTRY DURING 19554

Some Covered No Covered

Employment  Employment Total
Oahu ,...... 28 61 90
Hawaii...... 112 345 457
Maui ....... 58 61 119
Kauvai ...... 24 69 93
Total .... 223 536 759

#Fiscal year ended September 30, 1955.

SEPARATIONS, PINEAPPLE INDUSTRY

The employment pattern in the pineapple industry is quite
different. Pineapple plantations generally augment their regu-
lar work force with temporary employees, usually during the
summer and early fall; their aggregate employment rolls may
change by a thousand persons within a month’s time, When the
highly seasonal employment of the canneries is added, the re-
sulting pattern of seasonality for the entire industry is magni-
fied. During three of the past five years, total employment in
the industry for the month of July has been more than double

*I.e., exclusive of office personnel,
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that of May—and the August fotal approximately double that of
November, when the peak of the canning season is well past.
As noted previously, seasonal employment in the canneries is
covered by special provisions of the existing employment se-
curity law; plantation employment is presently excluded.

Table 5. AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES SEPARATED FROM
THE PINEAPPLE INDUSTRY DURING 1955

Seasonal Employees

Regular

Employees Students?t Olhkers Total
Qahu......,. 73 165 1,064 1,302
Hawaii...... - -- - -
Maui....... 84 100 181 365
Kavai ...... 20 126 309 455
Molokai .... 17 105 457 579
Lanai ...... 20 120 551 691,
Total ..,.. 214 616 2,562 3,392

2Calendar year for seasonal employees, fiscal year ended August 31, 1855 for
regular employees.
tudents working during school vacation.

With respect to field work, distinction is made in the planta-
tions between regular employees and seasonal employees. The
former are, with few exceptions, offered work the year round,*
seasonal employees beingadded tothe payroll during the months
of peak operations and separated when the peak has gone, Since
the bulk of harvesting comes during the summer months, a sub~
stantial number of seasonal employees are high school students
on vacation--a group which would for the most part be ineligible
for unemployment insurance benefits upon their return to
classes, under prevalent rules of the employment security sys-
tem, However, as Table 5 indicates, a larger number of these
seasonal workers are not students; many of them wouldbe eligi-
ble for unemployment benefits, as the subsequent discussion will
indicate,

SEPARATIONS, DIVERSIFIED AGRICULTURE
¥our-~fifths of the employees in diversified agriculture were
fired, laid-off or otherwise separated from such employment

*3ee Tables 5 and 7, however, for incidence of unemployment among regular
employees,
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during 1955, As Table 6 indicates, separation rates were parti-
cularly high on coffee farms,on independent sugar farms, and on
farms raising more than one crop. Reference to Table 3 shows
that the bulk of these separations took place on the island of
Hawaii, where the larger portion of diversified agriculfure is
situated.

The remarkably high ratio of separations to total employment
in diversified agriculture points tothe seasonality of such work.
From this fact, plus the evidence of Tables 9 and 10 that a large
percentage of these employees had other employment in 1955, it
can be adduced that jobs on coffee farms, truck farms, etc,
comprises only a secondary source of income to many persons
in this sector of the territorial economy.

DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT

IN SUGAR AND DIVERSIFIED AGRICULTURE

The survey revealed wide differences among the three sectors
of agriculture with respect to the duration of unemployment ex-
perienced. Results of 798 interviews of persons separated from
farm employment in 1955, computed below in Table 7, indicate
these variations. Persons working on sugar plantations, when
separated from that employment, tend to remain out of work for
long periods. Somewhat more than two-thirds of those inter-
viewed from this group were totally or partially unemployed for
more than 50 weeks-—virtually the entire year, In diversified
agriculture, by contrast, a third of the number interviewed ex-
perienced less than a week of unemployment during which they
were available for work; the rest showed a wide scattering of
short, medium, and long term unemployment over the year,

Table 6. EMPLOYEES SEPARATED FROM DIVERSIFIED
AGRICULTURE DURING 1955

Total Number Percenitage
Employed Separated Separated

Dairies and ranches. . . .+ « . - 1,572 933 59.4%
Coffee . . .covvuvns e 1,839 1,776 96.6
Poultry . v v v v v v vt v n e n s s 198 108 54.5
Hogs . .v v v nvn. PN 83 57 61.3
Independent sugar planters ... 16 16 160.0
General farming . .. .. ... . 1,058 893 84.4
More than one product . .. ... 361 354 98.1
Total ...... P e e ke 5,137 4,137 80,5%




Table 7. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF UNEMPLOYMENT
EXPERIENCED BY AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES DURING 19354

Pineapple

Weeks S . Diversified
Unemployed? Regulay  Seasonal “EAT A gviculture Tolal
0 11.4% 3.3% 3.2% 33.5% 17.4%
1- 5 . 0.0 2.7 3.2 9.7 5.8
6-10 ..... 2.3 2.1 2.2 6.6 4.4
1.1 ,.... 0.0 6.7 6.0 3.3 4,0
16-20 ..... 2.3 5.0 1.1 3.6 3.8
21 - 25 . 9.1 4.3 2,2 2.8 3.8
26 -30 ....,. 4.5 18.3 2.2 6.9 10.5
31-35 ..... 2.3 16.7 1.1 8.3 10.3
36 - 40 , 9.1 20,7 2,2 9.1 12.7
41-45 ..... 8.1 13.3 5.4 7.8 9.6
46 - 50 . .... 2.3 4,7 5.4 7.8 6,0
Over 50...,.. 47.7 1.1 72.0 0.6 11.8
Total® 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 160.0% 100.0%

aTable includes persons separated during calendar year for diversified agriculture and seasonal
pineapple employees, during fiscal year ended August 31, 1955 for regular pineapple employees, and
during fiscal vear ended September 36, 1955 for sugar employees,
bgeaks (n which earnings were lesg than potentia}l weekly unemployment insurance benefits
CDue to rounding, ifems may not add to exactly 100.0%.
Note: Based on stratified random sample of 798 employees: 300 seasonal pineapple workers, 44
regular pineappie workers, $3 sugar workers, and 361 workers in diversified agriculture.

IN PINEAPPLE INDUSTRY

As would be expected, the average duration of unempioyment
among regular pineapple workers more closely resembles that
among sugar plantation workers: about half of those separated
in 1955 had more than 50 weeks of partial or total unemploy-
ment. Another third reported unemployment of from 21 to 50
weeks of the year, Seasonal pineapple workers, however, sel-
dom are completely employed or completely out of work (and
seeking work) during the year, only 5 per cent falling in either
extreme category., The area of central tendency for this group
is between 26 and 40 weeks of unemployment over the year, to
judge by 1855 experience: as Table 7 shows, over half of the
number interviewed reported periods of unemployment within
this range of about six to nine months.

AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES POTENTIALLY ELIGIBLE
FOR UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

A basic question to which the survey was directed—how many
agricultural employees would be eligible for unemployment
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insurance if agriculture were included under the employment
security act~has many answers, as many as the basic rules for
such coverage which might be in the minds of the questioners.
It is obvious that the answer will depend on the firms covered
(those with eight or more employees, with as many as one em-
ployee, ete,), the level of qualifying wages required, the waiting
period established, and all other pertinent factors of the law. In
order to arrive at a preliminary answer to this question, it is
necessary to assume some rules of coverage and eligibility.
Those adopted for the purposes of the discussion immediately
following are the rules of the present law, outlined at pages3
and 4 above,

If the existing unemployment insurance statute had applied
to agricultural employees during 1855, it is estimated that 3,584
persons, not presently covered or only partially covered, would
have been {fully eligible for unemployment insurance benefits,
As Table 8 shows, the largest groups iorming this number are
seasonal pineapple workers and employees in diversified agri-
culture, Slightly more than half of the seasonal pineapple work-
ers would be eligible for benefits and almost a third of those in
diversified farming., In sugar, however, and among regular
pineapple employees, separations are relatively infrequent and
of those separated onlya small fraction would qualify for unem-~
ployment insurance; the result is that less than 2 per cent
of those so employed in 1655 could have received benefits, even
if their occupations had been covered,

DURATION OF BENEFIT PAYMENTS

The survey indicated that the majority of persons separated
from agricultural employment during 1955 —except for seasonal
pineapple workers--would not have received any benefits, even
had the law provided them. Table 9 indicates, however, that
about 57 per cent of those seasonally employed on pineapple
plantations would have been eligible for at least one week of
benefits; more than a third of these employees who were sep-
arated from their jobs in 1855 could have claimed benefit pay-
ments for 20 weeks, the maximum provided by the present ter-
ritorial employment security law.

Regular pineapple workers, as the table also shows, when
separated from their plantation jobs tend tobe either completely
ineligible for benefits (69 per cent) or eligible for the maximum
period (25 per cent). There is a similar tendency, less ac-
centuated, with respect to sugar employment, but those workers

28



Table 8. AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES WHO WOULD HAVE BEEN
ELIGIBLE FOR UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS IN 1955%

Pineapple Diversified

Regular Seasonal Sugar Agriculture Total

Employed., ... ..... 3,461 3,178 10,295 5,137 22,071

Separated, , ... 004 214 3,178 T59 4,137 8,288
Eligible for benefitsP . , 63 1,753 189 1,579 3,584
Percent of employed. . . 2% 55% 2% 31% 16%

. 29% 55% 25% 38% 43%

Percent of separated .

aTable includes persons separated during calendar vear for diversified agricuiture and seasonal pineg
apple employees, during fiscal year ended August 31, 1855 for regular pineapple employees, and during
fiscal year eaded September 30, 1955 for sugar employees.

brstimated by sampling.

in diversified agriculture who might have received unemploy-
ment benefits (some 38 per cent of the total separated), more
frequently were eligible for periods of intermediate length ra-
ther than the maximum of 20 weeks.

WHY SEPARATED EMPLOYEES WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN
ELIGIBLE FOR BENEFITS

Finally, Table 10 summarizes the reasons for the determina-
- tion, in a majority of cases, that agricultural employees sepa-

Table 3. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF UNEMPLOYMENT
BENEFITS WHICH WOULD HAVE BEEN PAID TO
EMPLOYEES SEPARATED IN 19559

Equivaleni Pineapple Susar Diversified Total
Tolal Weeks® Regulay  Seasonal £ Agriculture
0 feaes 69.0% 42.5% 75.0% 62.3% 57.3%
1- 4 ..., 0.0 8.1 4.5 13.5 8.1
S- 9 ..., 1.4 4.7 1.1 5.0 4.0
10-14 ,.... 1.4 5.2 2.3 3.8 3.9
15-19 . .... 2.8 3.2 1.7 2.2 2.5
20 (max.) . ... 25, 36,4 15.3 13.2 23.2
Total® . . .. 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

aTable includes persons separated during calendar year for diversilied agriculture and seasonal
pineapple emplovees, during fiscal year eaded August 31, 1955 for regular pineapple employees, and
during fiscal year ended September 30, 1955 {or sugar employees.

ble. full weeks without earnings, or the sum of partial weeks equalling a full week, in gach of which
unemployment insurance benefits would have been payabile.

€Due to rounding, items may not add to exactly 100,0%.

Nofe: Based ou stratified random sample of 1,070 employees: 407 seasonal pineapple workers, 71

regular pineappie workers, 176 sugar workers, and 416 workers in diversified agricuiture.
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Table 10. REASONS FOR DETERMINATION OF NON-ELIGIBILITY
FOR UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS FOR AGRICULTURAL
EMPLOYEES SEPARATED IN 19552

Pincapple Diversified
Regular Seasonal Sugay Agriculture Total
Attending school . ..., .. -- 75 2 34 111
Moved to foreign country. , i1 4 61 2 78
Eatered military service, , 3 25 3 10 41
Deceased ,, ..... e 11 3 14 5 33
In hospital or institution . . 2 —— 3 4 9
Employed through year, ., T 10 3 112 132
Self-employed, .. .. .... 3 4 3 g 18
Insufficient earningsb, . .. 0 42 0 72 114
Illness . . ., . ..o vvvnus 4 1 1 4 16
Retired , ..., ........ 7 g 33 3 43
Domestic duties . ...... 0 6 0 1 T
Not in labor market for
other reasons., ..., .., 1 3 3 3 10
Total ..... e 49 173 132 259 613

afable includes persons separated during calendar year for diversified agriculture and seasonal pine-
apple employees, during fiscal year ended August 31, 1955 for regular pineapple employees, and during
fiscal year ended September 30, 1855 for sugar employees,

bPpersons who were in the labor market but had insufficient earnings to quaiify for benefits.

rated from such employment during 1955 would not have re-
ceived unemployment benefits, even had theybeen covered under
the employment security program,

Approximately one-fourth of those ineligible found employ-
ment or self-employment after separation, and so could not
have successfully applied for benefits., Another relatively large
group, almost a fifth, were students. Seasonal pineapple work-
ers particularly, and to a lesser extent diversified agricultural
workers, are recruited from among older high school students.
Minors still attending school are ineligible for unemployment
benefits, since they are not considered to be available for work
while in school.

About one-eighth of those agricultural employees separated
from their work during 1955 included in Table 10 had left the
country~and so would have left the employment security sys-
tem. Most of this group had been employed on sugar planta-
tions, and many of them returned to the Philippines. Ineligibi-
lity is not incurred, it may be noted, because of moving to the
continental United States, since Hawaii’s Bureau of Employment
Security has reciprocal relations with similar state bureaus
which permit payment on the mainland of benefits qualified for
by virtue of employment in Hawaii.
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PART 4. lllernalive Solulions ard Cosls

ALTERNATIVES IN UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
COVERAGE FOR AGRICULTURE

Before considering alternative coverage provisions which
might be proposed for the coverage of agricultural workers in
the Territory of Hawaii, it is relevant to consider briefly the
state laws presently in effect covering workers in non-agricul-
tural employment. This review is appropriate here inasmuch
as no state or territorial employment security law covers agri-
cultural workers at the present time and the various bases of
coverage which might be considered must therefore be sought in
provisions for industrial and commercial employment.

Three factors are currently used to determine coverage of
firms: (1) a minimum number of workers, {2) a minimum peri-
od of employment offered, and (3) the amount of payroll dis-
bursed by the employer. These three basic considerations in
varying degrees and combinations comprise coverage laws, At
present 28 states cover workers in firms with four or more
workers; 4 states, three or more workers; 1 state, two or
more workers; and 18 states, one or more workers. Forty-
three states require employment of a sgpecified number of
workers during a stated period, ranging up to 20 weeks, as the
only basis of liability; 1 state in addition toa minimum num-
ber of weeks of employment also requires specified payroll
levels, and 6 states require specified payroll levels only. Eight
states cover employers meeting other alternative requirements,

The employment security law of the Territory of Hawaii
covers employers with one or more workers at any time, with
no provisions based on payroll,

NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES

Turning first to the criterion of the number of persons em-
ployed, data was gathered showing the distribution of farms in
the Territory according to volume of employment, Monthly
agricultural employment on individual sugar plantations ranges
from 50 to 1,400 workers, while employment on pineapple
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plantations ranges from 150 to 2,300. In diversified agriculture,
however, over one half of all farms employ fewer than 4 per-~
sons during the year. Some idea of the number of jobs available
at any given time in diversified agriculture is gained by the
largest number of hired workers reported for any period of the
year, In 1955, approximately 15 per cent of all diversified
farms had 8 or more workers, only 3 per cent had 25 or more,
Expressed in terms of the number of workers employed in each
of 20 weeks of the year (a coverage formula used in some
states), 6 per cent of these farms had 8 or more hired workers,
2 per cent reported 25 or more.

If the coverage provisions of the present Hawaii employment
security law were applied to agricultural employers, some
22,000 persons, employed by 588 firms, would be affected, The
distribution of those totals among sugar, pineapple and diversi-
fied agriculture is shown in Table 11.

Table 11. COVERAGE AFFECTED BY EXTENDING PRESENT
HAWAII EMPLOYMENT SECURITY LAW TO
AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT

Emplovees Covered Fivms Affected
Pineapple; regulatr ...., 3.461} ga
seasonal ..., 3,178
Sugar . ..., 0000 .. 10,295 282
Diversified agriculture, ., 5,137 552
Total . ......4 ... . 22,011 588

2Already partialty covered by reason of having non-farm workers in sugar mills and pineapple
canneries.

SIZE OF PAYROLL

From the data gathered in this survey it is possible to calcu-
late the amount of additional annual payrolls which would be
subject to unemployment insurance contributions, still assuming
the extension of the present territorial law to agricultural em-~
ployment, It is estimated that, had agricultural employment
been fully covered in 1955, the contribution base would have
been extended by some $40,000,000, Table 12 presents the in-
dustrial components of this calculation,

ANNUAL EMPLOYERS’ CONTRIBUTIONS

If agricultural employees were to be included under the un-
employment insurance program, their employers’ annual con-
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Table 12. AMOUNT OF ANNUAL AGRICULTURAL
PAYROLLS SUBJECT TO UNEMPLOYMENT
INSURANCE CONTRIBUTIONS IN 1855

Pineapple: regular ... ........... $11,000,000
seasonal ............. 2,000,000

BUZAY . . vt it e e e e 23,742,000
Diversified agriculfure. . ., ........ 3,943,000
Total ... ..ttt it it $40,685,000

tributions on agricultural earnings would aggregate some
$457,000 in the first year, almost double in the second, and then
decline towards the initial level of $457,000. This course is
shown in Table 13, which assumes January 1, 1958 as the effec-
tive date for the hypothetical extension of coverage.

SUGAR AND PINEAPPLE INDUSTRIES

Pineapple and sugar firms are already partially covered, as
they give employment which is non-agricultural in nature: em-
ployment in pineapple canneries and sugar mills is thus pres-
ently covered, Inasmuch as coverage provisions of the law
apply on an employing unit basis, the ratio of contributions by
such employers to payments of benefits from their individual
accounts (i,e. their “experience rating”) would include both non-
agricultural and agricultural employmeni. In 1955, the non-
farm payroll of the sugar industry approximated $23,520,000,
that of pineapple, $17,300,000, The rates of contribution es-
tablished for each of these industries would apply against their
total payrolls, which include these non-farm wage payments,

The variation of contributions of the sugar industry shown in
Table 13 stem from the fact that the industry’s present zero

Table 13. ESTIMATED ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS BY EMPLQOYERS ON
ACCOUNT OF AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT, 1958-1963

1958 1959 1966 1961 1962 1563

Pineapple. ... $351,000 $351,000 $351,000 $351,000 $351,000 $351,000
Sugar ...... 0 427,355 320,516 320,516 106,839 o

Diversified, . . 106,463 106,463 106,463 106,463 106,463 106,463

Total .... $457,463 $884,818 $T77,979 $777,979 $564,302 $457,463
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rate of contributions with respect to its non-agricultural em-
ployment would in the first year also apply to its agricultural
payroll.* In the second year, however, the estimated benefit
payments to separated sugar field workers together with the
expansion of the taxable wage base of the industry would estab-
lish a rate of 1.8 per cent. The zero rating would not be again
reached until the sixth year of the coverage of agricultural em-
ployees; thereafter the rate for sugar would alternate between
zero and 0.45 per cent,

In pineapple, however, the rate would remain at the maximum
of 2,7 per cent as long as the present pattern of seasonal em-
ployment is maintained. The same generalization may be ap-
plied to diversified agriculture.

Table 14. ESTIMATED RATES OF CONTRIBUTION OF SUGAR
AND PINEAPPLE INDUSTRIES, 1958-1963

1958 1859 1860 1861 1962 1563
Pineapple . . . . 2.7% 2.7% 2.7 % 27 % 2.7 % 2.7%
Sugar ...... 0.0 1.8 1.35 1.35 .45 0.0

Applying the rates listed in the preceeding table to total taxa-
ble payrolls of these two industries yields estimates of the total
annual contributions which would be made by sugar and pine-
apple companies. These amounts are listed in Table 15 for the
first six years after the assumed extension of the present cov-
erage of unemployment insurance to agricultural employees,

It should be noted that because of the frequent rotation of
workers between mill and farm work in the sugar companies,
the coverage of agricultural earnings would have the effect of
increasing a separated employee’s benefit right if he had mill
earnings prior to his separation. Table 16 shows the number of
such workers currently employed and their agricultural
earnings.

DIVERSIFIED AGRICULTURE

In covering workers on diversified farms, because of the wide
range of employment and payroll per farm, several alternative
provisions of law may be considered, Only a few such alterna-

*The rate of contribution is based upon the ratio of reserve inan employer’s
account at the end of a calendar year to the average of taxable wages during the
preceding three years,
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Table 15. ESTIMATED ANNUAL TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS OF
SUGAR AND PINEAPPLE INDUSTRIES, 1958-1963

1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963

Pineapple. . $818,000 $ 818,000 § 818,000 $ 818,000 $ 818,000 $818,000
Sugar ..., 0 851,000 638,000 638,000 213,000 0

Total , .. $818,000 $1,669,000 $1,456,000 $1,456,000 $1,031,000 $818,000

Table 16. FARM AND MILL EARNINGS IN THE SUGAR INDUSTRY, 1955

Total Earnings

No. of Taxable Farm
Workers Farm Non-farm  Eavnings
Farm earnings onily ... 7,761 $20,102,600 - $19,498,800
Farm and mill
earnings ........ 2,534 4,528,600  $2,534,600 4,243,200

Total .......... 10,295  $24,631,200 $2,534,600  $23,742,000

Table 17. EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVE COVERAGE PROVISIONS
FOR DIVERSIFIED AGRICULTURE

a. Coverage based on specified number of workers at any {ime

1 Worker 4 Workers & Workers 15 Workers 25 Workers
Employers
confributing . . ... ... .. 552 137 81 24 15
Employees covered ., .., .. 5,137 2,760 2,067 1,231 1,008
Total earnings . ......... $4,435,400 32,296,800 $1,888,700 $1,525,100 $1,414 400
Taxable earnings .. ...... $3,643,100 $2,041,900 $1,776,900 $1,355,800 $1,257,400
Contributions® ., ,,...... $106,500 $55,100 $48,000 $36,600 $33,5060

b. Coverage based on specified number of workers in each of 20 weeks

4 Workers 8 Workers 15 Workevrs 25 Workers
Employers confributing .. ........... 73 34 15 10
Employees covered . ., . ... ... 0.0 1,947 1,349 1,001 728
Totalearnings . ..... ... .0 v $2,141,800 $1,793,%00 $1,415,100 $1,242,760
Taxable earnings .. ... ... . 0.0 uvuen $1,503,800 $1,594,800 $1,258,000 $1,104,700
Contributions® . ... .. ... v euvrnn., $51,400 $43,100 $34,000 $29,800

c. Coverage based on amount of annual payrolls

§2.0600 £5,000 £13.000 820,600

ar wmore G¥ more OV meGre GY IMare
Employers contributing . . ... ... ..... 214 104 52 24
Employees covered . .. .. ... .. ... .. 2,774 1,479 1,514 1,169
Total earnings ... ... .. ... iu.n. $2,731,000 $2,436,400 $3,064,500 $1,661,800
Taxableearaings .. .......cccvvann $2,427,800 $2,165,900 $1,835,400 $1,477,300
Contributions® ., ., ..., ........... $65,500 $58,500 $44,600 $35,900

A4t maximum rate.
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tives are presented here; calculations of benefit costs and con-
tributions for other proposals may be made from the data as-
sembled.

Table 17 shows the number of employers, the number of em-
ployees, total and taxable earnings, and contributions bases on
different coverage provisions.

As will be demonstrated later, all alternative coverage pro-
visions presented in the above table create situations where
benefit payments exceed employer contributions, Under this
circumstance, the rate of contribution would remain at the max-
imum~2,7 per cent—for an indefinite period,

BENEFIT COSTS OF EXTENDING UNEMPLOYMENT
INSURANCE TO AGRICULTURE

Some indication of the effect of varying coverage provisions
upon the volume of benefits to separated employees, and
resulting costs to their employers, has just been given. The
initial calculation of benefit costs of coveringagricultural work-
ers under unemployment insurance assumes coatinuation of the
coverage provisions of current law and their extention to agri-
cultural employees. The actual steps involved in the calcula-
tions are presented in Appendix B of this report. If may suffice
here to say that the labor force status and earnings of the work-
ers were reconstructed as accurately as possible by methods
outlined in the appendix, Separate calculations are presented in
Table 18 for (1) pineapple seasonal farm workers, (2) pineapple
regular farm workers, (3) sugar farm workers and (4) diversi-
fied farm workers —all onthe assumption that the extended cov-
erage of the present law had been in effect during the period
studied.*

RATIO OF BENEFITS TO CONTRIBUTIONS

Several factors to be considered in measuring the long-range
actuarial adequacy of a state’s unemployment insurance law are
(1) the ratio of benefits to taxable wages, commonly called the
cost rate, (2) the ratio of contributions to taxable wages, called

*Benefit cost estimates for these groups were based on the experience of the
following types of workers during these periods; pineapple seasonal workers who
were employed sometime during calendar year 1955; pineapple regular farm
workers separated from employment during fiscal year ended August 31, 1955;
sugar farm workers separated from employment during fiscal year ended
September 80, 1955; and diversified farm workers who were employed sometime
during calendar vear 1855,
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Table 18. ESTIMATED ANNUAL BENEFIT COSTS OF
COVERING AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES?

Pineapple

Regular  Seasonal

Diversified
Agviculture

Sugar Total

Annual benefits

currently payable, ., $ -~ $ 40,000 $ 10,250 $ 47,500 $ 97,750
Additional benefits

currently excluded., , 30,500 526,250 73,750 228,750 859,250

Total ,......... $30,500 $566,250  $84,000 $276,250  $957,000
Average per eligible
claimant .. .... $483 $323 $445 $175 $267

2gstimate based on 1955 experience for period shown in footnofe a of Table 9,

the tax rate, (3) the ratio of fund reserves to taxable wages, and
(4) the ratio of benefits to contributions. The relation between
the cost rate and tax rate directly bears upon the ratio of re-
serves to taxable wages; a relatively high cost rate results in a
decrease in fund balance, and vice versa, For the Territory as
a whole, experience between 1951 and 1556 shows an increase in
cost rates, a decrease in tax rates, and consequently a reduction
in the reserve ratio.

Pineapple. In the pineapple industry the cost rate of covering
agvicullural wovkers alone would equal 4,28 per cent as com-
pared with the present rate of 2.9 per cent, With the tax rate
at 2,7 per cent, benefits would exceed contributions by an esti-
mated 38 per cent,

For the industry as a whole (i.e. including both cannery and
field employment) the cost rate would amount to 3.4 per cent,
with the tax rate remaining at 2.7 per cent. Jointly these two
factors, result in benefits exceeding contributions by 28,58 per
cent. Industry accounts would then show an anticipated negative
balance increasing from 1.2 per cent in 1958 to 3.6 in 1961,

Sugar. In the sugar industry, the cost rate for benefits de-
rived from agricultural earnings, would approximate 0.31 per
cent.

When all segments of sugar employment are considered, it is
estimated that the cost rate would remain stable at 0.22 per
cent. The employers’ contribution rate, in the meantime would
decrease from 1.8 per cent in 1959 to 1.35 in 1960, and then to
zero in 1963, The result would be an increase in the ratio of
total reserves inthe industry accounts to taxable wages from4.0
per cent in 1958 to 7.8 per cent in 1563,
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Diversified Agricullure. In the application of the several al-
ternative methods of covering diversified farm workers consi-
dered previously, Table 18 illustrates the effect of the various
coverage formulas upon the ratio of benefits to contributions.

The cost rate of covering diversified farm workers on the
basis of the number employed at any time ranges from 5,8 per
cent if coverage is based on one or more to 3,8 per cent based
on 25 workers or more, Similarly, the rate ranges from 4.9
per cent on coverage of 4 or more workers in each of 20 weeks
to 3.1 per cent based on 25 or more workers under the same
criteria, If coverage were based on the annual farm payroll the
cost rate would amount to 5.5 per cent on payrolls of $2,000 or
more and 3.8 per cent on payrotls of $20,000.

Table 19. RATIO OF BENEFITS TQ CONTRIBUTIONS
UNDER VARIOUS COVERAGE PROVISIONS
FOR DIVERSIFIED AGRICULTURE

Ratio
a. Employed at any time
L1OrmoOTe . v v i v v v e v s raennnrannssas 215%
QA OP INOTE . 4 v v o v s ev s s s s n s g asansans 239
b. .Employed in each of 20 weeks
4 OFMIOTE 0 e v s v v mn v ns s aancaeens 181
L0 ol + Ve B o - T 150
¢. Annual farm payroll
$3,000 or more .. ... i 202
3,000 0ormore L ... .. e s e s 162

EFFECTOF EXTENDED COVERAGE ONCURRENT RESERVES

The overall effect of extending unemployment insurance to
agricultural workers upon the territorial unemployment in-
surance reserve of $22 million would be one of decreasing the
fund during the first two years, increasing it during the follow-
ing two years, again decreasing the fund at the end of the fifth
year after inception of the extended program.

Although the reserve would be decreased somewhat by cover-
age of the pineapple and diversified farm industries, the re-
duction should be offset by surplus contributions in the sugar
industry, as Table 20 demonstrates.
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Table 20. ESTIMATED NET CHANGE IN RESERVE ACCOUNTS AT
END OF EACH YEAR OF AGRICULTURAL COVERAGE

T

Pineapple Sugar ggﬁ;z;{:ﬁia Nel Change
1658 . .. .. .. $- 242,000 $~ 107,000 $-122,000 $-471,000
1859 .. ... .. - 484,000 + 637,000 -244,000 - 91,000
1960 .. ..... - 726,000 +1,168,000 -366,000 + 76,000
1961 . ...... - 968,000 +1,699,000 -488,000 +243,000
1962 . ...... -1,200,000 +1,805,000 -610,000 - 5,000
1963 . ... ... - 1,452,000 +1,698,000 -732,000 -486,000

ABased on coverage of one or more workers at any time.

As willbe observed in Table 20, the chronic deficits to be an-
ticipated by covering agricultural employees in the pineapple
industry and in diversified farming would be more than equalled
by the surpluses in the accounts of the sugar plantations during
the third and fourth years of extended coverage. The reduction
in the confribution rate of the sugar industry would again create
an overall deficit with respect to agricultural coverage in the
fifth year. Thereafter, the cumulative deficit from this source
would increase annually, fluctuating from year to year with
changes in the contribution rate for the sugar industry. The
deficit would presumably grow as long as the employment con-
ditions of 1955 were approximated.

Even with coverage of agricultural labor the fund balance
could be maintained by (1) limited coverage, (2) more stringent
eligibility requirements for benefit claimants, (3) a higher rate
of employer contributions, (4) adopting seasonality provisions
which would place some restriction on the payment of benefits
to seasonal workers, or (5) a combination of two or more of
these methods, Alternatively, agricultural benefits could be
financed in part by the contributions of other sectors of the
economy, The insurance principle inherent in a pooled fund
assumes that industries with low levels of unemployment will
help carry the cost of unemployment in industries with less
stable employment.
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APPENDIX A. Senale Resolilion Ne. 77

WHEREAS, the Committee on Labor of the Senate of the
Twenty-Eighth Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii held many
hearings ‘on the matter of extending the benefits of the un-
employment compensation law to employees of agricultural
industries in Hawaii; and

WHEREAS, following such hearings, it was the determination
of that Committee and of the Senate fo so extend such benefits;
and

WHERE AS, there were presented to that Committee and to the
Senate certain arguments and points of view respecting the ex-
tent of the benefits under the unemployment compensation law
which should be available to seasonal and itinerant workers in -
certain industries in Hawaii; and

WHEREAS, these arguments and points of view were repre-
sentative of widely divergent theories concerning the underlying
principle of unemployment compensation; and

WHEREAS, the data presented to that Committee were in
some respects inconclusive as to which of the several proffered
solutions to the problem was the correct one; and

WHEREAS, it appears that the action taken by the Senate in
respect to such agricultural and such itinerant and seasonal
workers will fail of {inal passage in this session of the Legis-
lature; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED by the Senate of the Twenty-Eighth Legis-
lature of the Territory of Hawaii that the department of labor of
the Territory of Hawaii and the legislative reference bureau
are hereby requested to make a study of the coverage under the
existing unemployment compensation law of the Territory of
itinerant and seasonal workers, of benefits available to such
employees under existing law, of the soundness of suchcoverage
and benefits, and of the changes in such law which would be
required to extend the coverage and benefits thereof to em-
ployees in agricultural industries on a sound basis; and
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the said department of
labor and the legislative reference bureau are requested to
submit their reports on such study to the next Legislature of
the Territory of Hawaii; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that duly authenticated copies
of this Resolution shall be transmitted to the director of the
department of labor and to the director of the legislative refer-
ance bureau of the Territory of Hawaii.

THE SENATE OF THE TERRITORY OF HAWAII
Honolulu, T, H., April 29, 1855
We hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was this day
adopted by the Senate of the Twenty-Eighth Legislature of the

Territory of Hawalii.

Sed. William H. Heen
President of the Senate

Sgd. William S, Richardson
Clerk of the Senate
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APPENDIX B. er/éoa@/oyy

SAMPLE DESIGN AND STATISTICAL TREATMENT
OF THE SURVEY DATA

At the time this study of agricultural unemployment was
planned, the only reliable data available were the names, social
security numbers, and certain periods of employment of persons
separated from sugar and pineapple employment, In the case of
diversified agriculture, there were available employers’ reports
of wages paid to all employees. No information was at hand re-
garding work history or earnings after an empioyee’s separation
from agricultural employment. It was not known whether or not
the record of unemployment would be different among the vari-
ous sectors of agriculture, or whether or not unemployment ex-
perience would vary among islands.

It was decided to secure the missing data by means of a
sample of workers who had been separated from agricultural
employment within a period of one year. The degired informa-
tion regarding work history was to be secured through a per-
sonal interview with each worker in the sample, It was recog-
nized that an attempt to reconstruct a work history of inter-
mittant empioyment for a period as long as a year through
personal interviews would encounter not only the problem of
faulty memories among the respondents, but also failure tolo-
cate some of the individuals selected for the sample,

Given these conditions, the problem of the survey was to se-
cure data which would be (1), adequate for estimating the cost
of benefits if agricultural workers had been included under the
unemployment compensation law, and (2), be representative of
the work history of all separated agricultural employees in the
Territory for the period under study,

The first of these two problems is related to the size of the
sample, and the second tothe distribution of the individual cases
in the sample,

SIZE OF THE SAMPLE

The following counditions or requirements were assumed to
govern the optimum number of persons to be interviewed:
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1. The average number of weeks of unemployment would vary
significantly from one agricultural industry to another.

2. The average number of weeks of unemployment would vary
significantly from one island to another.

3. The measures found in the sample ought to have a range
of error narrow enough to permit a reasonable estimate of
what the cost of coverage would have been had agricultural
workers been included in the coverage of the unemployment
compensation law.

4, The cost of making the number of interviews inthe sample
should not be excessive,

To allow for the first assumption, that workers in different
agricultural industries have differing unemployment records
following separation, the sample was calculated independently
for four agricultural categories: seasonal pineapple, regular
pineapple, sugar, and diversified farming, This study, then,
really encompassed four different surveys which contribute to
the final estimate. For reasons of economy, interviews were
all taken on the same trip tc a specific area and at the same
time for all four categories, but the data were tabulated and
estimates made separately for each category, or industry.

The second assumption, that differences would be found from
one island to ancther, was allowed for by weighting the sample
size by two factors: (1), the number of persons separated from
the industry on each island, and (2}, by the variation believed to
exist within each island,

The sample design may be described as a disproportionate
sample stratified by islands. The term “disproportionate” re-
fers to the fact that the number of persons interviewed was not
merely proportional to the population of separated workers on
each island, but was also adjusted for an expected variation in
unemployment experience. A tentative estimate of the variation
in unemployment experience for each island was secured from
a set of small sample surveys made by local offices of the
Territorial Employment Service,

As it turned out, the results of the interviewing program
failed to confirm the hypothesis of a significant difference be-
tween islands for mean weeks of unemployment, It was decided,
therefore, to omit the variance factor of weighting in later
treatment of the data. The relative size of each island sample
was retained as a weighting factor,
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The formula for calculating the size of each sample for each
island was:

derived from

with an adjustment factor for the size of the sample relative to
the size of the population,

N-n
N

in which, S = Estimated standard error of Mean in the
population

N = Number in the population of separated workers
n = Number in the sample

W = Weight for population in the stratum

o = Standard deviation in the stratum sample

The third condition, that of range of error in the estimate, is
the prime element in the determination of sample size, It is
dependent upon “S” in the formulas above, How large a range of
error is desirable is a matter of judgment.

In the case of these four samples, the desired range of error
was centered upon mean weeks of unemployment. The objective
set up might be stated: “We would like a sample of such size
that we may feel confident that the mean number of weeks of
unemployment found in the sample will not be more than one
week smaller nor more than one week larger than the true
figure for the whole population from which the sample was
taken,”

The degree of confidence with which this assertion is made
might be stated: If 100 samples of the same size from the
same population were interviewed in separate surveys, 95 of
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these samples would fall within the range of error of one week,
plus or minus,

The effect of a range of error of plus or minus one week with
95 per cent probability is to give “S” a value of 0.5 (one-half
week) in the preceding formulas, The other elements in the
formulas vary according to the industry for which the sample
size is being determined,

The fourth condition, that of interviewing costs, acts asa limit
upon the judgment of what range of error is desirable, While,
in general, the more cases in the sample, the more accurate
the estimate of the frue measure in the population, there is a
rapidly diminishing value for additional cases. For example, in
order to cut the range of error in half, it may be necessary to
quadruple the number of cases in the sample,

Table B-1 shows the population of separated workers in each
industry, the size of sample for each, and the actual number of
interviews secured,

Table B-1. SIZES OF POPULATIONS AND SIZES OF SAMPLES

Pineapple

Diversified

Regular Seasonal Sugar Agriculture
Population of separated workers ,. 214 3,178 159 4,137
Sample size by formula ,.... ... 6 362 204 616
Sample size actually chosen ... .. 111 554 222 582
Eligibility determinations made . , . 71 407 176 416

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF THE SAMPLE

In order to assure that the sample will truly reflect the
characteristics of the population from which it was taken, the
selection of individual cases is best made at random. Random
selection has the further advantage that it is the type of sample
for which a range of error may be calculated by formula.

For the surveys of sugar and pineapple workers, the social
security numbers of the individuals were used as the device for
random selection. The mechanics of selection introduced some
modifications into the sample design., For seasonal pineapple
employment, the digits 3 and 8 were picked and the pineapple
companies were requested to submit the name of every season-
al worker separated during the period whose social security
number ended in 3 or 8. Theoretically one digit would have
yielded one-tenth of the population; that is, 318 names, but the
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sample design called for 362 names, so two digits were used
and 554 names were the result.

In regular pineapple employment, the employers were asked
to submit all names whose social security numbers ended in I,
5, or 9, for Oahu and Maui. Since there were fewer than 25
separated workers on each of the islands of Lanai, Molokai and
Kauai, all the names from these places were designated for the
sample, This raised the sample actually chosen o 111 cases as
against an objective of 76 in the design, but only 71 determina-~
tions of eligibility for unemployment insurance were made,

The names for the sugar sample were secured from the Ha-
waii Employers Council. The terminal digits used were 1, 2, 3,
6, 7. The list so secured was over-weighted for the island of
Hawaii, so the names for Hawaii were arranged alphabetically
and every fifth name thrown out,

For the survey of diversified agricultural workers, a list of
wage returns (Form C-2) for individual workers was secured
from the territorial Tax Department. The names on this list
were numbered serially and the sample was selected, using a
table of random numbers. This sample counstituted approxi-
mately 11 per cent of the population.

FIELD INTERVIEWS

The interviews with the workers in the samples were made by
a group of 15 University of Hawaii seniors and graduate students
who were trained for this particular survey.

Beginning in March, 1956 and continuing until August, inter-
views were secured at central points on the different islands;
for example, a crew of nine interviewers went to Kauai and
interviewed respondents at Lihue, at Anahola, and so on, Per-
sons who did not show up on the first attempt at an interview
were followed up. By way of example, one call-in of respondents
for interviewing was set for a Saturday morning, notice having
gone out by registered mail. On Saturday afternoon interview-
ers went to the addresses of respondents who did not show up
in the morning at the school building where the interviews had
been scheduled to be held, On Sunday, another attempt was
made to locate those cases still missing,.

Before each interview, the interviewer was supplied with a
questionnaire form which had the name and address and some
personal information filled in. In addition, the work history of
the respondent, as secured from employers’ records had al-
ready been entered. The interviewer’s job was to find out from
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the respondent what he was doing during the time periods not
accounted for. If the respondent was unemployed at any time,
he was asked the circumstances as a basis for a later determi-
nation of eligibility for unemployment insurance,

The work history recorded on the questionnaire prior to the
interview was used as a check on the respondent’s own account
of his employment and also as an aid to focus the respondent’s
memory of his activities during the periods of time not ac-
counted for on the questionnaire form, It was part of the inter-
viewer’s function to help the respondent straighten out incon-
sistencies and to recall gaps in the work history by dovetailing
the missing information into the known employment periods, but
not himself to determine eligibility for unemployment benefits.

ELIGIBILITY FOR UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

The completed interview forms were returned to the terri-
torial Department of L.abor and Indusfrial Relations, where each
one was treated as if it were in fact an application for unem-
ployment benefits, A determination was made for each case
according to the rules in force for employment covered by the
unemployment insurance act, All the determinations were made
by one staff member,

STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF THE SURVEY DATA

Resulting data were tabulated and analyzed separately for
regular pineapple, seasonal pineapple, sugar, and diversified
agricultural employment. The procedures followed were:

1. The standard deviation was calculated for the mean num-
ber of compensable weeks for each island represented in the
sample, The formula used was

5. [Lid
N

2, The estimate of the population mean for the Territory was
calculated by the formula

N

M
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in which, M =Territorial mean
N = Population in the Territory
Ng= Population in the stratum (island)
X = Mean of the stratum

3. The hypothesis that the island means were not signifi-
cantly different from the territorial mean was tested by
analysis of variance,

4. The calculation of the standard error of the estimated
territorial mean was calculated by the formula

LN & -’

N2

5. The range of error of the estimated territorial mean was
calculated for 95 per cent probability, using plus and minus
1.96 8, unless N were less than 30, in which event the “t”
table was used,

6. For those measures expressed as a percentage, the deter-
" mination of a percentage estimate for the territorial popula~
tion was calculated from the formula

N P
N
in which, P = Estimated percentage for the Territory

P =

Pg= Sample percentage for stratum
Ng= Population in the stratum
N = Population in the Territory

7. The hypothesis that there was no significant difference
between percentages for the strata was tested by taking the
two extreme percentages and testing their difference by the
formula

Py 4 Py q
Gdiff:‘ 11+22

oy By

in which, n = Size of the sample in the stratum
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8. The range of error for the estimated territorial percent-
age was calculated for 95 per cent probability, using the for-

mula
1
S = —_ p
\/ Nz ZNS(NS"H) ( nq)

THE PROBLEM OF COMBINED EMPLOYMENT

Among sugar and pineapple workers, there were some indi-
viduals who had worked in occupations inciuded under the un-
employment insurance law as well as in occupations presently
excluded, To estimate the additional cost arising from inclusion
of all agricultural employment it was necessary to segregate
these workers and determine what proportion of their potential
benefits could be attributed to work already included under the
Employment Security Act,

In the case of regular pineapple employment, the number of
workers with a combination of included and excluded employ-
ment was so small that it was decided to ignore the difference
in coverage. In sugar, however, there was a significant dif-
ference in mean weeks of compensable unemployment between
workers separated from jobs excluded from coverage and
workers whose work history involved exciuded and includedem-
ployment during the base year. These two groups were treated
as separate populations for calculation of means and ranges of
error, but the resultant measures were added to secure the es-
timated total benefit costs for the industry. To arrive at an
estimated figure for additional benefit costs arising from the
inclusion of all agricultural workers, the proportion of benefits
attributable to work already included under the act was sub-
tracted from the total.

THE PROBLEM OF NON-RESPONSE

For several persons in the sample it was impossible to de-
termine the eligibility for unemployment insurance because
the individuals could not be located, If these persons were sig-
nificantly different from the persons who were interviewed,
there could be a difference in the total estimated cost of the
program. Whether this difference would raise or lower the
cost is a matter of guess work,

The assumption made was that these persons whocould not be
found would show characteristics of work history similar to
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those who were interviewed, If the non-respondents are dis-
tributed in the same ratio as the respondents, the only effect
upon the estimated measures might possibly be to reduce the
range of error because the addition would increase the size of
the effective sample, Since the sample size was not so adjusted
for non-response, the persons who could not be located were,
in a sense, ignored in calculating the results,

It should be noted that follow-up visifs were made for non-
respondents and in some cases a determination was possible
from information supplied by relatives or friends; for example,
information abouft deceased persons, persons in hospitals, and
so forth,

THE RANGE OF ERROR OF THE ESTIMATE

Each cost estimate in this report is derived from two pri-
mary factors: (1), the percentage of separated persons who
were determined to be eligible for unemployment insurance,
and (2), the mean dollar benefit per eligible person,

Since these two factors were secured from a sample survey,
each estimate is subject to a range of error which is related to
the number of cases in each sample. In otherwords, the mea-
sure derived from a sample cannot be taken as the absolutely
correct answer. Allowance must _be made for the fact that a
different sample of the same size and from the same population
might have given a higher figure and another sample might have
given a lower figure, However, it is possible to place reason-
able limits on how much higher or how much lower these other
estimates are likely to be,

For example, in the case of regular pineapple workers, the
average number of compensable weeks was found to be 19.3
weeks, We are confident that 95 out of 100 other samples from
the same population would not have yielded an average ofless
than 18.3 weeks nor more than 20.3 weeks, Therefore, we say
that the range of error with 95 per cent probability is from 18.3
to 20,3 weeks, (Since the Employment Security Act of the Ter-
ritory limits unemployment insurance to the equivalent of
20 weeks, that number of weeks would, of course, be the highest
estimate for this measure regardless of the statistical theory.)

The ranges of error for the three most important measures
for the Territory, as well as the sample estimate, are shown
below.
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Table B-2. SAMPLE ESTIMATES AND RANGES OF ERROR WITH
95 PERCENT PROBABILITY APPLICABLE TO CERTAIN
PARAMETERS OF THE POPULATION OF SEPARATED
AGRICULTURAL WORKERS

Pineapple Sugar DHversified
Regular Seasonal &t Agriculture

Percentage of separations eligible for unemployment compensation

Sample estimate , , . 29.4% 56.4% 24,9% 38.2%

Range of error. ... t9.6 4.7 t4.4 4.7
Mean equivalent weeks of compensation

Sample estimate , ., 19,3 15.7 15,62 9.42

Range of error . . . . 1 | +2 i3

Mean total benefits per eligible worker

Sample estimate . .. § 483 $323 $445 $175
Range of error . ... 52 tas te5 +23

Fpr workers having excluded farm earnings only,

Table B-3. SEPARATIONS FROM AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT BY

ISLANDS AND INDUSTRY®

Regular Seasonal Pineapple Diversified

Pineapple Schoal Non-school Sugar Agricullure Total

No. % No. % No. % No. & No. % No. %
Qahu..... T3 34,1 i65 26.8 1,084 41.5 90 1L.9 792 10.1 2,716 29,2
Hawaii. ., ., - - - 457 60,2 2,749 66.5 3,423 36.8
Maut. ..., 84 39,3 100 16.2 183 7.1 118 15,7 428 10.4 1,102 11.9
Kauai ,... 20 9.3 126 20.5 309 121 83 12,2 134 3.2 742 8.0
Molokai. .. 17 B.0 105 1.0 457  17.8 - 34 B 614 6.6
Lanai .... 20 9.3 120 19,5 581 21.5 - - 689t 174

Total, , . 214 100.0 616 100.0 2,562 100.0 759 100.0 4,137 100.9 9,288 100.0

ATable includes persons separated during calendar year 1955 for diversified agriculture and seasonal
pineappie employees, during fiscal year ended August 31, 1955 {or regular pineapple employees and during
fiscal year ended September 30, 1955 for sugar employees.
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Table B-4. SEPARATIONS FROM SUGAR INDUSTRY, BY INCLUDED
OR EXCLUDED EMPLOYMENT UNDER HAWAN
EMPLOYMENT SECURITY LAW, 19552
Workers Workers
Icluded® Excluded Total
Oahu....... 29 61 30
Hawaii,..... 112 345 457
Maui,...... 58 61 119
Kauai ,..,,.. 24 69 93
Total , ... 223 536 759

2Figcal year ended September 30, 1955
bworkers with sufficient included work history may be eligible for unemployment insurance benefits.

Source: Hawali Employers Council,

Table B-5. UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFIT STATUS OF SAMPLE
OF 1,469 AGRICULTURAL WORKERS?

Pineapple

Divevsified
Regular Seasonal Sugar Agriculture 0%l
No. % No. Z No. % No. F No. %
Eligible for henefits, ., .. 22 18.82 234 42.24 44 19,82 157 26.98 457 31,11
Not efigible, . . ........ 48 44,14 173 31.23 132 55,48 259 44,50 813 4L713
Eligibility unknown:
Moved to mainland .., 1§ 14.42 24 4,33 9 4.05 4 .69 83 3.61
No information . ., ... 24 21,62 123 22,20 37 18.67 162 27.83 346 23,55
Total ............ 111 100,00 554 100.00 - 222 100,00 582 100.00 1,468 160.00

aFable inclndes persons separated during calendar year for seasonal pineapple empioyees, during fiscal
year ended August 31, 1855 for regular pineapple employees, during {iscal year ended September 30, 1955
for sugar employees and diversified farm workers employed during calendar year 1955,

Table B-6. EQUIVALENT TOTAL BENEFIT WEEKS FOR WHICH
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS WERE
POTENTIALLY PAYABLE TO SAMPLE OF 1,070
AGRICULTURAL WORKERS?

Pineapple . , g

Diversified
Regulay  Seasonal Sugay Agriculfure Tolal
0 e 49 173 132 259 613
1- 4 ,.,... 0 33 8 56 97
5- 8 ..... 1 19 2 21 43
10-14 ..., 1 21 4 16 42
i5-19 ,.... 2 13 3 g 27
20 (max.) .. .. 18 148 27 55 248
Total .... 71 407 176 416 1,070

4Table includes persons separated during calendar year for seasonal pineapple employees, during
fiscal year ended August 31, 1953 for regular pineapple employees, during fiscal year ended
September 30, 1955 for sugar employees and diversified farm workers employed during calendar

year 1955,

53



Table B-7. ESTIMATED NUMBER OF AGRICULTURAL WORKERS
POTENTIALLY ELIGIBLE FOR UNEMPLOYMENT
INSURANCE BENEFITS UNDER HAWAIl EMPLOYMENT
SECURITY LAW, 1954-1956%

Pineapple

Diversified
Regular Seasonal Sugay Agriculture Toial
Employed. ... .. .. 3,461b 3,178 10,295€ 5,137 22,071
Separated. ... .... 214 3,178 759 4,137 8,288
Estimated eligible , . 63 1,753 189 1,575 3,584

3Table includes persons separated during calendar year for seasonal pineapple employees, during
fiscal year ended August 31, 1955 for regular pineapplte employvees, during fiscal year ended
September 30, 1955 for sugar “employees and diversified farm workers empioyed during calenda:

year 1855,
bEstimated number employed during fiscal year ended August 31, 1955,
Production workers ouly.

Table B~8. WEEKS OF PARTIAL® OR TOTAL UNEMPLOYMENT
EXPERIENCED BY SAMPLE OF 798 AGRICULTURAL
WORKERS? INTERVIEWED

: ineapple Sugay Diversified g
egular  Seasonal Agricultuve

0 e 5 10 3 121 139
1«6 ,.... 0 8 3 35 46
6-10 ,.... 1 8 2 24 35
11-15 ..... 0 20 0 12 32
16-20 ,.... 1 15 1 13 30
21 .25 . ..., 4 13 2 10 29
26 .30 ,.... 2 55 2 25 84
31-35 ..... 1 50 1 30 82
36-40 . ..., 4 62 2 33 101
41-45 ..... 4 40 5 28 i
46 - 50 ... .. 1 14 5 28 48
Over 50..... 21 5 67 2 95

Total , ... 44 300 93 361 798

APartial week of unempioyment defined as a week in which earnings were less than polential weekly
unemployment ingurance benefit in dollars. ’

PTable includes persons separated during calendar year for geasonal pineapple employees, during
fiscal year ended August 31, 1955 for regular pineapple employees, during fiscal year ended
September 30, 1855 for sugar employees and diversified farm workers employed during calendar

year 19355,
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EMPLOYMENT HISTORY CALENDAR KEY:
NAME EMPLOYED

TYPE OF WORKER HISTORY UNKNCWN (blank)

| i { ; ;
Week ending L 11 18 25 18 15 22 29 5 12 19 26 3 10 17 24 31 7 14 2% 28 5 12 19 26

1943 Jul Aug Sep Ot Nov Dec

i | ] | !
Week ending 2 9 16 23 30 6 13 20 27 & 13 20 27 40010 17 261 8 15 22 2% 5 12 1§ 26
1954 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun

| i ! i t
Week ending 3 10 17 24 31 7 14 21 28 L 11 18 257 2 9 16 2330 & 13 20 27 L1l 18 2%
1954 Jul Aug Sep Ot Nov Dec

i i ! ! !
Week ending 1 8 15 22 30 5 12 19 26 512 19 26 2 9 16 23 3¢ 7 14 21 =28 4 11 18 25
1955 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Junt

l ; ¢ | J
Week ending 9 16 23 30 6 13 20 27 3 10 17 24, 1 & 15 22 29 5 12 19 26 3 10 17 24 31
1955 Jul Avg Sep QOct Nov Dec

163

! i ! ) i
Week ending 7T 14 21 28 XY A8 25 3 W0 X7 24 3Y 7T Y 21 28 512 19 26 2 9 16 23 30
1956 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun

| ! } !
Week ending 7 14 21 28 L 11 18 25 1 8 15 22 29 6 13 20 27 3010 17 25 1 08 )5 22 29
1956 Jui Aug Sep Qct Nov Dec

OTHER EMPLOYMENT DURING ANSWERS IN ITEMS

FIAAIHIS MAIAYAINI 40 TTINISOVA

OTHER INFORMATION WHILE EMPLOYED BY:

Item No, Employer Itenm No, Employer Item No, Employer




T« H. Department of Labor & Industrial Relations
Bureau of Employment Security

STUDY ON EXTENSTON OF
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENFFITS 1O AGRICULTURAL WORKERS

Interviewer assigned Schedule No.
Island Date
Reason cannot contact interviewee: Time started

1st attempt: Date Time
2nd attempt: Date Time

Section A: Jdentifying Data:
1. YName 2. 355 No.

3. Address and/or how located

L4« Phone 5. Sex 6. Maritsl status
7. Age or 8, Employee 9. No. of
Birthdate Bango No. Dependents

10. If veteran: Date of entry Date of Dischargs
Mustering out pay ¥

Section B: Determination of Labor Force History - Periods of employment:

11. From to Check one: F/T. less than F/T____.
Firm name Type of business
Nature of
Address work performed
Rate of Pay § per hr day wk mo {circle one) Cther {state) —

Normal
working arrangement

Total earnings during pericd

Comments:
12. From to Check one: F/T less than F/T
Firm Type of business
Nature of
Address ] work performed
Rate of Pay % per hr day wk mo {circle one} Cther (state)

- Rormal
Total earnings during period § working arrangement

Commants:
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SECTIUN C: PERIGL NGT EMPLOYED
From to
a, Did you work during this period? Yes { ) No { )

1f yes, complete cection B.

were you sick during this peried? Yes w( } No (

wWers you ready and willing to work at sll times? Yes

Did you work for yourself or did you do any farming? Yes x{

nere you offer=d any work? Yesx ( )} o { )

Did you look for work during this period? Yes { )

Did you leave the island? Yes x { ) No ( )

(Females only) Were you pregnant during this period? Yes (
If yes, date of childbirth.

)
()

Ho % {

Now( )

,

ko ( )

No ()

{Females only) Do.you have miner children?
if yes, who cares for them while you are working?

Yes {

)

No { )

Interviewer:

Explain every starred item below,

37



APPENDIX C. Falislics

TABLES RELATING TO EMPLOYMENT IN HAWAII

Table C-1. ANNUAL AVERAGE LABOR FORCE, EMPLOYED
AND UNEMPLOYED, 1939-1956

Total Percent

Labor Force Employed Unemployed Inemployed
1839 ... .... 169,373 160,373 9,000 5.3
1940 ... .... 180,796 173,564 7,232 4.0
1841 .. .. ... 183,961 - 177,461 6,500 3.5
1942 . ...... 197,287 194,857 2,430 1.2
1943 ... ..., 206,768 204,882 1,886 0.9
1944 ., .. .... 210,490 208,850 1,600 0.8
1945 , ... ... 215,612 214,112 1,500 0.7
1046 . ...... 195,653 193,520 2,133 1.1
1947 . ... L 190,683 187,730 2,953 1.5
1948 ., .. ..., 193,752 184,304 8,448 4,9
1848 .., . ... 191,408 169,972 21,436 11.2
1950 ., ...... 187,773 170,075 17,698 9.4
1851 . ...... 191,678 183,400 8,278 4.3
1852 . ... ... 194,067 185,645 8,422 4.3
1653 ... ... 196,142 186,600 9,542 4.9
1954 ... .. .. 197,316 185,617 11,759 6.0
1665 ... ..., 199,276 186,352 9,924 5.0
1956 . ... ... 201,745 192,738 9,007 4.5
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Table C-2. STATUS OF HAWAII'S UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FUND?

Trust Fund Change from Conivibutions Benefit Conlribulions Interest

Balance Preceding Year Collected Paymenits Less Benefils Earned
1938 . ... $ 4,913,906 +51.2% $1,851,178 $ 286,382 $ 1,564,796 $ 99,427
1840 . ... 6,608,759 + 34.5 1,830,178 216,561 1,553,617 141,235
1941 .. .. 8,935,514 + 35,2 2,297,001 159,466 2,137,625 189,131
1942 . ... 11,545,169 + 28.2 2,532,408 158,146 2,374,262 235,383
1843 ... 14,144,938 + 22,5 2,365,007 28,084 2,336,823 262,846
1944 .., . 16,168,047 + 14.3 1,744,507 6,446 1,738,061 285,049
1945 . ... 18,368,522 + 13,6 1,878,282 5,924 1,872,358 328,117
1946 , ... 20,002,460 + 9.4 1,521,400 167,225 1,354,175 369,763
1947 ..., 22,191,598 + 104 2,144,226 461,549 1,662,677 416,462
1948 ., .. 23,628,131 + 6.8 2,586,196 1,571,378 1,024,818 481,714
194 ., .. 22,271,409 - 8.0 2,424,670 4,342,147 (-1,817,57T} 480,854
1950 ., . 21,664,856 - 2,427,388 3,375,851 {- 948,463) 341,909
1951 ..., 22,956,734 + 6,0 2,640,930 1,815,084 825,866 466,033
1852 ., 23,276,387 + L4 2,148,915 2,336,303 {- 187,388) 507,032
1853 ., 23,145,940 - .6 2,188,326 2,858,205 {- 669,879 539,422
w|hy L, .. 21,639,237 - 5.2 2,212,990 3,960,637 (-1,747,647) 540,943
1856 . ... 22,018,410 L 2,335,860 2,764,875 {- 425,015 504,189
1956 . ... 22,354,775 + 1.5 2,733,140 2,995,687 {- 262,547) 598,912

aDecember 31, 1939-1955 and June 30, 1956

Table C-3. ANNUAL AVERAGE COVERED EMPLOYMENT
AND TOTAL EMPLOYMENT, 1940-1956
Total Covered Percent
Employment Employment Covered

1940 . ......, 173,564 60,856 35.0
1941 ... ..., 177,461 79,275 44.6
1942 ... .... 194,857 98,075 50.3
1843 ... .. .. 204,882 78,980 38.5
1944 ., .. .. .. 208,890 75,587 36.1
1945 . .. .... 214,112 77,148 36.0
1946 ., ... 193,520 82,277 42.5
1947 . ... ... 187,730 93,598 49.8
1948 . .. .. .. 184,304 93,953 50.9
1949 ... .. .. 169,972 90,547 53.2
1950 . .. .. 0 170,075 90,698 53.3
1951 . ...... 183,400 96,024 52,3
1952 ....... 185,645 98,477 53.0
1963 ... ..., 186,600 99,166 53.1
1954 . ...... 183,617 68,609 53.1
1956 . ..., .. 189,352 124,762 65.8
1956 . ...... 182,738 128,096 66.4
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Table C-4. AVERAGE MONTHLY EMPLOYMENT IN THE PINEAPPLE,
SUGAR, AND DIVERSIFIED FARMING INDUSTRIES, 1950-1956

Sugar Pineapple Diversified

Farm AfiHl Tolal Farm LEITH Tolal Farms®
1950 .. ..... 14,080 8,813 22,893 4,803 7,531 12,334 mA
1958 . ... ... 13,766 8,608 22,424 5,088 8,467 13,525 9,648
1852 ... ..., 13,874 8,676 22,344 5,432 7,858 13,080 9,447
1853 . ..., .. 13,631 8,591 22,222 5,250 7,579 12,829 10,033
1954 ..., .. 13,337 8,414 21,751 4,899 7,056 11,955 10,306
1855 . ...... 12,670 8,241 20,911 4,933 7,428 12,361 10,425
1956 .. ..... 12,042 7,902 19,944 4,787 7,733 12,518 10,940

fpnciudes farmers and unpaid family workers,

Table C-5. ANNUAL AVERAGE RATIO OF BENEFITS AND RESERVES
TO TAXABLE PAYROLL, AND AVERAGE EMPLOYER

CONTRIBUTIONS RATE, 1951-1955

1951 1852 1953 1954 1855
Ratio of benefits
to taxable payroil . . . .8 1.0 1.2 1.7 1.1
Average employer
contributions rate , ., . 1.2 .8 .9 .9 ]
Ratio of regerves
to taxable payroll .. . 16.4 10.0 9.7 9.3 8.8

Table C-6. NUMBER OF SUGAR PLANTATIONS,

BY AVERAGE MONTHLY EMPLOYMENT, 19552

Oahu Hawart Maui Kauai Tervitory

1-100.... - - - 1 1
101 - 200, ... - 3 - 1 4
201 - 300. .., 1 2 1 1 5
301 -400.... 1 6 - 2 9
401 - 500, ... 1 2 - 1 4
501 - 600 ..., - - 1 - 1
601 -700. ... 1 - - - 1
701 & Over, .. - - 1 1 2

Total ..., 4 13 3 7 27

AFiscal year ended September 30, 1655,
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Table C-7. ANNUAL FARM PAYROLLS ON
SUGAR PLANTATIONS

Annual Payroll Plantations

$ 1o 250,000 v vvunvnnnnnrnns
250,001 « 500,000 .« v uv - vanranannn .
500,001 ~ 1,000,000 .« v suennnn.
1,000,001 - 1,500,000 « . cvuavrnnnn
1,500,001 - 2,000,000 . .., ....... e

2,000,001 - 2,500,000 . ..........
2,500,001 - 3,000,000 ..,........
3,600,001 & Over . ... ... vuren

Total @ .o v s s v it aeensenas

e DD DI N GO LY e

.
b2
e |

Table C-8. AVERAGE MONTHLY EMPLOYMENT OF PRODUCTION
WORKERS ON SUGAR PLANTATIONS, 1955%

Farm Earnings Only. .« o v v v vt v e v s on s et a e 7,761
Both Farm and Non-Farm Sugar BEarnings . . . v o v vv v o v msas v e o 2,534
Total ATl WOIKEIS .« vv cv s v v e s srncansaannessnsssan 10,285

AFjgcal year ended September 30, 1955

Table C-9. PRODUCTION WORKERS ON SUGAR PLANTATIONS,
BY TYPE OF EARNINGS

Annual Earnings Farm Only Farm and Non-Farm
$ 1- 500 ..... 2.1% -%
501 - 1,000 ..... 1.2 ]
1,001 - 1,500 ..... 1.5 -
1,501 - 2,000 ..... 5.5 8.2
2,061 - 2,500 ..... 34.4 32.0
2,501 - 3,000 ..... 32.6 40,2
3,001 -3,500 ..... 16.9 16.4
3,501 -4,000 ..... 4.8 1.6
4,001 - 4,500 .... 8 .8
Total ......... 100.0% 100.0%
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Table C~10. Table C-11.

PINEAPPLE SEASONAL DIVERSIFIED FARM
FIELD WORKERS BY WEEKS WORKERS, BY WEEKS
EMPLOYED DURING 19552 EMPLOYED DURING 1955¢
Weeks Percent Weeks Percent
3.0 1- 5 ... .. 26.2
2 L ial . 3.7 6-10 ......... 12.4
3. P e e e .3 11-15 ..., ... 11.4
4 i . 2.0 16-20 ......... 7.5
2 5.3 21-25 ..... 3.9
N T 26-30 ....... . 3.9
T i i 2.3 31-35 ......... 2.5
8 . 4.0 36-40 [ ........ 3.2
1 s 4,3 41 - 45 ... ... ... 3.0
i0....... 5.0 46 ~50 ... ... ... 3.9
) 3.3 51-92 . ..., 22.1
12 ... ... ... 2.3
I 3.7 4Based on random sample of 534 persons
14 ........ e . 4,7 whe were interviewed or for whom work
15 0 e e 5.0 histories were available from employers.
16 ....,. ‘e 3.0
7 ... e 10.3
18 ......... . 2.1
18 e . 3.7
20 ..., . 1.3
21 ..., .. 2.1
22 s 7.0
23 ... ..., e 8.3
4 ..., 2.7
25 e e 1.0
26 L T
2 1.7
28 L e 1.7
29 L 0.G
30 Lo 0.0
B 3 .3

aBased on gtratified random samples of
300 workers interviewed and excludes stu-
dents,

Note: Pue to rounding, items may not
add to exactly 100.0%.
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Table C-12. NUMBER OF DIVERSIFIED FARMS EMPLOYING WORKERS,
BY NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES DURING 1955

g:! ;}:g;es g:,:-f;s Coffee Poultry Hags Sugerd ?;’i::s Generqid Total
| . 4 18 8 G - 30 % 71
2 4 20 7 3 - 13 [ 53
S R T 18 4 2 - 17 4 52
4 ... . 7 25 3 4 - 14 3 56
5 ..., srr e T 26 1 3 - 3 3 45
6 ... ... . 3 15 1 2 - 4 3 28
O 5 18 3 - - ;] 2 34
L v 2 18 - 1 - 4 - 23
- PP § 9 1 - - 4 1 20
0. ..., 3 i - - - 5 1 16
3 5 11 2 1 - 2 b 22
iz .., ..., [ 5 7 - - 2 2 16
13 ......... - 1 4 - 1 - 2 1 9
Mo e, 1 10 - - - 2 2 15
15 . e e 4 7 - - - 5 - 16
18 ...,.. PPN 1 3 1 - 1 4 - 10
19 .o .., . 1 8 - - - 1 - 10
i ..., Cae s - i i - - 4 - [
19 ... ... FOraN 2 3 - - - - - 5
20 L e )1 2 1 - - i - 5
21 ... L., - 1 1 - - - 1 - 3
22 ..., e 1 - - - - H - 2
-2 N 1 - - - - - - 1
-2 . - 3 - - - 1 - 4
25 ... .. Ce 2 - - - - 1 - 3
28 & Over .o 14 3 1 - - 5 4 27
Total e e a9 235 35 23 3 134 3 552

AIndependent planters.

bMore than one type of product.

Table C-13. NUMBERS OF DIVERSIFIED FARMS EMPLOYING WORKERS,

BY ANNUAL PAYROLL IN 1955

Trivies,

Othey

Ranches Coffee  Poultry Hogs Sugard Farms General? Total

3 i- 500 ... 3 40 2 - - 24 g 78
61 - 1,000 ... 4 53 4 4 - 18 8 89
1,008 ~ 5,000 ... 16 129 17 13 - 58 13 248
5,061 - 10,000 ... 20 11 5 1 19 T 65
10,001 -« 20,000 ... 25 1 & - - 8 - 39
20,001 - 30,000 ... 3 1 1 - - 4 1 10
30,000 - 46,000 ... 2 - - - - 1 1 4
40,001 - 50,000 ... 1 - - - - - 1
56,001 - 60,000 .. 2 - 1 - - i - 4
60,001 - 70,000 ... - - - - - - -
70,001 - 80,000 ... 1 - - - - - - i
86,001 -~ 90,000 ... I - - - - - 1
0,001 - 109,000 ... i - - - - - 1
100,001 - 110,000 .. 1 - - - - - - i
110,001 - 120,000 ... - - - - - - - -
120,001 - 130,000 ... 1 - - - - . - 1
130,001 - 140,000 ., .. - - - - - - . .
140,061 - 150,000 ... 3 - - - - - . 3
150,001 & Over e 3 - - - - 1 . 4
Total .. e 87 235 35 23 1 134 37 552

Andependent planters.

bMare thar sae type of product,
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Table C-14. TOTAL EARNINGS AND AVERAGE INDIVIDUAL
EARNINGS ON DIVERSIFIED FARMS DURING 1955

Employees Total Average
On Farm Employers  Employees Earnings Per Worker
1 ..., 71 71 $ 62,881 $ 885.56
2 e 53 106 65,086 614.01
K 52 156 115,943 743,22
4 ... 56 224 152,467 680,65
5 e 45 225 118,635 527.28
6 ..., . 28 168 59,798 355.94
i A 34 238 136,600 573,95
8 ... i 23 184 66,073 359,09
L 20 180 103,344 574,13
10 ... ... i6 180 76,005 475,03
| I S 22 242 125,396 518.16
12 ,....... 16 192 112,514 586,01
13 ........ g 117 67,297 575,18
14 . ....... 15 210 63,255 301,21
15 ,........ 16 240 115,524 481.35
16 ..... ‘e 10 160 79,187 494,91
) & 10 170 105,404 620,02
18 ........ 6 108 79,778 738.68
19 ..... . 5 95 46,576 490,27
20 ..o 5 160 57,479 574.19
21 ... ... 3 63 16,840 267.30
22 i 2 44 70,879 1,610.88
23 ... ... 1 23 34,181 1,486.13
24 ... ... .. 4 a6 317,885 394.63
25 ... 3 15 44,839 597.85
26 & Over ., , 27 1,490 2,421,542 1,625.18
Total . ,., 552 5,137 $4,435,412 $ 863.42
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