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To Chgirman Eccles Subject: Econamic Stebilization Board:
Secretary THickard's Statement on
From Martin Krost Agricultural Fage Control

Vickerd's statement is intended only as e preliminary indication
of his general sttitude toward the farm wage control problem. He sees the
problem as only a part of the larger problem of farm production. Fe be-
lieves that farm wage control cannot be successful unless farmers are
ensured lgbor for essentiel production. Unfortunately, except for broed-
ening progrems for trensporting workers end using lexicen labor, he does
not present a full statement of how this should be done. He may have re-
freined from going into this problem more fully because he believed that
menpower policies ere not e responsibility of the Lconomic Stgblization
Eoerd., This view should not go unchallenged; manpower policies should te
brought under review by the Director of Economic Stabilization. Tiege policy
is meeningless if it is not integreted with menpower and draft policies.

Wickerd's statement is open to criticism because of what he does
not say rather then because of whet he does say. He says that farm wages
must go up and that a ceiling on farm weges &t this point would meke it
impossible to keep en sdequate labor force in agriculture. He does not
say where wages should rise and how much. It is herd to defend £1.25 =
day for ferm lebor in South Caroline; but %#6.10 a dey in i'ashington is &
different story. The problem requires different treatment in different
geographical areas, for diiferent crops, amnd for different classes of labor.
Skilled deiry workers may require higher wages, beccsuse we need dairy prod-
ucts. PBut all claesses of farm workers do not need higher wages.

Wickard says wege boards should be sstablished to control farm
wages, but he does not say how the boards should be made up, or whether
they should be county-wide, state-wide, or regionel, or how much discretion
they should heve. He says thet minimum weges should be fixed for farm
labor tut he does not say what the minirum ought to be or how it should be
fixed.. He says thet farm wages can increese without raising present ferm
prices but he does not say how far,. in whet arees, or for what products.
He says that subsidies or price sdjustments will be necessary after wages
haeve risen beyond & certain point but he does not say how such subsidies
or price increasses ought to be handled, or what effect they might have on
the general inflationsry problem.

Thus, on the whole, Wickerd avoided discussion of the mgjor
specific problems, perhaps because he doss not yet have the results of
studies thet are needed to provide a firm tasis for specific action.

Atteched is a table showing, by individusl States, averege daily
weges, without board, paid for famm labor on October 1, 1942, and percentage
increeses over the seme date a yesr carlier.
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FARM WAGES PER DAY
WITHOUT BOARD

October 1, 1941 and October 1, 1942

Qct. 1, Oct. 1, Percentage
1941 1942 Increase
Maine $3015 34015 32
N. He 3440 3495 16
Vt. 3.10 375 21
Masse. 3655 4,15 17
R. I. 355 4,20 18
Conne. 370 4.05 9
Ne Yo 3430 4.25 29
Ne Jo 335 4.00 19
Pa. 285 3+45 21
Ohio 2.85 355 25
Ind. 2.65 3.45 30
I11. 2.95 3675 27
Miche. 3.00 380 27
Wise 2.90 3.75 29
Minne 330 4.60 39
Town 3010 4.15 34
Mo, 1.90 270 42
Ne. Dake. 3.85 6+20 61
S. Dak. 310 4.85 66
Nebre 2.65 4.10 55
Kans. 265 3495 49
Del. 3.25 4.30 32
¥d. 2.75 3.75 36
Va., 2.00 2.55 28
We Ve 1.80 2.30 28
N. C. 1.50 2.05 37
S. Ce. 1.00 1.25 25
Ga. 1.15 1l.45 26
Fla. 1.55 2.05 32
Kye 1.60 230 44
Tenne 1.35 1l.75 30
Ala. 1l.25 1l.65 32
Misse. 1l.25 1.60 28
Ark. 1.55 2.05 32
le. 1.30 1.70 31
Okla. 1.95 2.80 44
Texe. 1.85 2.60 41
Mont. 370 5.80 57
Idaho 3445 4,85 4]
WYOO 3.10 4,50 45
Colo. 2.90 4,30 48
N. Mexe. 2.20 2485 30
Ariz. 2.55 3450 37
Uteh 3415 4.20 33
Nev. 3¢50 4.60 31
Washe. 4.00 6.10 53
Oreg. 3445 5.40 57
Calif, 3.70 5.50 49
U. S. 2.08 2.76 33
Source: Department of Agriculture
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