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ABSTRACT

The goal of this project was to protect children while parents work in agriculture by improving off-
farm services for children of migrant and seasonal farm workers. Large agricultural enterprises
have policies forbidding children in the worksite. At the same time, their employees, who are
trying to generate income, seek as many work hours as possible but often lack viable options for
childcare services. As employers strive to increase their labor pool, and workers seek off-farm
childcare, there is mutual interest in improving access to childcare services in agricultural regions
dependent on large numbers of full-time and seasonal workers. This report describes the employ-
ers’ perspectives on childcare needs of hired farm workers’ families and their barriers and
motivators to facilitating off-farm childcare services. Using descriptive survey research methodol-
ogy, data were collected from a convenience sample of 102 agribusiness owners and Human
Resource directors attending an agricultural conference regarding labor laws or personnel man-
agement. Results revealed significant differences for those companies employing more than 25
workers compared to their counterparts. Primary motivators for offering childcare as an employ-
ment benefit were improved employee morale, enhanced company reputation, and a more stable
workforce. A major barrier was that half of large-scale enterprises lack guidance on how to
provide childcare options for their workers. Survey results are being used to facilitate collabora-
tion among employers, farm workers, and childcare providers to offer a safe, nurturing environ-
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ment for children while their parents work in agriculture.

Introduction

For most large-scale agricultural operations, children
younger than 18 years are not permitted in the work-
site. When the mother and father of young children
both want income-generating jobs, the task of find-
ing childcare services can be daunting. Similar to
working parents in urban and rural non-agricultural
settings, the goal is to find high quality, affordable,
and available childcare services. However, the
unique challenges faced in agriculture are that work-
ing parents may be hired for seasonal work and/or
for work hours that extend beyond the days and
times that childcare programs are open. Thus,
hired farm workers, especially those employed for
seasonal jobs with marginal incomes, face extra chal-
lenges when there are limited childcare options.

At the same time that farm workers struggle to
find childcare services, agribusiness owners are striv-
ing to have a full capacity labor pool—employees
who have the attention and energy to work

productively in time-sensitive situations such as
planting or harvesting. A shortage of seasonal and
full-time workers in agriculture has a profound effect
on the profitability and viability of an agricultural
operation, and employers and their Human
Resource (HR) directors search for incentives to
recruit and retain valuable employees. Thus, avail-
able childcare services can be a “win-win” proposi-
tion for agricultural employers and their workers.
The socio-ecological model (SEM) depicts how
multiple spheres of influence can penetrate down
to the level of affecting an individual’s behaviors.'
When the SEM is modified to the agricultural
setting, it is clear that employers have the potential
to strongly influence the culture of safety for hired
workers and their families.” In addition to estab-
lishing company safety protocols and requiring
workers to comply with safety guidelines, employ-
ers can also promote and facilitate the general
well-being of their workforce and their families
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through holistic programs and financial support of
community services. Agricultural employers who
promote, facilitate, and encourage workers to uti-
lize high quality off-farm childcare services help
promote the well-being and livelihood of children.
Additionally, working parents whose children are
utilizing high quality childcare services have
increased peace of mind and can work more
productively.

Background

Over the past several years, information regarding
farm parents’ and hired farm workers’ perspectives
on quality childcare has become available. A 2012
report on childcare needs of farm families
described the on- and off-farm work demands of
farming parents that compromise their ability to
supervise children.” Features of currently used
rural childcare services included reliance on rela-
tives, access to preschool or Head Start programs,
and a dependence on mixed options (i.e., formal
programs and relatives in-home) because of the
inconsistent work hours in agriculture and dis-
tance and time to formal settings. Desired charac-
teristics of ideal off-farm childcare programs
included: accessibility in terms of time and dis-
tance to nearest location; availability in terms of
eligibility of child/children, opening slots, and
hours of service; and affordability, especially for
low-income families. ~Recommendations for
addressing the shortage of rural childcare options
were presented, including the engagement of agri-
business leaders to collaboratively address the cri-
tical need for childcare services with community
leaders and local social service agencies.’

Migrant and seasonal farm worker families have
challenges associated with language differences,
limited financial resources, being migrant and
moving in order to work, as well as barriers to
education, transportation, healthcare services,
housing, and childcare.** Farm workers, especially
those involved in seasonal work, typically try to
work as many hours as possible, but often are held
back from work due to lack of childcare services.
This is especially problematic when both the
mother and father desire gainful employment.
Moreover, according to the most recent National
Agricultural Worker Survey (NAWS) report, there
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are an increasing number of women employed in
agriculture, potentially increasing the need for
childcare services.®

A project in Washington State, funded by the
Agricultural Safety and Health Council of America
(ASHCA), provided preliminary data for our
project.” To better understand the challenge of
safeguarding children while parents work in agri-
culture, focus groups were conducted at the agri-
cultural worksite in break rooms or workshops
with 27 farm workers. Farm worker women
revealed that children are occasionally brought to
the worksite with or without the employers’
knowledge, because they had no alternative other
than to miss work® Farm worker women
described their interest in generating income, and
many indicated they would prefer to work
extended hours in agriculture (vs. caring for chil-
dren) if they could be assured their young children
were in a safe environment and, ideally, with edu-
cational and recreational experiences. Most large
agricultural enterprises have policies forbidding
children in the worksite. Employers understand
the risks and potential liability associated with
children in a hazardous worksite. Given farm
labor shortages in some areas, employers want to
pursue options that increase the labor pool and
reduce parents’ stress regarding availability of ser-
vices for their children.” The same Washington
state project that conducted focus groups with
farm worker women also gathered information
from 44 agricultural employers regarding their
employee’s needs for childcare.” Nearly half of
respondents reported their employees frequently
needed care options for children younger than
6 years, and most (84%) indicated children are
never or rarely brought to the worksite. The
majority responded positively about trying to
increase access to childcare and youth services
for their workers, noting they need compatible
hours and increased funding support.

Methods

For this descriptive cross-sectional survey research
study, we pilot tested and refined a paper-based
data collection tool that was distributed to a con-
venience sample of attendees at agricultural con-
ferences attended by owners or representatives of
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agricultural companies seeking information on
labor regulations and/or personnel management.
The research plan was reviewed and approved by
the Marshfield Clinic Research Foundation’s
Institutional Research Board (IRB).

Instrument

The data collection objectives were to increase our
knowledge about employers’ current practices
regarding support of childcare services for hired
farm workers’ families; to gain insights into barriers
and motivators for offering childcare service as an
employee benefit; and to understand any relation-
ships between the survey respondents’ characteris-
tics and variables of interest. The theoretical basis
for questions was partially based upon the
Behavioral Reasoning Theory,'® which the princi-
pal investigator had applied in a previous study that
benchmarked employers’ hiring and safety prac-
tices for adolescent farm workers.'' Variables and
terminology were initially tested in a questionnaire
given to 27 employers attending a February 2015
annual meeting of the National Council of
Agricultural Employers (NCAE) when the topic of
model childcare services for farm workers was first
presented.'” Interviews with farm worker parents
and childcare providers served as another source
for variables and terminology."?

A 50-item survey instrument was drafted, pilot
tested and refined. Five-point Likert-type scales
(never to often; not important to extremely impor-
tant; and strongly disagree to strongly agree) were
used to measure variation in practices. Discrete
response options or continuous variables (yes/no
or numbers) were used to depict respondents’
personal characteristics and their agricultural busi-
ness. The survey instrument was provided as a
single sheet, two-sided paper form.

Data collection

Two agricultural employer events served as sites
for data collection. The study team did not attend
these events, but arranged with the organizers in
advance via telephone and written instructions to
follow specific steps for distribution, collection,
and final return of survey forms. Event organizers
were told they would receive an executive

summary of findings that they could share with
their respective constituents.

In December 2015, the National Council of
Agricultural Employers (NCAE) convened a
Labor Forum in Las Vegas, NV. This 2-day con-
ference was an opportunity for labor-intensive
agricultural business representatives to learn the
legal and practical aspects of hiring migrant and
seasonal workers. Among the 210 attendees were
lawyers, company owners, contract labor organi-
zers, and HR managers (or comparable title). At
the beginning of the Labor Forum, the event leader
read from the prepared script, making an
announcement about this project and requested
that “any persons responsible for company/
employee benefits or company policies regarding
children” pick up a blank survey form at the regis-
tration desk. It was stressed that “no personally
identifiable information would be collected.”
Completed forms could be returned at the same
location and survey respondents would be given a
small gift (a chocolate candy “cow pie” bar) as a
token of appreciation. At several points during the
forum, this announcement was repeated.

The second site for data collection was the
January 2016 Annual Conference of Agricultural
Personnel Management Association in Monterey,
CA. This 2-day meeting is typically attended by
175 California-based agricultural company HR
directors, lawyers, marketing consultants, and
risk managers. The same survey instrument and
solicitation process for securing completed survey
forms were used. Registration desk personnel
facilitated distribution of surveys and provided
the gratuity candy bar upon return of the form.

At both data collection sites, completed forms were
placed into a large envelope out of sight of event
attendees. At the closing of the event, the envelope
was sealed and immediately placed in a prestamped,
express-return envelope to the study team. No pro-
blems were associated with the process. Extra blank
forms were destroyed, and leftover candy was given to
the event staff in gratitude for their assistance.

Data entry/analyses

Data from written survey forms were coded and
entered by trained staff using a systematic process
to consistently resolve aberrant responses, missing
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data, or illegible writing. Classification of jobs
written as “other” was determined through con-
sensus, as were decisions about clustering cate-
gories of responses for interpretation of findings.
Data quality systems were implemented to ensure
that data were collected, entered, and analyzed
accurately. For this component of the project,
quantitative data were analyzed via SAS (Cary,
NC, USA). Descriptive statistics were obtained
and reported. Categorical data were analyzed
using Chi-square or Fisher’s exact test, and
P-values were derived from the abovementioned
statistical tests. A P-value of <0.05 was used to
claim that there exists a statistically significant
difference.

Initially, data from 71 participants (34% of
attendees) at the Las Vegas event were reviewed,
followed by data from the 31 participants (18% of
attendees) of the Monterey event. Data were then
analyzed to detect significant differences between
the two groups’ demographics and study variables.
Next, all data were merged and reviewed to assess
collective responses, looking for any major out-
liers. Following this, merged data were analyzed
to account for statistically significant differences
based upon gender, respondent role (e.g., Owner,
HR director), number of children/grandchildren,
and number of employees. Basic descriptive statis-
tics were obtained and reported, and P-values were
derived from Chi-square or Fisher’s Exact test for
categorical data and Wilcoxon Rank Sum test for
continuous variables.

Results

A total of 102 (71 + 31) usable surveys comprised
the study sample from participants attending
either of the two agricultural conferences. Of
these, 59% were male. The average length of time
working in agribusiness was 19.4 years, with an
average of 15 years in his/her current company.
Age of respondent was not asked, but a proxy was
the number of children (mean = 2.5 children) and
the number of grandchildren (mean = 2). The
primary crops/products of respondents were
grains, livestock, berries/grapes, and tree fruit. A
question to address the company size in terms of
workforce was “During peak production season,
about how many employees do you typically
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have?”, and response options were <25, 26-50,
51-100, 101-200, and 201 or more. Nearly half
(48%) reported employing 201 or more workers,
while 26.5% had 25 or fewer workers, and 25.4%
had from 26 to 200 workers during peak season.

Respondents were asked about the type of child-
care arrangement their employees currently use for
children 0-6 years; to the best of their knowledge,
they reported about 72% “sometimes” or “often”
used a formal childcare center. About 80%
responded that adult family members provided
childcare, 89% reported a brother/sister in the
home provided care, and 41% reported employees
occasionally accessed a day camp or local park
program. Only 9.4% had a company-owned child-
care program for employees.

Table 1 depicts the sample demographics based
upon the conference at which the survey was
administered. The Las Vegas conference, for
which the primary topic was federal labor laws
with a focus on immigrant workers, had a majority
of male respondents who were company owners/
employers. Respondents from the Monterey,
California conference, which addressed a variety
of hiring and personnel management issues, were
83% female, and only 7% were owners/employers.
Most of these participants reported being HR
directors, risk managers, or filled in job titles
such as Executive Assistant.

When combined data from both events were
analyzed to contrast responses based on demo-
graphic variables (gender, role, number of chil-

Table 1. Subjects by location.

Las Vegas Monterey
Total 71 31 P-value
Gender [# (%)]°
Male 36 (51.4) 5(16.7) .0015
Female 34 (48.6) 25 (83.3)
Role [# (%)] <.0001
Employer 34 (50.8) 2 (6.9
HR director 15 (22.4) 13 (44.8)
Other 18 (26.9) 14 (48.3)
Produce [# (%) Yes]°
Grains 45 (63.4) 30 (96.8) .0002
Tree fruits/nuts 64 (90.1) 25 (80.7) 2070
Berries/grapes 58 (81.7) 14 (45.2) .0003
Beef/dairy/swine 49 (69.0) 30 (96.8) .0016
Nursery/greenhouse 65 (91.6) 28 (90.3) 1.000

HR, Human Resource.

®Nonresponses were eliminated from the number/percentage
calculation.

PMore than one response permitted.
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dren/grandchildren, company size), only a few
statistically significant differences were detected.
The greatest contrast was detected based upon
company size, that is, the number of hired workers
employed. The project team agreed to focus addi-
tional analyses on responses associated with those
having >25 hired workers, since the project’s over-
all goal was to facilitate off-farm childcare services
in agricultural regions with the high populations
of hired farm workers. Thus, further analyses were
based upon company size, as measured by small
agricultural company (<25 employees) versus a
large agricultural company (>25 employees).

There were 6 of the 102 survey respondents who
did not answer the question regarding number of
employees; thus, the number of usable surveys for
analyses based on company size was 26 individuals
with <25 employees and 70 individuals with >25
employees. Table 2 reflects their demographic char-
acteristics. Respondents from large companies were
slightly more likely to be female, far more likely to be
an HR director or nonowner, and tended to have
fewer years working in agriculture, fewer years at
his/her current company, and fewer children and
grandchildren. This suggested that participants from
large companies may be younger in age than those
from smaller companies.

Respondents were asked about employees’ child-
care needs and his/her company practices regarding
childcare as an employee benefit. For large companies,
92% believed employees need care for children age
0-6 years, and 90% reported their employees need
before/after school care for 7-14-year-olds (Table 3).

Table 2. Subjects by number of employees.

<25 >25
Employees Employees  P-value
Total
Gender [# (%)
Male 14 (53.9) 26 (37.1) 1661
Female 12 (46.1) 44 (62.9)
Role [# (%)] <.0001
Employer 19 (79.2) 18 (26.5)
HR director” 3 (12.5) 36 (52.9)
Other 2 (83) 14 (20.6)
Years working (median) 25 15 0757
Years w/this company 20 8 .0036
(med.)
Median # children 3 2 .0377
Median # grandchildren 0 0 .0308

HR, Human Resource
“Nonresponses were eliminated from the number/percentage calculation.
PIncludes HR managers or comparable title.

Table 3. Childcare needs by company size.

<25 >25
Employees Employees P-value

[# (%) responding sometimes/often]
60 (92.3) <.0001

Employees need care for 0—6- 11 (50)
year-olds

Employees need before/after 8 (36.4) 54 (90.0) <.0001
school care for 7-14-year-olds

Despite rules, employees bring 9(47.3) 12 (18.5) .0087
0-14-year-olds to worksite

Company assists locating 4 (22.3) 20 (32.8) .6407
services

Company gives financial support 4 (22.3) 10 (15.4) 3409

Both these concerns were statistically different than
smaller companies (p <.0001). With smaller compa-
nies, about 47% of employees sometimes bring chil-
dren into the worksite, despite company rules
forbidding their presence; contrasted to only 18.5%
occurrence on large enterprises (p = .0087). There was
no statistically significant difference between small or
large companies regarding their current practice to
assist employees with locating services (22% vs. 33%)
or providing financial support for childcare services
(22% vs. 15%).

Of keen interest to the project team were bar-
riers and motivators to providing childcare ser-
vices as an employee benefit. Table 4 data reveal
that about half of respondents from large compa-
nies indicated they need guidance on how to facil-
itate and implement childcare services for
employees, and they are in a position of authority
to implement such services. When asked about
company priorities, only 5.7% of large companies
indicated that this was a low priority, in contrast to
small companies, where 27.3% viewed this as a low
priority (p = .0059). Customers of small companies
(26%) were less likely to care about employee
benefits than large companies, where it was
reported by only 11.8% respondents that custo-
mers do not care about workers’ benefits.

Table 4. Barriers to providing childcare by company size.

<25 >25
Employees Employees P-value

[# (%) responding agree/strongly agree]

Is NOT a high priority 6 (27.3) 4 (5.7) .0059

Have position of authority to 7 (30.5) 38 (55.0) .5635
implement

Company needs guidance 7 (30.5) 35 (50) .0011

Customers do not care about 6 (26.0) 8(11.8) 1399
employees’ benefits
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Based on preliminary studies, motivators to
providing childcare services were categorized into
eight factors with response options on a 5-point
scale of not important, slightly important, impor-
tant, very important, and extremely important. Of
these, there was a statistically significant difference
between small and large companies for seven of
the eight factors (Table 5). For depicting the
details in Table 5, responses of important, very,
and extremely important were clustered. The pri-
mary motivators for large companies to facilitate
and/or provide childcare services were a “more
stable workforce” (90%) and “improved employee
morale” (90%). This was followed by “enhanced
company reputation (88%). Large companies
recognize that childcare services would allow
employees to work more hours (78%) and facilitate
employment of more women (73%). Childcare
services could be used as a recruiting tool (70%),
and large companies (77%) indicated that this

Table 5. Motivators to providing childcare by company size.

<25 >25
Employees  Employees  P-value
[5 pt. scale; # (%) responding extremely, very, important]

Improve employee morale 12 (52.1) 62 (89.8) .0006
Enhance company 9 (39.1) 61 (88.4) .0001

reputation
More stable workforce 11 (47.0) 61 (89.8) .0002
Recruiting potential 7 (30.5) 49 (69.9) <.0001
More female employees 6 (26.1) 52 (73.3) <.0001
Able to work more hours 9 (42.9) 54 (78.3) .0038
Reduced concern of child 10 (45.5) 49 (76.6) .0187

injuries
Decreased jeopardy—child 9 (40.9) 41 (66.2) .0756

labor

Improve employee morale
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would reduce their concern about childhood inju-
ries. Large companies were slightly more likely
(66%) to view “decreased jeopardy regarding
child labor issues” (e.g., lower risk of penalties
for violating laws) as a motivator than small com-
panies (41%).

Factors that would motivate large agricultural
companies to offer childcare services as an
employee benefit are further delineated in
Figure 1. Specific responses on a 5-point scale
(not important, slightly important, important,
very important, and extremely important) are
depicted by percentage of total responses. When
considering what is an “extremely important”
motivator, the factors of improved employee mor-
ale and enhanced company reputation are rated
the most highly.

Discussion

The success of an agricultural business, especially a
large operation with labor-intensive production
activities, such as harvesting ripe fruits and vege-
tables, is absolutely dependent on a stable and
capable workforce. Pursuing opportunities to
secure a stable work force is an important moti-
vator for employers particularly in light of increas-
ing challenges associated with U.S. immigration
policy and the political climate surrounding immi-
gration reform. Thus, it is not surprising that
agricultural employers view childcare benefits for
employees as a potential strategy for recruitment
and retention of workers.

Enhance company reputation

More stable workforce |

Recruiting potential

Decreased jeopardy - child labor |

Reduced concern of child injuries

More female employees [

Able to work more hours |

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%

OMNot Important  @Slightly Important  Elimportant @ Very Important B Extremely Important

Figure 1. Large-scale employers’ motivating factors for childcare services.
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The current labor shortage in agriculture puts farm
workers in a position of choosing an employer based
on working conditions, salary, and benefits. This is
especially the case for working parents who aim to
“settle in” to a location for extended periods.
Agricultural workers, especially those doing seasonal
activities, are often interested in generating as much
income as possible, but they may be hampered in
accepting employment due to parenting responsibil-
ities, which take precedence over work. Lack of child-
care options increases the likelihood of employees
missing work altogether, being tardy, or being dis-
tracted while at work. This translates back to three of
the employers’ top five motivating factors for facilitat-
ing childcare—“more stable workforce,” “more
female workers,” and “able to work more hours.”

Agricultural companies are sometimes viewed
in a negative light by worker advocates and/or
small-scale companies. Their priorities may be
considered profits and competitive edge over
their smaller counterparts. It was surprising to
learn that the most highly rated motivating factor
by the large company respondents was “improved
employee morale,” which is more often associated
with smaller operations, especially those with
family members engaged in leadership.

An interesting finding was that large-scale
employers were more likely than small-scale
employers to list “reduced concern of child inju-
ries.” This concern would seem more aligned with
smaller enterprises that were more likely to report
children coming into the worksite. It is possible
that the preponderance of HR directors represent-
ing large-scale farms was very attuned to risk
management and liability, or that because of their
younger age, they were more concerned about the
safety of children.

Data from this study describe a strong interest
and willingness of large-scale agricultural employ-
ers to facilitate off-farm childcare options for their
employees, with more than half expressing interest.
Given that they appreciate the value of childcare
services, this clearly indicates the need for someone
or some organization to address this need.

Circling back to the SEM for influencing indi-
vidual behaviors, this study revealed that large-
scale agricultural employers are willing to adopt
company practices with employee benefits that
could trickle down to the level of protecting

children from adverse exposures associated with
agricultural environments. This relatively high
level of influence could be extended even further
if federal and/or state policies (highest sphere of
SEM) provided financial support and guidance for
off-farm childcare services.

Limitations

This study was limited in scope as a component of a
larger initiative to facilitate off-farm childcare services
for children of migrant and seasonal farm workers. A
convenience sample was used of respondents inter-
ested in the topic; thus, results may be skewed to a best
situation, and findings. The study participants, repre-
senting agricultural businesses (large farms, ranches,
and vineyards), were drawn from events away from
their worksite, which were not associated with the
topic of this study. Data were derived from self-
reports of respondents who were not in a position to
confirm accuracy of certain responses (e.g., type of
childcare currently used) with their employees.
Further, the completion of survey forms was con-
ducted in various locations within the conference
area, likely with distractions, leading to incomplete
forms and hurried responses. The primary goal was to
understand pertinent perspectives of employers, and
only 70 usable surveys were available to depict barriers
and motivators to childcare services of large agricul-
tural companies. Furthermore, no statistical power
analyses were preplanned.

This study is the first known report on this
topic. Although small in scale, the findings shed
preliminary light on an important issue. For pur-
poses of our overall project, only 50% of respon-
dents indicated they were in a position of authority
to implement programs, but by participating in
this study, they became aware of business advan-
tages that could be transmitted to company lea-
ders. An option “for more information” on this
topic was provided as a sign up sheet at the con-
ference registration table so project staff could
follow-up with guidance if so requested.

Acknowledgments

The authors express deep gratitude to Frank Gasperini of the
National Council of Agricultural Employers, Kimberly
Naffziger of the Agricultural Safety and Health Council of



Downloaded by [Stephen B. Thacker CDC Library] at 08:37 31 August 2017

America, and Julia Belliard of the Agricultural Personnel
Management Association for facilitating data collection
from study participants. Gratitude is extended to James
Westaby, PhD, Columbia University, for his guidance on
instrument development.

Funding

The project was funded by the National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health via the National Children’s
Center for Rural and Agricultural Health and Safety (NIOSH
2U540H009568).

References

1. Bronfenbrenner U. The Ecology of Human
Development: Experiments by Nature and Design.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press; 1979

2. Liebman AK, Simmons J, Salzwedel M, Tovar-Aguilar
A, Lee BC. Caring for children while working in agri-
culture: the perspective of parents. J] Agromed. 2017;22
(4):406-415. 10.1080/1059924X.2017.1358229.

3. Reschke KL. Child care needs of farm families. ] Agromed.
2013;17:208-213. 10.1080/1059924X.2012.658292.

4. McLaurin JA, Liebman AK. Unique agricultural safety and
health issues of migrant and immigrant children. J
Agromed. 2013;17:186-196. 10.1080/1059924X.2012.65
8010.

5. Brower MA, Earle-Richardson GB, May JJ, Jenkins P.
Occupational injury and treatment patterns of migrant
and seasonal farmworkers. J Agromed. 2009;14(2):172-
178. 10.1080/10599240902799715.

10.

11.

12.

13.

JOURNAL OF AGROMEDICINE (&) 383

. United States Department of Labor. Findings from the

National Agricultural Workers Survey (NAWSY)
2013-2014. https://www.doleta.gov/naws/pages/
research/docs/NAWS_Research_Report_12.pdf.
Published 2016. Accessed June 6, 2017.

Miller ME. Grant report “Safe play zones for children of
hired farmworkers” submitted to agricultural safety and
health council of America. 2015. Unpublished.

Miller ME, Gempler M, Lee BC. We're All In! Working
Together to Provide Services for Children Whose Parents
Work in Agriculture. Marshfield, WI: National Children’s
Center for Rural and Agricultural Health and Safety; 2016.

. Hansen M. Child Care Could Expand Labor Pool. Good

Fruit Grower. Legal and Regulatory Report. Lansing, MI:
Michigan Commission of Agriculture and Rural
Development; May 5, 2015.

Westaby JD. Behavioral reasoning theory: identifying
new linkages underlying intentions and behaviors.
Organ Behav Hum Decis Process. 2005;98:97-120.
10.1016/j.0bhdp.2005.07.003.

Lee BC, Westaby JD, Chyou PH, Purschwitz MA.
Agricultural employers’ hiring and safety practices for
adolescent workers. ] Agric Safy Health. 2007;13:25-32.
10.13031/2013.22309.

Lee BC, Salzwedel M, Liebman AM. Unpublished data
collected from agricultural employers attending the
February 2015. Annual meeting of National Council
of Agricultural Employers; 2015; Washington, D.C.
Gibson S Working in the Fields: Access to Childcare for
Farmworkers in Eastern North Carolina. Marshfield,
WI: National Children’s Center for Rural and
Agricultural Health and Safety; 2014. Unpublished
final grant report.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2017.1358229
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2012.658292
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2012.658010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2012.658010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10599240902799715
https://www.doleta.gov/naws/pages/research/docs/NAWS_Research_Report_12.pdf
https://www.doleta.gov/naws/pages/research/docs/NAWS_Research_Report_12.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.07.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.13031/2013.22309

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Background
	Methods
	Instrument
	Data collection
	Data entry/analyses

	Results
	Discussion
	Limitations

	Acknowledgments
	Funding
	References

