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Labor-market effects

“Studies of the operation of
the Mexican labor program
have clearly established that it
is adversely affecting the
wages, working conditions, and
employment opportunities of
our own agricultural workers.”
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Model of induced technical advance
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Real wages
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Hired seasonal farm employment
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Baltagi-Li semiparametric FE: Wage
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Baltagi-Li semiparametric FE: Employment
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Robustness

→ Domestic migrants or year-round

→ Other foreign

→ Pre-trends

→ Treatment year

→ Handling of zeros

→ SUTVA
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Tomato harvester adoption
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Tomato harvester adoption
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Differential Rybczynski effects: Event study
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Moving forward

1 Bracero exclusion
→ Direct evidence of tech. advance
→ Rybczynski effects
→ Other adjustment margins

2 Migration restrictions
→ Natural experiments

Lee et al. 2017; Mayda et al. 2017, Feigenberg &
Lubotsky 2017

3 Induced technical advance
→ Upward-sloping demand?

Hornbeck & Naidu 2014; Gray et al. 2017, Lew & Cater
2017
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